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PART 2:  

FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments 

It is difficult to follow the paper. The quality of the paper needs to be improved. Also, it 

is very important for the authors to cite sources they used in the paper.  

 

Major points: 

-How did the authors select the classification thresholds? 

-The authors did not discuss how the data were split into training, cross-validation, and 

testing sets. Were the classification thresholds derived from the training sets and the 

classification accuracy obtained from the testing sets? 

-What are the statistical properties of the features? Are they normally distributed? 

-Other classification algorithms should be considered in this study. 

 

Minor points: 

Introduction: 

-The acronym BMI should follow after Brain-machine interface. 

-The acronym 'EEG” was introduced without any definition. 

-References are missing. E.g., in Line 19-20, “Among those who worked on the interface 

…......”, in Line 24-25, “WSD is a quadratic.....” 

-Paragraph 4 is too long. 

-  

Methodology 

-Line 85: ”The protocol” refers to which protocol? 

-Line 89: Replace “girls” and “boys” with “females” and “males” respectively. 

-Line 90: Please specify the ethics committee that approved your study and the ethics 

approval number. 
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