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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 (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 subject of photovoltaic (PV) mounting systems is of significant industrial importance as it relates to systems for renewable energy. On the other hand, the material is primarily descriptive and does not involve quantitative nor critical reviews. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is descriptive and relevant to the topic.
It can be fine-tuned for appropriate representation of the orientation and scope of the review.
I suggest an alternative title for this article: Systematic Investigation and Future Directions of Photovoltaic Mounting Systems: Structural Types, Compositions, and Technical Innovations.
	

	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 general and repetitive, simply summarizing familiar facts without delineating the review's methodological framework. The abstract does not clarify for a clear methodological framework and coverage. The writer ought to delineate: database or literature search method used, overall number and variety of studies analysed, and key research gaps identified.
It will also avoid adopting marketing-style prose (e.g., "is a valuable reference") and instead use short, analytical results
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
The paper has corrected overall statements but no analytical detail and no citation backing. Several quantitative statements (e.g., "49.5% lighter," "15–30% efficiency gain") have no reference given for them. The paper also does not have a proper methodology section, which must be present in any review. No critical evaluation, design code comparison, or data validation is also evident from the
paper. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No
The vast majority of sources are redundant, local, or obsolete. Some of them date from 2004–2016. The list also suffers from formatting, duplication (Liu et al., 2024 appears twice, [15], and [16]), and inconsistent style issues.
The researcher should have incorporated fresher reviews from high-impact journals (e.g., Solar Energy Materials & Solar Cells, Renewable & Sustainable Energy Reviews) and be consistent with citation
style
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Marginally acceptable.
The English is syntactically comprehensible but stylistically weak and redundant and containing awkward constructions. The phrases such as "Intelligentization," "Remarkable Progress," need to be substituted with stronger academic terms such as "intelligent tracking systems," "significant
developments." Professional language editing is needed.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Omitted sections: Methodology, Directions for Future Research, and Limitations.
The paper does not have figures, schematics, nor quantitative tables for structural and material performance comparison.
The authors must clearly differentiate academic research outcomes from engineering practice.
A section on summary of global research patterns (bibliometric or statistical summary) would lend scientific credibility.
The paper must include a structured review methodology, integrate quantitative and comparative analysis, update references, add figures/tables, and improve academic tone.
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	Author’s Feedback (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 details)

	






Reviewer details:
[bookmark: _GoBack]
[bookmark: _Hlk215827714]Mohammad Hakimazari, University of Art, Iran






