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Abstract  

Generative AI (GenAI) tools, such as ChatGPT, are increasingly used as accessible, 

fast, and consistent alternatives for language proficiency exam preparation, 

especially for writing tasks. While GenAI tools are seen as efficient in providing 

feedback, little research has explored their role in generating answer mockups for 

IELTS writing tasks and evaluating the mockups they create. This study 

investigated the use of ChatGPT for IELTS General Training Writing Task 1 

preparation by addressing these research questions: “How did ChatGPT generate 

answer mockups for IELTS General Training Writing Task 1?” and “How did 

ChatGPT evaluate the answer mockups it created?” This research employed 

qualitative content analysis, examining 15 mockups created for five IELTS writing 

prompts across score bands 6, 7, and 8. The findings showed that ChatGPT could 

generate mockups by adhering to IELTS task prompts and criteria in most cases. 

ChatGPT could also provide detailed evaluations and scores for each writing 

criterion. However, discrepancies between the generated mockups' scores and the 

evaluation scores raise questions about the consistency and accuracy of the 

assessments. The implications of this study are for ChatGPT as a more accessible 

option for IELTS preparation and as an evaluation of GenAI tools’ responses for 

future development. 

Keywords: ChatGPT, General Training Writing Task 1, Generative AI (GenAI) 
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Introduction  

The International English Language Testing System (IELTS) serves as a 

pivotal benchmark for evaluating English language proficiency. As the use of 

English as a foreign language has only grown stronger each day, English language 

proficiency tests such as IELTS play a significant role in global education, 

immigration, and professional contexts (Andriani & Ena, 2022). Whether for 

academic or professional opportunities, people who want to thrive in an English-

speaking environment will first be tested on their language abilities. IELTS gains 

recognition globally and comprehensively assesses non-native speakers' English 
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language skills (Sun, 2023), making it one of the most used and versatile English 

language proficiency tests. Among the skills assessed in the IELTS test, writing is 

perhaps one of the most challenging (Ariyanti & Anam, 2021), as it requires the 

test-takers to not only create grammatically correct sentences but also make them 

into coherent and well-organized texts (Ginting et al., 2023; Lichtinger, 2018). The 

IELTS writing test is separated for academic and general training purposes, and it 

consists of Task 1 and Task 2 tests (Sun, 2023). The IELTS test takes coherence 

and cohesion, vocabulary, grammatical accuracy, and task alignment into account 

(ielts.org, accessed in August 2024), making it a comprehensive yet challenging 

test. To successfully achieve the desired IELTS score and eventually have good 

English proficiency, people need accessible resources to accommodate their 

language learning. 

To assist the language learning and test preparation processes, people have 

opted for generative AI-powered tools in recent years. Generative AI-powered tools 

(GenAI) such as ChatGPT, Gemini, and Copilot have increasingly become more 

popular among language learners (Alexopoulou et al., 2017; Huang et al., 2023; Lin 

& Chang, 2020). Those tools are user-friendly, effective, and have free access, 

making them widely used for lots of purposes, including language learning (Assad, 

2024; Gayed et al., 2022; Jeanjaroonsri, 2023; Zhao et al., 2024). Some GenAI tools 

people often use for their learning and improving grammar accuracy include 

ChatGPT, Grammarly, Gemini, Quillbot, and Wordtune (Athanassopoulos et al., 

2023; Ginting et al., 2023; Sutrisno, 2023; Van Horn, 2024; Zhao et al., 2024). 

GenAI tools can be used as virtual tutors (Barrot, 2023; Mogavi et al., 2024; Lin, 

2023) to provide learning programs based on the desired learning goals, create 

materials, and give feedback. People also use those tools to create learning models 

they can imitate or learn from, as GenAI tools can provide human-like content 

(Kohnke et al., 2023; Wang, et al., 2024). Those tools can also evaluate learners’ 

work based on the predetermined criteria they set for their work, increasing their 

work’ quality and eventually their language learning (Koraishi, 2023; Kurniati & 

Fithriani, 2022; Wilson et al., 2022; Wilson & Roscoe, 2020). GenAI tools can be 

accessible tools to learn and practice, beneficial for test-takers, such as for IELTS.  

