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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.


	This manuscript adds some value to the discussion on using mobile apps to improve English speaking skills, especially in the Saudi Arabian context. Nevertheless, most of the findings repeat what is already known  apps like Duolingo and WhatsApp help with vocabulary and speaking practice. The study also has limits, such as using data from only one university and relying on students' self-reported answers. Still, it may be useful for teachers and educators who want to see how students in this setting view mobile learning tools.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title could be improved  for clarity and academic precision; 
Exploring the Use of Mobile Applications to Develop English Speaking Skills
	

	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 abstract is generally comprehensive, covering the study’s aims, methodology, participant details, and key findings. However, it could be improved by restructuring for clarity and academic tone.. the abstract should begin with a contextual sentence that highlights the relevance of mobile-assisted language learning in Saudi EFL education. Additionally, it should briefly mention the use of statistical analysis (e.g., ANOVA, Friedman test) to strengthen its methodological description. The findings section would benefit from clearer phrasing, highlighting the most effective apps and summarizing the main challenges without listing them all in detail. Lastly, the conclusion should adopt a more formal tone, emphasizing the study’s implications for curriculum development and teacher training rather than simply promoting the benefits of mobile apps
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Confusing Use of ANOVA:
The abstract and methodology mention the use of ANOVA, yet there is no clear presentation of ANOVA results (e.g., F-values, degrees of freedom, effect sizes) in the results section. If ANOVA was conducted, the results should be reported properly and interpreted. If not used correctly, this weakens the scientific validity. used a questionnaire with four different constructs (attitudes, effectiveness, motivation, barriers)—but:

· These constructs were measured by different sets of items, not the same items repeated across conditions.

· There is no within-subjects comparison of the same variable under different conditions.

 essentially comparing average scores across subscales, not repeated measures.

That setup is not what Friedman’s test was designed for.
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	The references included in the manuscript are generally relevant, recent, and sufficient, A few references have non-standard formatting, including missing “Retrieved from” for URLs or inconsistent DOI presentation. These need correction for formal publication.
Add 2–3 seminal or theory-rich sources on MALL or digital pedagogy.
	

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


	The article is readable and coherent, but it requires moderate language editing Inconsistent Tense Usage
Past and present tenses are sometimes mixed inconsistently, especially in the methodology and results sections.

Suggestion: Use past tense consistently for describing what was done (“Data were collected...”), and present tense for interpreting findings (“The results suggest…”).
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	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
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