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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The manuscript is important for the scientific community in that it discusses several different plasma flows and gas discharges in tubes for both AC and DC voltages. It studies particularly for nitrogen, as well as mixed free radicals and ions of other gas molecules. Methods of controlling the flow and afterglow of discharges are described. Diagnostics using spectroscopy are used and compared. Applications are diverse, though not mentioned much in the article.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the article is suitable, however there should not be italics on ‘diagnostics results’. The English is incorrect, remove the plurals, use results of diagnostics not diagnostics results.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is comprehensive, but does not provide motivation nor describe the applications and reason for the study, and how it is any different from 19th century plasma tubes. Also abstracts/prefaces are NOT allowed to have references in them. They must be self contained, not even referring to sections of the article proper!
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, with lots of data, correct erminology, though more discussion and motivation, limitations and future work should be described. The methods and apparatuses are dscribed in sufficient detail. Many graphs and evidence is provided, and error bars are on the graphs.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references of the article are suitable, relevant, and most are recent. They appear to be exhaustive and comprehensive, and both new and foundational papers are included.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
There are several typos and spelling errors, especially in the preface. They don’t interfere much with the communication, but some spell checking and editing can be done. In terms of scientifically correct language, the paper is correct, using the right terminology that is familiar to scientists, even those not in the field.



	

	Optional/General comments

	Great images and photos!
Accept as is, after some more spelling and grammar checks, and some discussion of limitations, further applications and future directions of reserch can be described more, though not necessary.
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