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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 (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.


	The paper adds significantly to the scientific community because it introduces two distinct frameworks which are important for the global language teaching and learning communities. Having a comparative study between the two frameworks provides useful information that can help policy makers carefully align learning and teaching outcomes, assessments and enhance the overall language education design. I think the study also can lead to the better understanding of the Chinese proficiency frameworks developed by China, allowing for a more accurate and efficient interpretation of proficiency data among international stakeholders.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate. however, I would suggest a slight change to the following:
A Comparative Study of the Chinese Proficiency Grading Standards for International Chinese Language Education and the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages.
	

	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.


	It is generally good, but some word choices are awkward and could be replaced for a smoother read. My suggestions are as follows:
Remove “best” from “best key”. I think “key” is effective there on its own. 

Change – “multi-directional comparison” to “a comparative analysis from multiple perspectives.”

Grammar – “CPGSICLE excels”

Change - “highlighting the uniqueness of Chinese” to “highlighting the unique features of the Chinese language”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I believe so. This offers a unique perspective that adds to the existing literature on language education, more specifically international Chinese language teaching. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The paper contains an extensive list of references, which I believe helps to highlight the study’s depth and credibility.  
	

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


	The grammar is generally good, but a few changes can be made (I am listing a few suggestions here):
2.2 Language Proficiency Assessment System

· Change “Current internationally language” to “Current international language…”

3.1 Descriptive Perspectives of Multiple Evaluation Dimensions

· For me, “scientificity” sounds unnatural. I would suggest “scientific validity”. 
4.1 Combination of Quantitative and Qualitative Descriptions

· Change to “reading and understanding simple texts”

· “learners should have the ability” (make it singular)

Conclusion

· Change “in-depth comparison of the descriptor system construction” to “in-depth comparison of the construction of their descriptor systems” 

· “the uniqueness of Chinese” to “the unique features of the Chinese language”

· “promoting the standardisation” to “contributing to the standardisation (this is just a personal word choice suggestion.

· “In terms of teaching and application significance, this study suggests that we should flexibly” I think we should be dropped here and “teaching and application significance” changed. My suggestion is “In terms of practical teaching applications, the study suggests flexible selection and integration…”
	

	Optional/General comments


	No further comments.
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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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