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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 provides a highly timely and rigorous critical synthesis of artificial intelligence in horticulture, successfully shifting the academic discourse from isolated, task-level algorithmic benchmarks to whole-system operational readiness. By systematically evaluating the evidentiary transition across the perception-decision-action capability stack, the authors expose critical translational bottlenecks, such as dataset shift, the simulation-to-reality gap in closed-loop control, and the physical constraints of robotic end-effectors, that currently hinder commercial-scale autonomy. Consequently, this review serves as an essential strategic roadmap for researchers, agricultural engineers, and horticultural scientists, redirecting future efforts toward ecologically valid external testing, crop-robot co-design, and uncertainty-aware cyber-physical integration. Ultimately, its uncompromising emphasis on system-level validation, rather than mere architectural novelty, makes it a foundational reference for advancing next-generation horticulture from theoretical prototypes to dependable, real-world production systems.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	
	Author's Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Good. The title is clear, but the phrase "Next-Generation" is slightly clichéd in current literature. Consider a more precise alternative, such as: "Artificial Intelligence in Horticulture: A Critical Synthesis from Crop Monitoring to Autonomous Production Systems."
	

	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
	Excellent. Well-structured; it effectively summarizes the review's scope, methodological approach, key findings, limitations, and overarching conclusions without overselling the technology.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. Highly appropriate and optimized for interdisciplinary indexing and searchability across computer science and biological sciences.
	

	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
	Excellent. Provides a strong, logical foundation, particularly the crucial distinction between AI as a perceptual tool and as an operational agent.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. Explicitly, concisely, and measurably stated in Section 1.1 (Scope, Research Gap and Objectives).
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. Comprehensively covers computer vision, robotics, control systems, and horticultural science with strong interdisciplinary integration.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. Includes highly recent and relevant references (up to 2025/2026), reflecting a strong grasp of the rapid pace of the field.
	

	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
	Good. The use of the SANRA framework is commendable. However, the explicit omission of a PRISMA-style flow diagram (even a simplified one) slightly limits the absolute reproducibility and transparency of the screening process.
	

	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
	Excellent. This is the manuscript's strongest asset. It goes far beyond mere summarization, rigorously appraising ecological validity, dataset shift, and deployment realism.
	

	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
	Excellent. Clearly identified and elaborated with actionable, system-level recommendations in Sections 8 and 9 (e.g., crop-robot co-design).
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent. Conclusions are well-reasoned, nuanced, and directly supported by the synthesized evidence throughout the text.
	

	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
	Excellent. Honestly, thoroughly, and appropriately discussed in Section 11, acknowledging selection bias and evidence heterogeneity.
	

	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
	Good. The sources are authentic, high-quality, and peer-reviewed. However, the bibliography suffers from unacceptable formatting inconsistencies, including erratic spacing and broken hyphens in author names (e.g., "Al-Qudah, R.", "Cembrowska -Lech", "Zude -Sasse").
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]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
	Satisfactory (Needs Major Proofreading). While the academic vocabulary is strong, the manuscript contains pervasive typographical, formatting, and structural errors. There are abnormal double spaces throughout the text (e.g., "This breadth is important", "deep learning's"), and some sentences are overly convoluted, hindering readability. A thorough professional language edit is mandatory before publication.
	





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.
	No. Suggestion: "Artificial Intelligence in Horticulture: A Critical Synthesis from Crop Monitoring to Autonomous Production Systems."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. It effectively balances the promise of AI with realistic deployment constraints.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The conceptual framework (AI capability stack, simulation-to-reality gap, crop-robot co-design) is scientifically sound and rigorous. (However, pervasive typographical errors detract from the professional presentation).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. Sources are highly relevant and recent. (However, authors must strictly format references using a reference manager to eliminate spacing/hyphen errors).
	

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

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

	NO. The manuscript includes a transparent "Declaration of AI Use" for grammatical refinement, which complies with current academic publishing ethics.
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