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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 chapter makes a useful contribution to ESL pedagogy by synthesizing a wide range of theoretical and empirical literature into a single, coherent instructional framework that connects listening, speaking, reading, and writing rather than treating them as separate strands. It translates research constructs such as Nation's Four Strands, task-based teaching, translanguaging, and formative assessment into concrete classroom guidance, which is valuable for both pre-service and in-service teachers. Its attention to persistent, real-world constraints, large classes, mixed proficiency, examination pressure, anxiety, and limited resources, gives it practical relevance for under-resourced and EFL/ESL contexts, including many Southeast Asian classrooms. The scholarly value would be strengthened by clearer articulation of the review methodology and by an explicit discussion of gaps and limitations (see PART 2 below).
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Comprehensive but does not mention review methodology or explicit gap.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Objectives are implicit rather than stated as explicit research questions/aims.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Strong use of 2020-2025 sources, including several recent meta-analyses.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
No databases, search terms, timeframe, or inclusion/exclusion criteria described.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Not explicitly addressed; recommend adding a dedicated subsection.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
No limitations subsection present.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
A few typos/citation inconsistencies need correction (see Word comments).
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title accurately reflects the integrated, evidence-informed approach taken in the chapter.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Largely YES, with a minor suggestion: add one sentence describing the review approach/methodology and the specific gap the chapter addresses.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Largely YES. Claims are well supported by citations to relevant empirical studies and meta-analyses. However, several citation errors need correction: (1) 'Robb & Ewert, 2004' in-text vs. '(2024)' in the reference list, verify and align; (2) 'Grass & Mackey, 2007' should read 'Gass & Mackey, 2007'; (3) 'Vandergrifti' is a repeated misspelling of 'Vandergrift'; (4) 'recognese' should be 'recognise/recognize'; (5) a sentence beginning 'Transcripts can be used selectively after have first attempted...' is missing its subject. Specific locations are flagged as Word comments in the attached manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, the reference list is sufficient, authoritative, and notably recent (multiple 2020-2025 sources, including current meta-analyses). Minor formatting consistency (italics, DOI style) should be checked against house style, and the Robb & Ewert year discrepancy should be resolved.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. The manuscript includes an appropriate Declaration of AI Use disclosing that Grammarly and ChatGPT were used only for grammatical refinement and reference formatting, with the authors retaining full responsibility for content. No plagiarism, data fabrication, or authorship concerns were identified in this review.
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