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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 addresses a highly relevant and emerging topic in healthcare technology — the governance and accountability of AI agents used in clinical and operational environments. As artificial intelligence tools are increasingly embedded in U.S. healthcare systems, understanding their regulatory alignment, ethical implications, and post-deployment monitoring is crucial. The manuscript contributes meaningfully by synthesizing literature on lifecycle safeguards, transparency mechanisms, and oversight structures. It is an important subject for both researchers and policymakers who are shaping responsible AI deployment frameworks in healthcare.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the key themes of responsibility, regulation, and deployment. However, the phrase “Responsible AI Agents in U.S. Healthcare” could be slightly refined for conciseness. For example:

Suggested alternative: “Governance and Accountability of AI Agents in U.S. Healthcare Systems: Ethical and Regulatory Perspectives.”
	

	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 provides a detailed summary of the study’s objectives, methods, and conclusions, but it could be shortened to improve readability. Key numerical data or concise examples from the findings would make it more engaging. I suggest reducing methodological details in the abstract and emphasizing the the governance bundle and the link between lifecycle safeguards and patient outcomes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-researched, supported by recent and reputable references. The methodology for the review is clearly described, and inclusion/exclusion criteria are appropriate. However, some sections particularly the “Results” and “Discussion” could benefit from more explicit connections between the synthesized studies and the central argument about responsible AI practice. The paper sometimes reads more like a comprehensive scoping review than a critical analysis. Strengthening analytical commentary rather than summarizing literature would improve scientific depth.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are extensive, up-to-date, and cover both regulatory and empirical aspects of AI in healthcare. 
	

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


	The manuscript is written in formal academic English
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a valuable and timely manuscript. It demonstrates deep engagement with regulatory frameworks and governance concepts. 

The manuscript presents an excellent synthesis on responsible AI deployment in healthcare but requires structural tightening, stylistic refinement, and clearer linkage between evidence and conclusions. Once the writing is streamlined and analytical commentary is expanded, the work will meet the high scholarly standards expected by the journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No explicit ethical issues were found. The manuscript is a literature-based review and does not involve direct patient data or experimental intervention. The ethical discussion appropriately addresses human oversight, data privacy, and fairness within AI governance.
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