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ABSTRACT
Agrovoltaics, also known as Agri‐PV or AV, is an innovative approach that entails the shared utilization of land for both the

production of agricultural commodities and energy generation. This concept has gained immense popularity in recent times

owing to its ability to boost income per unit of land area significantly. The scope of AV systems is quite extensive, as it

encompasses solar energy converters and other renewable energy sources like bioenergy. Current strategies for agrovoltaic (AV)

in agriculture are the outcome of the gradual development of agroecology and the integration of photovoltaic (PV) power supply

into the grid. These approaches could lead to a nearly doubled income per unit area. Without on‐site power supply, reduced

chemical fertilizers and pesticides, and on‐site yield processing, AV has the potential to revolutionize large‐scale unmanned

precision agriculture and smart farming. These approaches might lead to significant changes in the logistics and value‐added
production chain, thereby reducing agriculture's carbon footprint. In the future, it is possible to reduce the cost of AV

technology by half by utilizing decommissioned solar panels in the technology and to delay the need for bulk PV recycling by

several years. This review presents a different perspective to the common discourse on the topic, by giving special emphasis to

the potential to further integrate AV into agriculture, which has the potential to facilitate the resolution of relevant legal

disputes over the use of AV.

1 | Introduction

With the continuous growth of the global population, the
demand for increased food production becomes more pressing.
The intensification of agriculture implies a greater energy
requirement for farming operations. As part of the global energy
transition, renewable energy sources are gradually replacing
conventional fossil fuels. The capacity of solar photovoltaic (PV)
power plants worldwide is experiencing exponential growth,
accompanied by an increase in energy generation rates.

In numerous countries, the cost of electricity in new projects
utilizing solar PV power plants has already reached its lowest
point when compared to alternative generation methods [1].
The international infrastructure for the transmission of long‐
distance electricity is not yet developed, but PV power plants
typically are found in densely populated areas where a signifi-
cant amount of treeless land is already being utilized for eco-
nomic activities in conjunction with the power plants.
Furthermore, economically developed countries witness the
most rapid expansion of PV power plants [2], where land is
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costly and subject to numerous usage restrictions [3]. Therefore,
the trend toward solar PV power plants will continue to provide
energy for the growing food demands of the world's population
while being built in locations where they are most needed and
make the most economic sense.

Conflicts can often arise over the use of agricultural land,
especially due to the growing demand for food to feed the
rapidly increasing global population [4]. This issue is further
exacerbated by the degradation of agricultural lands, with an
estimated 50 million hectares being lost annually due to
desertification and other forms of degradation [5]. As a result,
there has been a significant decline of 48% in the amount of
arable land available per capita from 1961 to 2016. To address
this pressing concern, the United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO) has developed the concept of integrated
food and energy systems [6].

The key to addressing this challenge lies in the shared utiliza-
tion of land for both energy generation and other economic
activities. One of the most promising solutions involves inte-
grating photovoltaic modules into various structures, such as
buildings [7]. Alternative options include utilizing under-
utilized land or leveraging the right‐of‐way of existing infra-
structure, as well as installing solar panels at an elevated height
to allow for other land uses, such as agriculture [8]. This
approach, commonly referred to as agrophotovoltaics or agro-
voltaic (AV), has gained significant traction in recent years [9].
Research has demonstrated that AV can substantially enhance
the income per unit area of land by combining energy pro-
duction with crop cultivation or livestock grazing [10].

While the concept of agrivoltaics was first introduced in 1981
[11], its implementation faced economic challenges due to the
high costs associated with solar photovoltaic power plants.
However, technological advancements and cost reductions have
rendered it a more economically feasible option in recent years.
By 2022, the installed capacity of agrivoltaic plants has exceeded
14 GW [12]. To put its potential into perspective, utilizing just
1% of arable land in Europe for agrivoltaics could generate over
900 GW of solar power, surpassing the current installed capacity
by a significant margin [13].

Several countries, including Germany, Japan, United States,
Italy, Malaysia, Egypt, and Chile, have taken the lead in es-
tablishing research and experimental agrovoltaic (AV) systems.
These innovative systems integrate agricultural activities with
solar energy production, enabling the dual‐use of land and
minimizing competition between agriculture and energy gen-
eration. There were around 2200 AV systems installed globally
as of the beginning of 2020, with a total capacity 2.8 GW, as of
beginning of 2020. This capacity of floating and concentrator
photovoltaic (PV) plants has the ability to slightly exceed that of
floating and concentrator photovoltaic (PV) plants, based on
estimates that are currently available. In addition to Japan,
South Korea, China, France, and the United States, other
countries, such as India and Germany, have already im-
plemented similar systems in their countries, while others, such
as Japan and the Philippines, are actively exploring programs to
promote the introduction of these systems [14]. AV systems are
also undergoing research [15], which investigates how users

perceive them and their potential effects, including the role they
can play in stemming the exodus of young people from rural
areas.

The utilization of a tandem of agriculture and photovoltaic (AV)
systems brings with it several benefits and challenges. One of the
primary advantages is the additional income generated through
energy production. However, some crops may experience a
decrease in yield due to shading effects and changes in soil
moisture conditions. This was supported by a previous study
[16]. Nonetheless, on average, the expected income per unit of
farmland area increases by 60% [17], although it is possible for
this figure to either decrease or increase up to 15 times [18]. Soil
moisture changes and variations in lighting regimes can lead to
negative outcomes in the cultivation of some crops [17], but can
have a positive impact on others [19]. They can also mitigate the
effects of both dry and rainy seasons [20] and other weather
hazards [21]. Moreover, this diversification of income sources
through energy generation can stabilize an agricultural produc-
er's revenue by guaranteeing the sale of electricity throughout
the year [15]. AV systems also have a lower environmental
impact than traditional agriculture [22, 23]. Additionally, agri-
cultural output can mitigate the impact of photovoltaic converter
degradation on revenue sensitivity over time.

1.1 | Introduction to Agrivoltaic (AV) Systems

Agrovoltaic (AV) systems can be developed in three primary
ways, according to the National Renewable Energy Laboratory
(NREL): by power generation, by agricultural crops, and by joint
use. Agricultural crops are grown using standalone PV systems
with two‐axis trackers, whereas power generation uses continu-
ous rows of PV modules with minimal gaps. It is possible to
combine elements of the first two approaches by adopting a joint
effect approach that incorporates sparse PV lines into the process.
There are active research projects in the field of AV systems that
are aiming to investigate the influence of microclimate changes
[24, 25], including shading [26, 27] and moisture redistribution
[28, 29], on the productivity of specific crops, whether they are
grown in open soil or greenhouses. Moreover, researchers are
actively examining the overall economic implications [30, 31],
including the potential for biogas production [32].

There has been evidence in the literature that shows that the
presence of agrovoltaic (AV) systems can lead to a decrease in the
amount of photosynthetically active radiation (PAR) available dur-
ing the mid‐day, while minimal decreases are observed during the
morning and evening [33]. AV systems were found to result in a
decrease of air temperature at midday by 2°C, and a decrease of 1°C
at the beginning and end of the day, resulting in a decrease of
1.65°C on average for the air temperature (dry bulb) under AV
systems. During the midday period under AV, we were able to
compare the relative humidity of the air to that of the control site
without noticing any significant differences. While it was 7%–10%
higher in the early morning and 35% higher in the evening than the
control site, it was lower during the early morning.

The utilization of agrovoltaic (AV) with this approach is an-
ticipated to have the most significant impact in semi‐arid and
arid regions. In such areas, the prominent direction for energy
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utilization is to power pumps for water supply and land recla-
mation [34]. By combining solar energy generation with agri-
cultural practices, AV systems can contribute to addressing the
water supply challenges and facilitating land reclamation in
regions characterized by limited water resources and aridity.
Overall, the research on AV systems is aimed at developing
sustainable solutions that can benefit both the economy and the
environment. By understanding the effects of microclimate
changes on crop productivity and biogas production, we can
make informed decisions about the implementation of AV
systems in various regions. This research not only has impli-
cations for the agricultural industry but also for the renewable
energy sector as a whole [35, 36].

Research has demonstrated that a drop in temperature during AV
night‐time operations can be detrimental to agriculture in northern
regions, as highlighted in [33]. However, Vidotto et al. [24] indicate
that temperatures may rise if AV screens cover over 50% of the sky.
Among the results of such an increase is earlier blooming of grapes
[37]. According to Weselek et al. [38], AV parameters, local climatic
conditions, and crop characteristics are all expected to affect air, soil,
and shoot temperatures in complex ways.

In the current stage of research, the emphasis has shifted to-
ward assessing the susceptibility of specific crops to the influ-
ence of agrivoltaic (AV), as well as exploring optimal spatial
configurations of AV systems to maximize their overall impact.
It is widely recognized that on‐site energy utilization is the most
economically efficient option. There are, however, many mea-
sures to enhance agricultural intensification that are not feasi-
ble due to the lack of direct energy sources in the field.
Furthermore, there is a mismatch between the amount of en-
ergy produced by solar power plants and the amount that is
being consumed by the grid, particularly in remote regions
where solar power plants are not available. A discrepancy like
this is apparent as one moves farther away from the equator and
closer to the poles, where the discrepancy becomes more

evident. It is noteworthy that solar power plants also experience
seasonal fluctuations similar to those experienced by agricul-
tural production. Therefore, for remote regions such as the
Arctic, it becomes more advantageous to utilize the energy
generated by AV for the purpose of agricultural intensification,
which is particularly true of energy generated by AV.

Precision agriculture, vertical greenhouses, and unmanned
electric machines [39] are currently in active development, and
their implementation is impossible without the Internet of
things (IoT) [40]. The successful operation of these systems
requires a reliable power supply and support structures, both of
which can be provided by agrovoltaic (AVs). In such systems,
minimizing human labor can transform agricultural practices in
several ways, including reconsidering the scale of chemical
fertilization. By using AVs to produce on‐site fertilizer, chemi-
cal fertilizers will be less needed, especially with the increase in
the cost of “eco” products. The process would be particularly
useful in hard‐to‐reach regions, where local natural gas must be
processed into fertilizer and phosphate. An application of PV
with irrigation system for cultivation is shown in Figure 1.

In Russia, the Arctic region serves as a source of raw materials,
which are subsequently processed in southern regions before
being transported to destinations worldwide. This intricate
logistics process is subject to various factors, impacting the cost,
carbon footprint, and overall sustainability of the supply chain.
By implementing agrovoltaic (AV), the transportation and
processing of raw materials can be streamlined, leading to a
reduction in carbon emissions and enhanced efficiency
throughout the supply chain [41]. AV implementation would
also help minimize the reliance on human labor, thereby
reducing the risks of accidents and improving workplace safety,
particularly in hazardous environments.

AVs can also assist in monitoring the condition of crops and
soil, enabling farmers to make more informed decisions about

FIGURE 1 | Integration of photovoltaic (PV) module surface with irrigation system [34].
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crop management and reducing the need for excessive use of
chemical pesticides. This will lead to a more sustainable and
environmentally friendly approach to agriculture. Furthermore,
the use of AVs in agriculture can also contribute to the local
economy by creating new jobs in the development and main-
tenance of autonomous systems [42]. Overall, the integration of
AVs in agriculture has the potential to revolutionize the
industry and promote sustainable practices.

The utilization of agricultural waste in biogas power plants can
yield high‐quality fertilizers. Coupled with thermal photo-
electric modules, these plants can operate efficiently. Another
promising development is the production of bio‐hydrogen from
agricultural waste, which has gained significant attention. In
light of the global environmental agenda, hydrogen is now
being recognized as an important energy carrier, and renewable
technologies are being used to produce it in a sustainable
manner, reducing reliance on fossil fuels.

1.2 | Overview Drawn From Introduction

This paper serves as a comprehensive guide for researchers and
practitioners who are interested in utilizing agrovoltaic (AV) to
enhance agricultural processes [43–46]. Unlike previous reviews
found in literature, this paper focuses on filling the gaps in current
understanding, specifically irrigation, aquaculture, and cold storage.
The utilization of agrovoltaic (AVs) for on‐site energy generation
aligns with current global trends in the intensification and auto-
mation of agriculture, on‐site processing of products, and the shift
toward electric transportation and renewable energy sources. This
approach holds particular significance in countries where agricul-
tural producers face challenges in connecting to power grids,
resulting in potential loss of agricultural or “green tariff” support.
AVs can bridge this gap by serving as both agricultural and
renewable energy ventures. Furthermore, this approach is beneficial
in areas with decentralized energy supply and risky farming con-
ditions, such as Arctic regions, especially when combined with
wind power plants. Implementing AVs in these regions can bring
about transformative changes in farming practices, ensuring food
security in remote areas, improving quality of life, generating em-
ployment opportunities, and reducing energy costs by replacing
costly fossil fuel deliveries. Typically, perishable products like fresh
vegetables, which cannot be frozen, are transported to these regions
by air, leading to inflated prices.

The next section discusses about the research on the implementa-
tion and current state of agrophotovoltaics. Similarly, Section 3
discusses the present endeavors, i.e., current activities of agropho-
tovoltaics. Section 4 includes anticipated future trends in agropho-
tovoltaics. Section 5 discusses the prospects and future applications
of agrophotovoltaics. Lastly, the conclusion is presented.

2 | The Implementation and Current State of
Agrophotovoltaics

2.1 | Exploring the Essence of Agrophotovoltaics

According to Goetzberger and Zastrow in 1982, agrophoto-
voltaics (APV) was first introduced as a method for increasing

crop production within the same area by altering solar power
plants. To prevent excessive shading of crops, the proposal
suggested elevating solar collectors to a height of 2 m above the
ground and increasing the spacing between them by at least
a meter to prevent the collectors from covering too much sur-
face area. Their hypothesis was that these systems would be
able to produce crops using only one‐third of the incoming
radiation if further technological advancements were made.
This would allow them to be more economically viable. Agro-
photovoltaics, agroPV, agrivoltaics, or solar sharing is the name
given to a concept that has been implemented in a wide range of
projects and pilot plants around the world within the past
30 years. As per calculations, this technical approach has the
potential to increase farm revenues by over 30%, as long as yield
losses caused by shading effects are minimized by selecting the
appropriate seeds to protect against the effects of shading [47].

This study is based on the land equivalent ratio (LER) method,
originally proposed by Mead and Willey in 1980, to estimate the
productivity of intercropping systems as compared to single‐
crop cultivation systems. The LER method was used in the
evaluation of the productivity of intercropping systems. This
study had the objective of assessing the benefits of an APV
system that could be used for both farming and PV production
over a monoculture and PV production system. The simulation
results showed that an APV system has the potential to improve
the overall productivity of land by up to 70%, depending on the
conditions. It has been reported that a modeling study on biogas
maize production was conducted by Amaducci, Yin, and
Colauzzi [32] in a more recent study. APV can double the land
productivity of renewable energy compared to ground‐mounted
PV modules that are used for the production of maize and en-
ergy separately. Based on the findings of this study, APV could
potentially double the land productivity of renewable energy.
To validate their assumptions, when it came to APV, Dupraz
et al. [31] established an APV testing facility in 2010. Using two
different densities of PV modules, they conducted experiments
to determine which density of PV module produced the most
amount of food while also producing the most amount of
energy.

The LER method is a powerful tool to evaluate the productivity
of an intercropping system. It allows for the assessment of the
effect of intercropping on land productivity compared to single‐
crop cultivation systems. APV systems have shown great
promise in increasing land productivity. Specifically, the use of
APV systems has been shown to be advantageous in dual‐use
systems for agricultural and energy production. The results
from Dupraz et al. [31] and Amaducci, Yin, and Colauzzi [32]
demonstrate that APV systems have the potential to revolu-
tionize the agricultural and energy production industries. The
ability to increase land productivity by up to 70% and double
renewable‐energy land productivity is a significant achieve-
ment. This technology has the potential to help meet the
increasing demand for food and energy production while
minimizing the use of land resources.

In the study conducted by Dupraz et al. [31], it was observed
that there was an increase in PV yield with higher panel den-
sity. However, Arena et al. [27] found that optimal crop pro-
duction conditions were achieved with less dense PV modules.
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To accommodate common agricultural machinery, the solar
panels were elevated to a clearance height of 4 m. Several
studies, such as those conducted by Hassanpour Adeh, Selker,
and Higgins [48] and Santra et al. [49], have referred to these
systems as agrivoltaic, as they allow for crop cultivation
between ground‐mounted PV rows. During this review, it is
important to note that a distinction is made between ground‐
mounted PV systems and the concept of ad hoc photovoltaic
panels (APVs) as defined in this report. To produce crops suc-
cessfully through APV, the PV structure must be elevated off
the ground and modified to meet the requirements that must be
met for successful crop production beneath the PV structure.

This distinction is significant as it allows for a more nuanced
understanding of the benefits and challenges associated with
APV systems. APV systems have the potential to increase land
use efficiency, enhance energy production, and promote sus-
tainable agriculture. However, the design and management of
such systems must be carefully considered to ensure that the
crops are not negatively impacted by shading, reduced water
availability, or other factors. Additionally, the economic via-
bility of APV systems must be evaluated in light of the addi-
tional costs associated with construction, maintenance, and
management.

Despite these challenges, APV systems offer a promising avenue
for achieving the dual goals of renewable energy production
and sustainable agriculture. To fully realize the potential of
APV systems, further research is needed to optimize system
design and management, evaluate the impact on crop yields and
quality and assess the economic feasibility of such systems. As
renewable energy and sustainable agriculture become increas-
ingly important in addressing global challenges, such as climate
change and food security, APV systems offer a unique and
innovative solution that warrants further exploration.

APV systems are constantly evolving, and their technical specifi-
cations vary from region to region and company to company
depending on the region and the manufacturer. A number of APV
(alternative photovoltaic power) projects have started incorporating
mobile photovoltaic modules that enable tracking of the sun's
position. It is intended by this method to maximize solar yield while
also enhancing the availability of light so as to support adequate
crop growth while maintaining PV yield [30]. The use of 1‐axis
steerable PV systems with various tracking settings was investigated
in a recent study by Valle et al. [30] to investigate their effectiveness.
In their study, the researchers demonstrated that by utilizing
dynamic PV modules in addition to the existing PV modules, it is
possible to enhance both energy production and crop production in
the long run. To optimize the efficiency and productivity of APV
systems, this dynamic approach has the potential to enhance effi-
ciency and productivity.

