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	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.


	This manuscript addresses a timely and critical problem at the intersection of cybersecurity, executive governance, and artificial intelligence by proposing an adaptive cognitive profiling framework to counter AI-enabled impersonation threats. Its integration of behavioral biometrics, cognitive decision signatures, and continuous trust scoring advances current authentication research beyond static and content-based detection approaches. By operationalizing governance principles from the NIST AI Risk Management Framework within a technically validated system, the study contributes both theoretical and applied value. The work is particularly relevant as organizations increasingly delegate authority to AI agents in high-stakes executive environments 
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	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript’s scope, methodology, and threat context.
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	The abstract is comprehensive and clearly summarizes the research problem, methodology, key results, governance alignment, and limitations. It effectively communicates technical performance metrics and practical relevance. A minor suggestion would be to briefly clarify that much of the empirical validation relies on synthetic or simulated datasets, to better manage reader expectations regarding real-world deployment.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodological choices (e.g., Mahalanobis distance, Isolation Forest, continuous trust scoring) are appropriate, well-justified, and aligned with established literature. Statistical evaluation, validation procedures, and limitations are transparently reported, supporting the credibility of the findings.
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	The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and recent, with strong coverage from 2020–2026. They appropriately combine peer-reviewed research, standards documents (e.g., NIST), and high-quality industry reports. Minor improvement could be achieved by adding one or two recent peer-reviewed journal articles specifically on multimodal executive authentication or real-world deepfake detection benchmarks.
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	The language quality is suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clearly written, technically precise, and logically structured. Minor stylistic polishing (e.g., occasional sentence length reduction) could improve readability, but no substantive language revision is required.
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