CC: john.leibacher@gmail.com
Dr. Slemzin,

I have received the report from our adviser on your manuscript, "Signatures of the

slow solar wind streams from active regions in the inner corona", which you

submitted to Solar Physics.

While the referee is positive about the manuscript, there are nevertheless still

some important concerns that need to be addressed.  You are asked to carefully

consider the reviewer comments, which are attached, respond to them substantially,

and submit a list of responses to the comments in addition to the revised manuscript

as a separate submission item.  It would be helpful if you could answer the

referee's comments one by one with the referee's comment, with page on which it

arises, followed by your response.  It may help to indicate new material in the text

of the revised ms with a different font, e.g. bold.

In order to submit your revised manuscript, please access the following web site

http://sola.edmgr.com/
We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript within eight weeks.

Regards,

John Leibacher

Editor in Chief

Referee's comments(edited) The authors have answered many of the points raised in my previous report, however, there are still some issues that I think should be considered. 
One of the most important questions is building the link between solar wind data observed at 1AU and the outflows from the active region. The authors have provided some details about how they mapped the solar wind from 1AU to the 2.5 Rs surface (source surface).  By comparing the mapped longitudes of solar wind at the SOURCE SURFACE (2.5Rs) with the longitudes of the peaks of the outflux density at SOLAR SURFACE (1Rs), they concluded that the enhancements of the solar wind density flux correspond to the peaks of the outflow density flux. Clearly, there is something very important missing in their analysis. First, the longitude of the footpoint of a certain open magnetic field line can change a lot from SOLAR SURFACE to SOURCE SURFACE; therefore, comparing the longitude of the peaks of the outflux density at 1Rs with the longitude of the mapped solar wind source at 2.5Rs is not an accurate method to find the match. (for the ~6-degree shift, see my question below).

Only the comparison between the longitudes on a same surface (either 2.5Rs or 1Rs) can be useful in this question. Second, for a certain open magnetic field line, the latitude of its footpoint can also change A LOT from 1Rs to 2.5 Rs, so we cannot conclude anything based on the comparison just between the longitudes, but we also need to compare their latitudes to verify the solar wind's footpoint at 1Rs is located in the region as we expect. Therefore, I am still suspicious about one of their major conclusion. 

Some other particular questions:

1. Page 10, line 19-21, can't see f3 disappeared and f2 increased from Figure 2

2. Questions about Figure 9, 

1). why not show PCH, CH1 and CH2 in the middle and right picture. 

2). Can't see the long loops connecting from the AR with CH1 as described in line 51-52 of page 20. 

3). Why there are no open field lines coming out of PCH and CH1?

3. The formula in line 54-55 of page 21 needs re-examining. If substituting t0 into this formula, it should yields Lon(t0) in both sides, but the right hand side doesn't give this result. So, I doubt if there is something wrong with this formula.

4. Page 25, line 9-11. To explain the 6-degree shift, they believe it is reasonable because it is within the 5-15-degree-open-field-west-declined range estimated by eyes from the 3D Figure 9. However, first, the 5-15 degree west declined range hasn't been carefully examined or calculated, but it is just an estimate by eye.

Second, this 5-15 degree range is a large range and 6-degree is very close to its lower boundary. Thus, this part of the discussion is not a careful explanation and the conclusion drawn here seems aggressive. 

5. Page 25 line 17-19. If there is a 6-degree shift between the enhancement of the solar wind flux (F1 and F2) and the peaks (1 and 2) of the outflow flux density, the coincidence between the slightly enhancement of F3 in solar wind and the peak 2 in outflux density will not make any sense. I don't know why they mention it here. 

6. Page 25, line 27-29, without the exact latitude of the solar wind footpoints at 1Rs, we can't say where the solar wind comes from. It could be possible that it comes from CH1, it also possible that it comes from PCH. So any argument about this is just a "guess", without solid scientific evidence. 

7. Page 25, line 34-36, the O7+/O6+ is not <=0.05 at DOY 218.2-219, but most of them are greater than 0.06, as seen from the Figure 12. 

Finally, even though the authors have made great improvement for this paper, I still suggest that the authors provide more evidence for their major conclusion: the link between the slow solar wind at 1AU and the active region in the inner corona. They can just apply some numerical model, for example, PFSS or MHD etc, to track the magnetic field from 1Rs to 2.5 Rs, so that they can have a general idea about how the active region and its surrounding, including CH1 and PCH connect to the solar wind at 2.5Rs, and how to further connect to the solar wind at 1AU.

