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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	This study is important for the research community as it explores ways to improve the efficiency of CsPbI₃₋ₓBrₓ-based perovskite solar cells using SCAPS-1D simulations. By analyzing the effects of absorber composition, defect density, and transport layer thickness, it provides valuable insights into optimizing device performance. The findings on ITO back contact energy and defect reduction strategies can help researchers design more efficient and stable perovskite solar cells. Additionally, this work bridges the gap between theoretical modeling and experimental research, offering useful guidance for future studies in solar energy development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	This Title is satisfactory.
	

	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.


	Lack of Context – Please clearly explain the motivation for the study. Why is this particular structure (Al/SnO₂/CsPbI₃₋ₓBrₓ/Cu₂O/ITO) chosen? What is its significance in solar cell research? Please discuss it also.

Clarity in Key Findings – The transition between the optimization steps and their impact on efficiency is not clearly structured. For example, the relationship between defect density and efficiency should be more explicitly stated.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study seems scientifically valid, but a thorough check of the SCAPS-1D simulation parameters, defect density effects, and ITO work function adjustments is necessary. Comparing the results with experimental data and existing literature will help confirm its accuracy. Please avoid AI tools in manuscript writing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Need more references to be added of recent years.
	

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


	It is satisfactory.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Missing Performance Metrics – While conversion efficiency is reported, other key performance parameters such as open-circuit voltage (V_OC), short-circuit current density (J_SC), or fill factor (FF) are not mentioned. These are crucial for evaluating the effectiveness of the device.

· Ambiguous Energy Level Optimization – The phrase "Fixing the ITO back contact energy at 4.7 eV leads to an optimization of the conversion efficiency..." is vague. It is unclear how this energy level impacts charge transport and reduces recombination.

· Some results are presented in a disconnected manner, making it difficult to follow the logical progression.

Example: “Fixing the ITO back contact energy at 4.7 eV leads to an optimization of the conversion efficiency...” – It is unclear how this modification improves charge transport or reduces recombination.

· The abstract reports conversion efficiency but does not mention open-circuit voltage (V_OC), short-circuit current density (J_SC), and fill factor (FF).

These parameters are crucial for understanding the performance enhancement and should be included.

· The relationship between thickness optimization and resistance reduction is not fully detailed.

· Comparisons with existing literature should be included to validate the claim.

· Note that Idea is noble but need more clarification with existing literatures.

Suggested Improvements:

· Provide a clearer motivation for the study.

· Explicitly state the role of SCAPS-1D in optimization.

· Include other performance parameters (V_OC, J_SC, FF).

· Ensure clarity in describing energy level effects.

· Improve grammar and formatting for readability.

· Compare it with available transaction articles.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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