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PART 1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 addresses wind effects and wind-resistance performance of flexible photovoltaic support systems, which are increasingly used in large-scale installations and complex terrains. Due to their low stiffness and damping, their aeroelastic response under wind loading is a key concern for structural safety and reliability. The review summarizes recent studies on wind loads, dynamic behavior, mitigation measures, and monitoring technologies, providing a useful reference for researchers and engineers in PV structural and wind engineering.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and reflects the main content of the manuscript
	

	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 adequate.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and the technical discussion is generally consistent with current knowledge in wind engineering and flexible structural systems. The review covers major aspects including wind load distribution, aeroelastic response, structural optimization, damping strategies, and monitoring technologies.
However, several issues should be addressed:
1. The paper is mainly descriptive, with limited critical comparison between studies.
2. There is little synthesis in the form of tables, performance comparison, or quantitative analysis.
3. Some sections repeat similar statements about the influence of tilt angle and pre-tension without deeper interpretation.
4. The manuscript lacks a clear discussion of research gaps in a structured manner.
5. Figures are mentioned but their scientific contribution is limited in a review context. A stronger critical analysis and synthesis would significantly improve the scientific value.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and generally adequate. Many references are recent (2023–2025), which reflects the current state of research. However:
1. A large proportion of references come from regional journals or theses, which may limit international visibility.
2. Some older references (e.g., 2010, 2015, 2016) should be justified as foundational works
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English is generally understandable
	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Optional/General comments
	1. Some figures appear to be reproduced from individual studies; proper permissions and clearer captions should be ensured.
2. Figure 8 “Graphical user interface of the iMOO model” is not clearly presented; its resolution and readability should be improved to enhance its graphical quality.
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	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?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

NO
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