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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is important for the scientific community because it shines a light on lifelong learning and skills development in Kenya, a context that is often missing from global discussions. It offers a perspective that connects policy, theory, and lived economic realities, making it highly relevant for both researchers and practitioners. As it focuses on issues like the informal sector, modular training, and recognition of prior learning, it adds fresh insights that can inform international debates on education and employability. In this way, the paper not only contributes to local understanding but also enriches global conversations on how lifelong learning supports sustainable growth and social inclusion.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	I would recommend that the authors specify more clearly which types of skills the paper focuses on. 
Soft Skills? Employability Skills? Human Skills? 21st century skills? Transferable Skills? Inner Development Skills? 
At present, the introduction discusses skills development in general terms, but it would be useful to highlight early on type of specific skills to look at in this chapter. This would strengthen the framing and guide the reader more effectively. 
	

	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.

	Abstract covers the main themes: lifelong learning, skills development, Kenyan policy context, and theoretical anchors (behaviourism, cognitivism, constructivism). 
The abstract repeats its first sentence almost word for word, which reduces impact. It outlines what the paper does but not how (no mention of the review method, sources, or scope- please add them all). Briefly note that this is a literature-based analytical review of Kenyan and add more international sources like GILE Journal of Skills Development, Inner Development Goals or Higher Education, Skill and Work-based Learning Journal.
This abstract names theories, but does not specify the categories of skills (foundational, transferable, technical, personal) that the paper later highlights. It does not clearly state the paper’s added value for the field or its originality.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	This manuscript accurately presents lifelong learning as a global and national priority, links it to employability and socio-economic development, and anchors the discussion in established learning theories (behaviourism, cognitivism, constructivism). The references used are largely credible (World Bank, UNESCO, Vision 2030, few academic works). However, the paper is primarily descriptive rather than analytical, which limits its scientific depth. The methodology is not systematic enough to qualify as a full scientific review, as it does not specify selection criteria, databases, or scope of the literature. The application of the theoretical models to the Kenyan context could go beyond description to demonstrate how exactly they illuminate specific challenges in skills development. Updating some of the statistics and integrating more recent data would also increase the paper’s robustness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Limited references after 2020 (only a couple).
Few Africa-wide or comparative studies on skills development.
Lack of recent research on digital skills, green skills, and employability in the context of the Fourth Industrial Revolution.
No mention of global monitoring reports (e.g., UNESCO’s Global Report on Adult Learning and Education). 
I encourage the authors to include additional references that reflect the latest debates, especially in relation to employability, digital/green/comp/AI skills, and higher education perspectives. For example:
· UNESCO Institute for Lifelong Learning (UIL). (2022). Global Report on Adult Learning and Education (GRALE 5): Citizenship education and participation. Hamburg: UIL.
· OECD. (2021). Skills Outlook 2021: Learning for Life. Paris: OECD Publishing.
· World Economic Forum. (2020). The Future of Jobs Report 2020. Geneva: WEF.
· African Development Bank. (2021). Skills Development for Youth Employment in Africa. Abidjan: AfDB.
· ILO. (2021). Skills and Lifelong Learning for Sustainable Development: Global framework. Geneva: ILO.
· GiLE Journal of Skills Development – for current debates on employability, soft skills, and digital transformation.
· Higher Education, Skills and Work-Based Learning Journal – for recent research on skills development pathways, industry–academia linkages, and work-based learning.
· Research on the Inner Development Goals (IDGs) – to connect lifelong learning to personal and societal transformation within the SDG framework
	

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

	
The manuscript is written in a formal register appropriate for academic work.
Key terms such as lifelong learning, skills development, and TVET are consistently used.
The tone remains objective and informative throughout.
Certain sentences are repeated almost verbatim (e.g., in the abstract), which weakens impact.
Some sentences are overly long, with misplaced commas or awkward phrasing that may cause reader fatigue.
At times, everyday or unclear terms (“a lot of people,” “numerous comments”) could be replaced with more precise academic expressions.
Transitions between sections could be smoother; currently, the flow sometimes feels like a list of summaries rather than a tightly argued review.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The paper is a literature-based analytical review, drawing primarily on secondary sources such as policy documents, international reports, and existing academic publications. 
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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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