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	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.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community as it provides retrospective insights into student perceptions of Emergency Remote Teaching (ERT) within English-Medium Instruction (EMI) contexts, an area that has been largely overlooked. The findings highlight digital literacy gaps, gender-based differences in satisfaction, and health-related challenges that shaped students’ online learning experiences. These results are valuable for guiding future pedagogical strategies and underscore the need for sustainable digital transformation and crisis-resilient education systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Alternative title:
‘Retrospective Insights into Emergency Remote Teaching in English-Medium Instruction During COVID-19’
	

	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.


	Background very clear, but a little long. You might shorten “fundamentally altering educational paradigms worldwide” to “fundamentally altering education worldwide” for conciseness.
 As for the objective, no change needed. 
Methods well written. 

Results are strong, but a bit too detailed for an abstract. For instance, the specific percentages (57% vs 43%) could be summarized as “male students reported higher satisfaction and fewer technical difficulties than females.”

Conclusion is quite wordy.

Overall, an abstract should be shorten a bit and write it in one full paragraph.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The research is well-grounded in relevant literature, framed within an established theoretical model, and employs appropriate methodology. 
Limitations are acknowledged, which strengthens the scientific validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Your reference list is quite strong — it balances classic works (e.g., Gardner, 1985; Garrison et al., 1999) with contemporary pandemic-focused literature (2020–2024). 

That said, I see a few points to strengthen it further:

More recent studies (2022–2024) in higher education and EMI contexts could strengthen relevance:
· Alvarez Jr, A. V. (2022). The phenomenon of learning at a distance through emergency remote teaching amidst the pandemic crisis. Asian Journal of Distance Education, 17(1), 144–153.
· Marinoni, G., Van’t Land, H., & Jensen, T. (2022). The impact of COVID-19 on higher education around the world: IAU global survey report. International Association of Universities

	

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


	Certain sentences are too complex or wordy, which might reduce clarity. The manuscript would benefit from comprehensive language editing by a professional academic editor or native English speaker to enhance grammatical accuracy, clarity, and scientific style. Such revisions will strengthen its suitability for international scholarly publication and increase its overall impact.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript is comprehensive and makes a meaningful contribution to understanding retrospective student perceptions of Emergency Remote Teaching in EMI contexts.
· Some sections (especially Results) are overly detailed, with too many percentages that could overwhelm readers. Summarizing trends while retaining only the most significant statistics would improve clarity.

· Language editing is recommended to improve conciseness, grammar, and overall academic tone. For example, some sentences are overly wordy and could be restructured for readability.
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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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