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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.


	Because it addresses the real-world problem of preserving accurate visual perception in both aquatic and terrestrial settings, this publication is important to the scholarly community. It suggests and experimentally verifies an adaptive scheduling framework that dynamically chooses specialized models depending on real-time scene awareness, as opposed to concentrating on a single detection model. An organized and repeatable method for assessing environment-aware model switching prior to practical implementation is provided by the verification platform created in this work. All things considered, the work offers technical understanding as well as an engineering basis for further study of adaptive robotic perception systems.
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract is thorough and organized effectively. The topic is explained in detail, the suggested adaptive perception platform is described, and the key experimental findings are presented together with precise numerical values. Observing people don't have a problem understanding it. It's easy to fully understand it and understand how to do the work. For example, correctly indicating a measurement with a 7.2% error in solving someone's doubts.

Transparency would be enhanced and the presented results would be more credible if a brief statement on the scale or kind of dataset utilized for evaluation was included.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is sound scientifically and methodologically overall. The proposed adaptive scheduling method is technically good, the system design makes logic, and the research problem is well stated. Classification accuracy, mAP50-95, FPS, and GPU memory use are some examples of assessment measures that are suitable for evaluating both real-time capabilities and detection performance. The validity of the findings is further supported by the comparison trials using fixed-model baselines.

Nevertheless, several points may be made clearer to improve scientific rigor. There is no statistical analysis to back up the claimed performance gains, and the dataset split (training, validation, and testing) is not thoroughly explained. Transparency would also be enhanced by more thorough reporting of the Soft Switching strategy's detection accuracy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	My examination of the manuscript's reference list revealed that the present citations are generally pertinent and encompass a large number of important publications pertaining to robotic systems, deep learning-based detection, and visual perception.
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