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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 manuscript addresses a timely and important challenge in LLM-based multi-agent systems: communication ambiguity, coordination failures, and scalability limits. The proposed COLLAB-LLM framework is positioned as a practical step toward more reliable agent teamwork by combining role specialization, structured messaging, negotiation, and task-graph execution. If validated with transparent and reproducible experiments, the work could be valuable for researchers and practitioners building agentic systems for software engineering, business workflows, and research assistance. However, the current presentation and evaluation details need significant strengthening to support the breadth of the claims.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Partially. The current title emphasizes “Agentic AI Governance” and “Policy-Aligned Organizational Systems,” while the manuscript mainly focuses on a collaboration architecture (communication protocol, roles, negotiation, and task-graph execution). I recommend revising the title to better match the contribution, for example:

“COLLAB-LLM: A Communication-Centric Role-Based Framework for Scalable Multi-Agent LLM Collaboration.”
	

	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 generally clear and covers motivation, the proposed framework, and headline results. However, it should be more specific about (i) the exact benchmark/task suite (not only “120+ tasks”), (ii) how “success rate” is defined, (iii) which models were used for COLLAB-LLM and for baselines, and (iv) what makes the evaluation reproducible (e.g., link to code, prompts, task list, and scoring scripts). I also suggest reducing broad claims about “policy-aligned governance” unless governance mechanisms are explicitly evaluated and demonstrated.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The overall problem framing and the proposed design choices (structured communication, role specialization, negotiation, and task-graph coordination) are scientifically plausible and aligned with current multi-agent LLM trends. That said, several key claims are currently under-specified: the evaluation setup, benchmark composition, scoring pipeline, and statistical reporting need clearer, auditable details. Some sections read like a thesis/dissertation structure rather than a journal article and should be revised for a standard research-paper format. The manuscript would benefit from concrete ablations and implementation details (prompts, tool interfaces, compute budget, failure cases) to confirm scientific validity and reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes many relevant and recent works (e.g., AutoGen, MetaGPT, CAMEL, and LLM evaluation surveys). However, the bibliography appears imbalanced toward repeated/self-citations and includes items that may not be directly necessary for the core technical contribution. I recommend tightening references to the most relevant multi-agent/agent-communication/benchmarking literature, ensuring consistent formatting, and verifying that all citations are accessible and correctly dated.
	

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


	The English is generally understandable and close to publishable in tone, but it needs editing for repetition, consistency, and clarity. There are duplicated sentences/paragraphs and occasional formatting issues (e.g., inconsistent punctuation, spacing, and mixed code/pseudocode presentation). A careful proofreading pass is recommended to remove redundancies and improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Recommendation: Serious Major Revision.

Major issues to address before the work can be properly evaluated:

1. Align the manuscript format with a journal article (remove dissertation/thesis-style structure and rewrite as a standard research paper).

2. Provide full experimental transparency: publish/append the complete task list, success criteria, scoring scripts, prompts, and configuration for all baselines.

3. Clarify model usage and reproducibility: specify which LLMs are used in each condition and how randomness is controlled; include compute and cost reporting.

4. Strengthen results reporting: provide complete tables (no placeholders), confidence intervals per domain/task class, and clear statistical procedures and assumptions.

5. Add ablation studies: isolate the contribution of structured messages, negotiation, role design, and task-graph execution.

6. Include a limitations/threats-to-validity section and provide qualitative failure analysis.

7. If human evaluation is used, add an ethics/consent statement and describe evaluator recruitment and protocols.
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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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