Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Scientific Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JSRR_144746

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	A Review on Advances in High‑Density Planting Systems for Fruit Crops

	Type of the Article
	Review


	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 on high-density planting (HDP) systems in fruit crops addresses a highly relevant area of horticultural research and practice. With the increasing pressure on land and resources, HDP offers a scientifically sound approach to improving productivity, resource-use efficiency, and sustainability in fruit production systems. By consolidating existing knowledge and recent advances, this review will serve as a useful reference for researchers, students, and extension workers, while also guiding policy makers and growers in adopting improved orchard management strategies. Overall, it makes a timely and valuable contribution to the scientific community working on crop intensification and sustainable horticulture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly reflects the content and scope 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 clear, concise, and well-structured. It effectively summarizes the scope of the review by highlighting key aspects of high-density and super-high-density planting systems, including rootstock selection, training systems, fertigation, mechanization, and digital integration. The inclusion of benefits, challenges, and future research directions adds scientific depth and relevance. However, it could be slightly improved by (i) explicitly mentioning a few representative fruit crops where these technologies are applied (e.g., apple, mango, guava, grape), and (ii) clarifying how the review contributes uniquely compared to existing literature. Overall, it is a well-written abstract that provides a good overview of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically correct and covers relevant aspects of high-density planting systems. However, it would benefit from additional support through recent literature. For instance, high-density plantation work in apple under Indian conditions has not been cited. Similarly, literature on training systems is only briefly discussed, and advanced findings on fertigation are missing. While the authors have included some tables, the review would be more impactful if they consolidated crop-wise information, covering scions, rootstocks, planting density, and training systems, supported by references to primary research papers rather than books or other review articles. Addressing these points will enhance the scientific rigor and usefulness of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are relevant but not fully sufficient, and some sections would benefit from inclusion of more recent and crop-specific studies. For example, high-density plantation work in apple under Indian conditions (Ladon et al., 2022; Ladon et al., 2024) is not cited. Literature on training systems is underrepresented, and more advanced findings on fertigation could be included (Thakur et al., 2020; Mankotia & Sharma, 2024; Sharma et al., 2024). In addition, the review currently relies on a few book chapters and other review papers, whereas citing primary research articles would strengthen the scientific depth. Incorporating these references will improve the manuscript’s currency and comprehensiveness.
	

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


	The overall English language of the manuscript is understandable and generally suitable for scholarly communication. However, from the perspective of a review paper, the writing could be more informative and engaging. While the title suggests a focus on “advances,” the text does not consistently convey recent progress in sufficient depth. Strengthening the scientific expression, improving flow, and providing more analytical insights, rather than descriptive statements, would enhance readability and align the manuscript better with the expectations of a high-quality review article.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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