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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 is a significant contribution to the scientific community as it addresses a timely and critical issue: the security vulnerabilities in AI-powered healthcare decision support systems. With the growing adoption of AI in clinical environments, understanding the risks posed by adversarial attacks and other cybersecurity threats is essential to protect patient data and ensure safe medical practices. By highlighting both the attack vectors and available defense mechanisms, this review bridges a vital gap in current literature and paves the way for more secure and reliable AI integration in healthcare. Moreover, it encourages interdisciplinary collaboration among AI researchers, healthcare professionals, and cybersecurity experts to foster safer implementation of these technologies.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Security Vulnerabilities in AI-Powered Health Care Decision Support Systems: Attack Vectors and Defensive Strategies" is suitable and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	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 of the article touches on key ideas but could be improved for clarity, structure, and completeness. 
1. Structure – It lacks a clear structure (background, objectives, methods, results, conclusion).

2. Grammar & Phrasing – There are grammar issues, awkward phrases, and repetition.

3. Specifics Missing – It doesn’t mention the scope of literature reviewed, methodology used, or key findings.

4. Ambiguity – The sentence “patientsbenefit, staff benefits, and society development…” is confusing and unpolished.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound, but it would benefit from refinement in clarity, structure, and precision
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and recent, with many cited between 2019 and 2023, and even some from 2024–2025, indicating up-to-date engagement with the field.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article is currently not suitable for scholarly communication without significant editing. While the core ideas are strong, the manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and structural issues that reduce clarity and academic professionalism.
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