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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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 holds significant importance for the scientific community as it addresses critical gaps in the current understanding and application of load cell-based weighing systems, particularly under variable environmental conditions. By synthesizing findings from multiple studies and highlighting limitations in temperature compensation, small-weight accuracy, and long-term stability, it provides a clear roadmap for future research. The integrated review not only emphasizes the practical value of low-cost, modular weighing systems but also underlines the necessity of robust calibration and error correction methods for real-world deployment. This work contributes to advancing precision measurement technologies and promotes the development of more reliable, field-ready systems across agriculture, manufacturing, and transportation sectors.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Can be changed to the title :

“Improving Load Cell Accuracy under Temperature Variations: Drift and Hysteresis Quantification with Compensation”
	

	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.


	Common issues I often see in abstracts

· Too much detail about hardware (e.g., “Arduino UNO, LM7805 regulator, 16x2 LCD”) → should be shifted to methods.

· No quantitative results → reviewers expect at least 1–2 numerical findings.

· Repetition of general facts (“Load cells are widely used…”) without linking to your research gap.

· Very long sentences that make it heavy to read.

My Suggestions for Yours

If your current abstract has all the background, methods, and motivation but lacks quantitative results, I strongly suggest:

1. Add numbers: e.g., “The raw load cell exhibited up to 2.5% drift across 20–35 °C. Hysteresis contributed an additional 1.2% error. After compensation, error reduced to below 0.5%, achieving a threefold improvement in accuracy.”
2. Add application scope: Mention that this is applicable for small-weight precision, IoT-based monitoring.

3. Remove extra circuit-level details (LCD, regulator, etc.) → that belongs to methods.

4. End with contribution: “This study demonstrates a practical IoT-enabled compensation strategy that makes low-cost load cells viable for precision applications under varying thermal conditions.”

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, with a clear experimental design and logical analysis of temperature-induced drift and hysteresis in load-cell measurements. The study effectively quantifies relative and absolute errors across different loads, identifies the underlying mechanisms, and validates a compensation algorithm that reduces errors to below 0.5%. The conclusions are well supported by experimental evidence, and the proposed future directions are relevant. Minor additions such as statistical validation (e.g., repeatability tests) could further strengthen the work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient
The references are sufficient and recent, but adding 1–2 authoritative review papers, one metrology standard, and possibly a recent ML-based compensation work would make the manuscript even more robust.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear, technically accurate, and well-structured, with logical flow between experimental setup, results, discussion, and future scope. Technical terms are used appropriately, and the explanations are precise. Minor issues such as long sentences, slight repetition, and occasional wordiness could be refined to improve readability and conciseness. A light copy-editing for grammar and sentence structure would enhance clarity further, but overall the language is of publishable quality.
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