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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is a big deal for the scientific community because it brings YOLOv11 into epileptic seizure detection, tackling real-time EEG classification with high accuracy (98.81%). It solves key challenges like noise resilience, class imbalance, and computational efficiency, making AI-driven diagnosis more practical. With its strong results, this research opens doors for better, faster epilepsy detection, helping both researchers and healthcare professionals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Enhancing Epileptic Seizure Detection Accuracy Using YOLOv11 Classification," is clear.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract does a solid job covering the problem, methodology, and results, but a few things could make it even better. Since YOLOv11 is built for real-time processing, mentioning its speed and efficiency would highlight its clinical usefulness. Adding a line on how this model could help reduce diagnostic delays or improve epilepsy monitoring would also make the impact clearer. The dataset is mentioned twice upfront trimming one reference would keep things concise. Instead of listing every augmentation technique, a simple mention of data augmentation for model robustness works just as well. Lastly, rather than listing all performance metrics, summarizing them as “state-of-the-art accuracy (98.8%) with high precision and recall” makes for a smoother read. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically solid and follows a clear, logical structure from problem definition to results. Using the CHB-MIT Scalp EEG Database, a well-known benchmark, adds credibility, and the preprocessing, data augmentation, and YOLOv11 modifications are well-documented. The 98.81% accuracy and performance metrics look strong, and the confusion matrix backs up the model’s ability to separate seizure from non-seizure events. That said, a deeper look at computational efficiency and real-time deployment would help, and testing on more diverse EEG datasets would improve generalization. Overall, the study is scientifically correct, but adding insights on interpretability, clinical validation, and real-world feasibility would make it even stronger.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly sufficient and up-to-date, covering deep learning for seizure detection, EEG processing, and YOLO advancements.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language quality is mostly good for scholarly communication, with a formal tone and clear explanations.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Few things could make it even stronger. 1. Clarifying YOLOv11’s real-time efficiency, discussing its feasibility in clinical settings, and expanding on how well it generalizes across different EEG datasets would add more depth. 2. Also, minor language refinements would improve readability. Overall, this is a strong and promising study, and a few refinements would make it even more impactful.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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