When APV systems are operating in the regular solar‐tracking
mode, the modules automatically adjust to the solar altitude of
the sun, optimizing the electricity generation and increasing the
solar radiation at the crop level when compared with PV
modules that are installed at a fixed height [30]. Moreover,
Valle et al. [30] tested a controlled tracking mode that took into
account diurnal changes in solar radiation to further enhance
crop productivity by maximizing radiation exposure to the crop.

Photovoltaic panels were positioned in a way that minimized
shading on crops during the early morning hours and late
afternoon hours so as to maximize their efficiency. There were
measures taken to reduce the detrimental effects of high tem-
peratures and excessive radiation on plant growth and evapo-
transpiration at solar noon by increasing shading on the plants.
Compared to the regular solar‐tracking mode, the controlled
tracking method resulted in an increase in crop biomass, but a
decrease in electricity production [30]. APV systems have suc-
cessfully been implemented in commercial rooftop PV facilities,
and it has also been evaluated in the context of solar green-
houses in recent years [50]. The implementation of solar
tracking technology has been observed to significantly increase
the efficiency of APV systems. Researchers have identified that
solar tracking technology can maximize the solar radiation that
reaches the PV modules, thereby increasing the overall gener-
ated energy. Furthermore, it can also improve light availability
for the crops, resulting in increased crop yields.

The use of mobile PV modules is a key characteristic of APV sys-
tems. The mobility of these modules enables them to automatically
adjust to the sun's position, ensuring that the maximum amount of
solar radiation is captured. Additionally, the mobility of these
modules also improves the light availability for crops, resulting in
increased crop productivity. However, the effectiveness of mobile
PV modules is dependent on the tracking technology used, which
differs across regions and companies. The author of [50] have
demonstrated that the application of dynamic PV modules can
significantly enhance the overall performance of both energy and
crop production. The regular solar‐tracking mode increases elec-
tricity generation and solar radiation at the plant level compared to
fixed PVmodules. The controlled tracking mode, on the other hand,
results in increased crop biomass, but decreased electricity pro-
duction. Therefore, the choice between these two tracking modes
depends on the specific goals of the APV system. The implemen-
tation of solar tracking technology in APV facilities has been
observed to greatly improve the efficiency of these systems. This
technology maximizes the solar radiation that reaches the PV
modules, resulting in increased energy generation. Additionally, it
also improves the light availability for crops, leading to increased
crop yields. The use of solar tracking technology in PV greenhouses
has also been investigated, and it has been shown to improve the
overall efficiency of these systems.

The research indicates that the density of solar panels has a
more significant impact on the amount of radiation available
beneath the APV array than the panels' mobility. When mobile
PV panels are utilized, the light utilization efficiency for both
crop and PV production is improved, and rainfall distribution
beneath APV systems is also enhanced. As the concept of APV
has evolved over the years, it has been explored in many
cropping systems including viticulture and intensive fruit pro-
duction systems in addition to traditional agriculture. The
implementation of APV in these systems, where supporting
structures are already common, could potentially engender
synergistic effects due to the commonality of supporting struc-
tures [51]. It was reported in [52] that the author has conducted
a study in which he examined the potential for APV on Indian
grape farms. Based on their findings, the researchers concluded
that implementing the APV system on grape farms could sig-
nificantly increase the income of grape farms compared to
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conventional farming methods, while at the same time main-
taining the grape yields on grape farms. A study conducted by
Majumdar and Pasqualetti [19] projected an APV output of
16,000 GWh from the grape cultivation area in India, which was
estimated to be around 34,000 hectares, which could supply the
energy required for over 15 million Indians, based on the esti-
mated area of grape cultivation. It has been demonstrated that
APV has the potential to improve both the agricultural pro-
ductivity and the generation of renewable energy in the viti-
culture sector, as a result of these results.

The potential of APV systems to offer promising outcomes is highly
anticipated in regions that have arid climates, as there can be a
range of synergistic effects that take place. The reduction in eva-
potranspiration and the harmful effects of excessive radiation can
lead to increased water savings, which in turn may benefit crop
production. Furthermore, the economic viability of such systems is
enhanced, and this makes rural electrification a possibility. The
research conducted by Majumdar and Pasqualetti [19] and Ravi
et al. [34], attests to this fact. Moreover, Amaducci, Yin, and
Colauzzi [32] demonstrate that APV systems can lead to reduced
soil evaporation, which may reduce yield losses during dry periods
and improve yield stability. Overall, APV systems have the potential
to transform agriculture in arid regions and make it more sustain-
able and resilient. In conclusion, APV systems hold great promise
for revolutionizing agriculture and energy sectors by enhancing
land productivity and optimizing resource use. By integrating
renewable energy with sustainable farming, APV offers a viable
solution to global food and energy challenges, aligning with sus-
tainable development goals and warranting further research and
innovation.

2.2 | Examining the Agronomic Factors

This section delves into the implications of APV technology on the
agricultural sector. The adoption of this technology is expected to
have a significant impact not only on crop cultivation but also on
agricultural practices as a whole. It is important that we differentiate
between the effects of APVs on technical aspects and operational
practices in field management, as well as how they affect micro-
climate conditions and the implications that may follow for crop
production, to gain a comprehensive understanding of the impact of
APVs. Furthermore, it is currently being investigated within the
realm of APV research whether crop models can be used to assess
the effects of environmental factors on crop production, and this
will be discussed in this manuscript. By examining these various
dimensions, we can comprehensively analyze the broad‐ranging
effects of APV on agricultural systems and their surrounding en-
vironments. By thoroughly examining the effects of APV technology
on agriculture, we can gain a better understanding of how this
technology can be utilized to optimize crop production and improve
the overall efficiency of agricultural practices.

2.2.1 | Exploring the Consequences of Field
Management

The implementation of APV systems requires careful consid-
eration of various requirements for crop production and

technical management. One crucial aspect is adapting the
mounting structure of APV arrays to accommodate agricultural
machinery requirements. It is essential that PV panels are ele-
vated to an appropriate height to allow traditional agricultural
equipment to pass through them. There is a need for a clearance
of at least 4–5m during a cereal cropping season, especially
when using large combined harvesters that can reach large
fields. There must be an alignment between the spacing
between the pillars and the planting distances as well as the
working width of the machinery to minimize the amount of
usable land lost because of the pillars. During the APV field
trial, we found that it is necessary to drive machinery beneath
the APV facility and lay out driving lanes in a way to avoid
damage to the structure, which requires both experience and
increased concentration on the driver's part [53]. It is also
necessary to adjust the working width to the distance between
the support pillars in addition to the working width. As
autonomous driving and precision farming technologies
advance, these constraints are expected to become less signifi-
cant in large‐scale arable farming in the future. However, it is
important to consider the unavoidable loss of production areas
between the support pillars, which may be challenging for
agricultural machinery to access, when assessing the potential
impact on agricultural yields. According to [53], the pillars
themselves can occupy at least 2% of the land. For anchoring
the pillars, a variety of methods can be used, including a spe-
cialized anchoring system [38] used in the APV facility at
Heggelbach to avoid the need for concrete foundations, to
protect the soil, and to allow the complete removal of the
structure when the need arises.

A number of technical and mechanical modifications can be
made to the system so that the solar radiation is not reduced by
photovoltaic (PV) panels, and minimized the challenges asso-
ciated with crop cultivation arising from this. To ensure that
adequate light is penetrated into the crop canopy, it is critical, to
ensure adequate light penetration, that the density of the PV
arrays is lower than that of conventional ground‐mounted PV
installations. Row spacing is traditionally considered appropri-
ate at approximately 3 meters, the ideal spacing being one that
strikes a balance between maintaining adequate energy yields
while also ensuring that the crop receives a sufficient amount of
light for optimal growth. During the development of the patent,
a simulation was conducted by Beck et al. [54] and it was dis-
covered that to achieve uniform light conditions beneath the PV
panels, orienting the PV arrays in the southwest or southeast
direction would be the most optimal approach. There was a
projected 5% reduction in electricity yield as a result of this
orientation, but on the bright side, the light distribution and
crop performance were much better than conventional south‐
oriented arrays.

An important consideration when installing an APV system is
the angle of tilt at which the PV modules should be tilted.
According to [54] and [31], the average value in Central Europe
is around 20°–25°, which is in agreement with [54]. The only
drawback to this approach is that a smaller angle of inclination
can cause dust deposition due to the fact that rain is unable to
easily wash it away. It is also important to note that this may
also be true in regions that receive regular snowfalls, where
snow might be covered. During specific periods of the year
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when crops are at their most sensitive stages of development,
Dupra et al. [31] proposed modifying the tilt of the panel during
these periods to resolve these issues. According to a study
published in the Journal of Agricultural Research, wheat is
highly susceptible to shade during emergence and the pre‐
anthesis period. It has been shown that shading can have a
significant impact on grain yield [55]. By adjusting the panel tilt
during these critical growth stages, the potential negative effects
of shading on crop productivity can be minimized. To accom-
modate crop‐specific needs as well as diurnal and seasonal
variations in light intensity, mobile PV modules allow for
automatic sun tracking, as suggested by Valle et al. [30]. This is
particularly useful for adjusting the PV panel orientation and
tilt angle as needed. Several other approaches have been sug-
gested to improve the performance of PV panels in relation to
crop cultivation. One such approach is the use of semi‐
transparent or translucent PV panels, which allow for the pas-
sage of a portion of the incident light to reach the crop canopy.
This approach can enhance crop growth and yield while also
generating electricity.

Another approach involves the integration of PV panels into
greenhouses, providing both electricity generation and crop pro-
tection. This approach has been shown to improve crop yields,
reduce water requirements, and increase overall energy efficiency.
Additionally, several studies have suggested the use of agrivoltaic
systems, which integrate PV panels and crop cultivation on the
same land area, resulting in mutual benefits [56, 57]. Such sys-
tems can increase land‐use efficiency, reduce water requirements,
and enhance crop yields while generating electricity. Various
other modifications can be implemented to minimize the negative
impact of PV panels on crop growth and yield. Such modifications
include the use of reflective surfaces to increase light intensity
reaching the crop canopy, the use of shading nets to prevent
excessive shading of the crops [49], and the use of ground covers
to minimize soil moisture loss. Additionally, the use of PV panels
for water pumping and irrigation can improve water availability
and crop yield while generating electricity [58].

According to the study conducted by Cossu et al. [59], Park et al.
[60], and Loik et al. [61] as a result of technological advancements,
semi‐transparent, wavelength‐selective, and bifacial photovoltaic
(PV) modules are beginning to develop in the near future. Inno-
vations like these have shown promising results in the past. As an
example, Li et al. [50] conducted a study in a greenhouse using both
semi‐transparent bifacial panels with adjustable tilt angles to mea-
sure the transmission of light. By using this configuration, the PV
modules would be tilted parallel to the greenhouse ceiling, pro-
viding shade to the crops being cultivated in the greenhouse while
producing electricity for the greenhouse. As an alternative, the PV
modules could also be tilted vertically to maximize the use of
agricultural radiation during periods of low solar irradiance [50]. As
a potential concern, a deposition of dust on the panel surface can
lead to a decrease in electrical performance due to dust accumu-
lation as a result of agricultural activities such as tillage and har-
vesting, which can have a detrimental effect on the performance of
PV modules. It is particularly critical to pay attention to this decline
when the weather is dry or there is little precipitation in the region,
such as tropical or monsoon climates. There is a recommendation
to periodically clean the surfaces of the modules to maintain opti-
mal electric yields [47]. There was a slight delay in the growth of

crops during the APV trial carried out in Heggelbach that has also
been noticed in other studies evaluating the impact of APV and
shading on crop growth. This delay can be attributed to the altered
microclimatic conditions created by the APV system and can have
implications for field management and crop marketing strategies. It
is important to consider these factors when implementing APV
systems and managing crops in such environments. In conclusion,
the successful implementation of APV systems hinges on careful
integration of agricultural and technical requirements. By optimiz-
ing panel height, spacing, and tilt, and considering advanced tech-
nologies, APV systems can enhance crop production while
simultaneously generating clean energy, paving the way for a sus-
tainable agricultural future.

2.2.2 | The Influence of Microclimatic Alterations on
Crop Cultivation

In agricultural settings where APV arrays are present, the alteration
of microclimate conditions is a significant consideration that can
impact crop cultivation. Other microclimate characteristics may also
be impacted, even though the reduction in solar radiation beneath
the APV canopy is the most obvious alteration. Air temperature is
one such element that is directly impacted by solar radiation. There
were no discernible variations in daily mean temperatures and
thermal time between an unshaded control plot and an APV ex-
periment, according to a Montpellier, France research [24]. How-
ever, temperatures under the panels tended to be greater on days
with little wind or strong sun radiation [24]. According to other
research, when exposed to shade as opposed to full sun, soil tem-
perature [62] and maximum air temperature [63] dropped. It is
crucial to remember that these results might differ because of the
uneven shadowing circumstances under APV facilities and the
direct effects of solar panels that have been seen in research
involving ground‐mounted solar parks [64]. On the other hand,
Armstrong, Ostle, and Whitaker [65] discovered that the mean air
temperature beneath photovoltaic panels stayed constant, exhibiting
reduced diurnal temperature fluctuations as a result of greater
minimum and lower maximum temperatures. It is essential to
acknowledge that these findings do not translate directly to APV
systems with PV modules positioned above the crop canopy.

It is important to carefully assess the possible effects of
shading‐induced variations in air and canopy temperature on
crop cultivation, particularly in areas with strong sun radia-
tion. Studies on potatoes have indicated that excessive heat
from shadowing can have a detrimental impact on crop yields,
as marketable tuber yields have been reported to decrease
[66]. The photothermal quotient, which measures tempera-
ture and radiation, is a key factor in determining cereal grain
yields. Furthermore, crops' nutritional value might be
impacted by temperature. For example, it can affect the starch
content of potatoes and the fatty acid composition of oilseed
rape [67–69].

Under APV systems, soil temperatures normally drop while air
temperatures tend to rise. It has been noted that during
the day, crop temperatures of durum wheat, lettuce, and
cucumber grown under APV rise, and vice versa. Under-
standing the possible effects of temperature fluctuations on
crop cultivation requires taking into account changes in the air
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as well as inside the crop canopy as a result of shade. This is
especially important in areas with strong sun exposure, since
too much heat can have a negative effect on crop yields and
nutritional value.

As previously noted, the installation of a solar panel canopy
alters the distribution of water beneath it, as research by
Hassanpour Adeh, Selker, and Higgins [48] has shown. The
risk of soil erosion can be increased by heavy precipitation
since it can cause water to spill onto the soil's surface. Uneven
rainfall distribution might result in less water available in
more sheltered locations. Notwithstanding these possible
drawbacks, the shading that the PV panels offer may also be
advantageous, especially when it comes to lowering the prev-
alence of fungal infections during extended wet spells. Ac-
cording to research, the severity of anthracnose, a prevalent
postharvest disease that affects mangos in humid places dur-
ing wet seasons, diminishes under plastic roofing [70]. Similar
results have been seen for grapevines in China's wet areas,
where sheltered grapevines showed a reduction in the severity
of various fungal infections [71]. It is significant to remember
that in these investigations, fully covered and unsheltered crop
stands were contrasted. It is important to note, nevertheless,
that depending on the arrangement, dimensions, and density
of the installed modules, APV systems usually only occupy
around one‐third of the whole space. Consequently, it is
unclear how much the sheltering effect would affect disease
infestation in the cultivated crops. To assess the precise
impacts of sheltering inside APV systems on crop disease
control, more investigation is required.

The existence of an APV system may have an impact on the overall
water balance in addition to issues with water distribution. Ac-
cording to the author of [25], evapotranspiration is lowered under
PV arrays as a result of the decreased transpiration and evaporation
brought on by the lower light intensity. However since crop cover
rate affects evaporation, they pointed out that the precise impact
differed based on the type of crop. For cucumbers, the crop cover
rate dropped under APV, whereas for lettuce, it increased. Based on
their research, Marrou, Dufour, and Wery [25] concluded that,
when the right crop species are chosen, APV systems may increase
water use efficiency (WUE) and reduce water losses in dry condi-
tions. This aligns with the results observed in citrus cultivation
under shading nets, where WUE increased with reduced solar
irradiation [72].

Using data from 40 years of simulations, the author of [22] dis-
covered that growing maize under APV without irrigation
decreased soil evaporation and raised average production. The cir-
cumstances of full sun showed the largest difference in output. As a
result, they came to the conclusion that APV systems may help to
reduce production losses and stabilize yields during dry years [22].
These results demonstrate the potential advantages of APV systems
for raising agricultural output and optimizing water consumption,
especially in water‐constrained areas. In conclusion, while agro-
photovoltaic systems can introduce complex changes to micro-
climate conditions, they also present promising opportunities for
optimizing agricultural productivity and water efficiency, particu-
larly in regions facing water scarcity. Careful consideration and
further research into these dynamics are essential to fully harness
the benefits of APV systems.

2.2.3 | The Impact of Shading on Crop Yield and
Quality

A number of variables, such as the system's technical setup,
placement within the array, and seasonal solar altitude, affect
how much solar radiation is reduced beneath an APV canopy.
The degree of shade is determined in part by orientation, tilt
angle, panel size, and spacing between panels, among other
factors that are covered by Beck et al. [54]. The APV facility's
shadowing is not consistent throughout the day and fluctuates
depending on solar height because of the way the PV modules
are arranged. Crop‐available radiation can vary from 60% to 85%
of open‐field conditions, according to research on APV systems
tailored for crop production, as noted by Praderio and Perego
[53]. Because of boundary effects, the effect of shade is less
noticeable in smaller APV facilities, especially during low light
when sunlight may enter from the sides.

Different lettuce cultivars grown under an APV system with a
decreased module density and a panel row distance of
3.2 meters were used in a field experiment by the author of [25].
They discovered that lettuce yields varied from 81% to 99% of
the yields in full‐sun control plots, with some types even ex-
ceeding the control values, and that up to 73% of incoming
radiation was accessible at the plant level. According to simu-
lation studies conducted by Praderio and Perego [53] with cli-
matic data spanning 37 years, average yields of wheat and
maize under APV will only be reduced by 0.5% to 1.5%.
Attaining such yields in reality is yet unknown, though. After
modifying a crop model to take into consideration the sha-
dowing circumstances under APV, the author of [73] discovered
that a 20% decrease in sun radiation corresponded to a 20%
decrease in rice yields. They came to the conclusion that having
enough light available in the early phases of development is
essential for determining production.

