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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 deals with an essential and usually undervalued problem in relation to solar energy systems' reliability and durability, namely, corrosion and degradation phenomena for different types of materials. The manuscript will contribute to an improvement in solar energy system reliability and durability. The manuscript deals with an essential problem for engineers and materials scientists and policy makers engaged in large-scale implementation of solar energy systems. In brief, this review will contribute to an improvement in renewable energy system reliability and durability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is appropriate and indicates the scope and intention of the manuscript. The title clearly indicates that this is a review article and emphasizes both challenges and protection technologies in solar energy systems. Yes.

Minor suggestions: The title could be slightly refined to make it clear and impactful, e.g.: “Durability of Solar Energy Systems: A Review of Corrosion Challenges and Emerging Protection Technologies.”
	

	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 seems to be comprehensive overall. It gives an appropriate idea about the motivation, scope, and major themes of the review. There may be some minor adjustments required for scientific accuracy.

Suggestions:

· Specifically identify the nature of the solar systems/components involved (e.g., PV modules, structures, connectors, coatings).

· It would be helpful to briefly mention the methodological approach followed, e.g. the criteria for screening the literature or the time period considered.

· Conclude by providing a clearer statement on its practical implications for system design, maintenance, or standardization.

· These improvements will help the reader easily comprehend the extent and application of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From a scientific standpoint, the manuscript is largely correct and technically sound. The mechanisms for corrosion described in the manuscript conform to established electrochemical and material science principles. The section discussing environmental stressors like humidity, salinity, temperature, and pollutants is appropriate.

Naturally, some parts could use more critical examination rather than descriptive writing. One area for improvement involves further differentiation between lab and real-world data, which would enhance the scientific content of the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list appears to be satisfactory, with a number of relevant sources cited. There is, however, a need to include additional recent high-impact literature, particularly from the last 5 to 7 years, focusing on leading publications in materials science, corrosion engineering, and photovoltaic reliability.

It has been suggested that recent review or experimental papers on advanced coatings, encapsulation materials, and accelerated aging tests could be included to enhance the state-of-the-art theme.
	

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

	Overall, the quality of the writing in English is satisfactory for a scholarly level. The writing is clear and generally well-organized. However, there are problems that have consistently been identified regarding grammatical precision, sentence construction, and awkward phrasing.

A professional language editing service is recommended for refining clarity, coherence, and readability, especially for sections such as introduction and discussion.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript treats a relevant and timely issue with evident practical significance for the durability of the solar energy systems. In order to further improve the potential contribution of the manuscript, the authors are encouraged to:
The critical depth of the comparative evaluation of the protective technologies should be improved.
A summary table can be added to include comparisons on the following: 
- Corrosion mechanisms
- Components affected
Elaborate upon future research opportunities, especially with respect to standardization.
With these changes, the paper is well-suited for publication.


The manuscript deals with an appropriate and timely topic related to the durability of solar energy systems, with special emphasis on the mechanisms of corrosion and trends in protection. The review is technically sound and appropriate, well connected with challenges in photovoltaic durability, and well supported by literature. 
However, the manuscript could benefit from some minor modifications that focus on improving critical depth, comparative analysis of various mitigation technologies, updating some references, and clarity of some sections of the writing. These areas of concern do not affect the main contribution of the paper but could be addressed to improve the scientific quality of the work.
Based upon the considerations presented, it is my recommendation that the manuscript be considered for a Minor Revision prior to acceptance.
	















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical issues have been identified with the review of the manuscript. The manuscript can be classified as a narrative review article that only relies on previously published scientific literature. No experiments with human subjects, animal subjects, or biological materials have been conducted. Moreover, the manuscript does not include any sensitive information that pertains to human subjects or any proprietary information that pertains to industry. From the ethical point of view, the manuscript meets the standard criteria that are applicable to review articles written on the topics of engineering or materials science.
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There were no apparent issues with competing interests. There are no indications of any biased interests in particular commercial products, their producers, or proprietary technology. Additionally, there are indications that the authors’ discussion of corrosion protection strategies is unbiased. Nevertheless, for the sake of transparency and following best practices for publishing, it is suggested that the authors consider including a statement such as “Declaration of Competing Interests” or “Conflict of Interest.”
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Based on the originality screening performed on the manuscript, which used the similarity test tool, the manuscript has a similarity level of about 8%, which is within the acceptable limits for a review-type manuscript in the engineering and materials science fields.
The similarities reported are mainly due to the commonly used technical vocabulary, general descriptions of the methodology used, and cited background information from reliable and established academic sources.

There was no evidence of verbatim plagiarism, reused text, or misappropriation of intellectual property. These similarities do not diminish the originality of the manuscript, which is expected to be present to a certain degree in any review paper that aims to integrate other literature.

Moreover, the likelihood that the text has been produced by AI, which was estimated at about 10% through the use of automated text analysis, also points to the fact that the text has been authored by humans and that it is sound academically. It would, therefore, be advisable for the journal to use its own plagiarism detection tools to verify the originality of the text before it accepts it for publication.
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	I declare that I have no competing interests in the preparation of this manuscript. I also state that I have no financial, professional, or personal relationships with the authors or the institutions that may have influenced the objectivity, integrity, and impartiality of this review. The review has been performed on the basis of the scientific quality, the technical merits, and the relevance of the work.




	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback
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