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	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 manuscript addresses an important problem in the field of plant phenotyping and precision agriculture: automated segmentation of wheat spikes for trait extraction and yield prediction. Manual spike counting is highly labor-intensive, and developing efficient, scalable, and accurate computer vision methods for this task has significant implications for breeding programs and food security. By benchmarking U-Net and FasterViT models on hyperspectral-derived pseudo-RGB images, the study highlights the trade-offs between accuracy and computational efficiency, contributing useful insights for researchers working at the intersection of deep learning, hyperspectral imaging, and agricultural applications. The work has practical significance for integrating AI into crop monitoring pipelines, although its broader utility would benefit from validation on larger and more diverse field datasets.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and directly reflects the scope and content of the paper. It clearly indicates both the domain (wheat spike segmentation) and the methodological focus (deep learning models, hyperspectral-derived pseudo-RGB). No major change is needed, though a slightly refined version such as “Comparative Evaluation of U-Net and FasterViT for Wheat Spike Segmentation using Hyperspectral-Derived Pseudo-RGB Images” may make it more precise.
	

	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 comprehensive and presents the motivation, methodology, dataset, and main findings clearly. However, it could be slightly shortened to improve readability and should explicitly state the dataset size limitations and controlled environment conditions, which currently appear only in the main text. Adding a line on potential future applications (field-based validation, yield prediction pipelines) would improve its balance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its design and execution. Both U-Net and FasterViT are appropriate architectures for the task, and the chosen metrics (IoU, Dice, pixel accuracy, precision, recall) are standard and meaningful. However, the dataset size (400 plants) is relatively small for deep learning, and the evaluation is limited to controlled conditions. This restricts the generalizability of the results to real-world agricultural fields. Additionally, while the FasterViT results are promising, no statistical significance testing was performed to validate the performance differences. These limitations should be more clearly acknowledged.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include both classical works (e.g., U-Net 2015) and recent agricultural and transformer-based approaches (2022–2024). However, a few more recent studies on multimodal phenotyping (combining hyperspectral with RGB or thermal data) could be added to broaden the context. For example:

· Jiang et al. (2023), Transformer-based multimodal fusion for crop yield prediction.

· Ma et al. (2024), Lightweight CNN-transformer hybrids for agricultural segmentation tasks.
	

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


	The language quality is good and suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is well-structured, with clear explanations and minimal grammatical issues. Some sentences in the abstract and introduction could be shortened for conciseness, but overall readability is high.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript makes a valuable applied contribution but would benefit from:

· Explicitly stating the review limitations (small dataset, controlled environment only).

· Including statistical tests to validate performance differences.

· Discussing scalability and the trade-offs of computational time in real field applications.

· Providing a clearer outlook on future directions, such as multi-modal data fusion and large-scale field validation.
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