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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 paper synthesizes a decade (2015–2025) of US-centric evidence concerning the use of AI/ML with third-party (vendor) risk across the cyber, finance, operating, and ESG domains. The paper is valuable because it links model families, data foundations (SEC text, ERP/IoT, OSINT), and governance artifacts (calibration, drift, documentation) to decision-useful risk scoring and program execution. The paper identifies recurring gaps—specifically calibration, multi-tier visibility, and drift monitoring—and advances a governance roadmap that is easily executed within regulated supply chains. The paper offers, in general, both a synthesized perspective of methodology as well as a pragmatic path to trustworthy execution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes—the title is descriptive and findable.

If you prefer a yet stronger suggestion of scope and contribution:

“AI/ML for Third-Party Risk in U.S. Supply Chains: A Structured Review and Governance Blueprint (2015–2025)”
	

	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 accurately identifies scope, sources, method, findings, and gaps, and it puts governance and calibration center stage. Note the following refinement:

· State one-sentence inclusion/exclusion rigor statement (databases, date range, U.S. focus) along with included studies/cases as a demonstration of transparency.

· When possible, choose one quantitative anchor (e.g., studies demonstrating AUC gains vs. distress or ETA models) to enhance specificity.

· Make clear that the questionnaire is U.S.-based by design, to avoid extrinsic validity threats.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Methodologically valid as a systematic review: it specifies search strategy, inclusion/exclusion, extraction variables, and thematic synthesis within model classes, data sources, and governance practices. The explanation matches the extracted evidence (text enhances distress prediction; incidents are predicted by cyber disclosures; ETA error is decreased with ensembles; drift and calibration are under-reported). To improve rigour, I suggest: (i) including a PRISMA-style flow diagram, (ii) explaining quality appraisal (some risk-of-bias screening applied?), and (iii) aligning or explicitly caveating metric comparability across diverse studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are new and field-relevant, ranging from AI/ML in SCM to cyber/healthcare, calibration, drift, XAI, and governance. Two recommendations

If non-archival materials/practice materials are utilized, use archival citations over principal arguments and eliminate placeholder/duplicate entries.

Make provision for concise table of canonical benchmarks/code links (if any) as an appendix to allow reproducibility as well as adoption by practitioners.
	

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


	The writing is clear, professional, and technically correct. Editorial suggestions might condense phraseology and be consistent about hyphenation, capitalization (e.g., "multi-tier", "machine learning"), and first-use expansion of acronyms. The figures tables should be reviewed to be consistent in captioning as well as to incorporate call-outs within the text.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Add PRISMA flow + study number (identified → screened → included) to improve methodological transparency.

· Think about a summary table matching risk domains × data source × families of models × metrics to concise, similar outcomes; mark explicitly where calibration as well as drift were (not) reported.

· A compact governance checklist (dataset documentation, model cards, calibration tests, drift monitors, human-in-the-loop overrides) would translate the blueprint into a ready-to-use artifact for teams.

· Brieﬂy address generalizability constraints of U.S.-limited scope and how the blueprint transfers to non-U.S. settings.

· If page budget is still available, incorporate one visual contrast "rules-based TPRM" vs. "governed AI TPRM" pipelines to differentiate what is different in practice.

Overall: This is a significant, nicely laid out review that synthesizes dispersed evidence and focuses governance for product-scale AI in third-party risk. With minor enhancements (PRISMA, comparability disclosures, checklist artifact), it'd be a valuable addition to the literature as well as a useful resource to industry.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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