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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.
	The manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive and critical synthesis of how remote sensing can be used to assess plant functional diversity and support biodiversity monitoring. It effectively connects advances in imaging spectroscopy, spectral diversity, lidar, and trait-based approaches with practical applications in conservation and ecosystem restoration. The manuscript also highlights important limitations related to spatial scale, phenology, sensor characteristics, validation, and geographic bias, helping identify areas requiring further research. Overall, it provides a useful framework for researchers seeking to improve the reliability and ecological interpretation of remotely sensed biodiversity indicators
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	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
	5 = Excellent 
	

	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
	5 = Excellent 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent 
	

	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
	5 = Excellent 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent 
	

	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 
	

	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
	5 = Excellent 
	

	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
	5 = Excellent 
	

	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
	4 = Good 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	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
	5 = Excellent 
	

	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 
	

	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 
	


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.
	Title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope and critical-review nature of the manuscript. It appropriately captures functional plant diversity, remote sensing, spectral ecology, biodiversity monitoring, conservation, and restoration. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract adequately presents the background, purpose, scope of the review, methodological approach, major findings, limitations, and future research priorities. It also communicates the important conclusion that remotely sensed functional-diversity indicators are dependent on scale and ecological context. While a slightly more concise presentation could improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically coherent and demonstrates a strong understanding of plant functional ecology, remote sensing, spectroscopy, lidar, trait retrieval, and biodiversity monitoring. The critical discussion appropriately recognizes methodological limitations and variation among studies.

There are some suggestions to improve the manuscript.

The authors should further strengthen the methodological reproducibility of the literature review by providing clearer information on the number of records identified, screened, excluded, and finally included. The distinction between evidence directly demonstrated by individual studies and broader interpretation should also be maintained consistently.
The manuscript is scientifically well-conceived, comprehensive, and supported by relevant, largely recent literature. Its strongest features are the clear scope, critical synthesis of the literature, discussion of methodological limitations, and identification of future research directions. The principal weaknesses are relatively minor and mainly concern greater transparency and reproducibility in the literature-search methodology, as well as a final check of references and citation consistency.
It makes a valuable contribution as a critical narrative review and is potentially suitable for publication after minor revision. I recommend that the authors strengthen the reporting of the literature search and selection process and clarify methodological details to improve reproducibility. These issues do not substantially undermine the scientific value of the review.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The reference list is extensive and includes a strong representation of recent literature, including studies published in the 2020s. The manuscript also incorporates recent developments in hyperspectral remote sensing, global trait mapping, spaceborne observations, structural diversity, and biodiversity monitoring. 

Suggestion for improvement: The authors should conduct a final reference audit to ensure that all major recent studies relevant to the manuscript's central themes are included and that citation formatting is fully consistent throughout.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	I did not identify any obvious ethical concerns in the manuscript. It is a literature-based review and does not appear to involve human participants, animals, personal data, or experimental interventions requiring ethical approval.

Minor revisions are required 

The manuscript is scientifically strong and comprehensive, with the main improvements needed in methodological transparency and final reference/citation checking.
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