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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 offers a timely and in-depth exploration of how Generative AI can reshape performance evaluation practices in public institutions, a domain traditionally resistant to rapid technological change. By proposing a structured conceptual framework and addressing both opportunities and challenges, the study fills a critical research gap at the intersection of public administration and emerging AI technologies. Its findings are highly relevant for scholars, policymakers, and practitioners seeking evidence-based strategies for integrating AI responsibly into public sector HRM.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, academically sound, and clearly reflects the focus of the research. It effectively communicates the key elements—Generative AI, human capital evaluation, and the public sector—making it suitable for scholarly publication.
	

	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 of the article is generally comprehensive, as it provides a clear overview of the research's objectives, methodology, findings, and contributions. However, there are a few suggestions for improvement to ensure that it fully captures the essence of the study:

Suggestions for Improvement:

Clarify the Research Problem:
While the abstract mentions the implications of GenAI in performance evaluation, it might be helpful to briefly state the specific research problem or gap that the study aims to address. For example, you could include a sentence that highlights why the integration of GenAI in HRM within public institutions is a timely or necessary topic to explore.

Methodology Detail:
The abstract mentions a systematic review of literature, which is helpful. However, providing a bit more detail about the review process could be beneficial. For example, how many sources were reviewed? What criteria were used to select them? A sentence or two on this would provide more transparency regarding the research approach.

Broader Impact or Implications:
While the abstract touches on the benefits and challenges of GenAI integration, it might be useful to mention the potential broader impact of the study. For example, could these findings influence policy-making, HR practices, or future technological implementations in public institutions? A brief reference to the real-world applications could make the abstract feel more actionable.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It employs a systematic literature review methodology following PRISMA guidelines, ensuring transparency and rigor in the selection and analysis of sources. The content is well-structured, logically organized, and supported by a wide range of credible, peer-reviewed references from 2015 to 2025. The arguments are clearly articulated, and the proposed conceptual framework is grounded in evidence from the literature. Ethical, technical, and contextual considerations are thoughtfully integrated, demonstrating a comprehensive and balanced approach to the subject matter.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and recent, with a strong emphasis on literature published between 2015 and 2025. This demonstrates that the authors have engaged with the latest research in the field. The references also cover a broad spectrum of relevant topics, including ethical challenges, technical issues, regulatory considerations, and contextual factors related to AI in healthcare.

In Reference number 3, the author combined two separate articles. The reference should be listed separately.

In Reference number 3, the author listed Year as 2015, but volume is 82(3) which corresponds to 2016.

In Reference number 10 and 17, there is Missing of full conference name.
Suggestions for Additional References:

To further strengthen the manuscript, the authors could consider adding the following recent and highly cited works:

1. Topol, E. (2019). Deep Medicine: How Artificial Intelligence Can Make Healthcare Human Again. Basic Books.

2. Wang, F., & Preininger, A. (2019). AI in Health: State of the Art, Challenges, and Future Directions. Yearbook of Medical Informatics, 28(1), 16–26.

3. He, J., et al. (2019). The practical implementation of artificial intelligence technologies in medicine. Nature Medicine, 25, 30–36.

4. Leslie, D. (2020). Understanding artificial intelligence ethics and safety: A guide for the responsible design and implementation of AI systems in the public sector. Alan Turing Institute.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The abstract and overall writing are clear, formal, and articulate, which is appropriate for academic and professional contexts. The language conveys the research purpose, methodology, and findings effectively.

However, there are a few minor improvements that could enhance the readability and precision of the article:

Conciseness: While the abstract is generally well-written, there are a few phrases that could be made more concise to improve clarity and readability. For example, "explores how GenAI technologies can transform traditional evaluation methodologies" could be shortened to "explores how GenAI can transform traditional evaluation methods."

Consistency: In academic writing, consistency in terms of terminology and phrasing is important. The terms "public institutions," "public sector," and "HRM" are used interchangeably, and while they are related, it might be helpful to choose one term and stick with it throughout the paper, unless there is a clear reason for the variation.

Complex Sentences: Some sentences are slightly long and could benefit from being broken down into shorter, more digestible segments to improve clarity and flow. For example, the sentence "The paper proposes a conceptual framework for implementing GenAI in performance evaluation, emphasizing a human-centered approach and outlining the broader implications for HR policies, practices, and future technological advancements in the public sector" could be split into two sentences.
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