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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 study is important for the scientific community, particularly researchers working in underwater perception, sonar imaging, and intelligent sensing systems. It contributes a practical and effective enhancement to modern object detection frameworks by tailoring attention mechanisms and loss functions specifically for sonar environments. The proposed approach bridges the gap between general-purpose deep learning detectors and domain-specific challenges in underwater sensing. Moreover, the results provide useful insights for future research on robust detection under noisy and class-imbalanced conditions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is appropriate and accurately reflects the content and contributions of the manuscript. It clearly highlights both the architectural improvement (Global Attention) and the optimization strategy (Adaptive Loss) applied to sonar target detection. No change is required for the title. 
	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly states the motivation, methodology, and experimental outcomes. However, minor improvements are suggested to make briefly clarify the experimental evaluation protocol (e.g., comparison with baseline and mainstream detectors), improve sentence flow by simplifying a few long sentences, explicitly emphasize the practical applicability of the proposed method in real-world sonar scenarios. These revisions would enhance readability without changing the technical content. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and methodologically sound. The integration of GAM before the SPPF layer is logically justified, and the formulation of the ATFL loss function is clearly explained. Experimental settings, evaluation metrics, and comparative analyses are appropriate and consistent with current practices in object detection research. Minor typographical inconsistencies should be corrected for clarity, for example metric naming and figure captions. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and up-to-date, including recent works from 2023–2025. They adequately cover sonar target detection, attention mechanisms, and object detection frameworks. To further strengthen the literature context, the authors may consider adding one recent survey or benchmark paper on attention-based detection in underwater or acoustic imagery, though this is optional. 


	

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


	The language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is understandable and technically precise. Minor grammatical issues, occasional awkward phrasing, and a few formatting inconsistencies (e.g., metric labels and table captions) should be corrected through careful proofreading. These issues are minor and do not affect the scientific contribution. 


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is technically sound, experimentally validated, and relevant to the journal scope. Minor revisions related to language polishing, formatting consistency, paraphrase text and presentation clarity are recommended before acceptance.
For optional/general comments is ensure consistency in terminology, improve figure captions to be more self-explanatory, and correct minor typographical errors. Overall, the manuscript presents a solid contribution with clear experimental validation and only requires minor editorial refinements.
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	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)

No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The study is based on publicly available datasets and does not involve human or animal subjects.
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