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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 important issue: how people perceive and trust health information generated by AI. The review brings together perspectives from health literacy, source credibility, and human–AI interaction, which helps provide a broader view of the factors that may influence trust in AI-generated health information. The discussion of trust calibration and the distinction between understanding health information and being able to critically evaluate it are particularly relevant. Overall, the manuscript addresses an emerging area with clear relevance to health communication, responsible AI use, and future research in this field.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	4
Could the authors further clarify the rationale for the proposed “comprehension–appraisal gap” and distinguish this conceptual interpretation from findings directly supported by empirical evidence?
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Given the heterogeneity of AI systems, study populations, and outcome measures, could the authors better define the boundaries within which their conclusions can be generalized?

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The title is appropriate and accurately reflects the main focus and scope of the manuscript. It is clear, informative, and consistent with the topics discussed throughout the review.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract provides a clear overview of the manuscript and adequately summarizes its main objectives, key themes, and overall conclusions. It is generally consistent with the content of the review and gives the reader a good understanding of the scope and significance of the manuscript.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and presents a well-supported discussion of the available evidence. However, some of the broader conceptual conclusions would benefit from further qualification, particularly where the available evidence is limited or indirect. Clarifying the distinction between established findings and proposed interpretations would further strengthen the scientific rigor of the manuscript.

Could the authors more clearly distinguish between perceived trust, trustworthiness, and trust calibration, as these constructs may have different implications for health-related decision-making? 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript includes a substantial number of relevant and relatively recent references, including several publications from 2025 and 2026. However, given the rapidly evolving nature of generative AI, the authors should ensure that the most recent and directly relevant evidence is adequately represented and that key claims are supported by primary studies where available.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO.
No major ethical issues were identified in the manuscript.
	


Reviewer details:
Mohammad Hossein Mohammadi , Shahid Beheshti university of medical sciences , Iran 


Page 3 of 4
V240326


