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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is of significant importance to the scientific community as it provides a systematic and comparative analysis of structured paragraphing models, which are essential tools for improving academic writing clarity and coherence. By exploring the applicability of models such as PIE, PEEL, TEEL, CARS, and SOFT across diverse disciplines and academic levels, it bridges a critical gap in understanding how these frameworks influence writing outcomes. I appreciate the manuscript's comprehensive approach and methodological rigor, which offer valuable insights for educators, curriculum designers, and researchers aiming to enhance academic communication. However, the inclusion of more actionable recommendations for educators could further increase its practical relevance and impact
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "Paragraphing Strategies in Academic Writing: A Systematic Review of Structured Approaches," is generally suitable as it clearly conveys the focus on paragraphing strategies and the systematic review of structured models. 
	

	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 of the article provides a strong overview of the study, highlighting the focus on structured paragraphing models (PIE, PEEL, TEEL, CARS, SOFT) and their application in academic writing. It outlines the methodology, key findings, and strengths/weaknesses of the models. However, it can be improved for better clarity and conciseness
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Yes, the subsections and structure of the manuscript are appropriate, but there is room for minor refinement to improve clarity and flow
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript demonstrates scientific robustness and technical soundness for several reasons. First, it employs a systematic review approach to evaluate structured paragraphing models, ensuring comprehensive coverage of the subject matter. The inclusion of diverse academic disciplines and educational levels enhances the generalizability of its findings. Furthermore, the methodology is rigorously designed, incorporating clear inclusion and exclusion criteria, data extraction protocols, and strategies to minimize publication bias. This ensures that the analysis is based on high-quality, peer-reviewed studies, contributing to the reliability of its conclusions. Additionally, the manuscript presents detailed statistical data and contextual analyses, providing strong empirical support for its claims and enriching the academic discourse on paragraphing strategies in writing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references included in your paper are generally recent and relevant, with the majority being from 2000 to 2023
	

	Minor REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English language in the article is formal and appropriate for an academic audience. But some sentences are need to be parapharses (See example comment)

	

	Optional/General comments


	PLEASE SEE ATTACHMENT
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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