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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 is relevant to scientific community as it focuses on EEG acquisition, preprocessing, feature extraction, datasets and classification techniques. It also focuses on key problems like inter subject variability, the signal noise that keeps showing up, and dataset sizes.
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	4
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	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
	




PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	As the manuscript is only review paper it would benefit from a systematic review methodology which provides useful information for researchers entering the field. However comparative analysis of different existing methods to be included for strengthening the study.
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