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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 the critical and timely problem of real-time object detection in dynamic environments, which is central to advancements in autonomous systems, surveillance, and traffic management. By focusing on the application of the state-of-the-art YOLOv8 architecture for vehicle and crowd detection, the work is relevant to a broad community of computer vision and applied AI researchers. The study provides a practical implementation pipeline, from data collection and preprocessing to model training and validation, offering a valuable reference for similar projects. Furthermore, the comparative analysis with other popular models like Faster R-CNN and YOLOv5 provides useful benchmarks for researchers selecting an appropriate architecture for their specific use case.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is not entirely suitable and needs modification. The current title promises "Performance Optimization," but the manuscript primarily presents a standard application and evaluation of YOLOv8, not a optimization technique. 

Suggested Alternative Title: "Real-Time Vehicle and Crowd Detection in Dynamic Environments Using YOLOv8: A Performance Analysis. " This title is more accurate as it reflects the application and evaluative nature of the work without overpromising on methodological contributions
	

	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 a good starting point but lacks crucial quantitative results to demonstrate the system's performance. It mentions "reasonable detection performance" but doesn't provide any concrete metrics (e.g., mAP, Precision, F1-score). 

Suggestions: 1. Add Key Results: Include the overall Precision (60%), Recall (34.8%), and mAP@50 (42.2%) from Table II to give readers an immediate sense of the model's performance. 2. Contextualize Performance: Briefly mention the challenging nature of the dataset (e.g., class imbalance issues shown in Table I) to contextualize the results. 3. Be More Specific: Instead of "reasonable detection performance," a more precise phrasing like "achieves a mean Average Precision (mAP@50) of 42.2% on a diverse test set" would be stronger.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its methodology but has significant issues with scientific presentation and interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate in number and relevance, covering the seminal works in object detection (Viola & Jones, Dalal & Triggs) as well as key deep learning models (R-CNN family, YOLO family, SSD).
	

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


	The language quality is acceptable but requires moderate revision to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Figures: The figures are generally good and help explain the architecture and results. Ensure all figures are referenced in the text (e.g., Figure 3 and 4 are not explicitly called out in the text provided). 2. Dataset Description: Provide more detail about the Roboflow dataset. What were the original sources? What are the resolutions? A detailed breakdown of the class distribution (beyond the table) would help readers understand the "BGR-car-2" class issue. 3. Training Details: While the hardware and software are mentioned, more specific hyperparameters (e.g., exact learning rate, optimizer used, image size) should be included for reproducibility.

The manuscript presents a relevant and methodologically sound application of YOLOv8. However, it suffers from serious issues in the presentation and interpretation of results, including conflicting data and an invalid comparison table. A major revision is required to correct these errors, clarify the findings, and provide a more critical discussion of the model's limitations. The core scientific work is salvageable, but the current manuscript is not ready for publication in its present form.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Mohammed Salim Jasim AL-Taie, University of Misan, Iraq
Created by: EA
              Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO
   
Version: 3(07-07-2024)


