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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 holds significant importance for the scientific community as it synthesises existing research on AI workforce development while introducing a structured, multi-level framework that connects technical, strategic, and operational dimensions of the AI skills gap. By foregrounding prompt engineering as an emerging competency and analysing its role across educational, corporate, and policy contexts, the paper provides both theoretical depth and practical relevance. The integration of comparative policy initiatives, empirical evidence, and implementation challenges provides researchers with a valuable reference point for future investigations into workforce readiness in the era of generative AI. Moreover, the proposed policy recommendations and architectural frameworks contribute to ongoing scholarly and policy debates, positioning the manuscript as a timely resource for guiding both academic inquiry and evidence-based decision-making. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Addressing the AI Skills Gap: A Multi-Level Framework for Integrating Prompt Engineering and Upskilling into U.S. Workforce Development Policy,” is clear and descriptive. Still, it is also quite long and heavily policy-focused. 
	

	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 clear but could be more comprehensive by explicitly noting the research gap, the unique contribution of the framework, and its policy relevance. I suggest adding a sentence on the methodological basis (reviewing academic, policy, and industry sources) and ending with a forward-looking implication for future workforce development. This would strengthen the abstract by showing both scholarly value and practical significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct. It is grounded in a wide range of recent academic, policy, and industry sources (2023–2025) and demonstrates consistency between its claims and cited evidence. The review effectively synthesises theoretical foundations, empirical findings, and policy initiatives without presenting unsubstantiated assertions. Figures, frameworks, and tables are logically aligned with the narrative, supporting its arguments about technical, strategic, and operational dimensions of the AI skills gap. Importantly, the paper positions itself as a structured review and policy analysis, which is scientifically appropriate for its stated purpose. Overall, the manuscript is methodologically sound, conceptually coherent, and scientifically accurate. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in this manuscript are sufficient and very recent, with most sources drawn from 2023–2025, ensuring alignment with the fast-evolving field of AI and workforce development. They cover a balanced mix of academic research, government policy reports, and industry case studies, which strengthens both the scholarly and practical dimensions of the paper.
	

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


	Yes, the language quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript uses clear, formal, and precise academic English, with well-structured sentences and appropriate technical terminology. The tone is consistent with literary writing, avoiding colloquialisms and maintaining an objective tone throughout.
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