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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 manuscript is important to the scientific and educational community because it provides valuable qualitative insights into teachers’ pedagogical practices for developing English speaking skills among upper primary learners. The study is particularly relevant because it highlights the gap between teachers’ planned use of communicative approaches and their actual classroom implementation, providing evidence from classroom observations, interviews, and document analysis. The findings contribute to a better understanding of the practical challenges teachers face when implementing learner-centred and communicative language teaching approaches in the Ugandan primary school context. Furthermore, the study offers useful implications for teacher professional development, classroom practice, and future research on improving learners’ oral communication skills.
	



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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The title clearly identifies the focus, participants/context, location and setting. It is somewhat long but appropriate for the study.
	

	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
The abstract provides the purpose, theoretical frameworks, methodology, participants, major findings and conclusion. It could be strengthened by stating the research objective more explicitly and clarifying the sampling/observation details.
	

	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
The keywords are relevant and closely reflect the major concepts of the study: pedagogical practices, speaking skill, upper primary and communicative language teaching.
	

	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
The introduction establishes the importance of English speaking skills and identifies the problem in the Ugandan context. However, some claims would benefit from stronger and more recent empirical support.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The purpose of the study is stated, but the manuscript does not clearly present a numbered or explicitly stated set of research objectives/research questions. The results refer to the “first research objective,” suggesting that objectives may be missing from the manuscript.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The literature is generally relevant to communicative teaching and speaking skills, with several recent references. However, the review could be more critically synthesized and more directly connected to the Ugandan upper-primary context.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
A qualitative approach, interviews, observations and document analysis are appropriate for exploring classroom practices. However, methodological details need clarification, particularly the use of “unstructured interview guides” versus the abstract's “semi-structured interviews,” the rationale for the sample, and the fact that only 3 of the 8 teachers were observed.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Ethical approval, voluntary participation, withdrawal rights, confidentiality, pseudonyms, informed consent and permission for observations are explicitly addressed.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      5
The findings are organized according to major pedagogical practices and supported by interview quotations, observations and document analysis. The presentation could be strengthened by explicitly linking each finding to a research objective/theme.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	N/A
No tables or figures are included in the manuscript. Therefore, this criterion is not applicable.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The discussion does relate findings to previous studies and theoretical ideas. However, the connections are sometimes descriptive rather than analytical, and some claims require stronger evidence or more careful interpretation.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The main conclusions are generally consistent with the interview, observation and document-analysis findings, particularly the gap between planned communicative activities and actual classroom implementation.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
A dedicated limitations section is absent. The manuscript should acknowledge limitations such as the small sample, selection of only two schools, observation of only three teachers, geographical specificity and potential observer/researcher effects.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The manuscript contains a reasonably substantial reference list, including recent sources. However, the literature base could be strengthened with more recent peer-reviewed research specifically addressing primary-school English speaking instruction, Uganda/Africa, and qualitative classroom research.
	

	15. 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
	3
The manuscript is generally understandable, but there are frequent grammatical, lexical and stylistic problems. Some sentences are awkward or overly long, and terminology is occasionally inconsistent. Professional language editing is recommended.
	



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 is sufficiently clear and accurately reflects the study's focus, population and geographical setting. It is somewhat lengthy but does not require major revision.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
The abstract includes the study purpose, theoretical foundation, research approach, data collection methods, participants, key findings and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO 
The overall research approach is appropriate, but several methodological and reporting issues should be clarified to strengthen scientific rigor. In particular, the manuscript should clearly state the research objectives/research questions, ensure consistency between “semi-structured” and “unstructured” interviews, explain the rationale for the participant and school selection, clarify why only three teachers were observed although eight teachers were interviewed, and provide a more explicit explanation of the qualitative thematic analysis procedure. The authors should also distinguish clearly between evidence obtained from interviews, observations and document analysis.


This manuscript addresses an important and relevant issue in primary English language education and provides useful qualitative insights into the gap between teachers' intended communicative practices and their actual classroom implementation. The use of interviews, classroom observations and document analysis provides useful triangulation. However, several aspects require revision before publication, particularly the explicit formulation of research objectives, methodological consistency and transparency, strengthening of the literature review, deeper linkage between findings and existing literature, inclusion of a limitations section, and improvement of language and academic style. The authors are encouraged to revise the manuscript accordingly.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO 
The reference list is reasonably extensive and contains several recent sources, but the literature review should be strengthened with more recent, high-quality peer-reviewed studies, particularly research published within the last five years on English speaking instruction in primary schools, communicative language teaching, multilingual classrooms, teacher pedagogical practices, and the Ugandan/African educational context. The authors should also ensure that all references are accurate, verifiable, consistently formatted, and directly cited in the manuscript.
	

	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 explicitly reports ethical clearance from the Makerere University Research Ethics Committee, voluntary participation, informed consent, confidentiality, pseudonyms, participants' right to withdraw, and permission from school authorities and teachers for classroom observations.
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