Since the emergence of the internet, which supports globalization as a gateway 

to higher education and career opportunities, the need for English skills and 

proficiency has increased rapidly. This case leads to the need for comprehensive 

and globally-trusted tests to assess people’s English knowledge. The International 

English Language Testing System (IELTS) is one of the most well-known tests to 

check English proficiency (Sun, 2023), established in 1980 (ielts.org, accessed in 

August 2024). IELTS has gained a great reputation as a reliable English proficiency 

test, notably influential for university admissions, immigration, professional 

certifications, and other career opportunities (Sutrisno, 2023). This test has two 

types, including IELTS academic (for university or higher education admission and 

professional registration purposes) and IELTS general training (for immigration 

and work purposes) (Sun, 2023), with the addition of IELTS for UKVI (United 

Kingdom Visas and Immigration) (ielts.org, accessed in August 2024). This test 

assesses the reading, writing, speaking, and listening skills of non-native English 

speakers (Sun, 2023). Among those skills, the writing part is one of the most 

challenging, especially for those in an EFL environment (Ariyanti & Anam, 2021), 
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due to the high risk of language errors, improper writing style, and lack of cohesion 

and coherence (Sun, 2023).  

In assessing writing skills, IELTS in Academic and General Training types has 

two sections of writing tasks, including Task 1 and Task 2. In IELTS Academic 

Writing, Task 1 is about writing a descriptive report of a data visual representation 

(graph, chart, table, or diagram), while in General Training, Task 1 is about writing 

a formal letter. However, both IELTS Academic and General Writing Task 2 are 

about writing an exposition about a certain topic (Sun, 2023; Sutrisno, 2023). The 

focus of this study is the IELTS General Training Writing Task 1 about writing a 

formal letter, and the IELTS website provides the assessment criteria for this task, 

including task achievement, vocabulary, coherence and cohesion, and grammatical 

accuracy (ielts.org, accessed in August 2024). Mastering these criteria is crucial and 

directly impacts the overall band score. Writing skill mastery is essential as it 

reflects the ability to communicate effectively in academic and professional settings 

(Emran et al., 2024). Nevertheless, English non-native speakers often face 

challenges such as organizing the text, using the most appropriate vocabulary, and 

maintaining grammatical accuracy (Andriani & Ena, 2022; Budjalemba & Listyani, 

2020; Maharani & Santosa, 2021). Therefore, to enhance English language 

proficiency and eventually achieve the best IELTS score, test-takers need focused 

practice and adequate preparation for the test. 

To improve English language proficiency and gain desirable scores on the 

IELTS test, test-takers must prepare and practice their English language skills and 

task-specific problems. To effectively prepare for the test, people involve various 

strategies, such as enrolling in preparation courses, learning practice drills from 

books, videos, or websites, or observing various task problems and their answers in 

different score bands (Andriani & Ena, 2022; Triana et al., 2023). With the growth 

of Generative AI tools and their popularity, people have started to employ GenAI 

tools to enhance their preparation. GenAI tools for IELTS preparation offer 

advantages, including free access, personalized learning experiences, adjustable 

learning goals and styles, and the freedom to set task criteria to achieve the desired 

score (Koraishi, 2023; Wang et al., 2024). By providing tailored feedback and 

targeted practice exercises, AI can help learners improve specific skills 

(Athanassopoulos et al., 2023; Emran et al., 2024; Van Horn, 2023; Wale & 

Kassahun, 2024; Xiao & Zhi, 2023; Zhang, 2024). This personalized approach not 

only makes study sessions more productive but also boosts confidence, ultimately 

leading to better performance on the test. 

From its viral beginning until now, GenAI tools have kept emerging and 

continued to evolve, rapidly entering many aspects of life, including education. Its 

integration into educational settings has sparked significant interest and debate, 

reshaping traditional learning methodologies and offering new and broader ways to 

learn. Some types of GenAI tools that can be used in language learning include 

speech technology, machine translation, chatbots, AI-generated content, and virtual 

assistants. Some GenAI tools applicable for language learning include Google 

Translate, Alexa, Quizizz AI, ChatGPT, Grammarly, Gemini, Quillbot, and 

Wordtune (Athanassopoulos et al., 2023; Ginting et al., 2023; Sutrisno, 2023; Van 

Horn, 2024; Zhao et al., 2024). A study by Lavidas et al. (2024) showed the 

perceived benefits, such as enjoyment, habitual, and performance aspects, were the 

reasons for students in using GenAI tools. For writing skills, GenAI tools can help 
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in various aspects such as academic, business, and creative writing (Alberth, 2023; 

