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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 addresses a highly timely and increasingly critical topic in the age of rapidly advancing generative AI technologies. As enterprises adopt large language models to support sensitive, high-risk workflows, there is a growing need for structured governance frameworks, yet empirical evidence remains fragmented. 
This scoping review fills an important gap by systematically mapping real-world governance practices across regulated industries, making it valuable to researchers, policymakers, and enterprise practitioners alike. The integration of compliance-by-design, federated fine-tuning, privacy safeguards, and post-deployment auditing offers a comprehensive perspective that can genuinely inform both policy development and operational governance strategies. 
Overall, the manuscript contributes meaningfully to the evolving discourse around trustworthy AI deployment in sensitive enterprise environments.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current title:
“Governance Models for Safe Deployment and Fine-Tuning of Generative AI in Enterprise Security and Data Protection”
Assessment:
Yes, the title is generally suitable. It reflects the scope, content, and intention of the manuscript. It accurately captures the dual emphasis on governance and enterprise contexts, and it makes clear that the focus is on generative AI rather than conventional machine learning.

Minor suggestion for improvement (optional):
If the authors wish to enhance precision and alignment with the scoping methodology, the following title could be considered:

Suggested alternative:
“A Scoping Review of Governance Frameworks for Secure Deployment and Fine-Tuning of Generative AI in Regulated Enterprise Environments”

	

	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, covering the motivation, methods, key findings, and identified evidence gaps. It effectively summarizes the overall contribution.

Minor suggestions:
· Briefly noting that most included studies come from healthcare and finance would help set expectations.

· One sentence clarifying the practical implications (for policy or enterprise practice) could make the abstract stronger.

Overall, it is sufficiently comprehensive.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. The authors clearly adhere to the PCC framework and PRISMA-ScR guidelines and demonstrate transparency in describing inclusion/exclusion criteria, data extraction processes, and thematic synthesis. The categorization into three governance themes is logical and well justified.

The study appropriately avoids overstating conclusions, acknowledging evidence gaps (e.g., lack of cross-sector comparability and limited prospective evaluations). The synthesis of findings is consistent with the presented data, and claims are well supported by the included literature. No major scientific inconsistencies were observed.

Minor note: Some conceptual sections in the Discussion touch on broader regulatory perspectives; while relevant, they could be more closely anchored to the empirical findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Assessment:
The references are both sufficient and appropriately recent, with nearly all citations from 2020–2025, which matches the scope of the review. Key areas such as cybersecurity, governance, federated fine-tuning, clinical AI, and regulatory studies are well referenced.

Possible suggestions:
· Consider including literature from industry governance white papers (e.g., NIST, ISO AI governance frameworks). Some were mentioned for context, but formal citations may add depth.

· You may also consider adding one or two references discussing model auditability or explainability frameworks outside healthcare, as this could help balance the sectoral representation.

Overall, however, the references are highly relevant and adequately support the manuscript.


	

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


	Yes, the English language quality is very high throughout the manuscript. The writing is professional, articulate, and appropriate for an academic audience. Concepts are explained clearly, and the tone is consistent with scholarly communication norms. A few sentences are densely structured and could be slightly streamlined for readability, but this does not detract from overall clarity.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript is impressively thorough and demonstrates a strong command of both technical and governance dimensions of generative AI.

· A visualization or conceptual model summarizing the three governance pillars could further improve reader engagement.

· The Results section is well organized, but the Discussion could benefit from slightly clearer subheadings to guide the reader through comparisons, implications, and recommendations.

· Expanding on limitations—particularly the dominance of healthcare studies—would add valuable nuance.

· Since enterprise AI governance is a rapidly evolving domain, a short section on anticipated near-future research directions might strengthen the conclusion.

Overall, this is a well-executed and highly relevant manuscript that makes a meaningful contribution to an emerging field.
The manuscript is well-structured, timely, and scientifically sound. It offers valuable synthesis in an emerging field and follows a clear methodological framework. A few areas—mainly clarity in framing, minor refinements in the abstract, and sharper articulation of limitations—would benefit from revision, but these are not major flaws.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

I did not identify any major ethical concerns in this manuscript. Since this is a scoping review that uses only previously published, peer-reviewed studies, it does not involve new data collection or human subjects. The authors do not seem to have handled any identifiable or sensitive information themselves.

One minor point is that the paper could explicitly state that no AI tools were used to generate the manuscript, as many journals now require this clarification. Otherwise, the ethical foundation appears appropriate for a review article.
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