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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	The manuscript, “Balancing Deregulation and Risk: A Framework for AI Deployment in U.S. Municipal Governance,” is a highly relevant contribution to current discourse on public sector artificial intelligence. It addresses a major policy and governance gap between federal AI principles and municipal-level implementation. The study’s Municipal AI Governance Model (MAGM) provides an actionable framework that could guide U.S. cities in responsibly deploying AI while maintaining democratic accountability, transparency, and risk management.
Its theoretical contribution — integrating algorithmic governance, risk society theory, and public value frameworks — adds conceptual clarity to how AI can serve democratic objectives. Given the rapid evolution of AI regulation globally, this study’s focus on the U.S. municipal context is both timely and impactful.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately represents the scope and key contribution of the study.
Suggested improvement (optional): “Balancing Deregulation and Risk: Developing a Framework for Responsible AI Deployment in U.S. Municipal Governance” — to emphasize practical contribution.
	

	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 is comprehensive and well-structured, summarizing the motivation, model, and key outcomes.
Minor suggestions:

· Clarify the phrase “requires to be done with concerns about advanced risks” to “must be approached with attention to advanced risks.”

· Include a brief quantitative or illustrative outcome from the MAGM case studies (e.g., risk tiers or implementation insights).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is scientifically robust and methodologically sound. It employs:

· A systematic literature review,

· Policy analysis across federal and municipal levels, and

· A framework development and validation process.
The tiered structure of the MAGM is evidence-based and aligns with best practices from governance and risk management literature.
However, the empirical validation is currently conceptual and illustrative — future work should test the framework in live municipal environments.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, current, and authoritative (spanning 2022–2025). The paper draws upon key AI governance and public administration scholarship (e.g., Mittelstadt et al., 2016; Diakopoulos, 2015; Raji & Buolamwini, 2019; Kaiser, 2024; Johnson et al., 2025).
Optional suggestions:

· Include recent works on federal-local policy harmonization implementation in city-level administration (e.g., OECD AI Principles).

· Ensure consistent referencing format (APA style used well).
	

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


	The English quality is scholarly and generally clear, but the manuscript would benefit from minor grammatical refinement and sentence tightening in some long paragraphs, particularly in the Introduction and Theoretical Framework.
Suggested: professional copy-editing for smoother readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	  The MAGM is innovative and policy-relevant; however, consider summarizing it visually in a diagram or figure.

  Add a dedicated “Policy Implications” section before “Recommendations” for clarity.

  The case studies are strong; a concise table comparing their risk tiers, governance bodies involved, and outcomes would increase clarity.

  Ensure the conclusion directly ties back to the problem statement, reinforcing the contribution to algorithmic accountability and municipal readiness.

The paper offers a substantial theoretical and practical framework for responsible AI governance at the municipal level. Its strength lies in the integration of public administration theory and real-world policy needs. Minor editorial and stylistic refinements will enhance readability and accessibility for policymakers and practitioners.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No apparent ethical issues were found. The study uses secondary sources and policy documents; there is no use of sensitive personal data or human subjects.
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