
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Engineering Research and Reports

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JERR_152076

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Field-Based Assessment of Passive Cooling Strategies for Photovoltaic Modules in Tropical Climates

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article




[bookmark: General_guidelines_for_the_Peer_Review_p]General guidelines for the Peer Review process:

[bookmark: Artificial_Intelligence_(AI)_generated_o]Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/


Important Policies Regarding Peer Review
Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/ Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers
Review Form 3


Created by: DR
Checked by: PM
Approved by: MBM
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


	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.
	This study presents detailed field-based evidence demonstrating the performance of passive cooling techniques for photovoltaic modules operating in tropical climates, where high ambient temperatures and strong solar irradiance significantly impair electrical output and accelerate material aging.
Unlike laboratory-controlled investigations, the work assesses finned heat sinks, phase change materials (PCM), and their combined configuration under real outdoor conditions, thereby capturing realistic thermal responses, temperature mitigation potential, and associated gains in energy production and operational reliability.

The results offer practical guidance for improving low-cost, sustainable, and maintenance-free cooling
solutions, and they support the dependable deployment and broader adoption of photovoltaic systems in tropical and developing regions exposed to demanding environmental conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Outdoor Performance Evaluation of Passive Cooling Methods for Photovoltaic Modules under Tropical Climate Conditions
	

	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.
	I recommend deleting the phrase (Overall, the findings offer field-relevant insights and practical design guidance for selecting passive cooling solutions for photovoltaic systems deployed in warm and humid climates).
the abstract be structured in accordance with the SPAM framework, ensuring a coherent progression that highlights the study’s context, objectives, methodology, and key contributions
Reduce the quantity of keywords and make them more specific.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific information in the manuscript appears to be correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some of the references is dated, and the overall number of references is limited. It is therefore recommended to incorporate more recent studies and expand the reference list. The following references are suggested for consideration.
1- https://doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2025.128322
2- https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rineng.2025.108647
3- https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-96-3949-6_54
4- DOI: 10.22587/ajbas.2019.13.7.3. (The performance of water cooled photovoltaic panel, under concentrating system).
	

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

	Optional/General comments
	The study is generally good, but it needs fundamental revisions.

Comments on this manuscript

· The manuscript does not specify the type or key properties of the phase change material (PCM) employed, nor does it provide detailed technical specifications of the photovoltaic modules used in the field experiments. This information is essential for clarity and reproducibility.

· The figure captions are excessively long and include extensive explanations. It is recommended to shorten the captions and relocate the detailed interpretations to the main text of the manuscript.

· Section 3 discusses mechanisms and outcomes that have not yet been experimentally measured or validated. It would be more appropriate to integrate this section into the Introduction, while transferring the relevant explanations to the Results section once they are supported by data.

Figure 2 lacks clarity in its current form. Dividing it into subfigures (A, B, and C), accompanied by a clear description of each part, would significantly improve its readability.

· The study does not include a clearly defined reference photovoltaic module operating under real outdoor conditions. Although an uncooled unit is mentioned, a properly described reference panel is necessary to enable meaningful performance comparisons.

· Table 1 is unclear and is not cited within the text. Its objective should be clarified, specifically whether it summarizes findings from previous studies or presents results from the current work. If it relates to earlier studies, appropriate references should be included.

· Sections 2 and 4 address closely related topics and could be merged to improve the logical flow and coherence of the manuscript.

· The results presented in Figure 4 require a more detailed explanation. In particular, the manuscript should clarify why the percentage improvement in electrical efficiency does not remain constant for each degree of temperature reduction, regardless of the cooling technique applied.

· Sections 6.2 and 6.3 present conclusions that are not sufficiently supported by evidence. Additional figures or analyses are recommended to demonstrate how wind speed and humidity influence system performance.

· Section 7 appears incomplete and lacks a clear theoretical or practical foundation. It is recommended to remove this section and instead propose future studies focusing on the performance of photovoltaic systems during different tropical seasons.

· Sections 6 and 8 cover overlapping content and could be combined to reduce redundancy and improve structure.

· Table 2 is not referenced in the manuscript, and its explanation is insufficient. Further clarification is needed regarding its relevance and how it supports the study’s findings.

· The manuscript does not specify the geographical location of the experimental site or the exact period during which the experiments were conducted. This information is important for contextualizing the results.

· While the results suggest that the proposed system is economically viable, the manuscript does not include a formal economic analysis or clearly explain how economic feasibility was assessed.

The conclusions should be revised to clearly highlight the key experimental findings, preferably presented as bullet points. In addition, the limitations of the case study should be acknowledged and reframed as directions for future research and practical recommendations
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	
To my knowledge, there is nothing in the manuscript that indicates ethical issues.
	

	
Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
There are no competing interest issues in this manuscript
	

	
If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
No plagiarism suspected
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	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer
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