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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.


	With the proliferation of AI use in language education, this manuscript presents insightful findings for applied linguistics by sparking global conversations on the implications of AI-assisted instruction in today’s digital pedagogies. The use of AI-assisted instruction is a global topic, and this paper significantly contributes to the discussion by providing empirical evidence on its effects on students’ writing, which will be of interest to the scientific community, particularly on educational technology, language education, and digital pedagogy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is apt, as it effectively reflects and addresses the research questions, supporting the study’s findings. However, it will benefit from being specific to the sample used. Consider: Short-Term Effects of ChatGPT-Assisted Instruction on Professional Email Writing Among Grade 12 Learners in Lapu-Lapu City.
	

	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 is not too comprehensive and overly simplistic. Adding numerical details (figures) about the mean scores and effect sizes before and after the ChatGPT instruction will evidently support the claim of improvement. Since the study focused on only a private school, the recommendation in the abstract should not be overly generalized but contextualized. The author should also relook at the last sentence of the abstract and clarify if it is a conclusion or recommendation, and tailor it as such. If a concussion, then a recommendation is needed and vice versa. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically justified. The study's aim is clearly defined and placed within both global and local contexts. The methodology aligns well with the research objectives, and the data, along with its analysis, is suitable for addressing the research questions. The findings are interpreted with support from relevant literature, and the conclusions are consistent with both the findings and the study's objectives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are very recent and but not very adequate. There are many claims in the manuscript without any literature backing them (see highlighted areas in the manuscript).
	

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


	The language used is highly suitable and free of errors. It is academic, easy to comprehend, and effectively supports the argument and discussion.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Improve the study’s purpose. Consider: to examine the short-term effects of ChatGPT-assisted instruction on the professional email writing performance of Grade 12 Senior High school students in a private school in Lapu-Lapu City, Cebu, Philippines.
2. The objective could be further refined to focus on analyzing the immediate impact of ChatGPT-assisted teaching on the professional email writing skills of Grade 12 Senior High School students at a private institution in Lapu-Lapu City, Cebu, Philippines. 

3. The author should elaborate on how different threats to internal validity, such as experimental bias, instrumentation, and testing, were managed. Addressing these issues will allow for a better assessment of whether the observed improvements were due to the intervention or other unconsidered factors.

4. Regarding the instrument, it is important to specify whether it was adopted, adapted, or self-created. This information should be included in the section discussing the instrument. 

5. The author needs to provide a summary of the intervention schedule, detailing who implemented it, when, and how. Such information is crucial in experimental research. Ideally, an intervention should extend beyond three weeks to produce a genuine effect. 

6. The author should operationally define what “short term” means in the context of this study. 

7. Information about the lesson activities and the nature of the data collection instrument should be included as evidence in the appendix section.

8. The interpretation of the average scores might be confusing for readers because the total score for overall professional e-mail writing performance and the different components of e-mail writing are not mentioned in the data analysis section, even though the maximum score is included in the results section. Alternatively, the author could categorize the scores into levels (low, moderate, and high) and then present the frequency and percentages for these scores before showing the mean values. 

9. The analysis should be organized to follow the order in which the research questions are presented to ensure a natural flow and ease of reading. Currently, readers might be confused about which research questions are being addressed. Please adhere to the sequence of the research questions. 

10. I find research question 2 and its findings to be inconsistent. The research question seeks to identify ‘what improvement,’ while the findings report the level or extent of improvement. Consider rewording it as “ What level of improvement are…….. or to what extent has ChatGPT improved students professional email writing in terms of ….
11. Some in-text citations and their out-text references do not match. See Barbour (2025 vs 2020), Khampusaen (2024 vs 2025. Please revisit and revise.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major issues. All key issues relating ethics in research such as confidentiality, anonymity, informed content, permission, voluntary participation were addressed by the author. However, the author needs to be specific on who/which institutional granted approval to access the participants, when and by what means. 
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