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	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 provides a comprehensive and up-to-date comparison of CNNs, YOLO architectures, and Vision Transformers, offering valuable insights into their strengths, limitations, and suitability for various object detection scenarios. By synthesizing findings from 38 studies, it highlights critical research gaps and emerging trends, helping researchers better understand how different architectures perform across diverse datasets and real-world conditions. The review also emphasizes the growing potential of hybrid CNN–ViT models, encouraging future exploration of architectures that balance accuracy, efficiency, and robustness. Overall, this work serves as a meaningful reference point for scientists developing next-generation object detection systems, particularly in fields such as healthcare, surveillance, autonomous systems, and industrial automation.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Based on the content of the manuscript, the title “Object Detection: Comparing the Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) and Vision Transformers (ViTs) Performance Review” is generally clear.
	

	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 of the article is informative and provides a solid overview of the study’s purpose, methodology, and key findings. It successfully mentions the problem context (challenges in object detection), the main methods compared (CNNs, YOLO, ViTs), the conclusion that hybrid models are promising and key limitations and research directions.
However, for a scientific abstract, some elements can be strengthened for clarity, focus, and academic rigor.
Your abstract explains what you compare, but not explicitly why this comparison is necessary.
A sentence like this would help:
“Despite significant progress, there is limited consolidated analysis comparing CNNs, YOLO, and ViTs across diverse datasets and real-world constraints.”
- Clarify the scope of the review - You mention 38 studies-this is excellent, but it would help to specify:
whether the review is systematic or narrative and what criteria guided the selection of studies.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, and its structure, arguments, and citations align well with current knowledge in the field of computer vision, particularly regarding CNNs, YOLO architectures, and Vision Transformers (ViTs). The comparisons made between the architectures reflect the findings reported in the most recent literature.
The manuscript cites reputable studies, systematic reviews, conference papers (CVPR, ICCV, NeurIPS), and journal articles and correct descriptions of the models.
A few cited studies evaluate ViTs or CNNs for classification rather than detection. This is not incorrect but should be explicitly acknowledged.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes,  the references are recent, relevant, and sufficiently comprehensive.
The reference list is strong and well aligned with current research standards in computer vision.
Most cited works are from 2021–2024, which is excellent given the rapid evolution of CNNs, YOLO architectures, and Vision Transformers.
The references include IEEE TPAMI, ICCV, CVPR, NeurIPS, ACM conferences, Springer / Elsevier journals, Peer-reviewed systematic reviews. These are the most credible sources in the field.

	

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

	The manuscript is understandable, and most sentences convey the intended meaning correctly. However, the English quality is not yet fully suitable for high-level scholarly communication, especially for journals indexed in Scopus, Web of Science, IEEE, Springer, Elsevier, or MDPI.
Most sections maintain an academic style. However, there are certain aspects of the manuscript that could be improved to fully meet academic standards.
- Several sentences are too long or contain multiple ideas without clear separation, making them difficult to read.
- Some parts use wording that is too casual for academic publishing (e.g., “this makes it limited,” “it can be tricky,” “this method was found to be good”).
- Sometimes the manuscript switches between “CNN,” “CNNs,” or “convolutional neural network” in ways that are not uniform.

	

	Optional/General comments

	- The manuscript is well-structured, covering the evolution of object detection methods from traditional techniques to modern architectures such as CNNs, YOLO, and Vision Transformers. However, some sections could be made more concise to improve readability and flow.
- The table summarizing the reviewed studies is a valuable contribution, but the methodology behind study selection (inclusion/exclusion criteria) could be explained more explicitly to strengthen the scientific rigor of the review.
- Some references need formatting adjustments to ensure consistency with academic publishing standards, as there are variations in style and missing details in several entries.
- Please note that there are extra blank spaces in the reference list, particularly before references 2, 10, and 12, which should be removed for consistency.
The manuscript is scientifically strong and close to publication quality, but language polishing and structural improvements are needed before acceptance.
English language quality requires substantial editing for academic clarity.
Some sections contain redundancy or overly long explanations.
Reference formatting inconsistencies should be corrected.
	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 detail)

The manuscript aligns with standard ethical expectations for a review paper in computer vision and artificial intelligence. No ethical issues were found in the manuscript.
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