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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 timely and increasingly critical challenge at the intersection of artificial intelligence governance, cybersecurity, and digital infrastructure management. By integrating concepts such as zero-trust architecture, adaptive certification, and behavioral AI-agent monitoring, the study contributes meaningfully to emerging discussions on how autonomous AI systems can be governed safely at scale. The work is particularly relevant for sectors such as healthcare and critical infrastructure, where AI autonomy introduces both operational benefits and systemic risks. Overall, the manuscript has the potential to stimulate further interdisciplinary research on trustworthy AI deployment and governance frameworks.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is largely suitable and reflects the core themes of AI governance, adaptive certification, and zero-trust infrastructures. However, it is relatively long and concept-dense, which may limit immediate accessibility to a broader readership. A slightly more focused alternative could be:
“Adaptive Governance and Risk Monitoring of Autonomous AI Agents in Zero-Trust Digital Infrastructures.”
This revision still retains the technical depth while improving clarity and readability.
	

	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 clear overview of the research focus, methodological orientation, and intended contributions. It successfully highlights the governance and security gaps associated with autonomous AI agents and introduces the proposed conceptual framework. However, the abstract would benefit from a more explicit statement of the methodological approach (e.g., conceptual framework development, architectural modeling, or policy analysis) and clearer articulation of the key outcomes or implications. Including one concise sentence on practical applicability, particularly in regulated domains such as healthcare or finance, would further strengthen this section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From a conceptual and theoretical standpoint, the manuscript is scientifically sound and demonstrates strong familiarity with contemporary AI governance and cybersecurity literature. The integration of zero-trust principles with adaptive certification and behavioral monitoring is logically structured and internally consistent. That said, the manuscript is primarily conceptual, and some claims regarding effectiveness and scalability would benefit from clearer qualification. Explicitly distinguishing between theoretical propositions, design assumptions, and empirically validated findings would greatly enhance scientific rigor and subsequently prevent overgeneralization.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate and includes several recent and relevant sources, particularly in AI governance, cybersecurity, and zero-trust systems. However, the manuscript relies heavily on conceptual and policy-oriented literature, with limited citation of recent empirical or applied studies from 2022–2024. The inclusion of more recent peer-reviewed works on AI agent autonomy, continuous risk assessment, and regulatory sandboxes would strengthen the manuscript’s scholarly grounding. Expanding references from leading journals in AI ethics, cybersecurity, and health informatics is recommended.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear and generally professional academic English. Technical terminology is used appropriately, and arguments are articulated coherently. Minor issues include occasional sentence length, repetition of key concepts, and dense paragraph construction, particularly in the introduction and framework sections. A careful language edit focused on conciseness and flow would improve readability without altering the technical content.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of one or two schematic figures illustrating the proposed governance architecture and the interaction between AI agents, monitoring mechanisms, and certification layers. Visual representations would significantly enhance comprehension, especially for readers from applied or policy backgrounds. Additionally, a brief limitations subsection acknowledging the conceptual nature of the work and outlining future empirical validation pathways would strengthen the overall scholarly balance.

The manuscript demonstrates clear conceptual relevance, topical importance, and a solid theoretical foundation, particularly in addressing governance and risk management of autonomous AI systems. However, the work remains largely conceptual, with limited methodological transparency, insufficient empirical grounding, and areas requiring clearer articulation of scope, limitations, and ethical considerations. With substantial revisions especially strengthening methodological clarity, updating and expanding recent references, improving structural coherence, and refining language the manuscript has strong potential to meet the standards required for publication.
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