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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 covers an important and timely topic. Early disease detection is an active area in U.S. healthcare, and the use of clinically validated AI tools is growing quickly. The authors have brought together evidence across imaging, EHR data, and wearable technologies, which helps readers understand how these tools are performing in clinical practice. The U.S. focus, combined with regulatory and workflow considerations, makes this review valuable for clinicians, researchers, and policy planners.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable to me. It reflects both the focus on artificial intelligence and its application toward early disease detection in U.S. healthcare systems.
	

	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 clear and well-organized. One small improvement would be to briefly state the number of included studies earlier in the abstract to help readers immediately grasp the scale of the evidence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The methodology follows accepted scoping review standards (PCC and PRISMA-ScR), and the eligibility criteria and search strategy are clearly described. The synthesis of findings across the three themes is coherent and supported by the included studies. Minor structural edits, such as breaking up long paragraphs, would make the results easier to read, but overall the manuscript is scientifically sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are up to date and relevant to the topic, with most citations falling within the targeted time window (2015–2025). There is a duplicated citation (McKinney et al., 2020), which can be removed, but otherwise the references are adequate.
	

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


	Yes. The writing is clear and well-structured. Although, I noticed a typo in section 3.2 “Summary of Studt Characteristics”, but overall, the language is suitable for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is well-prepared and provides a strong overview of clinically validated AI tools in the U.S. context. I would recommend adding a brief summary table or short bullet list of key limitations (dataset drift, equity reporting gaps, alert burden) in the Discussion may help readers quickly understand the remaining challenges. Otherwise, the paper is in good shape.
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