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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 addresses the critical and rapidly evolving field of affective computing, specifically focusing on the objective identification of human emotions through EEG. It provides a comprehensive synthesis of the field's evolution, moving from psychological foundations to modern wearable Bio-AI, which is highly relevant for researchers in human-computer interaction and medicine. The inclusion of a clear taxonomy of methods, a detailed comparison of public datasets (like DEAP and SEED), and an analysis of current hardware (wet vs. dry electrodes) makes it a valuable reference for the scientific community. Furthermore, the discussion on future directions, such as multimodal fusion and lightweight models, offers a roadmap for the next generation of real-time emotion recognition systems
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	The title accurately reflects the paper's focus on methods, challenges, and future trends


	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
	5
	It summarizes the entire pipeline from signal capture to classification and future research

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	Keywords like "EEG," "Deep learning," and "signal processing" are highly relevant

	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
	5
	Section 1 provides an excellent evolutionary context of the field

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	The synthesis goals are clear, though a formal objective statement in the intro could be sharper


	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	Covers essential topics: sensors, datasets, and ML/DL architectures

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	Includes an impressive number of references from 2024, 2025, and even 2026

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	The paper lacks a description of how sources were identified (e.g., databases or search strings).

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	Provides good comparisons of electrode types and ML vs. DL performance

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5
	Clearly identifies inter-subject variability and small dataset sizes as key hurdles

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	The conclusion summarizes the potential and limitations discussed throughout

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	General field limitations are discussed well, though review-specific limitations are less prominent

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	References are from reputable, peer-reviewed sources like IEEE and Nature
.

	14. 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
	Generally clear, though some phrasing is slightly informal (e.g., "kind of," "anyway")




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.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	The descriptions of EEG rhythms (Delta to Gamma) and the BCI pipeline align with established neurophysiological and computational standards

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	The references are exceptionally recent, which is vital for this fast-moving field

	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)


	
The manuscript is a very strong review paper, notable for its extremely up-to-date reference list. The only technical deficiency is the lack of a defined search methodology section, which is typically expected in formal systematic reviews. However, the breadth of coverage is excellent.







PART 4: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:

	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. 
If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”

	Declaration of Competing Interest: I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.




PART  5: Objective Evaluation:

	Guideline
	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
(Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Minor Revision (Revision requested mainly to include a brief literature search methodology and to refine some of the more conversational language). Explain methodology and conclusion.
8
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	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer 
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