These findings highlight the complexity of the relationship
between solar radiation reduction and crop yields in APV sys-
tems. While studies have shown potential for maintaining high
yields under reduced radiation conditions, the specific out-
comes may vary depending on crop type, shading intensity, and
management practices. Further research is needed to better
understand and optimize the interaction between solar radia-
tion and crop productivity in APV systems.

The impacts of APV on agricultural productivity are not well
understood, hence data from similar research such as agro-
forestry trials or studies using artificial shade must be used. It is
crucial to remember that the circumstances in these studies
which frequently included consistent shadowing across the
research area are not the same as the dynamic shading patterns
found in APV systems. As a result, conclusions from these
research should not be applied to APV systems without care. A
range of shade intensities, classified as “moderate shading” (up
to 50% reduction in solar radiation compared to full sunshine)
and “severe shading” (more than 50% reduction in solar radi-
ation compared to full sunlight), were used in the majority of
the included investigations. These divisions serve as a means of
distinction and do not evaluate the effect on crop yield directly.
Studies on potatoes provide evidence that even under modest
shade circumstances, crop output and quality can be
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significantly impacted [74]. When it comes to APV, these light
circumstances fall into the category of moderate shade, since
crop‐available radiation is decreased by around 15%–40% [25].
These results underline the need for more APV system‐specific
research to fully comprehend the implications of lower solar
radiation on agricultural productivity under these particular
circumstances.

It should be emphasized that the findings of artificial shade
studies cannot be directly extrapolated to APV systems since the
latter have a different shading pattern. The shading pattern
beneath an APV system is more dynamic than that under
artificial shade, which could have an impact on crop produc-
tion. The shading intensity of an APV system is determined by
various factors such as the angle of incidence, the position of
the sun, and the time of day. As a result, the effect of APV on
crop production is dependent on the type of crop being culti-
vated, the location of the APV system, and the time of year
when the crops are grown. Although there is a limited amount
of information available on the effects of APV on crop pro-
duction, there is evidence to suggest that it can have both
positive and negative impacts. APV systems can help to mitigate
the negative effects of climate change by reducing greenhouse
gas emissions and improving soil health. However, they can
also reduce the amount of sunlight available to crops, which can
have a negative impact on crop yield and quality. As a result, it
is critical to conduct further research to determine the potential
impact of APV on crop production. Agricultural practices are
changing rapidly as we seek to adapt to the challenges posed by
climate change. APV systems are one approach that has gained
traction in recent years as a way of reducing the environmental
impact of agriculture. However, the potential impact of APV on
crop production is not well understood. There is a need for
further research to determine the potential benefits and draw-
backs of APV systems. This research should be conducted under
a variety of conditions to ensure that the findings are applicable
across a wide range of farming scenarios.

Numerous studies, such as those that show relationships
between solar irradiance and grain yield in cereals including
wheat, rice, and maize, have been conducted [75–77].
The degree and length of shade, as well as the crop's develop-
mental stage at the time of shading, all affect how much the
yield is reduced. For example, in rice, extreme shadowing cir-
cumstances that cause incoming radiation to drop by up to 77%
can result in yield decreases of up to 73% [78]. It was discovered
that in wheat, a drop in both the quantity of grains per spike
and spikes per unit area is responsible for the yield decline.
Depending on the crop's phenological stage at the time of
shadowing, this decrease varies in degree. The 30 days before
blooming are when wheat crops are most susceptible to shade;
treatments that stop 45 days before anthesis have no discernible
impact. Similar trends have been seen in rice, where yields are
unaffected by slight variations in light intensity during the
vegetative stage. These results highlight the significance of
taking into account crop stage‐specific shade sensitivity and its
possible effects on grain output in cereal crops.

In contrast to the data previously indicated, it was discovered
that wheat cultivars under mild shade circumstances, from
jointing to maturity, produced higher grain yields with an 8%

reduction in full sunshine. According to research done on
maize, Reed et al. [79] revealed that applying shade during the
vegetative stage reduced grain output by 12% and reduced
incoming radiation by 50%. However, yields were decreased by
20% and 19%, respectively, when shade was applied during
blooming or grain filling. In maize, similar results were re-
ported by Mbewe and Hunter [80], who found that losses in
grain production were greatest during the reproductive stage.
It's interesting to note that during the reproductive stage, shade
had very little effect on stover output, suggesting a larger effect
on grain yield. These results highlight the complex relationship
between shading and crop yield in cereals such as wheat, rice,
and maize, with the magnitude and direction of the effects
depending on the specific shading conditions and crop stage.
Understanding the impact of shading on grain yield is crucial
for effective crop management strategies. Farmers and re-
searchers need to consider the timing and intensity of shading,
as well as the specific crop and its growth stage, to optimize
yield outcomes.

Studies like [81, 82] have shown that shading typically has a
detrimental effect on tuber number and production in potatoes.
However, it has been discovered that certain shade circum-
stances can boost yields in areas with strong sun irradiation. For
instance, it has been demonstrated that providing shade at
midday [81] or early in plant growth [82] increases plant sur-
vival rates, which in turn increases yields. When evaluating
data, especially under varied climatic circumstances, it is vital
to take into account the possible impacts of the photovoltaic
(PV) canopy on microclimate, including variations in evapo-
transpiration. The outcomes of research conducted in a dry
Mediterranean climate should be taken into account. It has
been shown that in semi‐arid regions with high light intensities,
tomatoes grown under moderate shade circumstances
(25%–36% decrease of full sunshine) yield more fruit and grow
taller plants [83–85]. On the other hand, extreme shadowing
(50%–75% reduction of direct sunlight) produced adverse con-
sequences and reduced fruit production. Comparable outcomes
were noted for sweet peppers cultivated in the Negev desert,
wherein mild shade (a reduction of 12%–26% of full sunshine)
resulted in elevated plant heights and yields [86]. It is evident
that shading can have varying effects on crop yield depending
on the plant species and the environmental conditions. Potato
yields were generally decreased by shading, but can be
increased under specific shading conditions in regions with
high solar irradiation. In contrast, tomato and sweet pepper
yields increased under moderate shading conditions in semi‐
arid and desert regions, respectively. However, excessive shad-
ing had negative effects on both crop yields. It is important to
consider the potential effects on microclimate when inter-
preting data on crop yield under different shading conditions.

Furthermore, it appears that the influence of shading on crop
yields is contingent upon the specific plant component that is
being harvested. Shading effects on crop yield vary depending
on the crop species and varieties involved. In the case of lettuce,
certain varieties were found to be minimally affected by shad-
ing, while others actually produced higher yields than those
grown under full‐sun conditions. The shade‐tolerant lettuce
strains exhibited adaptive strategies such as increased total leaf
area, modified leaf orientation, and altered morphology,
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resulting in longer, wider, and thinner leaves but in fewer
numbers. On the other hand, studies on wheat showed that
maximum leaf area index remained unaffected by shading,
although some varieties exhibited increased straw biomass.
Research conducted on various temperate grassland species
using shading cloths demonstrated consistent or even greater
yields under moderate shade conditions, depending on the
specific strain [87]. The author of [87] has considered APV
experiments which indicated that shading approximately one‐
third of photosynthetically active radiation (PAR) led to
increased vegetative plant biomass in wheat and celeriac, with a
negligible effect on total yields of clover grass. Furthermore, it
was discovered that the stover yield of maize was not signifi-
cantly affected by shade, irrespective of the stage of growth at
which it was implemented. In light of these results, shade's
impact on vegetative plant components should be taken into
account. Additionally, choosing the right crop species and kinds
may help. Reduced sun irradiation may help forage crops and
leafy vegetables like lettuce and cabbage by increasing the
amount of leaf area and total biomass of the plant.

The impact of altered microclimate conditions in APV cultiva-
tion systems on crop yield and quality remains understudied for
many crop species. Research on netting and agroforestry sys-
tems may not be entirely applicable to APV systems, which
highlights the necessity for specialized studies in the develop-
ment of APV crops. However, the main element affecting plant
development in APV systems is the decreased availability of
light, which is probably going to cause yield reductions in most
crops. The local climate, especially solar radiation, and the APV
system's technical setup will have an impact on the amount of
these losses. In dry areas with strong solar radiation and con-
siderable water loss, more shade can be advantageous and help
maintain yield stability.

Depending on whether crops are grown in the spring or the
summer, different seasons will have different effects on the
microclimate and shading patterns under APV systems. It is
predicted that species that respond to shade well or that pro-
duce more vegetative biomass would either maintain or even
boost yields. This may be especially the case for herbaceous
plants, leafy vegetables like lettuce and cabbage, and fodder
crops [88]. For certain species, mitigating predicted yield losses
due to shading may be possible by extending the vegetation
period through delayed harvest. Recent research supported this
notion by observing a slight delay in the development of lettuce
grown under APV. To fully understand the impact of APV
systems on crop yield and quality, a comprehensive study of a
wide range of crops is required. It is also important to note that
the effects of APV on soil temperature, water availability, and
nutrient uptake need to be thoroughly investigated as they may
also affect crop production. Furthermore, the physical char-
acteristics of the APV system, such as the height and density of
the canopy, should be considered as they will influence the
amount and quality of light reaching the crops.

Studies have demonstrated that shading nets have had positive
effects on crops such as blueberries and blackberries, leading to
extended harvest periods and potentially higher market prices
[88]. Medicinal and spice crops like cardamom and pepper,
which naturally grow in forest environments, are being

explored for cultivation in agroforestry systems that incorporate
APV [89–91]. Coffee, a major tropical cash crop, has shown
benefits from shade provided by agroforestry systems [92, 93].
Other specialty crops like blackberries and blueberries, which
thrive in moderate light conditions, have also shown potential
benefits from shading [94]. Blackberry yields have increased by
9% to 34% with shading, while the effects on blueberries have
been more variable, depending on climate conditions and
duration of shading application.

Because of the variability of climatic conditions and experi-
mental setup, transferability is restricted even with the pre-
liminary insights offered by numerous shading studies on the
shade tolerance of different crop species. A more universal
solution to this problem would be to use crop models, which
allow you to change the affecting factors without requiring
large‐scale field research. Furthermore, the use of crop models
can provide valuable insights into the potential benefits and
drawbacks of shade application under various climatic condi-
tions and agroforestry systems. The application of shade in
agroforestry systems has been found to have significant poten-
tial benefits for crop production. Shade can extend the harvest
period and lead to higher market prices. Agroforestry systems
offer additional shade, which is beneficial for several medicinal
and spice crops, including pepper and cardamom, as well as
coffee. Blackberries and blueberries, two specialist crops that
typically grow in environments with moderate light levels, have
also been shown to benefit from shading.

It is crucial to remember, nevertheless, that because of the
variability of climatic circumstances and experimental setup,
shading study results are not always transferable. Crop models
offer a more global solution to this problem. They make it
possible to change the contributing factors without conducting
lengthy field tests and can offer insightful information about the
possible advantages and disadvantages of applying shade in
different climatic situations and agroforestry systems. Overall,
the application of shading in agroforestry systems has great
potential to enhance crop production. The use of crop models
can further aid in understanding the potential benefits and
drawbacks of shade application. As research in this area con-
tinues, it is important to consider the unique requirements of
each crop species and the climatic conditions under which they
are grown to maximize the potential benefits of shade appli-
cation. In conclusion, while Agrivoltaic (APV) systems show
promise in optimizing both energy and agricultural production,
their impact on crop yields is complex and varies widely
depending on specific crop types, shading patterns, and en-
vironmental conditions. Further research tailored to the unique
dynamics of APV systems is essential to fully understand and
harness their potential benefits.

2.3 | Exploring Modeling Approaches in
Agrophotovoltaic Research

The effect of APV on agronomic parameters is a complicated
subject affected by a number of previously mentioned compo-
nents. Developments in PV technology offer possibilities for
adjusting APV setups to crop production needs. Estimating the
impact of APV on crop cultivation is more difficult than
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calculating the electrical performance of PV systems [95]. Var-
ious research works have been carried out globally, taking into
account particular regional climates. Variations in observed
effects may result from differences in the shading techniques
used in these experiments, as well as differences in sun energy,
temperatures, and water availability. Some studies implemented
uniform shading throughout the cropping period, while others
applied shading at specific stages of crop development. Com-
paring these studies, particularly regarding the dynamic shad-
ing patterns in APV systems, can be challenging.

It is worth noting that the effects of shading on crop growth are
influenced by a variety of factors, including the crop species,
growth stage, and light requirements. Some crops, such as let-
tuce and spinach, are more susceptible to shading than others
and may experience reduced growth rates and yields when
subjected to shading. On the other hand, certain crops, such as
tomatoes and peppers, are more tolerant of shading and may
even benefit from it in certain situations. Therefore, the impact
of APV on crop production depends on the specific crop being
grown and the shading conditions that are present [95]. One of
the key challenges in estimating the impact of APV on crop
production is the dynamic nature of shading patterns in these
systems. Unlike traditional shading structures, APV systems are
designed to track the sun's movement throughout the day,
which results in constantly changing shading patterns. As a
result, the effects of shading on crop growth can vary signifi-
cantly over the course of a day, a season, or even multiple
growing seasons. Therefore, accurately predicting the impact of
APV on crop production requires a detailed understanding of
the dynamic shading patterns in these systems.

Another challenge in evaluating the impact of APV on crop
production is the fact that different types of shading can have
different effects on crop growth. For example, uniform shading
can reduce the amount of direct sunlight that reaches crops,
which can have negative effects on growth and yield. In con-
trast, scattered shade can reduce the intensity of direct sunlight
while still allowing some light to reach the crops, which can
have positive effects on growth and yield. Therefore, the specific
type of shading used in an APV system can have a significant
impact on the overall productivity of the system. Despite these
challenges, numerous studies have been conducted to evaluate
the impact of APV on crop production. These studies have used
a variety of methods to quantify the effects of shading on crop
growth and yield, including measurements of plant height, leaf
area, photosynthetic activity, and yield [95]. In general, these
studies have found that APV systems can have both positive and
negative effects on crop production, depending on the specific
crop being grown, the shading conditions present, and the type
of APV system being used.

One of the key advantages of APV systems is that they can help
to reduce water consumption in crop production. By providing
shading to crops, APV systems can help to reduce evapo-
transpiration rates, which can result in significant water sav-
ings. Additionally, APV systems can help to reduce soil
temperature, which can also help to conserve water by reducing
the amount of water lost to evaporation. Another advantage of
APV systems is that they can help to improve the overall effi-
ciency of land use [95]. By combining crop production with

energy production, APV systems can help to maximize the use
of available land, which can be particularly beneficial in areas
with limited arable land. Additionally, APV systems can help to
reduce the need for land‐intensive energy production methods,
such as fossil fuel extraction and large‐scale hydropower
projects.

Crop models have been created by a number of researchers,
including Valle et al. [30] and Dinesh and Pearce [47], to
address the dynamic and complex character of APV systems.
This method was pioneered by some, who used two distinct
kinds of models to describe the complexities of APV. Abiotic
variables including soil, microclimate, and farming techniques
were combined with crop‐specific characteristics in the STICS
model to simulate the effects of environmental variables on crop
growth. To forecast the distribution and availability of light
beneath the APV array, a different model was employed. As
mentioned by Flénet, Villon, and Ruget [96], it was discovered
that the STICS model was an effective tool for modeling crop
performance under APV. Its integration with PV modeling and
the LER technique made it possible to assess the land produc-
tivity of the APV system. The STICS model has limits when it
comes to modeling crop development under situation of severe
shade, though. By utilizing data from their APV field trial,
several models were modified to better reflect the microclimatic
dynamics under APV systems, thus advancing the modeling
technique. They put in place a thorough microclimatic mon-
itoring system that achieved great temporal precision by
recording incident radiation, air temperature, humidity, soil
temperature, and soil moisture at hourly intervals.

In the study, various parameters including wind speed, pre-
cipitation, crop cover rate, crop temperature, and stomatal
conductance were measured to improve the accuracy of field
data and the correlation with the radiation model. The re-
searchers emphasized the importance of measuring these
parameters at increased spatial and temporal resolutions [96].
The author also developed a theoretical model to better
understand the dynamics of the water balance beneath an APV
system. While the studies revealed heterogeneity in the distri-
bution of rainwater under the APV system, the researchers
assumed that the inputs of rainwater in their models were
similar to the unsheltered treatment. These efforts aimed to
enhance the understanding and modeling of water dynamics in
APV systems.

The author conducted a field experiment and developed a rain
distribution model to address the heterogeneity of rain distri-
bution under an APV system [96]. This model allowed them to
identify key factors influencing rainwater distribution caused by
the PV panels and achieve a higher resolution of spatial het-
erogeneities in water supply. Expanding on earlier modeling
techniques, a more thorough model that takes into account a
number of factors was created in a follow‐up research [96].
These factors include rain distribution, the efficiency of water
and land usage, and the optimization of shading strategy. They
discovered that their model worked well for APV system size,
irrigation optimization, and panel position adjustments. They
did, however, recognize that there was still room for develop-
ment, particularly with regard to temporal resolution and the
inclusion of soil surface characteristics in the assessment of soil
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water distribution. Despite these drawbacks, consider their
model to be a useful tool for APV system optimization; more
sensitivity analysis is necessary for its general application.

The modeling approach in APV research has undergone
development and refinement, allowing for the simulation of
APV impacts based on specific local climatic conditions and
technical implementations. However, to enhance the reliability
of simulated results, it is essential to conduct additional field
experiments that provide comprehensive data on microclimatic
heterogeneities. Some progress has already been made in this
direction by researchers, who collected data on various micro-
climatic factors. To attain a more accurate spatial and temporal
resolution, it is important to integrate supplementary factors,
such as the condition of the soil surface as proposed. Validating
anticipated values with field trials including extensive micro-
climatic condition monitoring is essential. To obtain informa-
tion on the distribution of rain, measurements should be made
throughout the APV facility's solar panels. The advantages of
agrophotovoltics on environment is summarized in Figure 2.

