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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.
	The manuscript represents a timely and significant development in the application of biomedical signal processing and AI to the automated detection of schizophrenia via EEG signals. The proposed method's use of EEGNet, attention mechanisms, and a BiLSTM architecture could be a significant improvement in EEG-based diagnostic systems. This manuscript adds to a growing body of literature examining the use of deep learning methods for the classification of psychiatric disorders and provides evidence of the potential of AI-assisted clinical decision support. The scientific value of the manuscript is limited at this time due to a lack of detailed methods, incomplete reporting of datasets, and the inability to provide rigorous experimental validation of results.
	


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 study? 

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

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

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

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

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

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

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

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

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

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

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

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

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	


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.
	No
The abstract summarises the proposed scheme and reported accuracy, but fails to provide basic details regarding the dataset utilised, the number of subjects included, the validation strategy applied and additional key evaluation metrics other than accuracy. Specification of these details would have added to transparency and scientific credibility.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	While the methodology proposed could be scientifically valid, the manuscript lacks important details about many aspects. For example, the manuscript does not adequately describe the dataset characteristics, experimental design, methods for validating the results, statistical analyses, and safeguards to prevent data leakage. While the reported accuracy rate of 99.41% appears valid, additional experimental validation and more rigorous data analysis would be required to fully support the authors' scientific claims.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
There are several sources used in the manuscript; however, most relate to deep learning in that they do not provide strict contextual information or have no specific context for use. If additional sources published between 2022 and 2026 could provide evidence of EEG-based detection of schizophrenia, transformer-based analysis of EEG, graph neural networks, explainable AI for EEG classification and citations validating the clinical outcome would significantly strengthen the literature review.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Yes
The authors do not report any details about obtaining ethics approval, Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, ethics committee clearance, informed consent processes or data usage approvals in relation to this study's EEG recordings from human subjects. Therefore, the authors should explicitly provide information on how they obtained their ethical approval, how they obtained consent from participants, and their compliance with any applicable ethical guidelines. If they used publicly available datasets, they should explicitly state the source of those datasets and what ethical approvals granted access to the datasets were in place.
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