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	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.


	This paper is relevant and significant as education must be integrated with technology to keep up with the demands of the times. Instead of shunning away from technology and looking at its negative effect on studies, it should be utilized to assist and support education, which is what this paper recommends. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable although suggest to specify the type of intervention used in the title. For example, instead of saying, A Study on the Effectiveness of Digital Language Laboratory Intervention, would suggest: “The Effectiveness of Using Laboratory Language Software in Enhancing the Writing 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.


	suggest that the abstract be written in one continuous paragraph, without indention, not more than 250 words and not with separate headings. Moreover, under results, the p-value of the paired samples t-test must be included because it will determine whether there is a significant difference between the pretest and posttest scores. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There is a lapse in terms of the methods section, specifically under Instrument. There has to be a description of each instrument, pretest and posttest, as well as the software used because it is significant in the study. Which software was used? How many items were the pretest and posttest? How many items for each dimension: vocabulary, grammar, etc. 
Under data analysis, you mentioned you used a paired samples t-test. However, where was your p-value? It is the most significant numerical value we are looking for to find out if there is a significant difference between pretest and posttest. What you used is simply descriptive statistics, percentages and mean. But you said you used paired samples t-test.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several references are not recent. Some examples are Hyland (2003), Attali and Burstein (2006), Chapelle and 
Douglas, 2006, Warschauer, 2000, among others. Update this into the 10-year recency as per APA 7th ed.
	

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


	Yes, English quality is suitable for scholarly communications. However, there are minor consistency and grammar lapses which I have edited on the page of the manuscript itself. This still has to undergo language editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Citations must follow APA 7th style. Please check my comments on the manuscript.
Refrain from using sweeping statements such as “drastic improvement” and “highly significant differences” because they are not backed up by the results. Please temper your language and stick with the results. Under results, there is a lack of key quantitative details (exact pre/post means, effect size, confidence intervals).  The use of “38–89% required improvement” is vague without domain-specific counts.

Provide a table for the paired samples t-test and the explain the result of the p-value. Include a hypothesis of the study.
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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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