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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 critical and timely gap at the intersection of cybersecurity, AI governance, and zero-trust architectures. As AI agents proliferate in critical sectors like healthcare, the need for integrated, continuous security and compliance frameworks becomes paramount. The proposed unified approach to governance, adaptive certification, behavioral authentication, and risk monitoring offers a novel and practical contribution, especially for resource-constrained, remote R&D settings. The work provides a valuable simulation-validated blueprint for securing autonomous non-human identities, directly responding to emerging regulatory pressures (e.g., NIST AI RMF, EU AI Act, DoD 2027 mandate)
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is comprehensive, accurately reflecting the manuscript's scope and core components. It clearly conveys the interdisciplinary integration of AI governance, certification, authentication, and monitoring within a zero-trust context
	

	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 well-structured and summarizes the study's aim, methodology, key frameworks, and significant results effectively. It could be slightly strengthened by explicitly stating the primary research gap it addresses in one sentence (e.g., "This study addresses the lack of integrated frameworks unifying..."). The keywords are appropriate
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	 The manuscript is scientifically robust. The methodology is clearly articulated using design science research. The mathematical formulations for adaptive trust scoring, anomaly detection, and Q-learning are sound and well-presented. The experimental validation using established datasets (NSL-KDD, UMD Android App) and performance metrics (F1, AUC, latency) follows rigorous computational research standards. The discussion correctly interprets results in the context of existing literature
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient and appropriately recent (2023-2025), demonstrating engagement with the current state of the art in zero-trust, AI governance, and behavioral analytics. A few key foundational works on zero-trust (e.g., the seminal 2010 Forrester report by Kindervag) and perhaps a reference to the original Isolation Forest paper (Liu et al., 2008) could be added for historical context, but this is not essential.
	

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


	The language is of high quality, suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, formal, and technically precise. Minor grammatical edits (e.g., occasional missing articles or hyphens) are needed but do not hinder comprehension.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths: The integration of three complex frameworks into a cohesive system is a major strength. The simulation-based approach for remote validation is innovative and increases accessibility. The healthcare application focus adds practical relevance. Tables and figures effectively summarize complex results.
Areas for Improvement: 1. The "Limitations" section should more explicitly discuss the generalizability of findings beyond healthcare to other sectors (e.g., finance, critical infrastructure). 2. While synthetic data use is justified ethically, the manuscript should more strongly caveat the performance differences expected with real-world, noisy data. 3. A high-level architectural diagram illustrating the interaction between the three proposed frameworks would enhance readability

The manuscript presents significant, novel research with a robust methodological and empirical foundation. 

It is suitable for publication after addressing the minor points raised in the review, primarily related to clarifying 

limitations and enhancing manuscript clarity with a conceptual diagram. The authors should also perform a thorough proofread 

for minor grammatical oversights.
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