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	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 advances edge AI for public safety by demonstrating a lightweight YOLOv8 model optimized for Raspberry Pi 5 that achieves high-precision, real-time weapon detection on resource‑constrained embedded hardware. It contributes a complete, reproducible pipeline—from a 3,500‑image, six‑class custom dataset and training setup through on‑device deployment and inference—with rigorous evaluation including PR curves and strong mAP performance around 95.8–97%. The study operationalizes quantization, pruning, and knowledge distillation to balance accuracy and efficiency, offering a transferable blueprint for deploying modern object detectors on low‑power platforms. By integrating the detector within a smart surveillance framework capable of real‑time monitoring and automated alerts, the work provides a practical path toward scalable, cost‑effective safety systems for campuses and smart cities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Partly comprehensive but needs tightening and key metrics; it clearly states the problem, model, platform, dataset, and high-level results, yet it includes implementation minutiae and formatting artifacts while missing critical deployment metrics. Streamlining methods, unifying metrics, and adding throughput, model size, and energy details would make the abstract publication-ready and more informative for readers and indexers.
Add these points

· Throughput and efficiency: FPS and median latency on Raspberry Pi 5 at stated input resolution, approximate model size (MB/params), and any quantization level used during inference.

· Standardized metrics: report [image: image2.png]mAP:-,



 (already present) and, if computed, [image: image4.png]


, with macro precision and recall for the test set to complement per‑class figures.

· Brief generalization note: any cross‑scene validation or robustness observations (lighting, occlusion, small objects) if evaluated, stated in one clause without implementation details.

Delete or trim these points

· Logistics and tooling: Google Drive/Colab uploads, YAML paths, labelimg usage, GUI snapshots, and terminal/API steps.

· Sectional scaffolding inside the abstract (Aims, Study design, Place and Duration, Methodology, Results, Conclusion) and any references to figures or tables.

· Excess per‑class percentages; retain only the headline metric(s) and one short qualifier about consistency across classes if necessary.


	

	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.
	Yes
	

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


	Mostly not yet suitable; the manuscript contains numerous grammar, punctuation, capitalization, and terminology issues that impede clarity and do not meet standard scholarly style without substantive copyediting. With focused revisions to syntax, word choice, technical consistency, and removal of informal or operational phrasing, the language can be brought up to publication quality.
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