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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 makes contributions to the growing body of literature on AI governance in higher education at a critical juncture when institutions worldwide are grappling with generative AI integration. The study provides a practical framework that bridges the gap between international AI governance standards and local institutional contexts, particularly valuable for institutions in developing regions. By comparing a Philippine university's AI policy with global leaders using established frameworks (OECD AI Principles and NIST AI RMF), the research offers actionable insights for policy enhancement that balance ethical aspirations with institutional capacity constraints. The integration of Institutional Theory to explain policy convergence and divergence adds theoretical depth that enriches our understanding of how AI governance evolves across diverse educational contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is okay. Suggested Alternative: "Benchmarking Global Institutional AI Policies for Teaching and Learning: A Comparative Analysis for Higher Education Governance Enhancement"
	

	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 generally comprehensive but could be strengthened.   The phrase "recommends improving policies in stages" is unclear. Be more specific about the roadmap recommendations. Missing research gap: The abstract should explicitly state the gap this study fills (e.g., "Despite the proliferation of AI policies, no systematic comparison exists between Philippine institutional policies and global benchmarks")
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound with minor areas for clarification. 

 Data Analysis Process (Missing): 

· The manuscript describes what was analyzed (OECD and NIST frameworks) but not how. 
· Recommendation: Add a subsection (2.11 Data Analysis Procedure) explaining: coding procedures, inter-rater reliability (if applicable), software used, and analytical steps

 Table 1 Presentation: 

· Table 1 shows universities selected but doesn't list the actual AI policy documents analyzed

Recommendation: Consider adding policy names/dates or creating a supplementary table with full policy citations

Validity and Reliability: 

· No discussion of how consistency in policy interpretation was ensured

· Recommendation: Add information about validation procedures (e.g., multiple coders, triangulation, member checking)


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally sufficient and recent, but some gaps exist.

Strengths:

· About 33 references covering key international organizations (UNESCO, OECD, NIST)

· Strong recency: Majority published 2019-2025, with several 2025 publications

· Good mix of theoretical sources (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and recent empirical studies

· Includes relevant Philippine context (Co, 2025; Villanueva, 2025; Tupaz et al., 2025)

Suggestions:

More recent 2024-2025 studies on AI policy implementation would strengthen the discussion. Include perspectives questioning AI adoption to show balanced scholarship .Suggested addition: 

· Selwyn, N. (2019). Should robots replace teachers? AI and the future of education. Polity Press.


	

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


	The English is generally clear and academic, suitable for scholarly communication. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	What the Manuscript Currently Says (the "WHAT"):

The paper tells us they used the OECD AI Principles to evaluate ethical dimensions, they used the NIST AI Risk Management Framework to assess risk governance and they analyzed 10 university policies plus the local policy

What's Missing (the "HOW"):

The paper doesn't explain the actual process of applying these frameworks. For example:

How did you operationalize the frameworks? Did you create a coding rubric or checklist based on OECD and NIST criteria? Or Did you develop a scoring system (e.g., 0-3 scale for each dimension)? You can answer this question by creating a Section 2.11: Data Analysis Procedure 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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