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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.

	This manuscript seeks to fill a significant need in a fast-growing area of neurotechnology by integrating some of the first systematic investigations into the application of entrenched security frameworks to examine the cyber risks associated with brain-computer interfaces. With brain-computer interface technologies moving from the realm of clinical research to clinical practice and the wider consumer marketplace, the need for the scientific community to develop comprehensive and detailed threat frameworks and defensive countermeasures to the safe use of these and any future invasive medical devices is becoming urgent. The use of the CIA triad to examine neural security is a noteworthy contribution, in that it connects the prism of cyber security to the vulnerabilities of brain-interfacing systems. It may well set the groundwork for future research in neurosecurity. 
	

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

	The current title, “Neurosecurity and Brain-Computer Interfaces,” is insufficiently specific and does not accurately represent the manuscript’s focus, which is the systematic examination of cybersecurity threats and application of the CIA triad. Changing the title to accurately represent the manuscript’s focus will serve the intended audience and readership better. As an example, 
“Cybersecurity Threats to Brain-Computer Interfaces: A Systematic Review Using the CIA Triad Framework”           clearly communicates the subject of study, the approach taken, and the contribution of the work. 
	

	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.

	While the abstract offers a clear summary, there are important aspects that ought to be incorporated for it to be more complete. It should be more precise about the kinds of threats mentioned, explain the methodology more precisely (for example, about systematic review and the CIA triad). Finally, the abstract should address the main recommendations derived from the research, including the primary technical and ethical consequences of the study, which would further improve the abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Using the still-life approach and the scientific techniques for the interpretation of Brain-Computer Interfaces (BCI) threats given in the manuscript, the author operationalized the sociocultural dimensions of the BCI with the CIA triad which is a foundational concept in the cyberspace domain. All the same, some elements, such as the application of some defense mechanisms and certain machine learning models, are so unlcear that it is difficult to meaningfully engage with them. Adding clearer justification and support for all the claims would significantly improve scientific accuracy and thoroughness of the work. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The citations in the manuscript are properly cited and relevant within the time period ranging from 2021-2025. However, the review could be enhanced with sources on the recent pattern shift in the censorship of computing, the stealthy injection of brain waves, and the overall lack of consideration within the legislation. Some examples include the Yale Digital Ethics Center 2025 report on protective measures toward brain implants and recent publications on BCI vulnerabilities in Neuroethics and ScienceDirect. These sources could significantly reinforce the manuscript’s outline of contemporary issues. The citations are accurate and relevant, covering 2021 to 2025 on major BCI cybersecurity issues. However, the manuscript could be enhanced with newer research covering the remote quantum computing legislations, the injection of brain waves, and the overarching regulatory frameworks concerning brain interfacing technologies. For instance, the Yale Digital Ethics Center’s 2025 report and the newer publications in Neuroethics explain protective brain implant measures and the advancing threat landscape, adding to the manuscript’s breadth and contemporary significance. 
	

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

	The manuscript does have some areas that pose potential challenges to fully scholarly communications due to the English language used. It has many phrasing issues especially when it comes to grammar or the use of certain English terms. This does in fact distorts the clarity of the content to the readers. Revisions to the pieces before it gets published are recommended, especially to meet the academic standard. Academic standard would demand smoother transitions, more formality, and precise terms to the manuscript. It can be stated that, some parts of the text do need professional editing, and most certainly need to be language reviewed, so to make it better suited for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The work highlights a relevant subject in the scope of neurosecurity and outlines the cyber risk associated with brain-computer interfaces. This framework with the recommendations is of value but the work would benefit from more in-depth elaboration as the writing is lacking coherence and the relevant literature is inadequate. With revisions, it could make a great impact in the field. 
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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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