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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 is a valuable contribution to the scientific community as it introduces the application of the SOLOv2 instance segmentation algorithm for automated weld seam detection in industrial environments. By providing a robust solution for real-time, high-precision seam detection, it addresses the challenges posed by traditional manual inspection methods. The research also establishes a comprehensive weld seam dataset, which will serve as a foundation for future studies and improvements in industrial inspection technologies. This work demonstrates the potential of deep learning in advancing automation and enhancing safety in steel structure maintenance
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
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	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.


	-
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Clarification of Methodology Section:

Comment: The explanation of the methodology, particularly the use of SOLOv2 for weld seam detection, is generally good. However, some parts could be clarified, especially regarding the choice of parameters and the reasoning behind selecting the network architecture. For example, while the use of ResNet-50 and ResNet-18 as backbones is mentioned, the article doesn't explain why these specific architectures were chosen or how their selection impacts the model's performance.

Suggested Improvement: Add more detail on the selection of the network architectures and why the SOLOv2-R18 model was preferred over other models. Also, provide further explanation of the parameters used and their impact on the experimental results.

2. Improvement of Experimental Results Presentation:

Comment: The experimental results presented in Table 1 are valuable for comparing the performance of different algorithms. However, the table could be made more informative by adding columns that describe the experimental setup or training parameters (e.g., number of epochs, learning rate, and batch size). This would give readers a more comprehensive view of the experiment.

Suggested Improvement: Revise Table 1 to include additional information about the experimental setup, such as the number of epochs, batch size, and other parameters used during model training.

3. Clarity in Terminology and Technical Explanation:

Comment: Some technical terms and concepts could benefit from further explanation, especially for readers who might not be familiar with instance segmentation and deep learning algorithms. Terms like Matrix NMS, anchor-free design, and dynamic convolutional kernel are used but not fully explained.

Suggested Improvement: Provide additional explanations or references for terms like Matrix NMS, anchor-free design, and dynamic convolutional kernel. Explaining why these elements are advantageous over other techniques will help readers better understand their significance.

4. Enhancing Visualization and Figure Captions:

Comment: While figures depicting model architectures (such as Mask R-CNN, YOLACT) are included, some figures lack sufficiently detailed captions. For instance, the visualization of data augmentation could be better explained to illustrate the effects of each type of augmentation on the dataset.

Suggested Improvement: Ensure that each figure has a more detailed caption that explains exactly what is shown and its relevance to the discussion. For the data augmentation visualization, describe the impact of each augmentation technique on the dataset in more detail.
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Suggested Improvement: Review the reference list to ensure consistency in format and adherence to the citation style required by the publication. For example, some references use abbreviations like "IEEE" or "ICCV", while others do not. Ensure consistency in how journal and conference names are cited.
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