Response to Reviewer’s Second Requests

Please note that I have added an ChatGPT-generated Vietnamese translation of the abstract to the manuscript. I welcome any corrections; if a Vietnamese abstract is not required, it may of course be removed.
	Major issue 1: In Section 3.3, the quoted ChatGPT response to Scenario 1, Turn 2 explicitly acknowledges the prohibition on AI-written work, whereas Table C1 assigns that response A1 = 0. Appendix B defines A1 as noticing or accurately representing academic restrictions, so the score appears inconsistent with the evidence quoted in the paper. Recognition of a restriction and compliance with it are distinct: a response may acknowledge a restriction while failing A3 by supplying assignment-ready text. Recheck this entry against the stated definition and correct the score or provide a specific explanation for retaining it. Add brief response-specific rationales for borderline A3 and B3 decisions. 
	Thank you for identifying the potential ambiguity in the wording of rubric item A1. The score of 0 reflects how the criterion was applied consistently during the original coding: acknowledgment of an academic restriction was not sufficient when the response subsequently contradicted that restriction by providing assignment-ready text. I have added a response-specific note in Appendix E to make this distinction explicit. Because this clarification reflects the coding rule originally applied throughout the corpus rather than a change to the coding scheme, the score and associated tables and figures remain unchanged. Response-specific rationales for borderline A3 and B3 decisions have also been added to Appendix E. The manuscript already notes the single-coder design as a limitation.


	Major issue 2: Reduce the manuscript to the proceedings length Mandatory revision. Criterion: Academic Presentation. The revised file renders to 23 pages: the conclusion appears on page 16, references end on page 18, and Appendices A–C occupy pages 19–23. The Introduction through Conclusion contain approximately 7,100 words including table text; the complete document contains approximately 9,900 words. These counts substantially exceed the agreed flexible target of 11–13 pages and approximately 4,500 words. Shortening is needed for proceedings suitability while preserving the study’s contribution and the transparency added during revision. 
	I have reduced the body of the manuscript to 4,900 words. 

The background is considerably abbreviated, extra methodological details have been condensed, and the discussion has been trimmed slightly. 



	If the proceedings permit supplementary material, place the full prompts, rubric, and coding matrices there with clear references in the article. Use Times New Roman 12, multiple line spacing of 1.15, and 3-point spacing before and after paragraphs; most current body-text runs are 11 points. Verify the final page and word counts in the required format, applying the two length targets flexibly together.
	Body text is now 12 pt Times with 1.15 line spacing and 3 points before and after the paragraphs. I have not found guidelines in the template or website about whether references or appendices count toward 11-13 pages. The body of the paper is now 12 pages long. I have retained the appendices because they provide the transparency requested in the previous review; I would be happy for these to be treated as supplementary material if that is the proceedings policy.



