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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The critical issues common to 6G wireless technologies, IoT expansion, cybersecurity, and privacy were thoroughly discussed in the manuscript. It identifies the risks and mitigation strategies regarding the convergence of 6G with quantum computing and AI-native architectures, necessary for both academia and industry leaders. The paper also identifies some challenges of the 6G-IoT ecosystems, and proposed frameworks can serve as a baseline for future research, standards development, and policymaking.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, 'Cybersecurity Risks and Privacy Challenges in 6G-Enabled IoT Ecosystems: A Systematic Review,' expresses the purpose, scope, and intention of the research. Despite this, a more suitable title, “Systematic Review of 6G-IoT Privacy Risks, Emerging Threats, Mitigation Strategies and Cybersecurity,” may further convey the entire manuscript better. 


	

	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 and practical. While the overview of the background study, objectives, methodology, findings, and contribution was captured by the abstract, the following are suggested for better improvement. The need to consider highlighting the PRISMA-based screening outcome to emphasize rigor. For instance, "from 847 records, 50 studies were included". Additionally, sentence(s) noting the practical and industry relevance of some of the findings should be included to strengthen the impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct as the methodology used is well-structured based on the appropriate quantitative approach with validated constructs. It shows a balance of technical depth with policy considerations in the manuscript, and the figures and tables also significantly improve clarity and comprehension for readers. While the inclusion and exclusion criteria that enhance transparency and reproducibility were captured as the PRISMA guidelines, the research findings and results were also thoroughly organized into risk domains, privacy challenges, and mitigation strategies. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient considering the length of the paper. The manuscript includes a broad set of references spanning foundational studies and recent publications from 2023 to 2025, which strengthens its scholarly foundation. Some of the cited references covered authoritative sources such as  IEEE, NIST, ITU, and ENISA, and some earlier seminal works were also cited appropriately.

To further solidify the references, the following are suggested:

· Inclusion of a few more very recent (2025) empirical studies on lightweight post-quantum cryptography for IoT devices to strengthen the mitigation discussion.

· Addition of cross-disciplinary references on AI ethics and data governance to further support the privacy discussion.


	

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


	The manuscript is well-presented in clear, fluent, and appropriate English for scholarly communication. The grammatical tone is academic and very precise, with good use of technical terminology. However, there is a need for minor stylistic editing which could improve readability but does not affect overall quality, for instance, reducing repetition of phrases like “urgent "which appeared several times.


	

	Optional/General comments


	While the manuscript is well-written, relevant, and methodologically sound, it could be further strengthened by the following:

· Slightly expanding the abstract with industry implications.

· Adding a few recent references on lightweight post-quantum cryptography and AI ethics in IoT.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Nathaniel Adeniyi Akande, University of Bradford, United Kingdom

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

