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	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.


	In essence, this manuscript contributes to the scientific community by providing empirical validation of a critical issue, identifying specific areas of concern, quantitatively assessing the impact of governance mechanisms, bridging quantitative and qualitative insights, proposing actionable research directions, fostering interdisciplinary collaboration, and offering a foundation for future benchmarking and best practice development in third-party cybersecurity risk management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the content of the paper
	

	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, based on the information given, seems to be quite thorough, covering the essential aspects typically present in the text. 
· It explicitly defines the issue under investigation and the analytical methods employed. It emphasizes the notable percentages of breaches linked to vulnerabilities in third-party software and theft of vendor credentials, in addition to the effects of ongoing monitoring and audits.
·  It also points out governance failures that have been observed in actual incidents. 
· The existing abstract is quite succinct, and I don't identify any clear areas that require removal. 
· It's well-targeted and steers clear of unnecessary technical language.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The research seems to utilize robust methodologies and arrives at reasonable conclusions based on trustworthy data sources, indicating a likelihood of scientific validity. 
· Nevertheless, a conclusive evaluation necessitates a comprehensive review of the entire manuscript, encompassing the precise methodology, data analysis, interpretation, and discussion of limitations.
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	Yes the references are sufficient and recent ones.
	

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


	The language is satisfactory but there are a few difficult technical terms which can be replaced by some light terms.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The visibility of some figures like figure3,4 is not clear so they can be updated.

The figure for the framework can be included.
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