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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 review addresses a timely and important topic in crop science, the optimization of light interception through canopy architecture which has direct implications for global food security and sustainable agriculture. It synthesizes eco-physiology, remote sensing, AI-based phenomics, and precision agronomy into a coherent framework. The integration of classical models (Beer-Lambert law) with modern 3D simulation tools (RATP, MAESTRA, DART) offers a progressive framework for canopy science. The manuscript adds value by linking molecular-level processes to large-scale field management practices relevant to perennial and annual crop systems.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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 
Clear and informative. 
	

	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
	4 – Good 
Covers scope well
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good 
Relevant and adequate. Consider adding 'FSPM' or 'Fruit crops'.
	

	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
Good breadth but some sections feel loosely connected; transitions between sub-topics could be improved.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
Four clear objectives are explicitly listed in the Introduction.
	

	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

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory

	

	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
	1 – Poor
 No methodology is described. Databases searched, search terms, date range, and inclusion/exclusion criteria are entirely absent essential for a review article.
	

	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 review is largely descriptive. It reports findings without critically comparing, contrasting, or evaluating methodological quality of cited studies.
	

	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 


	

	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
Conclusions are reasonable 
	

	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
	1 – Poor
No limitations section exists. This is a fundamental requirement for a review article.
	

	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
	4 – Good
References appear to be from peer-reviewed sources; some formatting inconsistencies noted (e.g., mixed citation styles).
	

	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
	4 – Good
Well-written overall; minor grammatical issues exist but do not impede comprehension.
	




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. 
The title is descriptive and accurately reflects the content of the review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. 
The abstract covers scope and key themes but does not explicitly state the research gap this review fills, nor does it summarize the main conclusions drawn.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. 
The scientific content is generally accurate. However, Table 3 contains a potentially misleading entry: 'Conical (Pyramidal)' canopy is described as providing 'Proper light penetration... supports lower fruit quality' , this appears to be an error or is not properly worded and must be corrected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY.
The reference list is reasonably broad (~60+ sources) and some are recent (2023–2025). However, several key sections cite papers from the 1980s–2000s as primary evidence without newer supporting literature. Formatting inconsistencies are also present.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO.
 No ethical issues were identified. A competing interests disclaimer is included by the authors.
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