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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 manuscript presents a broad and timely overview of the technological progress in PV support systems.
The topic is highly relevant given the rapid expansion of the solar energy sector and the growing emphasis on structural optimization, corrosion resistance, and sustainable materials.
As a review article, it succeeds in gathering and summarizing a substantial amount of information from various sources.
However, the paper mostly compiles and describes previous studies without offering a strong critical synthesis, illustrative figures, and comparative assessment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	
The title is appropriate and accurate for a review article.
	

	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 general overview of the objectives and scope, mentioning the main focus areas—structural types, material categories, and technological trends.
Nevertheless, it lacks precision and depth in summarizing specific findings or insights. To improve it, the authors should:
· The methodology used to collect and analyze the reviewed studies.
· Highlight key conclusions or recommendations drawn from the analysis.
· Include one or two quantitative or comparative results (if available from cited studies) to
reinforce scientific value.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The content is technically accurate and well-aligned with existing literature on PV mounting technologies, materials, and design considerations.
However, the review lacks a clear methodological structure—there is no description of how the literature was selected, categorized, or analyzed.
The discussion remains mostly descriptive, with limited critical comparison between different studies or technologies.
To enhance scientific rigor, the authors should:
· Introduce a systematic review methodology (e.g., inclusion criteria, research scope).
· Provide quantitative comparisons or summarized metrics when available in the cited works.
· Discuss research gaps and inconsistencies in previous studies rather than only summarizing them.
· Include illustrative figures and summary tables - e.g., classification of mounting systems, material property comparisons, or schematic diagrams of structural types
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The reference list is comprehensive and current, including several references from 2023 and 2024. However:
· Duplicate entries are present (e.g., [15] and [16]).
· Formatting inconsistencies exist across reference types.
The manuscript is written in clear English, with a good grasp of technical terminology related to photovoltaic systems.
Nevertheless, minor linguistic refinements would improve readability and precision. Typical issues include:
· Long, multi-clause sentences that could be simplified.
· Occasional awkward phrasing and redundant expressions.
A careful language and style revision is recommended to enhance fluency and ensure consistent
terminology across the text.
	

	Optional/General comments
	To strengthen the manuscript and align it with the standards of high-quality review papers, the following actions are strongly recommended:
· Enhance analytical discussion, identifying key challenges, technological gaps, and promising future directions.
· Standardize and clean the references (remove duplicates, unify format).
· Revise the abstract and conclusion to clearly summarize findings, trends, and prospective research priorities.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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