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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 paper critically evaluates capability claims in MEMS lithography literature, shifting the focus from the mere scaling down of integrated circuit resolution to an understanding of the unique fabrication requirements of microsystems, such as thick resist films and high-aspect-ratio structures. The review reveals fundamental methodological shortcomings, including a reliance on single-sample feasibility tests lacking statistical variation data, the neglect of pattern transfer effects on subsequent stages, and metrological limitations regarding deep or steep features. Furthermore, the paper explains the reasons behind the gap in industrial adoption for techniques such as nanoimprint and multiphoton lithography by linking resist quality to the fidelity of the final transferred structures.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

explicitly reflects the primary focus of this work: conducting a critical narrative review of claims regarding MEMS lithography capabilities and process interdependencies (process coupling), and manufacturability.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The abstract summarizes the background of the issue (how MEMS lithography differs from IC resolution scaling), the scope of the five method families reviewed, three recurring key findings (single-laboratory feasibility bias, the neglect of pattern transfer and metrology, and the causes of the adoption gap), the level of confidence in each method, and priorities for the future research agenda.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The keywords listed are accurate and useful.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The background of the manuscript is adequate and well-structured.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Yes, it is stated very explicitly. In Subsection 1.1, the author details five specific objectives: mapping the lithography needs for microsystems, evaluating the strength of evidence supporting capability claims for each family of methods, identifying the causes of conflicting findings, distinguishing reliable conclusions from tentative ones, and formulating a priority research agenda.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Relevant.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The use of the literature covers the period up to July 14, 2026, and cites numerous recent publications from 2023 to 2026 to illustrate the latest developments.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

This is explained in detail and with transparency. Section 2 outlines the rationale for the critical narrative review based on SANRA standards, the academic databases accessed, Boolean search strategies and the concept table (Table 1), inclusion/exclusion criteria, metadata verification procedures, and the critical appraisal criteria for process engineering.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The author not only summarizes technical achievements but also evaluates single-sample feasibility test bias, explains the relationship between the resist and pattern transfer (such as the amplification of DRIE loading effects and surface roughness), and summarizes the limitations of the scientific evidence in analytical tables (Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5).
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The identification of research gaps is clear and structured. Section 11 outlines five urgent research priorities (metrology of high-aspect-ratio/steep features, reporting of process capability statistics, studies on lithography-transfer coupling, standardized mechanical characterization for multiphoton materials, and double-sided registration) as well as two long-term directions (computational lithography and environmental life-cycle assessment).
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Conclusions are drawn logically. Section 12 consistently concludes that the primary obstacle for MEMS lithography today lies not in the physics of exposure—which is already understood—but rather in demonstrating that the process can be controlled in a measurable way, reproduced, and evaluated through standardized metrology and statistics.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The authors explicitly document the limitations of the manuscript in Section 13, such as the inherent subjectivity of a narrative review, the lack of access to certain paid databases, the restriction to English-language literature, potential publication bias, and the impossibility of conducting a quantitative meta-analysis due to the heterogeneity of reporting criteria.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3
All the literature retained consists of peer-reviewed journal articles from reputable publishers.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The use of a logical narrative flow, focused subsectioning, and the presentation of analytical summaries in tabular form (Tables 1–5) greatly assist the reader in grasping the discussion on complex process engineering.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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