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	Author’s Feedback (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 scholarly community will find this manuscript valuable as it investigates the use of natural, plant-based dyes as inexpensive, sustainable photosensitizers for dye-sensitized solar cells (DSSCs).  The study offers experimental support and a comparison of single-versus co-sensitized dye systems, which helps with the continuous advancement of green photovoltaic technology.  The results show the promise and limitations of natural dye systems, even though the reported efficiencies are small. This helps to guide future research paths in material selection and device optimization.  All things considered, the work advances the field of renewable energy research by addressing the demand for more affordable and environmentally friendly substitutes for traditional solar cell materials.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Performance of Natural Dyes and Their Combinations as Photosensitizers in Dye-Sensitized Solar Cells (DSSCs) 
	

	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 provides a broad overview of the research by describing the dyes used, the fabrication method, and the main findings (absorbance, bandgap values, and efficiency). However, it is too long, contains unnecessary details, and sometimes reads like a mini–results section rather than a concise summary. 
1. Shorten the Abstract to 200–250 words.

2. Highlight (e.g., local availability of dyes, eco-friendly, low-cost alternative to synthetic dyes).

3. Keep only the most critical results: best-performing dye, comparison of single vs. co-sensitization, and main conclusion.

4. Remove highly specific technical details (exact 2θ values, absorbance/reflectance numbers, etc.), which belong in the results section.

5. Strengthen conclusion in the abstract: briefly state the broader significance (e.g., potential of natural dyes in sustainable photovoltaics despite low efficiencies).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents experimental work on the fabrication and characterization of dye-sensitized solar cells (DSSCs) using natural plant-based dyes. The overall methodology (dye extraction, TiO₂ film preparation with Doctor Blade, sensitization, electrolyte preparation, and I-V measurements under simulated sunlight) follows standard practices in DSSC research, and the results (low efficiency, bandgap variations, absorption characteristics) are consistent with expectations for crude natural dye extracts.

However, there are several concerns that limit the scientific robustness of the work:

1. Photovoltaic Measurements

The reported solar simulator intensity is listed as 1000 W/cm², which appears to be a mistake. The standard is 100 mW/cm² (AM 1.5G illumination). This unit error needs correction to avoid misinterpretation.

The efficiencies reported are extremely low (0.006–0.14%), which is scientifically plausible for unrefined natural dyes but must be critically discussed in the context of state-of-the-art DSSCs (>10%).
2. Optical and Structural Analysis

The bandgap calculations (Tauc plots) are reasonable, but the correlation between dye chemistry (anthocyanin, chlorophyll, etc.) and optical results is missing. This weakens the interpretation of data.

XRD results are reported but without sufficient discussion of how dye adsorption affects TiO₂ crystallinity.

3. Interpretation

While the experimental procedures are correct, The manuscript does not sufficiently explain what is unique about the chosen plant extracts.

The conclusion that co-sensitization does not improve efficiency contradicts prior literature, but no mechanistic explanation is offered. This leaves the findings incomplete.

4. Scientific Rigor

Some methodological descriptions (e.g., dye extraction times, dye composition) are not justified with references or chemical analysis.

Several speculative claims (e.g., suitability for anti-reflective coatings and window applications) are not supported by data and should be toned down.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficient and partially outdated. The authors must update the literature review with recent, peer-reviewed works (2018–2024) on natural dye DSSCs, co-sensitization, and stability to place their results in proper scientific context. 
	

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


	The manuscript requires thorough English editing by either:

 A professional language editing service, or

 A fluent English-speaking co-author experienced in scientific writing.

This will improve grammar, sentence flow, and technical clarity, making the article suitable for scholarly communication.
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