Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Scientific Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JSRR_143148

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Deep Learning-Based Automated Biodegradable and Non-Biodegradable Waste Separator Using YOLO v8 and Arduino

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant challenge in modern waste management by proposing an integrated deep learning based system that combines YOLOv8 object detection with low-cost Arduino-driven actuation. The importance lies in bridging the gap between purely software-based approaches and real-world, deployable hardware prototypes for automated waste segregation. The study demonstrates high accuracy and real-time performance while maintaining affordability, making it highly valuable for applications in developing regions where resource-efficient solutions are essential. Moreover, the work contributes to sustainable development goals by improving recycling efficiency, reducing environmental impact, and offering a scalable model for both small-scale and industrial waste management systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is: “Deep Learning-Based Automated Biodegradable and Non-Biodegradable Waste Separator Using YOLO v8 and Arduino”.

It is generally clear and informative, but it is slightly long and could be refined for conciseness and scientific style. For example: “Real-Time Deep Learning and Arduino-Based Automated Waste Segregation System”
	

	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 overall well-written and clear: it introduces the problem, explains the methodology.

Suggestions:

1. Consider shortening slightly to improve conciseness. Currently, it is dense and includes too much detail about hardware components (e.g., “relay, servo motor, webcam”), which could be moved to the methodology.

2. Include a numerical result directly (e.g., “achieved 97% classification accuracy with mAP@0.5 of 98.25%”). This makes the contribution stronger.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is logically structured (dataset, training, evaluation, hardware integration, real-time testing), and the results are consistent with the stated objectives. Performance evaluation metrics (precision, recall, F1, mAP) are appropriate and comparable with prior studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are abundant (2023–2025, with YOLOv8, YOLOv11, YOLOv12, etc.) and demonstrate awareness of current literature. They cover both AI models and waste management applications.
	

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


	Yes, the language is mostly clear and understandable, but there are some issues:

The manuscript tends to be wordy and occasionally repetitive (e.g., “biodegradable (B) and non-biodegradable (NB)” is restated many times).
Some sentences in the introduction and methodology are long and could be broken down for readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a valuable contribution by integrating YOLOv8 with an Arduino-based mechanical sorting system for real-time waste segregation. The study is practical, cost-effective, and addresses a relevant challenge in sustainable waste management.

However, a few points merit clarification and potential improvement:

1. Choice of YOLOv8.While YOLOv8 is a robust and widely adopted model, newer YOLO versions (e.g., YOLOv9, YOLOv11, YOLOv12) have been reported in recent literature with higher accuracy and efficiency. The manuscript should explicitly justify why YOLOv8 was selected over these newer versions. Was it due to computational constraints, Arduino compatibility, or availability of pretrained models?

2. Dataset Comparability. It would strengthen the work if the authors clarified whether YOLOv8’s performance was benchmarked against more recent YOLO versions on the same dataset. Since newer versions generally achieve higher accuracy, the rationale for limiting the study to YOLOv8 should be better explained.
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