Indeed, the current state of microclimatic modeling in APV
systems is relatively advanced. However, there remains a sig-
nificant gap in modeling crop performance under such systems,
particularly for complex crops and their light requirements
throughout various stages of development [97]. This limitation
is further exacerbated by the lack of field validation and ex-
perimental data on crop responses to altered light conditions.
To address this gap, it is crucial to conduct additional field
experiments with diverse crop species. These studies will shed
important knowledge on the morphological characteristics un-
ique to crops and how they react to varied lighting levels at
various phases of growth. The validity and accuracy of crop
models may then be improved with the use of the data gathered
from these experiments. Long‐term, complete models that
incorporate local climate conditions, specific crops, technical
details of the APV system, and crop performance simulation are
required to account for energy and crop performance. By
overcoming this gap, we may pave the road for more sustain-
able and efficient APV systems. In conclusion, advancing the
understanding of APV's impact on crop production requires a
holistic approach that integrates detailed field experiments with
refined modeling techniques. By addressing the current gaps in
crop performance modeling and incorporating diverse crop
species, we can unlock the full potential of APV systems for
sustainable agriculture and energy production.

3 | Present Endeavors: Current Activities

3.1 | The Art and Science of Horticulture

The implementation of agrovoltaic (AV) in agriculture can lead
to either losses or significant increases in income, depending on
a variety of factors including climatic conditions, crop type, and
market prices for agricultural and energy products. The main
areas of current research in this field are the impacts of varying
soil and air irradiation, temperature, and humidity; also, the
effects of AV‐powered heat pumps on aquaculture pools and
agricultural product storage are being studied. Researchers have
looked at systems with sun monitoring capacity to optimize

output while avoiding shadowing to get the best microclimatic
benefits from AV [30], which can be especially important dur-
ing specific times of crop development. Still, not much research
has been done on the impacts of low‐potential concentration
solar radiation, including wavelength selection.

Researchers have looked at how AV affects the nutritional
[73–76] and commercial [98] qualities of crops in addition to its
influence on biomass growth. This is significant since AV is
known to cause declines in nutritional value due to climate
change [99]. Prior research has demonstrated that the quantity
of protein taken from plant leaves, trunks, and roots rises sig-
nificantly when photosynthetically active radiation (PAR) is
used under transparent photovoltaics [100]. Additionally, the
majority of the energy used for metabolism was directed toward
aerial tissues, and the phenotypic of the plant's aboveground
portion differed markedly from that of the control. These
findings highlight the potential benefits of implementing AV‐
powered systems in agriculture, but further research is neces-
sary to fully understand the long‐term impacts on crops and the
environment as a whole.

Furthermore, research has shown that harvesting crops later
typically 1–2 weeks later or boosting the proportion of bigger
tubers in potatoes may totally offset a decrease in crop pro-
duction and sugar content of grapes that results from slower
plant growth [100]. Adopting this strategy might result in lower
agricultural harvesting and transportation costs when man-
power and machinery are not in high demand, as well as higher
market prices for goods provided outside of the customary high‐
offer window. Furthermore, the presence of artificial vegetation
can benefit the growth of crops that often thrive in shadowed
environments under a forest canopy, eliminating the drawbacks
of farming near trees and bushes. As a result, the agriculture
sector and the parties involved may need to adjust to these
discoveries.

Crops such as wheat [24, 101], corn, rice [102], beans, peanuts,
potatoes [33, 103], sweet potatoes, beetroot [104], grapes [37],
lettuce [24, 27], Welsh onion [105], basil [98], spinach [100],
celery, fennel, chard, tomato, pepper, zucchini, cucumber [24],

FIGURE 2 | Advantages of agrophotovoltaic [97].
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eggplant, watermelon, pumpkin, different cabbages, aloe vera
[34], agave, taro, clover, alfalfa [106], other pasture crops [38],
raspberry, strawberry, cherries, citrus fruits, and mushrooms
were among the crops mixed with AV. In conclusion, the
integration of agrovoltaic (AV) in agriculture presents a com-
plex yet promising avenue for enhancing crop yield and quality.
While the potential benefits are significant, they are highly
dependent on various environmental and economic factors.
Continued research is essential to fully understand and harness
the long‐term impacts of AV technology on agriculture, en-
suring sustainable and profitable farming practices.

3.2 | Exploring the Realm of Livestock

Insufficient research has been conducted so far to evaluate the
impact of agrovoltaic (AV) constructions on livestock produc-
tion. The only available published studies have focused on lamb
[106–108] and rabbit [109]. However, it has been demonstrated
that low‐lying AV and herbivores have a mutual influence,
whereby animals that graze on the grass remove the need for
mowing it, thereby reducing costs.

AV constructions offer several advantages to livestock farmers,
including lowering the cost of fencing the territory, which is
typically the most expensive capital cost for rabbit farms. Fur-
thermore, by shielding the animals from predators and
unfavorable weather, such as intense sunshine, these structures
raise the herd's total production. Furthermore, the revenue ratio
from the selling of power and raising rabbits might vary from 4
to 40 to 1, based on local conditions and process structure [109].

Studies have indicated that raising rabbits has less and milder
environmental effects than raising cattle, especially when it
comes to carbon footprint, water use, and fertilizer use.
Breeding cattle and rabbits differ by more than an order of
magnitude in terms of total CO2 emissions per kilogram of
meat. The short 8‐week production cycle of rabbits makes them
very useful in difficult climates, since it coincides with the
length of the vegetative season [108, 109]. This implies that
keeping a big herd of animals over the winter is not necessary.
Raising rabbits has several advantages, including high protein
conversion rates and cycles that provide up to 20 kg/ha of pure
meat from pasture alone. Furthermore, rabbit breeding pro-
duces fur that is highly sought for, locally.

Research indicates that there was no appreciable variation in
the growth of lamb live weight per hectare of pasture, indicating
that the agricultural component remained unaffected [107]. The
increased nutritional forage value of the AV pasture made up
for its decreased herbage bulk. Conversely, sheep needed less
water and favored to remain in PV‐shaded regions when ex-
posed to sun irradiation above 800W/m2 for idling [108]. Sheep
make up around 15% of all livestock and are employed to mow
grass at PV power facilities in North Carolina, according to
studies. This practice increases revenue by 2%–8%. In this sit-
uation, internal transportable electric fence is a useful feature.
Regarding other livestock, there are fragmented reports indi-
cating that goats are not fit for the task since they like to jump
on everything and eat wires, horses are too picky, and cows
need too much room.

To create ideal pollinator circumstances at PV installations, the
Pollinator‐Friendly Solar Act was passed in Minnesota, United
States. Consequently, “Solar Honey” became a trademark. This
law's criteria are completely met by the license for its usage,
which should contribute to an increase in revenue. This type of
AV seems to be increasingly prevalent throughout more than
11,000 acres in the USA. In conclusion, while the current body
of research on the impact of agrovoltaic (AV) constructions on
livestock production is limited, the existing studies highlight
promising benefits, particularly for species like rabbits and
sheep. These advantages include cost reductions, environ-
mental sustainability, and improved animal welfare. As the
adoption of AV grows, further comprehensive studies are es-
sential to fully understand its potential across various livestock
species and farming environments, ensuring that its benefits
can be maximized globally.

3.3 | From Harvest to Plate: Techniques for
Harvesting, Storage, and Processing

AV installations have been developed to support the power
needs of various agricultural operations, such as fur farms,
remote dairy farms, and electric agricultural machinery. These
installations typically involve the use of PV systems, which can
power air‐conditioning units, refrigeration machines, and aux-
iliary devices. Depending on the crop being cultivated, the
estimated unit costs for kW*h/ha can vary [110]. While most
agricultural machines are currently powered by internal com-
bustion engines, there is a possibility of switching to electric
batteries. However, this may result in higher capital and oper-
ational expenses. In the absence of batteries, on‐board power
sources or grid connections are required. Since grid connections
are often not feasible, on‐board power sources are considered,
but they still require batteries, which can be limited by the
capacity factor of solar panels compared to AV.

A significant portion of unmanned agricultural equipment
depends on GPS/GNSS navigation, which is not always reliable
and occasionally unavailable via public networks [111]. Energy
availability across fertile land can greatly improve the efficiency
of travel for agricultural drones, both airborne and terrestrial
[112, 113], hence lowering the capacity demand on batteries.
The unmanned machinery can function as efficiently as possi-
ble with the support of the accurate navigation signals and data
networks that the AV structural posts can offer. By providing a
reliable source of energy, AV installations can help address
various agricultural challenges, including the need for efficient
and sustainable power sources. As such, it is clear that AV
installations have the potential to revolutionize the agricultural
industry, making it more sustainable, efficient, and cost‐
effective in the long run.

While cold storage is a standard practice in affluent countries,
the absence of energy in poorer nations makes it impractical
[114]. As a result, 5% of greenhouse gas emissions in the global
food chain are caused by cold. Energy‐independent ice cellars,
which were common in the Arctic before, are fast deteriorating
due to climate change [115]. Global food loss from harvest to
retail is around 14% on average; roots, tubers, and oil‐bearing
crops account for the largest portion of these losses at about
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25%, followed by fruits and vegetables at roughly 21%, and meat
and animal products at 12%. 37% of food items in sub‐Saharan
Africa spoil in the first mile after harvesting and processing.
More than half of the tomatoes grown in Rwanda are lost
within the value chain, and one major contributing cause is the
absence of cold storage.

Due to its ability to export numerous processed goods at once
and eliminate the need for multiple intermediaries who take the
lion's share of the final cost, small agricultural manufacturers
mainly rely on solar electricity. A great replacement for batteries
in battery storage might be solar ice production, which stabilizes
cooling capacity with biogas. The demand for cold storage
capacity can be decreased and added value can be produced by
on‐site solar‐powered processing such as milling [115], drying
[116], extraction (pressing) [117], fermentation [118], prepacking,
sterilization, heating, preservation (sealing) [119], and so forth.
This is especially important in regions where electricity is not
readily accessible, but solar power is abundant. There are several
benefits to this approach. For example, the solar‐powered system
could be used in remote areas where electricity is not available,
leading to a reduction in food waste and spoilage. Additionally, it
could help farmers increase their income by allowing them to
process their crops on‐site, thereby eliminating the need to
transport them to processing facilities. This would reduce
transportation costs and allow farmers to sell their products at a
higher price. Furthermore, solar‐powered processing plants
could create jobs, promote local economic growth, and improve
food security. By reducing the amount of food waste, these plants
would also help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, which is
beneficial to the environment. In conclusion, AV installations
and solar‐powered processing systems present a transformative
opportunity for the agricultural sector, enabling more efficient,
sustainable, and cost‐effective operations. These advancements
hold the potential to significantly reduce food waste, enhance
food security, and promote local economic growth, particularly
in remote and energy‐scarce regions.

3.4 | Aquaculture and Irrigation: Bridging the
Gap Between Land and Water

The utilization of AV has resulted in several benefits, including the
conservation of water resources by reducing direct sunlight ex-
posure [120]. According to research, the water‐use efficiency for
jalapeno and cherry tomato plants in the arid southwest United
States was considerably higher, with a 157% increase for jalapeno
and a 65% increase for cherry tomatoes. Furthermore, the AV
shading effect resulted in soil moisture remaining up to 15% higher
than usual. During the day, the AV solar panels were about 9°C
cooler than the conventional arrays, which led to increased effi-
ciency. Furthermore, PV and irrigation may be done using the
rainfall collected by AV. Similar to an earlier project in Gujarat,
India [121], 110‐foot‐wide PV shades called Project Nexus are being
put over irrigation canals in California's Turlock Irrigation District.
These shades will be paired with long‐term iron‐water flow battery
storage [122]. It is anticipated that these actions will significantly
reduce the amount of water and energy used.

By using water to cool solar panels, a method known as “floating
PV” [123], or “floatovoltaics,” lowers water temperature and

evaporation. When used in conjunction with atmospheric water
collecting [124] and desalination plants [125], this strategy may be
advantageous for aquaculture [126] in arid coastal locations. Above‐
and floating‐water photovoltaic systems are utilized in fish breeding
ponds to supply local demand and cut water evaporation by up to
85%. Furthermore, China has 60MW of these plants, which are
employed in water treatment facilities. Water pumping may be
done using AV‐generated electricity [127], and solar pump inverters
with great efficiency have been created specifically for that function.
By combining frequency converters and MPPT controllers, these
pump inverters eliminate the requirement for a battery buffer by
enabling the pump output to track real PV production. Such a
system is quite effective on sunny days since it can handle the
increased water demand. When comparing rain‐fed pumps to solar‐
powered irrigation, Indian farmers reported a revenue gain of at
least 50%. Yields were nearly one‐third greater in Rwanda, which
made dry‐season farming possible. But it's crucial to keep in mind
that groundwater supplies may run out as a result of inexpensive
solar irrigation. Depending on the crops cultivated and the number
of crop cycles, the payback period of such irrigation in Africa ranges
from 6 months to 3 years. Aquaculture farms [128] and hydroponic
farms [129] can also use AV to power heat and mass transfer for
process improvement [130]. In conclusion, the integration of agro-
voltaic (AV) presents a promising approach to enhance water and
energy efficiency in arid regions, offering substantial benefits such
as increased crop yields and reduced evaporation. By leveraging
innovative technologies, AV not only conserves vital water
resources but also supports sustainable farming practices, paving
the way for a more resilient agricultural future.

4 | Unveiling the Path Ahead: Anticipated
Future Trends

Energy has versatile applications in agriculture, ranging from
the conventional use to power machines and mechanisms, to
more innovative uses such as optimizing conditions and stim-
ulating physiological processes. The latter includes energy
conversion, processing, and on‐site product storage to reduce
transportation costs and maximize profits in electronic com-
merce. Energy can also be used to repel pests [131]. The energy
gained can be applied to mechanical [132], electrical [133],
thermal [134, 135], magnetic [136–138], and acoustic [139]
plant growth stimulation. Controlling temperature and light,
chemical composition, humidity, air, water, and substrate flow,
as well as the power supply for agricultural machinery and
equipment, are among the research topics. It is also suggested
that AV structures be used to make protective barriers, plant
supports, and rails for machinery and mechanisms. Never-
theless, unlike the current worldwide research majority, this
article does not focus on passive microclimate changes linked
with AV [24].

A new problem that has surfaced recently is recycling photo-
voltaic (PV) modules that have outlived their useful lives [140,
141]. Older PV modules have a 20‐year lifespan [142], however
TISO‐10 in Switzerland, the first PV power plant in Europe, is
still going strong 40 years later [143, 144], running at 80% of its
nominal capacity (despite having had five inverters rebuilt). On
the other hand, more recent solar panels have a 30‐year war-
ranty that may be extended to 50 years [145]. It is crucial to
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understand that this time frame does not relate to technological
malfunction, but rather to a drop in production that usually
equals 20% of the starting rate. Recycling with the aim of re-
covering and reusing materials isn't always cost‐effective
because PV converter costs are still declining. As a result, ex-
porting these PV modules to nations where a decline in pro-
duction is not as significant as a drop in capital expenditures is
growing in popularity [140]. The availability of waste land to
support solar photovoltaic power plants is the primary factor in
these situations [32, 146]. Additionally, this method could work
with a variety of AV systems. AV techniques could present
chances to set up the prerequisites for farming in upcoming
extraterrestrial outposts. There are plans to establish such a
base on Mars, while the Moon also holds the potential for
similar bases. However, a significant challenge in this regard is
the need for a sustainable source of energy to support these
bases' operations. Solar energy could be an attractive option in
this regard, given that both Mars and the Moon receive ample
sunlight. Moreover, solar panels could be transported to these
bases and assembled on‐site, with the possibility of recycling
them after their useful life. However, the challenges of trans-
porting and assembling these panels in harsh extra‐terrestrial
environments cannot be ignored. Another important consider-
ation is the need to ensure that the solar panels used in extra‐
terrestrial bases are designed to withstand the harsh conditions
prevailing on other planets. For instance, Mars has a thin
atmosphere, which means that the solar panels would be ex-
posed to higher levels of radiation than on Earth. Similarly, the
Moon experiences extreme temperature fluctuations, which
could have adverse effects on the panels' performance. To
overcome these challenges, researchers are exploring new ma-
terials and designs that can withstand the extreme conditions
encountered in space.

4.1 | Transitioning to Biogas: Converting Waste
Into Renewable Energy

The implementation of anaerobic bioconversion systems, also
known as biogas plants, holds immense potential in the effec-
tive utilization of agricultural organic waste and production of
highly efficient fertilizers. Through the conversion of agricul-
tural waste, it becomes possible to capture CO2 that would have
otherwise been released into the atmosphere during putres-
cence. Nonetheless, there exists a major drawback in this pro-
cess, which is the energy required to maintain the conversion
processes, such as substrate heating, electric mechanism driv-
ing, and monitoring of the production process. Typically, this
energy is produced by burning the resulting biogas.

Fortunately, the use of solar energy through the application of
solar thermal collectors and solar panels, also referred to as AV,
can be employed to power the necessary equipment in biogas
plants. The machinery in the biogas plants is powered by energy
produced by the solar panels [147], which are also used to heat
the substrate of the plants. Furthermore, a single solar module
may produce both heat and electric energy. High temperatures
may be attained to support the several technical processes of
anaerobic bioconversion systems by using solar concentrators.
Higher biogas net production results from using AV energy, and
biogas may be stored as energy for use in stand‐alone systems as

a dispatchable power source [147–150]. Moreover, trigeneration
systems including an adsorption heat pump and an internal
combustion engine can include these combinations [151]. This
enables the simultaneous production of heating, cooling, and
power. PV panels may also be used in biogas facilities to give a
DC power source for small‐scale microbial electrolysis cells,
which accelerates the anaerobic digestion process [152]. All
things considered, the incorporation of AV systems into biogas
facilities offers a workable way to meet the energy needs
involved in turning agricultural waste into fertilizer and biogas.

Because of the different distribution of heat and power con-
sumption, solar modules can only be used in a portion of the
system energy supply in anaerobic bioconversion systems. This
happens when local demands are predominantly met by ther-
mal energy rather than electrical energy. With the help of solar
thermal collectors at various places, the substrate is heated to
35°C–55°C during the anaerobic treatment process of organic
waste. Some systems have unusual designs, such the one that
creates a sealed building below earth by placing solar thermal
collectors on top of a tank used for fermentation [153]. Heat
recovery systems [154] and systems with active substrate mixing
[155] both make use of solar thermal collectors. The efficiency
of such systems is also increased by incorporating heat pumps.

