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	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.


	The manuscript has practical value for the scientific community, as it systematizes the basic approaches of transfer learning in computer vision and image processing tasks - a direction that today determines the effectiveness of most applied solutions in conditions of a shortage of labeled data. Generalization of knowledge transfer strategies and review of common architectures can be useful both for researchers when setting up and reproducing experiments, and for engineers when choosing models for specific domains. Of particular note is the emphasis on typical limitations and risks, which directly affect the reliability of results and the correctness of applications. Provided that the review methodology is more rigorously formulated and the comparative part is strengthened, the work can become a useful reference point for further research and applied developments in the topic of transfer learning for image processing.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate for the topic, but in its current form it overstates the scope and nature of the contribution: the wording “A Comprehensive Review and Comparative Analysis” implies a systematic review with a transparent methodology for source selection and a real, reproducible comparative analysis (benchmarks, agreed metrics, protocols). The manuscript does not present this rigorously enough, so the title seems partially incorrect regarding the stated level of “comprehensive” and “comparative”.

Recommended option (best minimal conflict):

“Transfer Learning for Image Processing: A Review and Practical Considerations”
	

	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 well structured and readable: it motivates transfer learning, lists the main methods (feature extraction, fine-tuning, domain adaptation), names representation frameworks (VGG, ResNet, Inception, EfficientNet, ViT), outlines the areas of application, and notes problems and future directions. However, it is not fully comprehensive in a scientific sense, as it does not indicate the methodology of the review (databases reviewed, time period, inclusion/exclusion criteria, number of studies reviewed), and the phrase “comparative evaluation” remains too general (no indication of what is being compared, by what indicators, and based on what evidence – benchmarking vs. literature synthesis).

I recommend adding:

- One sentence on methodology and scope: sources, databases, years covered, number of included articles, and how studies were grouped.

- One sentence with specific conclusions from the comparison (e.g., when CNN vs. ViT are generally better; feature extraction vs. fine-tuning under small data constraints; typical trade-offs between computation and accuracy).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, the manuscript is scientifically correct at the conceptual level: the basic definitions of transfer learning, the description of strategies (feature extraction, fine-tuning, domain adaptation), and typical caveats (domain shift, overfitting, catastrophic forgetting) are presented in line with generally accepted ideas in the literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	As it stands, the list of references is insufficient in both scope and modernity for the claimed “comprehensive review” in the field of transfer learning for image processing. A significant part of the references focuses on classical models and basic approaches, but key review papers, modern methods of self-supervised, contrastive pretraining, foundation models and parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods, which have been actively developed in the last 3–5 years, are missing.
	

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


	The English is generally clear, but needs proofreading for scholarly publication. There are recurring problems with awkward phrasing, a sometimes colloquial, non-academic style, and minor grammatical and formatting errors (punctuation, spacing, headings). This makes the text harder to read than one would expect for a journal article.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The topic of the work is relevant, and the general structure of the review is clear and logical. At the same time, in its current form, the manuscript resembles more of an educational presentation than a rigorous “comprehensive review” with real comparative analysis. I recommend significant revisions: (1) clearly describe the review methodology (where and how sources were searched, time frame, selection criteria, number of selected papers), (2) either support the “comparative analysis” with specific data/metrics and sources, or correct the title and wording of the conclusions, (3) expand and update the list of references, especially regarding self-supervised, foundation approaches, domain adaptation, and parameter-efficient fine-tuning, (4) align the English language and layout. After these edits, the work can become a useful reference for researchers and practitioners.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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