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2. A. Reviewer’s Evaluation: 
· I enjoyed reading the paper. This is a good start.
· Overall, there is a good focus but the author may have to revise the paper to bring it to an appreciable level.
· The discussion section is clearly tied to and appropriate for the research questions.
· I appreciate the clear research questions and the relevance of the research population.
· The topic is interesting but needs more research rigor. The author has done a job by including much details in the methods section.
· The authors examined and discussed some language and linguistic issues related to tertiary students’ competence. However, there are many flaws in the paper. Consequently, this paper needs significant revisions in order to bring it to a publishable level.
2. B. Importance of Question/Issues Addressed: 
· The references are dated. I recommend the inclusion of some current literature and inclusion of literature from other English as a second language context as well.
· There are many grammatical errors.
· The study and the arguments do not open new perspectives.
2. C. Grounding of Relevant Literature: 
· Although the author situated the study in literature, as stated above, the author needs to improve the review and include the suggestions above. A broader literature review that is relevant to the study is recommended.
2. D. Fair and Adequate Depiction of Others’ Positions: 
· Fair representation of others’ positions is evident in the works cited.
· With regard to adequate representation of others’ positions, the author needs to include more current citations from broader perspectives.
2. E. Precision and Clarity of Expression: 
· Some aspects of the paper were not precise and clear; however, these did not limit the overall meaningfulness of the paper.
2. F. Soundness of Arguments: 
· There is still more work in this area. The concluding argument sounds conflicting. I have made comments to this effect.
2. H. Originality: 
· There is still some work needed in order to bring the paper to the level of originality in terms of the arguments raised about the non-existence of courses related to the author’s ten topics investigated.  To the best of my knowledge, these topics are discussed in English courses, Academic writing, and communicative skills courses. Consequently, the author’s argument that these topics should be included in the syllabi is not warranted.