A hybrid system (solar, thermal, and electric) that offers the
required mesophilic conditions for biogas plant operation is
proposed as a solution to the problem of night‐time solar
radiation unavailability. Thermally insulated tanks, which
provide an anaerobic reactor with a consistent supply of warm
water, can be used to store thermal energy from solar thermal
collectors. A phase change heat storage device may also be used
to store thermal energy, increasing the wintertime efficiency of
solar anaerobic bioconversion systems. In thermostatic anaer-
obic bioconversion systems, solar thermal collectors can also be
used to address farmers' needs for cooking fuel in chilly rural
areas [156]. Efficient and stable operation of biogas plants in
mesophilic and thermophilic conditions can be ensured when
the plant is supplied with heat using solar thermal collectors,
even in cold and arid regions [157], but optimization plays an
important role in operating conditions and anaerobic digestion
temperature [158, 159]. In summary, because of the distribution
of power and heat consumption, the usage of photovoltaic
modules in anaerobic bioconversion systems is restricted to a
certain portion of the energy supply. Using solar thermal col-
lectors, the substrate is heated during the anaerobic treatment
of organic waste. These systems, which are employed in systems
requiring heat recovery and active substrate mixing, might have
unusual architectures. Heat pumps can increase these systems'
efficiency. A hybrid system is proposed to solve the
unavailability of solar radiation at night. Furthermore note-
worthy is the application of solar thermal collectors in ther-
mostatic anaerobic bioconversion systems. By adding solar
thermal collectors, biogas plants may operate steadily in both
thermophilic and mesophilic environments. Lastly, anaerobic
digestion temperature and operational parameters require
adjustment.

Solar thermal converters, in addition to photovoltaic modules
and solar photovoltaic roofing panels, are of significant interest.
The shape of these converters in the form of roofing panels has
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the additional advantage of reducing roofing costs. Further-
more, the use of recycled plastic in their construction enhances
the ecological state of the environment. The thermal solar
roofing panel design is devoid of costly photovoltaic converters,
resulting in low panel costs, which even the most under-
privileged households can afford. These solar modules, which
are especially intended for agricultural operations, are inte-
grated into the structural components of buildings' roofs and
are intended to provide heat either autonomously or in tandem
with the current heat network.

In terms of cost and energy flow optimization, the integration of
photovoltaic and thermal solar radiation converters into
anaerobic bioconversion systems is a very promising develop-
ment. This method offers a number of advantages by allowing
the substrate to be heated thermally and electricity to be sup-
plied simultaneously. Studies on the techno‐economic viability
of this strategy have shown its applicability [160]. A solar
photovoltaic thermal module may be made by building the
photovoltaic module and solar thermal collector as one unit.
Recycled plastic may be used as the basic material for this
module, which can be constructed as a solar photovoltaic
thermal roofing panel [161]. The resultant structure has an
electrical rating of around 40–50 years and serves both energy‐
generating and defensive purposes. Up to 20% electrical effi-
ciency can be attained by high‐efficiency photovoltaic convert-
ers that are sealed using a two‐component polysiloxane
material.

Plane solar photovoltaic thermal modules are a great option for
greenhouses, chicken houses, and cowsheds, among other
agricultural structures and facilities, as a finishing material.
With this method, more thermal and electrical energy may be
produced without requiring more land to accommodate the
placement of solar modules. On a farm, however, the ideal slope
of solar modules in a specific location can also yield excellent
output levels all year round when they are situated above
ground. Furthermore, from an economic perspective, planting
crops beneath solar modules at a ground‐based site balances the
area allocated for the solar installation's construction through
the sale of agricultural goods. For the purpose of providing heat
for agricultural facilities and anaerobic bioconversion systems,
it is recommended to use heat pumps, specifically air pumps.
The power supply and heated coolant required for these pumps
may be obtained from air‐cooled solar photovoltaic thermal
modules, which can be fashioned like siding panels. This
method is also utilized as a construction material for building
walls. This arrangement of the solar modules produces a lot of
electricity, even on cloudy days. It also guarantees that the
building walls are cooled during times of intense solar radiation
and enhances the removal of dust and precipitation from the
module's surface. Better thermal insulation during the
winter months results in lower energy usage for domestic
heating and air conditioning. It is also possible to dry agricul-
tural goods using warm air from air‐cooled photovoltaic ther-
mal modules.

In conclusion, integrating solar thermal collectors and photo-
voltaic modules into anaerobic bioconversion systems repre-
sents a significant advancement in sustainable energy solutions.
This hybrid approach not only enhances the efficiency of biogas

plants by providing essential thermal and electrical energy but
also leverages renewable resources to address energy and en-
vironmental challenges. By optimizing both energy production
and cost‐effectiveness, this innovative strategy contributes to
more resilient and eco‐friendly agricultural practices.

4.2 | Stimulating Growth: Boosting Plant
Development

The field of agricultural science has amassed a substantial
amount of data on managing the growth, flowering, and fruiting
of crops, as well as their productivity, commercial properties,
tillage and harvesting methods, and product storage and pro-
cessing. A technical and economic feasibility analysis is
required to combine this data with AV, which is not currently
present in published literature. Several methods have been
considered, including increasing the intensity [162] and dura-
tion of exposure to photosynthetically active radiation through
the use of LEDs and luminescent concentrators [163], altering
air composition and movement, stimulating plant growth [164]
through various means such as electric [165], thermal, mag-
netic, acoustic, and mechanical methods, providing power for
agricultural equipment and using structures for pest barriers,
plant supports, and equipment. These strategies have the
potential to revolutionize agricultural practices and increase
efficiency and yield.

Research indicates that the efficiency of solar energy conversion
in contemporary photovoltaic (PV) technology surpasses that of
photosynthesis by a large margin [166]. Furthermore, studies
have demonstrated that the flux of photosynthetically active
radiation (PAR) might be greater in artificial than in natural
illumination [167]. It follows that there is a chance that agri-
cultural output may rise if plants could use the power produced
by photovoltaic cells [168]. When taking into account energy
processes that incorporate other environmental energy sources,
this idea becomes even more exciting. Moreover, studies have
demonstrated that narrow‐band LEDs may convert power at an
efficiency higher than 50% [166]. At a PAR level of around
125mol/m2/s, photosynthesis and respiration are balanced in
terms of plant growth [169]. It's interesting to note that
increasing the leaf area of crops like lettuce [27] and potatoes
[33] under artificial illumination caused the PAR level to drop,
which had important economic ramifications for the latter.

A techno‐economic examination of the usage of agrovoltaic
(AV) in greenhouses located in Sweden and Spain has been
provided in two master theses, which are recent research
projects [170, 171]. According to the research, the use of AV
greenhouses is not a financially appealing alternative in Sweden
because of unfavorable factors, such as high power prices, a lack
of subsidies for renewable energy, and winter sun irradiation. It
is advised in the northern areas to combine greenhouse heating
with the pricy process of thermally stabilizing the permafrost
beneath structures and buildings [172]. Heat pumps may help
transport heat from the latter to the former, which makes this
especially important in light of global warming. It's crucial to
keep storage facilities heated throughout the winter so they
don't freeze. We repeated the experiment reported in Reference
[173] in the Arkhangelsk area of Russia and were able to

16 of 25 Energy Science & Engineering, 2024

 20500505, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://scijournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ese3.2017 by R

am
esh M

eena , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [05/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



produce yields of tomatoes and cucumbers that were nearly
twice as high as those from a traditional, unheated greenhouse.
The expense of flying fresh veggies to isolated northern villages
makes such a combination economical, no doubt.

In conclusion, integrating advanced technologies such as pho-
tovoltaic cells and autonomous vehicles into agricultural prac-
tices holds significant promise for enhancing efficiency and
yield. While challenges remain, particularly in regions with
harsh climates and high energy costs, innovative approaches
and techno‐economic analyses suggest a transformative poten-
tial for modernizing and optimizing agricultural production.

4.3 | The Emergence of Electric and Unmanned
Agricultural Vehicles: Advancing Toward
Agricultural Robotization

The use of manual labor in agriculture has been replaced by
agricultural machines. These machines are now being replaced
by computers as operators [174, 175]. Agricultural robots are
more than simply an alternative to conventional machinery
since they can carry out a wide range of new tasks including
yield estimation, artificial pollination, mapping, insect pest
monitoring, and phenotyping [176, 177]. Unmanned agricul-
tural vehicles still face significant obstacles, such as navigation,
stability, power, and data [178, 179], even with a market valued
at USD 10 billion [180]. In addition to securing pipes for irri-
gation and spraying, AV constructions may offer accurate
navigation and stability for automobiles. The new agricultural
vehicles should ideally run on electricity, but how well they
function would rely on how big a battery they could hold or
how easily they could recharge. With a wireless power supply
and energy distribution throughout arable land, AV reduces
battery consumption and offers a number of recharging sites
[181]. The quality of power in rural regions is frequently quite
low, causing voltage dips and blackouts that interfere with the
operation of sophisticated electrical gadgets. This problem will
be fixed and a more dependable power supply will be ensured
with the introduction of local AV sources. In conclusion, the
power supply's accessibility opens up nearly limitless options
for data transfer, on‐site analysis, and monitoring, giving the
agriculture industry a significant chance to advance and grow.

4.4 | Digital Transformation in Agriculture:
Harnessing the Power of the Internet of Things

The process of digital transformation [182, 183] in agriculture is
presently taking place mostly in well‐developed areas. However,
the remote, unpopulated regions that lack skilled staff are ex-
pected to benefit more from this transformation. The availa-
bility of electricity and data transmission networks is a
significant obstacle that has to be overcome to reap this benefit
[184]. Due to insufficient demand, these essential infra-
structural elements are frequently lacking, resulting in a closed
cycle. One key obstacle is the excessively large necessary
investment in the lack of agricultural 4.0 [182] infrastructure on
site. Since they may service several customers, satellite‐based
information technologies like remote sensing and navigation

are currently the most widely used. Nonetheless, the lack of
sufficient spatial and temporal resolution in these technologies
has been a topic of discussion within the precision agricultural
community. Moreover, the devastation of satellites as a result of
international conflict or the advancement of the Kessler syn-
drome is another less evident but potentially dangerous concern
[185]. Undoubtedly, there would be an economic shock if space
communication and navigation systems were lost. If this has a
significant impact on food production technology as well, the
repercussions would be even worse.

This highlights how important it is to have local backups for
navigation, data collection, and transmission systems to guar-
antee food security. This also holds true for energy, since in a
conflict of interest, oil refineries and large‐scale power facilities
would be top targets. The deployment of agrovoltaic (AVs)
presents opportunities to create the necessary dispersed and
highly robust systems [186]. These systems are essential for
ensuring that the effects of the destruction of satellites on
agriculture are minimized. AVs are beneficial because they can
operate in remote areas where skilled labor is scarce, and they
can also execute tasks that are dangerous for humans. In
addition, they can be programmed to perform repetitive tasks,
freeing up skilled human labor for more complex tasks. AVs can
also be used to perform precision farming tasks like soil prep-
aration, planting, fertilization, pest control, and harvesting.
Moreover, AVs can provide real‐time data on soil moisture,
temperature, nutrient levels, and other critical factors. This
information can be used to make decisions about the appro-
priate fertilizer levels, planting times, and harvesting times. In
addition to AVs, other technologies that can be used in agri-
culture include artificial intelligence (AI), the Internet of Things
(IoT), and blockchain. AI can be used to analyze data from
sensors and drones to identify crop diseases and pests, allowing
for timely intervention. IoT can be used to monitor soil mois-
ture levels and adjust irrigation systems accordingly. Block-
chain can be used to create a secure and transparent supply
chain, allowing consumers to trace the origin of their food and
ensure its quality. In conclusion, embracing digital transfor-
mation in agriculture particularly through advancements like
autonomous vehicles, AI, IoT, and blockchain can address
infrastructure challenges and enhance food security, even in
remote and underserved regions.

4.5 | Redistributing Added Value: Unlocking
Equitable Benefits

Logistics agents are essential in the intermediary stages of the
supply chain for agricultural products, which include the sup-
plier, farmer, processor, distributor, retailer, and client. Value
chains can vary greatly depending on the commodity; none-
theless, even for something as basic as apples, the added value is
always greater than 100% from farmer to store. Farmers have a
fantastic opportunity to profit from this and split the earnings.
Bulking, cleaning, grading, processing, and packing are
important supply chain steps that were formerly less expensive
to carry out on a bigger scale. To cut down on the costs asso-
ciated with raw material transportation and long‐distance
delivery, many of these operations have, however, moved to
the farm or neighborhood scale with the emergence of retail
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food markets and automation. While many rural areas still find
it difficult to set up even cold storage due to the lack of power,
the emergence of alternative energy sources may significantly
alter the options available for processing, packing, and storage.
In particular, the use of AI and machine learning can signifi-
cantly improve the efficiency of these processes, leading to
reduced costs and increased profits for farmers. Additionally,
the rise of e‐commerce platforms has allowed farmers to reduce
the number of intermediaries, helping to eliminate unnecessary
costs and streamline the supply chain. In conclusion, by fol-
lowing the C2C business model, farmers can sell their products
directly to consumers, cutting out middlemen, and earning a
fairer share of the profits.

5 | Prospects and Future Applications:
Expanding Horizons

Since APV systems are still in their infancy, there is still space
for technological development and expansion of application
areas. Research has indicated that the combination of dynamic
photovoltaic modules and controlled tracking can augment
incident radiation availability on the plant canopy. This, in turn,
leads to more productive crop production and increased outputs
of power and biomass. To better tailor PV systems to the unique
needs of crops in co‐productive systems, researchers are now
looking into the application of wavelength‐selective PV mod-
ules in horticulture [187]. Additionally, electricity yields can be
amplified by combining wind and solar energy production in
APV plants, using wind turbines as an upgrade. These inno-
vations hold significant potential for optimizing and expanding
the use of APV systems. However, there is still much to learn
about the technical and practical aspects of these systems, and
further research is necessary to fully unlock their potential.
New developments in APV technology could revolutionize the
way we approach renewable energy production and could
ultimately contribute to a more sustainable and efficient future
for our planet.

5.1 | Enhancing Agricultural Efficiency,
Sustainability, and Energy Independence

Apart from technological enhancements, there are other pros-
pects for APV deployment, dependent upon the regional cli-
mate and the size of the establishment. Utilizing the electricity
produced by APV to optimize the farm's current operational
flows, such as the processing of harvested goods or energy‐
intensive operations, like cooling and ventilation, is one such
possibility. Farm machinery or vehicle electrification is another
possible application for APV. Enhancing storage infrastructure
may lead to even higher self‐consumption of power. In under-
developed nations and other places with just a crude electrical
system, APV might serve as a decentralized energy source for
electrifying rural areas. This was also picked up by
Harinarayana and Vasavi [188], who believe that APV has a
great deal of potential to help India fulfill its future renewable
energy objectives by increasing the amount of energy produced
off‐grid in rural areas and reducing the need for expensive
infrastructure expansion.

The electricity produced by APV might be immediately used to
irrigation and water‐pumping systems at the farm level. As an
alternative, water might be purged into a reservoir and stored,
enhancing both food security and water availability for subse-
quent use in irrigation. The potential of solar water‐pumping
systems for fodder production in China was recently examined
by the author of [189]. They came to the conclusion that while
these pumping systems mitigate the negative impacts of climate
change and grassland degradation, they provide enormous
promise for improving grassland production. Additionally, APV
could make a significant contribution to organic farms' holistic
farming methods or to large‐scale initiatives like the Sahara
Forest Project and Sekem, which both aim to recultivate desert
regions through agricultural production utilizing cutting‐edge
and sustainable technologies.

Since these projects are situated in dry areas, it is possible that the
APV panels will have a synergistic effect on agricultural produc-
tivity by reducing excessive solar radiation and evaporation. China
is likewise pursuing and effectively implementing this method in
large‐scale projects. As a result, APV may be a strategy for desert
agriculture that is sustainable. The adverse climatic circumstances
linked to climate change, such as heat and drought, may potentially
be mitigated by the impacts on agricultural productivity that have
been reported. One of the main tenets of a sustainable energy and
climate strategy in the EU and other developed nations is the
advancement of renewable energies. The restricted amount of land
used for agriculture in these nations, along with sustainability goals,
have created an ethical dilemma regarding the use of land for the
production of food or bioenergy. The use of APV might lessen this.
APV has the potential to contribute to sustainable agriculture,
particularly in areas where water resources are scarce or unreliable.
APV could also be used to power farm buildings, thus reducing
dependence on fossil fuels and grid‐supplied electricity. The use of
APV in agriculture could also help to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, which have been identified as a significant contributor to
climate change.

APV could also have a positive impact on the economic viability
of farms. The use of APV could lead to cost savings, particularly
if the power generated can be used to replace grid‐supplied
electricity. The implementation of APV could also lead to the
creation of new jobs, particularly in the installation and main-
tenance of APV panels. Moreover, APV could help to reduce the
dependence of farms on fossil fuels, which are subject to price
fluctuations and supply disruptions. The implementation of
APV in agriculture is not without its challenges. One of the
most significant challenges is the initial cost of installation.
However, the cost of APV panels has been decreasing steadily in
recent years, making it a more accessible technology for small
and medium‐sized farms. Other challenges include the need for
adequate maintenance, protection from weather‐related dam-
age, and the need for appropriate storage facilities to ensure that
excess power is not wasted.

5.2 | Problem Related to APV

There can be several obstacles to overcome in the use of APV
technology. It's a given norm that whenever new technologies
are unveiled, there will inevitably be some degree of public
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debate around them; this is also true with regard to APV sys-
tems. The unchecked proliferation of ground‐mounted photo-
voltaic arrays in Germany has resulted in a decline in public
approval and subsequent legislative limitations on the devel-
opment of PV installations. Furthermore, the EU Common
Agricultural Policy's area subsidies are forfeited when ground‐
mounted PV plants are installed since arable land is irreversibly
converted to surfaced land (European Commission 2003). To
distinguish between ground‐mounted PV arrays and APV ar-
rays in this context, it is necessary to clarify the legislative
restrictions governing the building of APV facilities. To guar-
antee enough crop output and prevent rivalry with energy
generation, APV needs to meet a specific minimum agricultural
yield. Avoiding “pseudo agriculture” in any form is essential,
especially when it comes to agricultural subsidies. Farmers
participating in our real‐world APV study said they could live
with agricultural output losses of up to 20%. Limits for
acceptable yield decreases must be established, though, as
subjective views and opinions may differ. The growth of
renewable energies is widely supported by society, but social
acceptance at the local level is sometimes lacking, especially
when concerns about the environment, cultural landscapes, or
the loss of visual landscape quality are present [190, 191].

