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	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.


	The proposed paper is of great significance to the scientific community because it tackles two long-existed difficulties in sonar image target detection tasks. First, it accepts the challenge of strong background noise interference. Secondly, it tries to minimize the issue of class imbalance. Therefore, by incorporating the Global Attention Mechanism (GAM) and the Adaptive Threshold Focal Loss (ATFL) module into YOLOv11, it brings improvements to feature representations and learning abilities for underwater tasks. Experimentation of the proposed work on two public benchmarks shows the usefulness and universality of the proposed approach. It is of great significance to researchers interested in sonar imaging tasks and underwater learning problems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “YOLOv11-GA: Global Attention and Adaptive Loss for Sonar Target Detection” is suitable as it identifies the base model relevant to the computer vision community, reflects core contributions of Global Attention and Adaptive Loss, defines the application domain clearly, and aligns with standards of technical journals.


	

	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 comprehensive and structured for a scientific journal. It identifies the problem of background noise and class imbalance in sonar image detection, addressing the limitations of existing models. The proposed solution, YOLOv11-GA, is detailed with its key contributions: the Global Attention Mechanism (GAM) and Adaptive Threshold Focal Loss (ATFL). It includes validation with datasets (SCTD and FLSMDD) and reports quantitative performance improvements, reinforcing its credibility. The conclusion highlights the method's adaptability and superiority in complex sonar environments.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The proposed manuscript has scientifically valid and technically accurate ideas and approaches. In fact, the work considers the task of sonar target detection under noise interference and imbalance problems. In this context, the work has relied on existing literature. Additionally, the proposed use of the attention mechanism and the adaptive loss function has some theory and foundations based on deep learning techniques. The proposed structure of the architecture has been logically arranged.

Public dataset validations (SCTD, FLSMDD) improve the validity of the experiment, and ablation experiments strengthen the role of GAM and ATFL. The comparisons conducted on experiments are quite realistic on performance improvement and not exaggerated. Data analysis is conducted using the right criteria.

“Since the proposed model’s rationale is heavily reliant on the scientific literature, the writing is straightforward, and helpful citations are provided, and there are no methodological flaws,” the evaluators concluded, while proposed minor improvements would be the addition of details regarding YOLOv11, the analysis of the FPS metric with regards to the practical usage rate, and the addition of a paragraph regarding the concept of generalization to unseen sonar modes.” Finally, the article
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, based on the reference list in the manuscript, the references appear to be, supporting the scientific context of the work. sufficient in number and reasonably recent. Overall, the references are adequate, relevant, and include recent works that support the methodology and scientific context of the article.
	

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


	Yes, the English is acceptable and publication-ready in principle.
No major language barrier exists that would prevent peer review or understanding. A light professional proofreading or native-speaker editing would elevate the manuscript from good to very strong, especially to meet the expectations of high-impact journals.
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