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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 article provides an overview of traditional and modern phenotyping approaches, emphasizing on high-throughput, non-invasive techniques and their integration with imaging and computational tools. Given the increasing need to enhance efficiency and stress resilience in crops, the focus on root phenotypic characterization is highly relevant for both breeding programs and plant research. Generally, the manuscript contributes to the scientific community by combining current knowledge and highlighting technological developments that can facilitate more precise root trait analysis.
	



PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good. The title is clear, and accurately reflects the main focus of the manuscript. It effectively conveys that the paper is a review of recent advances in in-situ root phenotyping. 
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The abstract provides a general overview of the topic and highlights the importance of root phenotyping and recent technological advancements. However, it lacks clarity and specificity in certain parts, particularly regarding the structure of the review and the key insights or conclusions drawn. The language could be improved for better readability, and some sentences appear overly general or repetitive. Including more precise information about the main contributions and scope of the manuscript would strengthen the abstract and make it more informative for readers.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The selected keywords are generally relevant to the topic of the manuscript and reflect its main focus. However, could be improved by including more specific or technical terms related to imaging techniques, or computational analysis. 
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The manuscript provides a broad overview of the importance of root systems and root phenotyping, covering both biological relevance and methodological aspects. However, the background section could be better organized to improve logical flow and coherence, as some parts appear repetitive or loosely connected. In addition, clearer structuring and more focused transitions between concepts would enhance readability. 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The general aim of the manuscript can be inferred from the text, particularly the intention to review recent advances in root phenotyping approaches. However, the objectives are not explicitly and clearly stated in a dedicated section or in a concise manner. Clearly defining the specific objectives at the end of the introduction would improve the overall clarity.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good. The literature review is relevant and covers a wide range of studies related to root phenotyping, including traditional and advanced approaches. It incorporates recent references and highlights key technological developments in imaging and analysis tools. However, the critical synthesis of the cited studies could be improved. Strengthening the integration and comparison of findings would further enhance the quality of the literature review.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent. The manuscript includes a substantial number of recent references, particularly from the last decade, reflecting current developments in root phenotyping technologies.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement. The manuscript does not clearly describe the methodology used for the literature search. There is no information on search strategies, databases consulted, inclusion or exclusion criteria, or the time frame considered for selecting references. 
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement. The manuscript presents a descriptive summary of existing studies rather than a critical analysis of the literature. This reduces the depth of the review. Incorporating a more analytical perspective, including comparisons between approaches and identification of research gaps, would substantially improve the manuscript.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The manuscript talks about future prospects and highlights the importance of advancing root phenotyping technologies, particularly in the conclusion section. However, the identification of specific research gaps is a bit limited throughout the review. A more explicit and structured discussion of existing limitations and challenges in the field would strengthen this aspect. 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The conclusions are generally aligned with the content presented in the manuscript and emphasize the importance of root phenotyping for advancing crop improvement. However, they tend to be broad and repetitive, without clearly synthesizing the key insights discussed in earlier sections. A more concise and focused summary that directly reflects the main findings and critical points of the review would improve the logical strength and impact of the conclusions.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement. The manuscript does not explicitly discuss its own limitations as a review study. While certain limitations of individual phenotyping methods are mentioned throughout the text, there is no dedicated reflection on the scope, constraints, or potential biases of the review itself.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent. The references cited in the manuscript are generally of good quality and are predominantly drawn from peer-reviewed journals. The authors include a range of relevant and credible sources covering key aspects of root phenotyping and related technologies.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement. The manuscript is generally understandable; however, the language requires significant improvement in terms of clarity, grammar, and overall readability. Several sentences are overly long, repetitive, or awkwardly structured, which affects the flow of the text. In addition, there are noticeable grammatical and typographical errors throughout the manuscript. Careful language editing and proofreading would substantially improve the quality of the manuscript.
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PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	      Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	       Yes
	



PART  3: 
	

	
	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 details)

	




Reviewer details:
Ana Uhlarik, Institute of Field and Vegetable Crops, Serbia
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