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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 manuscript presents an important and timely contribution to the field of thin-film deposition and photocathode development by focusing on spray pyrolysis mechanisms in CdTe films. It is well structured, with a clear abstract, introduction, methodology, results and discussion, and conclusion, providing a logical and coherent flow throughout. The figures effectively support the mechanistic explanations, though improvements in caption clarity and resolution would enhance their overall readability and impact.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes
	

	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.


	It is goof if clarify that, “what this review adds beyond existing reviews of CdTe spray pyrolysis”.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The work appears to be scientifically sound and accurate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are current (2020–2025) and relevant; however, inclusion of seminal works published prior to 2020 would strengthen the historical context and provide a more comprehensive perspective.
	

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


	The language is generally clear, though certain sentences could be refined for greater conciseness and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1) In Introduction – The background on CdTe and spray pyrolysis is strong. However, consider including a short comparison with other deposition methods (e.g., electrodeposition, close-spaced sublimation) to better situate the advantages and limitations of spray pyrolysis.
2) The distinction between DTP and GTP regimes is well explained, but quantitative comparisons (e.g., droplet size thresholds, evaporation timescales) could be summarized in a table for clarity.
3) Substrate temperature and precursor chemistry effects are described, but more emphasis on how these influence device-level efficiencies (PEC or PV) would enhance practical relevance.
4) Section 3.5 (Photocathode performance) is informative but relies heavily on non-spray methods. It would be useful to include a direct comparison (e.g., table or schematic) between spray-pyrolyzed CdTe and other fabrication routes.
5) Check the Typographical corrections: “photo electrochemical” → “photoelectrochemical” (consistency).
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