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Rating Result

Questions
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5




Yes. The title accurately reflects the paper’s focus on the design and implementation of a detection
and diagnostic system for anomalies in a grid-connected PV system.

2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. 3

Partially. The abstract clearly states the objectives and methods but lacks concrete, quantitative
results. It mentions that the Lambert W model “accurately reproduces the electrical behavior” but
does not provide measurable outcomes, key performance metrics (e.g., detection accuracy, RMSE
values, performance improvement).

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this

article. 4

Yes. There are some minor grammatical and formatting issues, such as, inconsistent section
numbering (e.g., [II1.1.2 followed by II1.3.1.2.1, mixed language in references (French terms in
English paper), typos: e.g., “Caracteristique” (Figure 11), “Lambert” sometimes with/without
hyphen.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5

Yes. The methodology is well-structured, covering: PV system structure, fault classification,
diagnostic methods (infrared, reflectometry, I-V analysis), modeling (single-diode, two-diode,
Lambert W), simulation approach.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4

Partially. The results are presented graphically with I-V and P-V curves, and RMSE values are
given. However, there is no tabulated summary of results for different fault scenarios, the link
between simulation results and real-world application is not strongly demonstrated and some figures
are mislabeled or duplicated (e.g., two “Figure 5”s).

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the
content.

Yes. The conclusion accurately summarizes the study’s aim, methodology, and implied value.
However, it would be stronger if it included specific quantitative findings from the results section.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5

Yes. The references cover recent and relevant sources in PV fault detection, including conference
papers, theses, and journal articles. However, some citations appear to be from non-academic or
commercial sources (e.g., guide websites).
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

The paper is well-structured and technically sound but would benefit from: adding quantitative
outcomes to the abstract and conclusion, including a system workflow/diagram, presenting
results in summary tables, grammar correcting and formatting.
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