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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	1. Wafer defect detection is increasingly critical as feature sizes shrink; inspection must be accurate and fast for high-throughput lines.

2. The manuscript is useful because it organizes the field’s evolution (manual, rule-based, classical ML, DL detectors) and connects it to modern one-stage detectors (YOLO family).

3. The YOLO lineage summary (v1 to v10) helps practitioners understand why newer designs improve small-defect detection and latency  
4. The paper’s discussion of CTM-IYOLOv10 is practically relevant because it integrates die segmentation and compact detection improvements (GhostConv, BiFPN), which aligns with real manufacturing constraints.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is good. Here is my suggestion

A Review of Deep Learning Methods for Wafer Defect Detection with a Focus on YOLO-Series Detectors
	

	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.


	Yes, Abstract is strong and nicely-structured
I will suggest Clarifying “review” vs “original experiments.” The abstract cites specific dataset sizes, p-values, and ablations later. If this is truly a review article, those “experimental results” should be clearly attributed to a cited study rather than presented like the authors ran the experiments.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Most part of the manuscript written good. 

Good to address these observations:

1. Section 6 reads like an original experimental paper (dataset split, hardware, SGD settings, paired t-test p<0.01, ablation table).

2. If you are reviewing CTM-IYOLOv10 from the literature, rewrite Section 6 as “Summary of reported experimental setup/results from [CTM paper]” and cite the source clearly.

3. You state training resolution 640×640, but later report throughput on 1080p images. Clarify what inference time/FPS corresponds to which resolution.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall references are reasonably recent and cover core YOLO + CNN foundations

1. In the paper text says literature “2015–2024,” but you include 2025 ref [6]. Either update the stated span or remove/replace the 2025 item.

2. Consider adding 1–2 primary sources for industrial wafer inspection datasets or AOI context (only if you already used them—don’t pad citations).


	

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


	Generally strong academic tone. A reviewer would still note:

1. Remove stray bullets/format artifacts (e.g., the lone “•” after YOLOv1 section).

2. Standardize terminology: “cut-off” vs “cutoff”, “down sample” to “downsample”, “inference time” units and conditions.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Add a compact YOLO evolution table (v1…v10) listing: backbone/neck/head changes, anchor-based vs anchor-free (if applicable), NMS usage, key training tricks.

2. For CTM-IYOLOv10, add a short limitations paragraph (e.g., sensitivity to template quality; die layout variation; generalization across fabs; robustness to illumination drift).

This manuscript is a strong topic and structure, good coverage of YOLO evolution and practical relevance, but it requires some revision for scientific clarity, consistency of claims/metrics, and clear attribution of CTM-IYOLOv10 results.
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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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