Despite APV's ability to prevent the loss of arable land and the
ensuing conflicts between the production of food and energy,
there is no denying that the landscape will change, which will
unavoidably spark social discussions—particularly when it
comes to large‐scale plants, as in China. But unlike ground‐
mounted PV plants, APV won't result in the extinction of ani-
mals because fencing isn't required and would actually interfere
with agricultural operations [192]. An expansion by APV in
cultivation systems with scaffolding structures is likely to be
less contentious because the presence of supports is already
established. Selective integration with the surrounding land-
scape while taking local conditions into consideration might be
another strategy for enhancing societal acceptability. There are
a few different ways to do this, such as using organic materials,
designing specifically, or dying the PV cells. Involving the
public in decision‐making processes might enhance the adop-
tion of renewable energies, as Zoellner, Schweizer‐Ries, and
Wemheuer [191] found from case studies in Germany. It is
important to consider the opinions and perceptions of the local
population when implementing APV technology, as it can have
a significant impact on the success of the project.

In addition to social acceptance, there are also technical challenges
that must be addressed when implementing APV. For example, the
efficiency of APV systems is lower than that of conventional PV
systems, which may limit their widespread use. However, recent
advancements in technology have increased the efficiency of APV
systems, making them a viable option for many applications. In
addition, the cost of APV systems is higher than that of conven-
tional PV systems, which may limit their adoption in certain mar-
kets. To overcome these challenges, it is important to continue
research and development in APV technology, with a focus on
improving efficiency and reducing costs. This will require collabo-
ration between industry, academia, and government to ensure that
the necessary resources are available. In addition, it will be
important to educate the public about the benefits of APV tech-
nology, including its ability to reduce carbon emissions and

promote sustainable development. In conclusion, while APV tech-
nology faces obstacles such as social acceptance, legislative restric-
tions, and technical challenges, ongoing research, public
engagement, and strategic design improvements can help overcome
these issues and enhance its potential for sustainable development.

6 | Conclusion

APV systems offer a multitude of opportunities that differ based on
geographic and climate conditions. The true utility of APV tech-
nology is its capacity to produce both food and energy at the same
time, offering farmers certain financial benefits in addition to other
possible synergistic effects. This is especially true in heavily indus-
trialized nations where the growth of renewable energy sources is
becoming more and more important, but productive farmlands
need to be protected. APV will inevitably lead to modified micro-
climatic conditions, such as decreased solar radiation and adjust-
ments to water balance. Since radiation is one of the most important
factors influencing crop performance, a decline in agricultural yields
is most likely to occur from culturing.

However, the results of shading tests are only partially transferable
because of microclimatic heterogeneities under APV. Microclimatic
adjustments made under APV can help stabilize production in
dry years by offsetting seasonal variations in agricultural produc-
tivity and weather. Because of the predicted changes in the climate,
this could become even more important in the future. Additionally,
crops that are acclimated to shade as well as hot, dry conditions
where enhanced water conservation and defense against the dam-
aging effects of high temperatures and excessive radiation are
favorable may benefit. Since this technology's effects on crop yields
and quality have only been briefly studied, more study that takes
into account a variety of climatic factors, crop species, and variety
types is necessary to assess the technology's suitability for use in
future agricultural systems.

Such studies have to take into account how PV technology and
agriculture might work together, as well as how APV can be inte-
grated into various processing cascades and farming systems. In this
situation, modeling may be a useful method for turning field trial
data into universal models that can be modified to fit particular
meteorological circumstances and APV system implementations
technically, resulting in the identification of suitable solutions for
the relevant areas. However, APV has the potential to be a crucial
part of agricultural systems in the future, tackling some of the most
important socioeconomic and environmental issues of the day,
including land use, food security, climate change, and the need for
energy globally.

References

1. I. O. Irena, Smart Charging for Electric Vehicles (Abu Dhabi: Inter-
national Renewable Energy Agency, 2019).

2. A. Scognamiglio, “‘Photovoltaic Landscapes’: Design and Assessment.
A Critical Review for a New Transdisciplinary Design Vision,”
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 55 (2016): 629–661.

3. I. M. Asanov and E. Y. Loktionov, “Possible Benefits From PV
Modules Integration in Railroad Linear Structures,” Renewable Energy
Focus 25 (2018): 1–3.

19 of 25

 20500505, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://scijournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ese3.2017 by R

am
esh M

eena , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [05/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



4. B. Kim, C. Kim, S. Han, J. Bae, and J. Jung, “Is It a Good Time to
Develop Commercial Photovoltaic Systems on Farmland? An American‐
Style Option With Crop Price Risk,” Renewable and Sustainable Energy
Reviews 125 (2020): 109827.

5. P. R. Shukla, J. Skea, and E. Calvo Buendia, IPCC, 2019: Climate
Change and Land: An IPCC Special Report on Climate Change,
Desertification, Land Degradation, Sustainable Land Management, Food
Security, and Greenhouse Gas Fluxes in Terrestrial Ecosystems (2019).

6. A. Bogdanski, O. Dubois, C. Jamieson, and R. Krell, Making Integrated
Food‐Energy Systems Work for People and Climate: An Overview (Food
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 2011).

7. C. Ballif, L. E. Perret‐Aebi, S. Lufkin, and E. Rey, “Integrated
Thinking for Photovoltaics in Buildings,” Nature Energy 3, no. 6
(2018): 438–442.

8. A. Agostini, M. Colauzzi, and S. Amaducci, “Innovative Agrivoltaic
Systems to Produce Sustainable Energy: An Economic and Environ-
mental Assessment,” Applied Energy 281 (2021): 116102.

9. A. Chalgynbayeva, Z. Gabnai, P. Lengyel, A. Pestisha, and A. Bai,
“Worldwide Research Trends in Agrivoltaic Systems—A Bibliometric
Review,” Energies 16, no. 2 (2023): 611.

10. N. C. Giri and R. C. Mohanty, “Agrivoltaic System: Experimental
Analysis for Enhancing Land Productivity and Revenue of Farmers,”
Energy for Sustainable Development 70 (2022): 54–61.

11. A. Götzberger and A. Zastrow, “Kartoffeln Unter Dem Kollektor,”
Sonnenenergie 3 (1981): 19–22.

12. K. Wydra, V. Vollmer, C. Busch, and S. Prichta, “Agrivoltaic: Solar
Radiation for Clean Energy and Sustainable Agriculture With Positive
Impact on Nature,” in Solar Radiation—Enabling Technologies, Recent
Innovations, and Advancements for Energy Transition, eds. M. Aghaei
and A. Moazami (London: IntechOpen, 2023).

13. S. P. Europe, Agrisolar Best Practices Guidelines (Brussels, Belgium:
SolarPower Europe, 2021), 1–52.

14. J. Xue, “Photovoltaic Agriculture‐New Opportunity for Photovoltaic
Applications in China,” Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 73
(2017): 1–9.

15. N. Irie, N. Kawahara, and A. M. Esteves, “Sector‐Wide Social Impact
Scoping of Agrivoltaic Systems: A Case Study in Japan,” Renewable
Energy 139 (2019): 1463–1476.

16. G. A. Barron‐Gafford, M. A. Pavao‐Zuckerman, R. L. Minor, et al.,
“Agrivoltaics Provide Mutual Benefits Across the Food–Energy–Water
Nexus in Drylands,” Nature Sustainability 2, no. 9 (2019): 848–855.

17. T. Sekiyama and A. Nagashima, “Solar Sharing for Both Food and
Clean Energy Production: Performance of Agrivoltaic Systems for Corn,
a Typical Shade‐Intolerant Crop,” Environments 6, no. 6 (2019): 65.

18. K. Proctor, G. Murthy, and C. Higgins, “Agrivoltaics Align With
Green New Deal Goals While Supporting Investment in the Us'rural
Economy,” Sustainability 13, no. 1 (2020): 137.

19. D. Majumdar and M. J. Pasqualetti, “Dual Use of Agricultural Land:
Introducing ‘Agrivoltaics’ in Phoenix Metropolitan Statistical Area,
Usa,” Landscape and Urban Planning 170 (2018): 150–168.

20. A. Leon and K. N. Ishihara, “Assessment of New Functional Units
for Agrivoltaic Systems,” Journal of Environmental Management 226
(2018): 493–498.

21. R. I. Cuppari, C. W. Higgins, and G. W. Characklis, “Agrivoltaics
and Weather Risk: A Diversification Strategy for Landowners,” Applied
Energy 291 (2021): 116809.

22. N. C. Giri and R. C. Mohanty, “Design of Agrivoltaic System to
Optimize Land Use for Clean Energy‐Food Production: A Socio‐
Economic and Environmental Assessment,” Clean Technologies and
Environmental Policy 24, no. 8 (2022): 2595–2606.

23. M. Wagner, J. Lask, A. Kiesel, et al., “Agrivoltaics: The Environ-
mental Impacts of Combining Food Crop Cultivation and Solar Energy
Generation,” Agronomy 13, no. 2 (2023): 299.

24. L. C. Vidotto, K. Schneider, R. W. Morato, L. R. do Nascimento, and
R. Rüther, “An Evaluation of the Potential of Agrivoltaic Systems in
Brazil,” Applied Energy 360 (2024): 122782.

25. H. Marrou, L. Dufour, and J. Wery, “How Does a Shelter of Solar
Panels Influence Water Flows in a Soil–Crop System?,” European
Journal of Agronomy 50 (2013): 38–51.

26. R. F. Ferreira, R. A. Marques Lameirinhas, C. P. Correia V. Bernardo,
J. P. N. Torres, and M. Santos, “Agri‐PV in Portugal: How to Combine
Agriculture and Photovoltaic Production,” Energy for Sustainable
Development 79 (2024): 101408.

27. R. Arena, S. Aneli, A. Gagliano, and G. M. Tina, “Optimal Photo-
voltaic Array Layout of Agrivoltaic Systems Based on Vertical Bifacial
Photovoltaic Modules,” Solar RRL 8, no. 1 (2024): 2300505.

28. Y. Elamri, B. Cheviron, A. Mange, C. Dejean, F. Liron, and G. Belaud,
“Rain Concentration and Sheltering Effect of Solar Panels on Cultivated
Plots,” Hydrology and Earth System Sciences 22, no. 2 (2018): 1285–1298.

29. S. Cinderby, K. A. Parkhill, S. Langford, and C. Muhoza, “Harnes-
sing the Sun for Agriculture: Pathways to the Successful Expansion of
Agrivoltaic Systems in East Africa,” Energy Research & Social Science
116 (2024): 103657.

30. B. Valle, T. Simonneau, F. Sourd, et al., “Increasing the Total Pro-
ductivity of a Land by Combining Mobile Photovoltaic Panels and Food
Crops,” Applied Energy 206 (2017): 1495–1507.

31. C. Dupraz, H. Marrou, G. Talbot, L. Dufour, A. Nogier, and
Y. Ferard, “Combining Solar Photovoltaic Panels and Food Crops for
Optimising Land Use: Towards New Agrivoltaic Schemes,” Renewable
Energy 36, no. 10 (2011): 2725–2732.

32. S. Amaducci, X. Yin, and M. Colauzzi, “Agrivoltaic Systems to
Optimise Land Use for Electric Energy Production,” Applied Energy 220
(2018): 545–561.

33. B. Willockx, B. Herteleer, and J. Cappelle, “Combining Photovoltaic
Modules and Food Crops: First Agrovoltaic Prototype in Belgium,”
Renewable Energy & Power Quality Journal 18 (2020): 266–271.

34. S. Ravi, J. Macknick, D. Lobell, et al., “Colocation Opportunities for
Large Solar Infrastructures and Agriculture in Drylands,” Applied
Energy 165 (2016): 383–392.

35. P. E. Campana, H. Li, J. Zhang, R. Zhang, J. Liu, and J. Yan,
“Economic Optimization of Photovoltaic Water Pumping Systems for
Irrigation,” Energy Conversion and Management 95 (2015): 32–41.

36. M. A. Jones, I. Odeh, M. Haddad, A. H. Mohammad, and
J. C. Quinn, “Economic Analysis of Photovoltaic (PV) Powered Water
Pumping and Desalination Without Energy Storage for Agriculture,”
Desalination 387 (2016): 35–45.

37. J. Cho, S. M. Park, A. R. Park, O. C. Lee, G. Nam, and I. H. Ra,
“Application of Photovoltaic Systems for Agriculture: A Study on the
Relationship Between Power Generation and Farming for the
Improvement of Photovoltaic Applications in Agriculture,” Energies 13,
no. 18 (2020): 4815.

38. A. Weselek, A. Ehmann, S. Zikeli, I. Lewandowski, S. Schindele, and
P. Högy, “Agrophotovoltaic Systems: Applications, Challenges, and Oppor-
tunities. A Review,” Agronomy for Sustainable Development 39 (2019): 35.

39. R. S. Krishnan, K. L. Narayanan, E. G. Julie, V. B. Prashad,
K. Marimuthu, and S. Sundararajan, “Solar Powered Mobile Controlled
Agrobot,” in 2022 Second International Conference on Artificial Intelli-
gence and Smart Energy (ICAIS) (IEEE, 2022, February), 787–792.

40. K. Huang, L. Shu, K. Li, et al., “Photovoltaic Agricultural Internet of
Things Towards Realizing the Next Generation of Smart Farming,”
IEEE Access 8 (2020): 76300–76312.

20 of 25 Energy Science & Engineering, 2024

 20500505, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://scijournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ese3.2017 by R

am
esh M

eena , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [05/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



41. V. Kharchenko, V. Panchenko, P. V. Tikhonov, and P. Vasant,
“Cogenerative PV Thermal Modules of Different Design for Autono-
mous Heat and Electricity Supply,” in Handbook of Research on
Renewable Energy and Electric Resources for Sustainable Rural Devel-
opment (IGI Global, 2018), 86–119.

42. E. R. Mikheeva, I. V. Katraeva, A. A. Kovalev, et al., “The Start‐Up of
Continuous Biohydrogen Production From Cheese Whey: Comparison
of Inoculum Pretreatment Methods and Reactors With Moving and
Fixed Polyurethane Carriers,” Applied Sciences 11, no. 2 (2021): 510.

43. M. A. A. Mamun, P. Dargusch, D. Wadley, N. A. Zulkarnain, and
A. A. Aziz, “A Review of Research on Agrivoltaic Systems,” Renewable
and Sustainable Energy Reviews 161 (2022): 112351.

44. I. Khele and M. Szabó, “Microclimatic and Energetic Feasibility of
Agrivoltaic Systems: State of the Art,” Hungarian Agricultural Engineering
no. 40 (2021): 102–115, https://real.mtak.hu/143011/.

45. M. Kumpanalaisatit, W. Setthapun, H. Sintuya, A. Pattiya, and
S. N. Jansri, “Current Status of Agrivoltaic Systems and Their Benefits
to Energy, Food, Environment, Economy, and Society,” Sustainable
Production and Consumption 33 (2022): 952–963.

46. M. Reasoner and A. Ghosh, “Agrivoltaic Engineering and Layout
Optimization Approaches in the Transition to Renewable Energy
Technologies: A Review,” Challenges 13, no. 2 (2022): 43.

47. H. Dinesh and J. M. Pearce, “The Potential of Agrivoltaic Systems,”
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 54 (2016): 299–308.

48. E. Hassanpour Adeh, J. S. Selker, and C. W. Higgins, “Remarkable
Agrivoltaic Influence on Soil Moisture, Micrometeorology and Water‐
Use Efficiency,” PLoS One 13, no. 11 (2018): e0203256.

49. P. Santra, P. C. Pande, S. Kumar, D. Mishra, and R. K. Singh, “Agri‐
voltaics or Solar Farming: The Concept of Integrating Solar PV Based
Electricity Generation and Crop Production in a Single Land Use Sys-
tem,” International Journal of Renewable Energy Research 7, no. 2 (2017):
694–699.

50. Z. Li, A. Yano, M. Cossu, H. Yoshioka, I. Kita, and Y. Ibaraki,
“Shading and Electric Performance of a Prototype Greenhouse Blind
System Based on Semi‐Transparent Photovoltaic Technology,” Journal
of Agricultural Meteorology 74, no. 3 (2018): 114–122.

51. Sun'Agri. 2018L'agrivoltaïque, [accessed February 5, 2018], https://
sunagri.fr/agrivoltaique/conceptagrivoltaique-dynamique/.

52. P. R. Malu, U. S. Sharma, and J. M. Pearce, “Agrivoltaic Potential on
Grape Farms in India,” Sustainable Energy Technologies and Assessments
23 (2017): 104–110.

53. S. Praderio and A. Perego, Photovoltaics and the Agricultural
Landscape: The Agrovoltaico Concept (2018).

54. M. Beck, G. Bopp, A. Goetzberger, T. Obergfell, C. Reise, and
S. Schindele, “Combining PV and Food Crops to Agrophotovoltaic–
Optimization of Orientation and Harvest,” in Proceedings of the 27th
European Photovoltaic Solar Energy Conference and Exhibition, EU
PVSEC, Frankfurt, Germany (September 2012), 24.

55. R. A. Fischer, “Number of Kernels in Wheat Crops and the Influ-
ence of Solar Radiation and Temperature,” Journal of Agricultural
Science 105, no. 2 (1985): 447–461.

56. B. L. Chen, H. K. Yang, Y. N. Ma, et al., “Effect of Shading on Yield,
Fiber Quality and Physiological Characteristics of Cotton Subtending
Leaves on Different Fruiting Positions,” Photosynthetica 55, no. 2 (2017):
240–250.

57. S. Jia, C. Li, S. Dong, and J. Zhang, “Effects of Shading at Different
Stages After Anthesis on Maize Grain Weight and Quality at Cytology
Level,” Agricultural Sciences in China 10, no. 1 (2011): 58–69.

58. S. Mekhilef, S. Z. Faramarzi, R. Saidur, and Z. Salam, “The Appli-
cation of Solar Technologies for Sustainable Development of Agricultural
Sector,” Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 18 (2013): 583–594.

