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	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 emerging and highly relevant interdisciplinary domain integrating agrivoltaics, renewable energy systems, microclimate engineering, and precision horticulture. The study contributes to sustainable agriculture by proposing a dual land-use model combining photovoltaic power generation with dragon fruit cultivation under a trellis system. The integration of LDR-based automated supplemental lighting represents an innovative addition that aligns with climate-resilient crop production strategies. Given the increasing demand for renewable energy and resource-efficient horticulture in tropical regions, the manuscript holds potential scientific and applied significance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the technical content of the manuscript. However, it is slightly long.
Suggested alternative title:

“Design and Field Evaluation of a Solar-Powered Agrivoltaic Trellis System with Automated Supplemental Lighting for Dragon Fruit Cultivation”

This revised title emphasizes both design and field validation components.
	

	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 well-structured and clearly outlines the system components and expected benefits. However, it lacks:

1. Quantitative results (e.g., % increase in yield, energy generation values, soil moisture improvement, WUE data).

2. Specific experimental duration and statistical validation.

3. Clear distinction between observed results and projected outcomes.


Include measurable outcomes (even preliminary values) to enhance scientific rigor. Avoid generalized statements such as “improved vegetative growth” without numerical support.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually sound and technically coherent. The integration of PV canopy, RCC trellis design, microclimate modification, and LDR-based LED automation is logically structured. The methodology is detailed in structural and electrical aspects.

However, there are notable scientific gaps:

1. Limited quantitative agronomic data (yield per plant, fruit weight, flowering %, WUE values).

2. Statistical analysis (ANOVA, significance testing) is not clearly reported.

3. Energy performance data (kWh generated/day, LED consumption load analysis) are not numerically summarized.

4. Some literature claims are broad and need tighter citation alignment.

Include proper statistical validation of RCBD data and provide energy balance calculations.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally recent (2020–2025) and relevant to agrivoltaics. The literature coverage is extensive and up-to-date. However:

· Some citations appear excessively clustered without critical synthesis.

· Dragon fruit–specific agronomic references are comparatively fewer than agrivoltaic reviews.

Add more crop-physiology-focused references on:

· CAM photosynthesis under partial shading

· Flower induction under photoperiod extension

· PV–crop energy trade-off modeling studies


	

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


	The English language is understandable but requires moderate editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Figures need improved resolution and labeling clarity.

2. Include a schematic showing PV height, tilt angle, and inter-row spacing numerically.

3. Add a summarized results table comparing T1, T2, and T3 treatments.

4. Economic feasibility (ROI, payback period) should be briefly quantified.

5. Clarify whether LED spectrum (red/blue ratio) was optimized.

Overall, the work is promising but requires stronger quantitative validation.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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