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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 suffers from significant methodological and structural deficiencies that severely undermine its scientific contribution. The paper attempts to explore the integration of Generative AI and Behavioral Biometrics within Zero Trust cybersecurity frameworks in healthcare, but fails to deliver a coherent and scientifically rigorous analysis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is overly broad and does not accurately reflect the limited scope and depth of the research conducted. A more appropriate title would be: "Exploratory Analysis of Generative AI and Behavioral Biometrics in Healthcare Zero Trust Frameworks: Barriers and Considerations."
	

	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 requires significant revision. It presents perfect results (AUC score of 1.00) that suggest methodological flaws or cherry-picking, as such perfect separation in real-world authentication is highly suspect. The abstract should clearly state the limitations of the study, specify the precise methodologies used, and avoid overreaching conclusions given the limited scope of the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has several scientific flaws:

1. The perfect AUC score of 1.00 for behavioral biometrics authentication is implausible in real-world healthcare settings and suggests either statistical errors, data manipulation, or controlled lab conditions that don't translate to practical applications.

2. The methodology section is inadequate, lacking clear descriptions of data collection, sample sizes, and statistical analysis procedures. The equations are presented without proper context or justification.

3. The Results and Discussion section presents findings without addressing limitations or potential confounding variables, suggesting confirmation bias.

4. The study claims significant improvement in detection rates following Generative AI integration (from 65.21% to 82.06%), but fails to adequately control for other variables that may have influenced these outcomes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references section contains numerous questionable citations:

1. Many references are dated 2025, which is impossible given the current year, indicating fabricated or misattributed sources.

2. There's an overreliance on self-citations (Obioha-Val, Balogun, Olutimehin, etc.) appearing multiple times throughout the references, suggesting citation padding.

3. Several citations appear to be to non-existent journals or publications.

4. The literature review fails to include seminal works in Zero Trust Architecture and healthcare cybersecurity.


	

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


	The language quality varies significantly throughout the paper. While some sections demonstrate adequate scholarly communication, others contain verbose sentences, redundant information, and unclear explanations. The paper would benefit from comprehensive editing for clarity, conciseness, and precision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The methodology lacks transparency and reproducibility. The paper claims to use public datasets but provides insufficient details about how they were processed or analyzed. 

2. The paper effectiveness of Behavioral Biometrics without addressing known limitations such as false positives, adaptability to legitimate behavioral changes, and privacy implications. 

3. The figures are poorly integrated with the text and lack proper explanations of their significance. Several visualizations appear to be decorative rather than informative. 

4. The literature review contains marked sections that suggest improper formatting or incomplete editing. 

5. The paper fails to distinguish between theoretical possibilities and practical implementations, repeatedly stating capabilities of technologies without evidence of their actual effectiveness in healthcare environments.
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