59. M. Cossu, A. Yano, Z. Li, et al., “Advances on the Semi‐Transparent
Modules Based on Micro Solar Cells: First Integration in a Greenhouse
System,” Applied Energy 162 (2016): 1042–1051.

60. K. E. Park, G. H. Kang, H. I. Kim, G. J. Yu, and J. T. Kim, “Analysis
of Thermal and Electrical Performance of Semi‐Transparent Photo-
voltaic (PV) Module,” Energy 35, no. 6 (2010): 2681–2687.

61. M. E. Loik, S. A. Carter, G. Alers, et al., “Wavelength‐Selective Solar
Photovoltaic Systems: Powering Greenhouses for Plant Growth at the
Food‐Energy‐Water Nexus,” Earth's Future 5, no. 10 (2017): 1044–1053.

62. M. Ehret, R. Graß, and M. Wachendorf, “The Effect of Shade and
Shade Material on White Clover/Perennial Ryegrass Mixtures for Tem-
perate Agroforestry Systems,” Agroforestry Systems 89 (2015): 557–570.

63. K. Pang, J. W. Van Sambeek, N. E. Navarrete‐Tindall, C. H. Lin,
S. Jose, and H. E. Garrett, “Responses of Legumes and Grasses to Non‐,
Moderate, and Dense Shade in Missouri, USA. I. Forage Yield and Its
Species‐Level Plasticity,” Agroforestry Systems 93 (2019): 11–24.

64. G. A. Barron‐Gafford, R. L. Minor, N. A. Allen, A. D. Cronin,
A. E. Brooks, and M. A. Pavao‐Zuckerman, “The Photovoltaic Heat
Island Effect: Larger Solar Power Plants Increase Local Temperatures,”
Scientific Reports 6, no. 1 (2016): 35070.

65. A. Armstrong, N. J. Ostle, and J. Whitaker, “Solar Park Microclimate
and Vegetation Management Effects on Grassland Carbon Cycling,”
Environmental Research Letters 11, no. 7 (2016): 074016.

66. Y. U. Kim, B. S. Seo, D. H. Choi, H. Y. Ban, and B. W. Lee, “Impact
of High Temperatures on the Marketable Tuber Yield and Related Traits
of Potato,” European Journal of Agronomy 89 (2017): 46–52.

67. M. Gauthier, D. Pellet, C. Monney, J. M. Herrera, M. Rougier, and
A. Baux, “Fatty Acids Composition of Oilseed Rape Genotypes as
Affected by Solar Radiation and Temperature,” Field Crops Research 212
(2017): 165–174.

68. N. G. Izquierdo, L. A. N. Aguirrezábal, F. H. Andrade, C. Geroudet,
O. Valentinuz, and M. Pereyra Iraola, “Intercepted Solar Radiation
Affects Oil Fatty Acid Composition in Crop Species,” Field Crops
Research 114, no. 1 (2009): 66–74.

69. A. Krauss and H. Marschner, “Growth Rate and Carbohydrate
Metabolism of Potato Tubers Exposed to High Temperatures,” Potato
Research 27 (1984): 297–303.

70. K. Juntamanee, S. Onnom, S. Yingjajaval, and S. Sangchote, “Leaf
Photosynthesis and Fruit Quality of Mango Growing Under Field or
Plastic Roof Condition,” in IV International Symposium on Tropical and
Subtropical Fruits 975 (2008, November), 415–420.

71. F. Du, W. Deng, M. Yang, et al., “Protecting Grapevines From
Rainfall in Rainy Conditions Reduces Disease Severity and Enhances
Profitability,” Crop Protection 67 (2015): 261–268.

72. C. L. Medina, R. P. Souza, E. C. Machado, R. V. Ribeiro, and
J. A. B. Silva, “Photosynthetic Response of Citrus Grown Under Reflec-
tive Aluminized Polypropylene Shading Nets,” Scientia Horticulturae 96,
no. 1–4 (2002): 115–125.

73. M. Homma, T. Doi, and Y. Yoshida, “A Field Experiment and the
Simulation on Agrivoltaic‐Systems Regarding to Rice in a Paddy Field,”
Journal of Japan Society of Energy and Resources 37 (2016): 23–31.

74. P. Sale, “Productivity of Vegetable Crops in a Region of High Solar
Input. I. Growth and Development of the Potato (Solanum tuberosum
L.),” Australian Journal of Agricultural Research 24, no. 5 (1973):
733–749.

75. S. Artru, S. Garré, C. Dupraz, M. P. Hiel, C. Blitz‐Frayret, and
L. Lassois, “Impact of Spatio‐Temporal Shade Dynamics on Wheat
Growth and Yield, Perspectives for Temperate Agroforestry,” European
Journal of Agronomy 82 (2017): 60–70.

76. L. Dufour, A. Metay, G. Talbot, and C. Dupraz, “Assessing Light
Competition for Cereal Production in Temperate Agroforestry Systems

21 of 25

 20500505, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://scijournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ese3.2017 by R

am
esh M

eena , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [05/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://real.mtak.hu/143011/
https://sunagri.fr/agrivoltaique/conceptagrivoltaique-dynamique/
https://sunagri.fr/agrivoltaique/conceptagrivoltaique-dynamique/


Using Experimentation and Crop Modelling,” Journal of Agronomy and
Crop Science 199, no. 3 (2013): 217–227.

77. P. E. Jedel and L. A. Hunt, “Shading and Thinning Effects on Multi‐
And Standard‐Floret Winter Wheat,” Crop Science 30, no. 1 (1990):
128–133.

78. M. S. Islam and J. I. L. Morison, “Influence of Solar Radiation and
Temperature on Irrigated Rice Grain Yield in Bangladesh,” Field Crops
Research 30, no. 1–2 (1992): 13–28.

79. A. J. Reed, G. W. Singletary, J. R. Schussler, D. R. Williamson, and
A. L. Christy, “Shading Effects on Dry Matter and Nitrogen Partitioning,
Kernel Number, and Yield of Maize,” Crop Science 28, no. 5 (1988):
819–825.

80. D. M. N. Mbewe and R. B. Hunter, “The Effect of Shade Stress on
the Performance of Corn for Silage Versus Grain,” Canadian Journal of
Plant Science 66, no. 1 (1986): 53–60.

81. D. J. Midmore, D. Berrios, and J. Roca, “Potato (Solanum spp.) in
the Hot Tropics V. Intercropping With Maize and the Influence of
Shade on Tuber Yields,” Field Crops Research 18, no. 2–3 (1988):
159–176.

82. D. S. P. Kuruppuarachchi, “Intercropped Potato (Solanum spp.):
Effect of Shade on Growth and Tuber Yield in the Northwestern Reg-
osol Belt of Sri Lanka,” Field Crops Research 25, no. 1–2 (1990): 61–72.

83. D. D. Nangare, J. Singh, V. S. Meena, B. Bhushan, and
P. R. Bhatnagar, “Effect of Green Shade Nets on Yield and Quality of
Tomato (Lycopersicon esculentum Mill) in Semi‐Arid Region of Punjab,”
Asian Journal of Advances in Basic and Applied Science 1 (2015): 1–8.

84. A. M. El‐Gizawy, M. M. F. Abdallah, H. M. Gomaa, and
S. S. Mohamed, “Effect of Different Shading Levels on Tomato Plants. 2.
Yield and Fruit Quality,” in Symposium on Soil and Soilless Media
Under Protected Cultivation in Mild Winter Climates 323 (1992, March),
349–354.

85. R. Baharuddin, M. A. Chozin, and M. Syukur, “Toleransi 20 Gen-
otipe Tanaman Tomat Terhadap Naungan Shade Tolerance of 20
Genotypes of Tomato (Lycopersicon esculentum Mill),” Journal of
Agronomy Indonesia 42, no. 2 (2014): 132–137.

86. I. Rylski and M. Spigelman, “Effect of Shading on Plant Develop-
ment, Yield and Fruit Quality of Sweet Pepper Grown Under Condi-
tions of High Temperature and Radlation,” Scientia Horticulturae 29,
no. 1–2 (1986): 31–35.

87. M. Semchenko, M. Lepik, L. Götzenberger, and K. Zobel, “Positive
Effect of Shade on Plant Growth: Amelioration of Stress or Active
Regulation of Growth Rate?,” Journal of Ecology 100, no. 2 (2012):
459–466.

88. G. A. Lobos, J. B. Retamales, J. F. Hancock, J. A. Flore, S. Romero‐
Bravo, and A. Del Pozo, “Productivity and Fruit Quality of Vaccinium
corymbosum Cv. Elliott Under Photo‐Selective Shading Nets,” Scientia
Horticulturae 153 (2013): 143–149.

89. M. R. Rao, M. C. Palada, and B. N. Becker, “Medicinal and Aromatic
Plants in Agroforestry Systems,” in New Vistas in Agroforestry: A
Compendium for 1st World Congress of Agroforestry, 2004 (Netherlands:
Springer, 2004), 107–122.

90. L. F. Reyes, J. C. Miller, and L. Cisneros‐Zevallos, “Environmental
Conditions Influence the Content and Yield of Anthocyanins and Total
Phenolics in Purple‐and Red‐Flesh Potatoes During Tuber Develop-
ment,” American Journal of Potato Research 81 (2004): 187–193.

91. K. A. Singh, R. N. Rai, Patiram, and D. T. Bhutia, “Large Cardamom
(Amomum subulatum Roxb.) Plantation—An Age Old Agroforestry
System in Eastern Himalayas,” Agroforestry Systems 9 (1989): 241–257.

92. L. Soto‐Pinto, I. Perfecto, J. Castillo‐Hernandez, and J. Caballero‐
Nieto, “Shade Effect on Coffee Production at the Northern Tzeltal Zone
of the State of Chiapas, Mexico,” Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment
80, no. 1–2 (2000): 61–69.

93. R. E. Jezeer, M. J. Santos, R. G. A. Boot, M. Junginger, and
P. A. Verweij, “Effects of Shade and Input Management on Economic
Performance of Small‐Scale Peruvian Coffee Systems,” Agricultural
Systems 162 (2018): 179–190.

94. D. J. Makus, “Weed Control and Canopy Light Management in
Blackberries,” International Journal of Fruit Science 10, no. 2 (2010):
177–186.

95. M. Lalwani, D. P. Kothari, and M. Singh, “Investigation of Solar
Photovoltaic Simulation Softwares,” International Journal of Applied
Engineering Research 1, no. 3 (2010): 585–601.

96. F. Flénet, P. Villon, and F. Ruget, “Methodology of Adaptation of the
Stics Model to a New Crop: Spring Linseed (Linum usitatissimum, L.),”
Agronomie 24, no. 6–7 (2004): 367–381.

97. P. Jain, G. Raina, S. Sinha, P. Malik, and S. Mathur, “Agrovoltaics:
Step Towards Sustainable Energy‐Food Combination,” Bioresource
Technology Reports 15 (2021): 100766.

98. X. Li, J. Cai, H. Li, et al., “Effect of Shading From Jointing to
Maturity on High Molecular Weight Glutenin Subunit Accumulation
and Glutenin Macropolymer Concentration in Grain of Winter Wheat,”
Journal of Agronomy and Crop Science 198, no. 1 (2012): 68–79.

99. C. Zhu, K. Kobayashi, I. Loladze, et al., “Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
Levels This Century Will Alter the Protein, Micronutrients, and Vitamin
Content of Rice Grains With Potential Health Consequences for the
Poorest Rice‐Dependent Countries,” Science Advances 4, no. 5 (2018):
eaaq1012.

100. E. P. Thompson, E. L. Bombelli, S. Shubham, et al., “Tinted Semi‐
Transparent Solar Panels Allow Concurrent Production of Crops and
Electricity on the Same Cropland,” Advanced Energy Materials 10,
no. 35 (2020): 2001189.

101. S. Schindele, M. Trommsdorff, A. Schlaak, et al., “Implementation
of Agrophotovoltaics: Techno‐Economic Analysis of the Price‐
Performance Ratio and Its Policy Implications,” Applied Energy 265
(2020): 114737.

102. E. K. Grubbs, H. Imran, R. Agrawal, and P. A. Bermel, “Copro-
duction of Solar Energy on Maize Farms—Experimental Validation of
Recent Experiments.” 2020 47th IEEE Photovoltaic Specialists Confer-
ence (PVSC) (IEEE, 2020, June), 2071–2075.

103. Y. Qin and J. Zhang, “Estimating the Stability of Unprotected
Embankment in Warm and Ice‐Rich Permafrost Region,” Cold Regions
Science and Technology 61, no. 1 (2010): 65–71.

104. N. Kostik, A. Bobyl, V. Rud, and I. Salamov, “The Potential of
Agrivoltaic Systems in the Conditions of Southern Regions of Russian
Federation,” in IOP Conference Series: Earth and Environmental Science
(IOP Publishing, 2020, October), 578, 012047. 1.

105. M. Kadowaki, A. Yano, F. Ishizu, T. Tanaka, and S. Noda, “Effects
of Greenhouse Photovoltaic Array Shading on Welsh Onion Growth,”
Biosystems Engineering 111, no. 3 (2012): 290–297.

106. S. Edouard, D. Combes, M. Van Iseghem, M. Ng Wing Tin, and
A. J. Escobar‐Gutiérrez, “Increasing Land Productivity With Agripho-
tovoltaics: Application to an Alfalfa Field,” Applied Energy 329 (2023):
120207.

107. A. C. Andrew, C. W. Higgins, M. A. Smallman, M. Graham, and
S. Ates, “Herbage Yield, Lamb Growth and Foraging Behavior in
Agrivoltaic Production System,” Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems 5
(2021): 126.

108. A. S. C. Maia, E. A. Culhari, V. F. C. Fonsêca, H. F. M. Milan, and
K. G. Gebremedhin, “Photovoltaic Panels as Shading Resources for
Livestock,” Journal of Cleaner Production 258 (2020): 120551.

109. W. Lytle, T. K. Meyer, N. G. Tanikella, et al., “Conceptual Design
and Rationale for a New Agrivoltaics Concept: Pasture‐Raised
Rabbits and Solar Farming,” Journal of Cleaner Production 282
(2021): 124476.

22 of 25 Energy Science & Engineering, 2024

 20500505, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://scijournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ese3.2017 by R

am
esh M

eena , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [05/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



110. D. A. G. Redpath, D. McIlveen‐Wright, T. Kattakayam,
N. J. Hewitt, J. Karlowski, and U. Bardi, “Battery Powered Electric
Vehicles Charged via Solar Photovoltaic Arrays Developed for Light
Agricultural Duties in Remote Hilly Areas in the Southern Mediterra-
nean Region,” Journal of Cleaner Production 19, no. 17–18 (2011):
2034–2048.

111. M. Heikkilä, J. Suomalainen, O. Saukko, et al., “Unmanned Agri-
cultural Tractors in Private Mobile Networks,” Network 2, no. 1 (2021):
1–20.

112. R. Jang, F. Kasimov, D. Zhang, and K. Kaliyeva, “Design and
Implementation of Unmanned Agricultural Machinery,” in IOP Con-
ference Series: Materials Science and Engineering (IOP Publishing, 2020,
March). 799, 012032. 1.

113. L. Wang, X. Huang, W. Li, et al., “Progress in Agricultural Un-
manned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) Applied in China and Prospects for
Poland,” Agriculture 12, no. 3 (2022): 397.

114. A. Klokov, E. Loktionov, Y. Loktionov, V. Panchenko, and
E. Sharaborova, “A Mini‐Review of Current Activities and Future
Trends in Agrivoltaics,” Energies 16, no. 7 (2023): 3009.

115. K. Sharma, S. Kothari, N. L. Panwar, and N. Rathore, “Design and
Development of Solar Energy Powered Maize Milling Machine,”
International Journal of Ambient Energy 43, no. 1 (2022): 1671–1676.

116. N. M. Ortiz‐Rodríguez, M. Condorí, G. Durán, and O. García‐
Valladares, “Solar Drying Technologies: A Review and Future Research
Directions With a Focus on Agroindustrial Applications in Medium and
Large Scale,” Applied Thermal Engineering 215 (2022): 118993.

117. A. Nabavi‐Pelesaraei, H. Azadi, S. Van Passel, et al., “Prospects of
Solar Systems in Production Chain of Sunflower Oil Using Cold Press
Method With Concentrating Energy and Life Cycle Assessment,”
Energy 223 (2021): 120117.

118. L. Feng, Z. Liu, X. Lin, and F. Yang, “Solar Energy Application and
its Effect on Microorganisms in Food Waste Anaerobic Fermentation
Regulated by Organic Load,” Energy Reports 8 (2022): 679–688.

119. L. Mandi, S. Hilali, F. Chemat, and A. Idlimam, “Solar as Sus-
tainable Energy for Processing, Preservation, and Extraction,” In Green
Food Processing Techniques (Academic Press, 2019), 499–511.

120. M. H. Riaz, H. Imran, R. Younas, and N. Z. Butt, “The Optimiza-
tion of Vertical Bifacial Photovoltaic Farms for Efficient Agrivoltaic
Systems,” Solar Energy 230 (2021): 1004–1012.

121. B. McKuin, A. Zumkehr, J. Ta, et al., “Energy and Water Co‐
Benefits From Covering Canals With Solar Panels,” Nature
Sustainability 4, no. 7 (2021): 609–617.

122. X. Liu, T. Li, Z. Yuan, and X. Li, “Low‐Cost All‐Iron Flow Battery
With High Performance Towards Long‐Duration Energy Storage,”
Journal of Energy Chemistry 73 (2022): 445–451.

123. N. M. Kumar, J. Kanchikere, and P. Mallikarjun, “Floatovoltaics:
Towards Improved Energy Efficiency, Land and Water Management,”
International Journal of Civil Engineering and Technology 9, no. 7
(2018): 1089–1096.

124. Y. Zhang and S. C. Tan, “Best Practices for Solar Water Production
Technologies,” Nature Sustainability 5, no. 7 (2022): 554–556.

125. K. Moustafa, “Toward Future Photovoltaic‐Based Agriculture in
Sea,” Trends in Biotechnology 34, no. 4 (2016): 257–259.

126. A. M. Pringle, R. M. Handler, and J. M. Pearce, “Aquavoltaics:
Synergies for Dual Use of Water Area for Solar Photovoltaic Electricity
Generation and Aquaculture,” Renewable and Sustainable Energy
Reviews 80 (2017): 572–584.

