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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 provides an important contribution to the emerging interdisciplinary field of neurosecurity, bridging neuroscience, biomedical engineering, and cybersecurity. As brain-computer interfaces (BCIs) become more prevalent in medical and consumer applications, understanding their vulnerabilities and ethical implications is essential. The study uses the CIA triad (Confidentiality, Integrity, and Availability) framework to classify BCI threats, which offers a structured way to approach security in neurotechnology. Moreover, by highlighting the integration of machine learning, biometric systems, and ethical safeguards, the paper supports future policy and technical innovations that can enhance patient safety and data protection.
	

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

	The current title, “Neurosecurity and Brain-Computer Interfaces,” is clear and relevant, but it could be made slightly more specific to reflect the paper’s analytical and framework-based nature.
Suggested alternative title:
“A CIA Triad Framework for Enhancing Neurosecurity in Brain-Computer Interfaces.”

	

	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 comprehensive but could benefit from more specificity about the methodology and results. It briefly summarizes the topic and main findings but lacks details about how the CIA framework was applied or what the main insights were from the literature review.
Suggestions:
· Add one sentence on how the CIA framework was implemented in the analysis (e.g., “The study systematically classified recent BCI cybersecurity threats using the CIA triad framework to identify key vulnerability domains.”).
· Briefly summarize key findings (e.g., “Confidentiality breaches were most prevalent, followed by integrity-based neural spoofing attacks.”).
· Remove general advice (like “Firms should integrate biometric systems…”) and replace it with summarized study outcomes.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its description of BCI types, vulnerabilities, and cybersecurity frameworks. The references are credible, and the technical discussion aligns with current trends in BCI security and neuroethics.
However:
· There are occasional redundancies (e.g., repeated statements about integrating machine learning models).
· The methodology section lacks depth about the review criteria (e.g., inclusion/exclusion criteria or databases other than Google Scholar). Adding this detail would enhance reproducibility.
· The section on “Defense Mechanisms” could include contemporary AI-based intrusion detection systems or blockchain-based BCI security, which are active research areas.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are recent and sufficient, covering the years 2021–2025, which demonstrates contemporary scholarship. However, adding 1–2 more papers on ethical governance frameworks or AI-based cyber defense in BCIs would strengthen the review’s balance between technology and ethics.
	

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

	The English is clear and understandable, suitable for scholarly communication. Some sections, however, would benefit from grammatical refinement and sentence restructuring to improve flow and conciseness. For example:
· Replace “Medical personnel are using the advanced technology tool to conduct deep-brain stimulation…” with “Medical professionals are increasingly adopting BCI technology to facilitate deep-brain stimulation…”
· Avoid repetition of phrases like “They should also integrate machine learning models…” which appear multiple times.
Overall, the language quality is good 
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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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