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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.


	This manuscript addresses a critically underexplored intersection between AI applications and third-party risk management in healthcare cybersecurity. With the healthcare sector increasingly reliant on vendors, and given the growing complexity and scale of vendor-related breaches, this study's focus on AI-driven mitigation is highly relevant. The research provides valuable empirical evidence, regulatory alignment, and actionable recommendations for healthcare institutions, policy makers, and cybersecurity professionals. The analysis bridges gaps between technical innovation and healthcare compliance frameworks like HIPAA, GDPR, and NIST, making it a substantial contribution to both academic literature and practical applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is clear and accurately reflects the research's core themes and domain: “AI-driven Risk Assessment for Enhancing Third Party Vendor Security in Healthcare Systems”
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract effectively summarizes the study's motivation, data sources, methodology, key findings, and practical implications. However, one small suggestion would be to clarify the methodology section by adding the exact statistical tests used (chi-square, regression) to strengthen reader comprehension at a glance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust. The use of primary datasets (HHS OCR, HIMSS, IBM) adds credibility, and the analytical methods (descriptive statistics, chi-square testing, multiple regression) are appropriate and well-explained. Each section logically builds on the previous one. The discussion is strongly backed by empirical evidence and relevant literature, with appropriate referencing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are not only sufficient but also remarkably up-to-date, with sources as recent as 2025. The manuscript integrates a wide range of academic, industry, and regulatory literature. No additional references are required, though the inclusion of a few more global case studies outside the U.S. context could enhance international relevance.
	

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


	Yes, the language is formal, precise, and appropriate for scholarly publication. The writing is well-structured and free from major grammatical or syntactical errors. Minor copyediting could improve flow in some dense sections (e.g., paragraph transitions in the literature review), but these are not substantial issues.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a timely and well-researched paper that meaningfully contributes to the cybersecurity and healthcare IT domains. The integration of AI into vendor risk assessment is thoroughly justified, backed by strong empirical data. A few tables and figures (e.g., polar area chart and lollipop chart) could benefit from slight improvement in clarity or labeling, but the data interpretation is sound.
· The manuscript is strong, well-structured, and provides actionable insights.

· A few suggestions (clarifying figures, optional refinements in abstract wording, light copyediting) warrant a minor revision, but the core content is scientifically valid and publication-ready.
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