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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.


	The article is important as there is a need to really analyse the AI skills required by labor workforce in order for them to enhance competency. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is okay.
	

	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 first thing I noticed is a grammatical error in the abstract. “This paper presents a analysis of the AI-driven skills gap” it should be an analysis, or just analysis. But the rest of the abstract is good. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This might be the most important part of the review. Upon reading I noticed:
1. All of the figures are too small, some labels are overlapping each other, some boxes are inconsistent in size, figures name is too long (may consider to use history label on the side) 

2. The explanation of the figures are on different pages (towards the end, why?) 

3. In LITERATURE REVIEW, I noticed paragraph repetition. 

The literature on AI workforce development reveals several key themes and research gaps. This review synthesizes findings from academic research, government reports, and industry implementations to establish a comprehensive understanding of current knowledge and identify areas requiring further investigation. The literature on AI workforce development reveals several key themes and research gaps. This review synthesizes findings from academic research, government reports, and industry implementations to establish a comprehensive understanding of current knowledge and identify areas requiring further investigation.
4. The paper, I think lack of theoretical foundation behind arguments. Authors mentioned a few relevant theories (such as adult learning theory, technological adoption models, and organizational behavior but none discussed to back up their discussion. 

5. The flow of one section to another could be further improved, I’m looking for a research gap to answer so what and what’s next. But unfortunately, research gaps sections are too brief and combined with future direction. Despite having identifying research gaps, the paper did not come out with any hypothesis or plan to address the gaps. 
6. I also have problems with a lot of numbering format of the paper, for example Section 3 is written as 3, and headings are all in capital letters, but heading 4 is written as 4.0 and in Capitalised Title format. The inconsistencies indicate lack of attention to details with regards to formatting by the author. 
7. In the part of conclusion and policy recommendation, the most obvious mistakes are the numbering used for recommendations. All were numbered as 1.

8. I was hoping to read throughout the article on the ” Our analysis synthesizes implementation data, identifying critical bottlenecks in curriculum standardization, scalable delivery, and systems integration” but couldn’t find it anywhere. I would like to see some discussion on that, as per mentioned in abstract. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Enough and recent.
	

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


	Good. Using simple language and easy to understand.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Kindly restructure the article, based on the flow that you mentioned in abstract. So that it would be easier to read and understand. Please also check for formatting and refined each Figures considering the comments made earlier.
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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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