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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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.


	The manuscript makes a contribution to the scientific community by filling the gap successfully between high-performance AI and low-cost, accessible hardware for a real-world application. It contributes a robust, reproducible plan for developing a management waste system that is fully automated. The work demonstrates YOLOv8 can be improved and be employed on embedded systems, offering for researcher valuable insights in mechatronics and computer vision. This work supports directly the advancements in environmental science and the smart city development infrastructure.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is suitable but it just needs a little bit refinement as suggested. 
	

	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 is comprehensive, even though there is a modification to be made in the section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references used in the manuscript does not exist.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	This work demonstrates an effective and well-executed study that fills a gap between deep learning and low-cost, practical actuation for waste automated separation. The combination of YOLOv8 model and Arduino-controlled mechanical system is commendable, likewise the results showed an impressive performance classification. 
Reviewer’s Comments

1. Modify the topic to avoid redundancy, because YOLOv8 is also deep learning. So the topic should be modified to “An Automated Waste Separator for Biodegradable and Non-Biodegradable Materials Using YOLOv8 and Arduino”

2. The sentence here in the abstract section is unclear “Experimental results demonstrate high classification accuracy. You should insert the result of the accuracy, rather than just using an adjective. E.g: Experimental results demonstrate a high mean Average Precision (mAP@0.5) of 98.25% and a sorting accuracy of 97.0%, significantly reducing manual effort.

3. The background of the topic in the introduction section is a little bit scanty, you should expand it a little bit. The introduction section also lacks a clear aim and objectives. You should add a paragraph and clearly state them.

4. Check the spelling of METHODOLOGY

5. The caption should “Figure 1” not “Figure-1”.

6. in section 2.1 Some sample pictures of the custom dataset for both classes should be inserted. You didn’t specify the total number of images and number of instances per class. You need to outline how many images were used for training, validation and testing. You need to specify how many images you got after the data augmentation.

7. In section 2.4, The model of the webcam, specific IR sensor model, specifications of the servo and DC motors should be stated, so as to aid in reproducibility.

8. The caption should “Figure 2” not “Figure-2”.

9. In table 1 , You have said that this is a table, it best for the table to be not in the form a picture. The title of the table should above the table not below the table .Create the table on MS Word. Fix all your tables.

10. In section 4.3, A confusion matrix should be provided as evidence, in order to see which of the cases are misclassified

11. In section 5, The limitation of the work should be clearly stated in the conclusion section. Be precise about the limitations and how it might affect the result.

12. In the Reference section, Most of the references provided does not exist. Try to go over the references and cross-check them very well. Also the format of the reference should really adhere to the journal’s reference policy, because the references are numbered and the citations are in APA format. Check and correct them.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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