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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes. The current title, “Resonance Scanning as an Efficiency Enhancer for EEG-Guided Adaptive Neurostimulation,” is clear, informative, and adequately reflects the content of the paper. If greater specificity is desired, adding a population context could be considered, for example, “…in Stressed University Students,” but it is not strictly necessary.
	

	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 clear and covers the main elements of the study: objective, methodology, participants, intervention, results, and conclusion. I only suggest considering adding key quantitative data (such as p-values ​​or percentage improvements) to reinforce the impact of the finding from the abstract. Otherwise, it is adequate.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes. The methodological design is sound: random assignment of participants, adequate controls, a detailed description of the procedure, and adequate statistical analysis (t-tests, Mann–Whitney, repeated-measures ANOVA). The conclusions are supported by the data presented. Significant improvements in EEG, cognitive performance, and emotional state were identified only in the MRI group, supporting the hypothesis. Only one minor methodological clarification is suggested: confirm whether interactions between groups (e.g., group × time effect) were statistically tested, which would further strengthen the inferences.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes. The manuscript has an adequate bibliography, which includes relevant and up-to-date works (mostly from 2018–2023). Comparative studies on rhythmic stimulation techniques, neuroplasticity, and auditory-visual stimulation, as well as previous publications by the same team, are cited. No major omissions are identified. If further work is desired, one or two classic references on cognitive entrainment with EEG could be included.
	

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

	In general, yes. The English is understandable, with appropriate technical writing and a formal tone. There are some minor grammatical or stylistic errors (for example, use of “estimated the procedures as pleasant” instead of “rated…”), as well as hyphenation problems (“on-line” instead of “online”), which can be resolved with an editorial review. They do not hinder comprehension, but a final linguistic correction is recommended before publication.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is well-structured, with clear figures (EEG spectra), useful tables (pre- and post-values ​​with significance), and a well-founded discussion. Its contribution to the field of personalized neuromodulation is highlighted. It is suggested:

Use the term "cognitive enhancement" instead of "rehabilitation" when referring to healthy students.

Detail how "exam stress" was confirmed (e.g., using a validated scale).

Confirm whether changes between groups were directly assessed (not just pre- and post-changes within each group).

This chapter presents novel and robust results on a combined noninvasive neuromodulation technique with potential clinical and educational applications. The experimental design is rigorous, the statistical analysis is well-founded, and the findings are clearly supported. The only major objection is the omission of a reference to a previously published article. If this is corrected by an appropriate citation and statement, the chapter can be accepted with minimal corrections. The language, figures, and arguments are suitable for publication. Therefore, acceptance with minor revision is recommended.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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