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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.


	The integration of ChatGPT-assisted instruction in professional email writing within the English for Academic and Professional Purposes (EAPP) context is a timely and pertinent topic covered in this manuscript. The work is well-organized, lucidly written, and supported by current research. For a classroom-based intervention, a quasi-experimental pretest–posttest design is appropriate, and the statistical analyses are typically reliable and transparent. Nevertheless, in order to improve the manuscript's scholarly rigor and publishing appropriateness, methodological, conceptual, and reporting issues must be resolved. Careful revision is especially needed for issues pertaining to research design, instrumentation validity, AI use transparency, and reference formatting.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“Experimental Study” should be mentioned in the title itself so that it will be clear for the reader.
	

	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 results should be given in the abstract once it has been found that repetitive results were mentioned in the abstract, which could be avoid.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	All thing considered, the manuscript seems to be methodologically and scientifically accurate. But I suggest that you can provide more details about the reliability of the assessment rubric. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Some references are not following APA 7th edition formatting. Journal title volume and book name should be in italic.
· Giving reference Barbour (2020) do not align with in-text citation Barbour (2025).
· In reference Barbour (2020) mentioned with the publication date which is not following APA 7th format.

· Several references have inconsistent punctuation spacing.  
· Department of education (2020) should be in italic. 

· Article titles should be in sentence case (as in the APA 7th example).

· Unnecessary capitalization is visible in some places.
	

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


	Yes, overall language and English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communication but 

· some occasional grammatical and punctuation error.
· Minor issues with article usage and verb tense consistency 

· There are some of worldliness and repetitive phrasing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Improvement Suggestions:

· There is no any proof of reliability coefficient, pilot testing or content validity.
· How scoring consistency was ensured?

· Suggestions- The instructional intervention is described in general terms, but key pedagogical details are missing. Readers cannot clearly determine how ChatGPT was integrated into instruction or how students interacted with the tool. 
· Clarify whether students: copied AI-generated text, revised AI outputs, used ChatGPT only for feedback or modelling, duration of the intervention (number of sessions, total hours), types of prompts used, examples of ChatGPT-guided tasks, teacher guidance, mediation or effect.

· Indicate whether scoring was conducted by one or multiple scale.

· Discuss about how student authorship was maintained, how AI dependency was avoided, and how the risk of plagiarism was reduced. This is particularly crucial in the context of secondary education.
· Clarify how the instructional design promoted independent writing skills rather than substitution of student effort.
· In result Section tables are clear, but some narrative explanations repeat numerical information already shown and reduce repetition to improve readability.

· Add Discussion- Include at least one contrasting or critical perspective on AI-assisted writing.

· Avoid implying generalizability beyond similar private senior high school contexts in Limitations and Recommendations part.
Font style and Consistency Issues:

· Inconsistent capitalization of: “Senior High School” and “professional email writing”.
· Overuse of phrases such as: “As shown in Table…” and “These findings suggest…”.
· Some sentences are overly long and could be split for clarity.
· Reduce causal language throughout the manuscript
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No, there are no any ethical issues in this manuscript.
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