127. S. S. Chandel, M. Nagaraju Naik, and R. Chandel, “Review of Solar
Photovoltaic Water Pumping System Technology for Irrigation and
Community Drinking Water Supplies,” Renewable and Sustainable
Energy Reviews 49 (2015): 1084–1099.

128. T. T. E. Vo, H. Ko, J. H. Huh, and N. Park, “Overview of Solar
Energy for Aquaculture: The Potential and Future Trends,” Energies 14,
no. 21 (2021): 6923.

129. Z. Xu, A. Elomri, T. Al‐Ansari, L. Kerbache, and T. El Mekkawy,
“Decisions on Design and Planning of Solar‐Assisted Hydroponic Farms
Under Various Subsidy Schemes,” Renewable and Sustainable Energy
Reviews 156 (2022): 111958.

130. S. Clough, J. Mamo, K. Hoevenaars, et al., “Innovative Technolo-
gies to Promote Sustainable Recirculating Aquaculture in Eastern
Africa—A Case Study of a Nile Tilapia (Oreochromis niloticus) Hatchery
in Kisumu, Kenya,” Integrated Environmental Assessment and
Management 16, no. 6 (2020): 934–941.

131. S. Shao, Q. Zhang, S. Guo, L. Sun, X. Qiu, and L. Meng, “Intelligent
Farm Meets Edge Computing: Energy‐Efficient Solar Insecticidal Lamp
Management,” IEEE Systems Journal 16, no. 3 (2022): 3668–3678.

132. F. Börnke and T. Rocksch, “Thigmomorphogenesis—Control of
Plant Growth by Mechanical Stimulation,” Scientia Horticulturae 234
(2018): 344–353.

133. S. Lee and M. M. Oh, “Electric Stimulation Promotes Growth,
Mineral Uptake, and Antioxidant Accumulation in Kale (Brassica
oleracea Var. Acephala),” Bioelectrochemistry 138 (2021): 107727.

134. M. van Zanten, H. Ai, and M. Quint, “Plant Thermotropism: An
Underexplored Thermal Engagement and Avoidance Strategy,” Journal
of Experimental Botany 72, no. 21 (2021): 7414–7420.

135. Z. Chen, M. Galli, and A. Gallavotti, “Mechanisms of Temperature‐
Regulated Growth and Thermotolerance in Crop Species,” Current
Opinion in Plant Biology 65 (2022): 102134.

136. M. Sarraf, S. Kataria, H. Taimourya, et al., “Magnetic Field (MF)
Applications in Plants: An Overview,” Plants 9, no. 9 (2020): 1139.

137. R. Radhakrishnan, “Magnetic Field Regulates Plant Functions,
Growth and Enhances Tolerance Against Environmental Stresses,”
Physiology and Molecular Biology of Plants 25, no. 5 (2019): 1107–1119.

138. M. E. Maffei, “Magnetic Field Effects on Plant Growth, Develop-
ment, and Evolution,” Frontiers in Plant Science 5 (2014): 445.

139. R. H. Hassanien, T. Z. Hou, Y. F. Li, and B. M. Li, “Advances in
Effects of Sound Waves on Plants,” Journal of Integrative Agriculture 13,
no.2 (2014): 335–348.

140. G. Granata, P. Altimari, F. Pagnanelli, and J. De Greef, “Recycling
of Solar Photovoltaic Panels: Techno‐Economic Assessment in Waste
Management Perspective,” Journal of Cleaner Production 363 (2022):
132384.

141. J. K. Daljit Singh, G. Molinari, J. Bui, B. Soltani, G. P. Rajarathnam,
and A. Abbas, “Life Cycle Assessment of Disposed and Recycled End‐of‐
Life Photovoltaic Panels in Australia,” Sustainability 13, no. 19 (2021):
11025.

142. D. C. Jordan, T. J. Silverman, J. H. Wohlgemuth, S. R. Kurtz, and
K. T. VanSant, “Photovoltaic Failure and Degradation Modes,” Progress
in Photovoltaics: Research and Applications 25, no. 4 (2017): 318–326.

143. E. Annigoni, A. Virtuani, M. Caccivio, G. Friesen, D. Chianese, and
C. Ballif, “35 Years of Photovoltaics: Analysis of the TISO‐10‐kW Solar
Plant, Lessons Learnt in Safety and Performance—Part 2,” Progress in
Photovoltaics: Research and Applications 27, no. 9 (2019): 760–778.

144. A. Virtuani, M. Caccivio, E. Annigoni, et al., “35 Years of Photo-
voltaics: Analysis of the TISO‐10‐kW Solar Plant, Lessons Learnt in
Safety and Performance—Part 1,” Progress in Photovoltaics: Research
and Applications 27, no. 4 (2019): 328–339.

145. V. Poulek, D. S. Strebkov, I. S. Persic, and M. Libra, “Towards
50 Years Lifetime of PV Panels Laminated With Silicone Gel Technol-
ogy,” Solar Energy 86, no. 10 (2012): 3103–3108.

146. D. Ketzer, N. Weinberger, C. Rösch, and S. B. Seitz, “Land Use
Conflicts Between Biomass and Power Production–Citizens' Participation

23 of 25

 20500505, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://scijournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ese3.2017 by R

am
esh M

eena , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [05/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



in the Technology Development of Agrophotovoltaics,” Journal of
Responsible Innovation 7, no. 2 (2020): 193–216.

147. F. Nawab, A. S. Abd Hamid, M. Arif, et al., “Solar–Biogas Micro-
grid: A Strategy for the Sustainable Development of Rural Communities
in Pakistan,” Sustainability 14, no. 18 (2022): 11124.

148. M. M. Rahman, M. M. Hasan, J. V. Paatero, and R. Lahdelma,
“Hybrid Application of Biogas and Solar Resources to Fulfill Household
Energy Needs: A Potentially Viable Option in Rural Areas of Develop-
ing Countries,” Renewable Energy 68 (2014): 35–45.

149. M. Y. Ali, M. Hassan, M. A. Rahman, et al., “Life Cycle Energy and
Cost Analysis of Small Scale Biogas Plant and Solar PV System in Rural
Areas of Bangladesh,” Energy Procedia 160 (2019): 277–284.

150. M. Tamoor, M. S. Tahir, M. Sagir, M. B. Tahir, S. Iqbal, and
T. Nawaz, “Design of 3 kW Integrated Power Generation System From
Solar and Biogas,” International Journal of Hydrogen Energy 45, no. 23
(2020): 12711–12720.

151. W. Gazda and W. Stanek, “Energy and Environmental Assessment
of Integrated Biogas Trigeneration and Photovoltaic Plant as More
Sustainable Industrial System,” Applied Energy 169 (2016): 138–149.

152. A. A. Kovalev, D. A. Kovalev, E. A. Zhuravleva, et al., “Two‐Stage
Anaerobic Digestion With Direct Electric Stimulation of Methanogen-
esis: The Effect of a Physical Barrier to Retain Biomass on the Surface of
a Carbon Cloth‐Based Biocathode,” Renewable Energy 181 (2022):
966–977.

153. P. Axaopoulos, P. Panagakis, A. Tsavdaris, and D. Georgakakis,
“Simulation and Experimental Performance of a Solar‐Heated Anaer-
obic Digester,” Solar Energy 70, no. 2 (2001): 155–164.

154. B. Ouhammou, A. Mohammed, S. Sliman, et al., “Experimental
Conception and Thermo‐Energetic Analysis of a Solar Biogas Produc-
tion System,” Case Studies in Thermal Engineering 30 (2022): 101740.

155. H. M. El‐Mashad, W. K. P. van Loon, G. Zeeman, G. P. A. Bot, and
G. Lettinga, “Design of a Solar Thermophilic Anaerobic Reactor for
Small Farms,” Biosystems Engineering 87, no. 3 (2004): 345–353.

156. R. Feng, J. Li, T. Dong, and X. Li, “Performance of a Novel
Household Solar Heating Thermostatic Biogas System,” Applied
Thermal Engineering 96 (2016): 519–526.

157. J. Li, S. Jin, D. Wan, H. Li, S. Gong, and V. Novakovic, “Feasibility
of Annual Dry Anaerobic Digestion Temperature‐Controlled by Solar
Energy in Cold and Arid Areas,” Journal of Environmental Management
318 (2022): 115626.

158. Y. Zhong, M. Bustamante Roman, Y. Zhong, et al., “Using
Anaerobic Digestion of Organic Wastes to Biochemically Store Solar
Thermal Energy,” Energy 83 (2015): 638–646.

159. E. S. Gaballah, T. K. Abdelkader, S. Luo, Q. Yuan, and A. El‐Fatah
Abomohra, “Enhancement of Biogas Production by Integrated Solar
Heating System: A Pilot Study Using Tubular Digester,” Energy 193
(2020): 116758.

160. A. Amo‐Aidoo, O. Hensel, J. K. Korese, F. Abunde Neba, and B. Sturm,
“A Framework for Optimization of Energy Efficiency and Integration of
Hybridized‐Solar Energy in Agro‐Industrial Plants: Bioethanol Production
From Cassava in Ghana,” Energy Reports 7 (2021): 1501–1519.

161. V. A. Panchenko, “Solar Roof Panels for Electric and Thermal
Generation,” Applied Solar Energy 54 (2018): 350–353.

162. J. He and C. Janáky, “Recent Advances in Solar‐Driven Carbon
Dioxide Conversion: Expectations Versus Reality,” ACS Energy Letters
5, no. 6 (2020): 1996–2014.

163. B. M. Comer, P. Fuentes, C. O. Dimkpa, et al., “Prospects and
Challenges for Solar Fertilizers,” Joule 3, no. 7 (2019): 1578–1605.

164. G. Santoyo, P. Guzmán‐Guzmán, F. I. Parra‐Cota, S. Santos‐
Villalobos, M. C. Orozco‐Mosqueda, and B. R. Glick, “Plant Growth
Stimulation by Microbial Consortia,” Agronomy 11, no. 2 (2021): 219.

165. D. Dannehl, “Effects of Electricity on Plant Responses,” Scientia
Horticulturae 234 (2018): 382–392.

166. R. E. Blankenship, D. M. Tiede, J. Barber, et al., “Comparing
Photosynthetic and Photovoltaic Efficiencies and Recognizing the
Potential for Improvement,” Science 332, no. 6031 (2011): 805–809.

167. S. Ma Lu, S. Zainali, B. Stridh, et al., “Photosynthetically Active
Radiation Decomposition Models for Agrivoltaic Systems Applications,”
Solar Energy 244 (2022): 536–549.

168. K. R. Cope, M. C. Snowden, and B. Bugbee, “Photobiological In-
teractions of Blue Light and Photosynthetic Photon Flux: Effects of
Monochromatic and Broad‐Spectrum Light Sources,” Photochemistry
and Photobiology 90, no. 3 (2014): 574–584.

169. B. Khoshnevisan, L. He, M. Xu, et al., “From Renewable Energy to
Sustainable Protein Sources: Advancement, Challenges, and Future
Roadmaps,” Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 157 (2022):
112041.

170. H. Gauffin, “Agrivoltaic Implementation in Greenhouses: A
Techno‐Economic Analysis of Agrivoltaic Installations for Greenhouses
in Sweden” (master's science thesis, KTH Royal Institute of Technol-
ogy, 2022).

171. Y. H. Ma, “Techno‐Economic Analysis of Agrivoltaics Installations
for Greenhouses in Sweden” (master's science thesis, Universitat Poli-
tècnica de Catalunya, 2022).

172. E. Y. Loktionov, E. S. Sharaborova, and T. V. Shepitko, “A Sus-
tainable Concept for Permafrost Thermal Stabilization,” Sustainable
Energy Technologies and Assessments 52 (2022): 102003.

173. E. S. Sharaborova, T. V. Shepitko, and E. Y. Loktionov, “Experi-
mental Proof of a Solar‐Powered Heat Pump System for Soil Thermal
Stabilization,” Energies 15, no. 6 (2022): 2118.

174. V. Rondelli, B. Franceschetti, and D. Mengoli, “A Review of Cur-
rent and Historical Research Contributions to the Development of
Ground Autonomous Vehicles for Agriculture,” Sustainability 14, no. 15
(2022): 9221.

175. M. Mammarella, L. Comba, A. Biglia, F. Dabbene, and P. Gay,
“Cooperation of Unmanned Systems for Agricultural Applications: A
Theoretical Framework,” Biosystems Engineering 223 (2022): 61–80.

176. L. F. P. Oliveira, A. P. Moreira, and M. F. Silva, “Advances in
Agriculture Robotics: A State‐of‐the‐Art Review and Challenges
Ahead,” Robotics 10, no. 2 (2021): 52.

177. J. Kim, S. Kim, C. Ju, and H. I. Son, “Unmanned Aerial Vehicles in
Agriculture: A Review of Perspective of Platform, Control, and Appli-
cations,” IEEE Access 7 (2019): 105100–105115.

178. H. R. Fernandes, E. C. M. Polania, A. P. Garcia, O. B. Mendonza,
and D. Albiero, “Agricultural Unmanned Ground Vehicles: A Review
From the Stability Point of View,” Revista Ciência Agronômica 51,
no. spe (2020): e20207761.

179. D. P. Mahato, J. K. Sandhu, N. P. Singh, and V. Kaushal, “On
Scheduling Transaction in Grid Computing Using Cuckoo Search‐Ant
Colony Optimization Considering Load,” Cluster Computing 23 (2020):
1483–1504.

180. S. Chakraborty, D. Elangovan, P. L. Govindarajan, M. F. ELnaggar,
M. M. Alrashed, and S. Kamel, “A Comprehensive Review of Path Planning
for Agricultural Ground Robots,” Sustainability 14, no. 15 (2022): 9156.

181. W. C. Cheah, S. A. Watson, and B. Lennox, “Limitations of Wire-
Less Power Transfer Technologies for Mobile Robots,” Wireless Power
Transfer 6, no. 2 (2019): 175–189.

182. S. Rani, H. Babbar, P. Kaur, M. D. Alshehri, and S. H. A. Shah, “An
Optimized Approach of Dynamic Target Nodes in Wireless Sensor
Network Using Bio Inspired Algorithms for Maritime Rescue,” IEEE
Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Systems 24, no. 2 (2022):
2548–2555.

24 of 25 Energy Science & Engineering, 2024

 20500505, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://scijournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ese3.2017 by R

am
esh M

eena , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [05/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



183. Y. Liu, X. Ma, L. Shu, G. P. Hancke, and A. M. Abu‐Mahfouz,
“From Industry 4.0 to Agriculture 4.0: Current Status, Enabling Tech-
nologies, and Research Challenges,” IEEE Transactions on Industrial
Informatics 17, no. 6 (2021): 4322–4334.

184. F. Zhang, Y. Zhang, W. Lu, Y. Gao, Y. Gong, and J. Cao, “6G‐
Enabled Smart Agriculture: A Review and Prospect,” Electronics 11,
no. 18 (2022): 2845.

185. N. Adilov, P. J. Alexander, and B. M. Cunningham, “An Economic,
Kessler Syndrome,”: A Dynamic Model of Earth Orbit Debris,”
Economics Letters 166 (2018): 79–82.

186. J. C. Stephens, E. J. Wilson, and T. R. Peterson, Smart Grid (R)
Evolution (Cambridge University Press, 2015).

187. S. Shruti, S. Rani, M. Shabaz, A. K. Dutta, and E. A. Ahmed,
“Enhancing Privacy and Security in IoT‐Based Smart Grid System Using
Encryption‐Based Fog Computing,” Alexandria Engineering Journal 102
(2024): 66–74.

188. T. Harinarayana and K. S. V. Vasavi, “Solar Energy Generation
Using Agriculture Cultivated Lands,” Smart Grid and Renewable Energy
5 (2014): 31–42.

189. X. Lyu, S. Rani, and Y. Feng, “Optimizing AIGC Service Provider
Selection Based on Deep Q‐Network for Edge‐Enabled Healthcare
Consumer Electronics Systems,” IEEE Transactions on Consumer
Electronics (2024): 1, https://doi.org/10.1109/TCE.2024.3424780.

190. B. Poti, M. Difiore, B. Brohmann, et al., Towards a New Method-
ology for Creating Societal Acceptance of New Energy Project
(CNR, 2007).

191. J. Zoellner, P. Schweizer‐Ries, and C. Wemheuer, “Public Accep-
tance of Renewable Energies: Results From Case Studies in Germany,”
Energy Policy 36, no. 11 (2008): 4136–4141.

192. D. Turney and V. Fthenakis, “Environmental Impacts From the
Installation and Operation of Large‐Scale Solar Power Plants,”
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews 15, no. 6 (2011): 3261–3270.

25 of 25

 20500505, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://scijournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/ese3.2017 by R

am
esh M

eena , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [05/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1109/TCE.2024.3424780

	Empowering Rural Farming: Agrovoltaic Applications for Sustainable Agriculture
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Introduction to Agrivoltaic (AV) Systems
	1.2 Overview Drawn From Introduction

	2 The Implementation and Current State of Agrophotovoltaics
	2.1 Exploring the Essence of Agrophotovoltaics
	2.2 Examining the Agronomic Factors
	2.2.1 Exploring the Consequences of Field Management
	2.2.2 The Influence of Microclimatic Alterations on Crop Cultivation
	2.2.3 The Impact of Shading on Crop Yield and Quality

	2.3 Exploring Modeling Approaches in Agrophotovoltaic Research

	3 Present Endeavors: Current Activities
	3.1 The Art and Science of Horticulture
	3.2 Exploring the Realm of Livestock
	3.3 From Harvest to Plate: Techniques for Harvesting, Storage, and Processing
	3.4 Aquaculture and Irrigation: Bridging the Gap Between Land and Water

	4 Unveiling the Path Ahead: Anticipated Future Trends
	4.1 Transitioning to Biogas: Converting Waste Into Renewable Energy
	4.2 Stimulating Growth: Boosting Plant Development
	4.3 The Emergence of Electric and Unmanned Agricultural Vehicles: Advancing Toward Agricultural Robotization
	4.4 Digital Transformation in Agriculture: Harnessing the Power of the Internet of Things
	4.5 Redistributing Added Value: Unlocking Equitable Benefits

	5 Prospects and Future Applications: Expanding Horizons
	5.1 Enhancing Agricultural Efficiency, Sustainability, and Energy Independence
	5.2 Problem Related to APV

	6 Conclusion
	6 References




