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	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 manuscript provides empirical evidence on how structured TVET–industry collaboration mechanisms enhance graduates’ employability skills in a developing-country context.

· It contributes to the limited scholarly literature on skills alignment, work-integrated learning, and school–industry partnerships within Sub-Saharan Africa.

· The study offers a contextualized framework that can inform policymakers, curriculum developers, and researchers in designing demand-driven TVET programmes.

Its findings advance theoretical and practical understanding of collaborative models for skill development that can be adapted and tested in similar emerging economies
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Enhancing Graduate Employability through Collaborative Mechanisms between TVET Institutions and Industry in Uganda
	

	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.


	1. Overly Technical and Repetitive Reporting of Paths
The description of “significant effects/paths” is verbose and resembles a results section rather than a concise abstract summary. It could be simplified by summarizing key relationships instead of listing every path.

2. Inconsistent Tense and Style
The abstract shifts between past and present tense (e.g., “utilized,” “showed,” “suggest”), which affects coherence. Academic abstracts should maintain consistent past tense when describing completed research.

3. Limited Interpretation of Findings
The abstract reports statistical significance but gives little theoretical or practical interpretation of what the findings mean for TVET policy and practice.

4. Conclusion Not Concise
The concluding statement is lengthy and repetitive. It should briefly highlight the main implication rather than restating earlier points.

Overall, the abstract needs clearer problem articulation, concise reporting of methods and results, grammatical correction, and a more focused conclusion to meet standard scholarly abstract
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	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	NO
	

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


	OK
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Grammatical and Typographical Errors
There are multiple language issues such as “between and among the study variables,” “SATA 17.0” (should be Stata 17.0), and inconsistent capitalization. These errors affect readability and professionalism.

2. Redundancy and Wordiness
Some statements repeat similar ideas, especially when listing effects of variables (e.g., repeated mention of curriculum development, practical training, and resource sharing). This makes the abstract overly long and less concise than expected for a scientific paper.

3. Lack of Clear Research Gap
The abstract does not explicitly state the research problem or gap in existing literature, which is essential to justify the study’s relevance.

4. Methodological Ambiguity
While it mentions correlation and regression, it does not specify the model type, measurement scales, or whether assumptions were tested. The phrase “relationship between and among” is methodologically unclear.
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