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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 manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive and timely review of recent advances in robotic harvesting of fruits and vegetables, with particular emphasis on the integration of machine vision, intelligent manipulation, motion planning, and autonomous decision-making. It critically connects component-level technological developments with actual field performance and highlights the challenges associated with occlusion, crop variability, manipulation failures, and commercial deployment. The manuscript also emphasizes the need for standardized field-performance metrics, crop–robot co-design, failure-aware autonomy, and economic and lifecycle assessment. These insights can support researchers and engineers in identifying current research gaps and developing more reliable, scalable, and commercially viable robotic harvesting systems for precision horticulture.
	


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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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.
	YES, The title is clear, specific, and appropriately reflects the scope of the review, particularly the progression from machine vision to intelligent manipulation and commercial horticultural applications.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, The abstract adequately presents the background, major technological developments, key challenges, and future directions of robotic harvesting. It appropriately emphasizes the gap between component-level performance and reliable field-scale deployment.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor revisions,
The manuscript is scientifically well structured and provides a strong critical synthesis. However, some quantitative performance values and interpretations should be carefully cross-checked against the original cited studies, particularly the reported success rates, cycle times, damage rates, and experimental conditions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, The manuscript contains a good range of peer-reviewed references, including several recent studies from 2024–2026. The authors should nevertheless verify that all recent references are accurately cited and that the numerical claims in the text and tables correspond precisely to the original publications.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No apparent ethical issues were identified. The manuscript is a review article and does not appear to involve human participants, animal experimentation, personal data, or other sensitive experimental procedures.
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