Assad, 2024; Ginting et al., 2023; Imran & Almusharraf, 2023; Maghamil & Sieras, 

2024; Song & Song, 2023; Utami et al., 2023; Wafa et al., 2024; Zhou & Zhang, 

2024). Language learners can use GenAI tools to outline, revise, proofread, and 

reflecting (Su et al., 2023), be personal tutors to help organize the writings logically 

and coherently (Marzuki et al., 2023), and provide the answer samples to actually 

see the aspects they need to improve in their own writing (Koraishi, 2023). Though 

greatly beneficial, many studies highlighted concerns about the use of GenAI tools 

for language learning, such as critical thinking, academic dishonesty, reduced self-

efficacy, accuracy, relevance, and also technical issues to formulate the best 

command to get the best-fitting results (Assad, 2024; Van Horn, 2024; Zhang, 

2024). Despite the challenges, GenAI tools can indeed help in the learning process 

(Wardat et al., 2023), and thus are beneficial for IELTS test preparation. 

One of the GenAI tools that can help with IELTS test preparation is ChatGPT. 

Chat Generative Pre-Trained Transformer (ChatGPT) is an AI-powered chatbot that 

is equipped with a massive volume of knowledge to provide users with information 

in a human-like delivery (Barrot, 2023). Its strengths are to provide human-like 

content and filter out unrequired information beyond what was requested (Hong, 

2023; Yan, 2023). They let users save time browsing and screening information, 

and focus on just the needed information. In addition, ChatGPT is interactive and 

can give instant answers, making language learners more engaged with real-time 

feedback (Rahman et al., 2023; Utami et al., 2023; Xiao & Zhi, 2023). Despite the 

merits, ChatGPT still has its limitations. Barrot (2023) criticized its sensitivity to 

minor adjustments in the command wordings and the tendency to follow specific 

structures. This can be a minus for IELTS writing preparation, as users need to be 

wary about the wording and also its repetition (Buriak et al., 2023). This tool also 

cannot browse the internet (openai.com; accessed in August 2024), and while it is 

equipped with vast information, it may not be up-to-date. ChatGPT itself warns 

users to verify the reliability and accuracy of the information it provides (Le & 

Mohd, 2024; openai.com; accessed in August 2024). Many studies, however, 

highlight the profound benefits of ChatGPT use for IELTS test preparation 

(Rahman et al., 2023; Le & Mohd, 2024; Song & Song, 2023; Sutrisno, 2023; 

Wang, et al., 2024). 

A way ChatGPT accommodates IELTS writing preparation is by giving writing 

mockups for learners to observe and learn from. Having writing mockups for IELTS 

preparation can help provide realistic illustrations, immediate feedback, and 

adaptation to the test conditions (Meniado, 2023; Sutrisno, 2023). One significant 

advantage highlighted by previous studies is ChatGPT’s ability to deliver 

personalized feedback based on individual writing samples, which helps learners 

address specific areas for improvement efficiently (Barrot, 2023; Mogavi et al., 

2024; Wang, et al., 2024). Moreover, ChatGPT can offer diverse practice questions 

and model responses, enhancing the overall preparation experience. However, 

ChatGPT has several limitations. Studies suggest that while ChatGPT can simulate 

conversation and provide feedback, it may not fully grasp the nuanced context and 

creativity required for high-quality writing (Vicente-Yagüe-Jara et al., 2023). 

Additionally, excessive dependence on AI tools like ChatGPT could potentially 

impede the development of critical thinking and original writing skills that are 

crucial for the IELTS test (Thorp, 2023). Thus, while ChatGPT provides valuable 
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support, it is essential to integrate its use with other study methods to ensure 

comprehensive preparation. 

Aside from using ChatGPT to provide writing mockups, learners can also use 

ChatGPT to evaluate their own writing based on IELTS scoring criteria. After 

having ChatGPT provide the writing mockups based on IELTS problems for 

learners to observe and learn from, learners can then practice writing their own 

answers. The next natural step would be assessing their writing based on the IELTS 

criteria (Koraishi, 2023; Sun, 2023). Evaluating and seeking feedback on their 

writing is another study method for comprehensive preparation. Learners can 

employ this method using ChatGPT as their personal tutor (Hong, 2023; Mogavi et 

al., 2024; Xiao & Zhi, 2023). To ask ChatGPT to help evaluate their writings, 

learners can prompt their command by including the list of IELTS writing criteria 

in addition to the request to evaluate their writings. The learners need to clearly 

prompt their commands in ChatGPT, as it can be sensitive to the wording (Barrot, 

2023). The IELTS General Training Task 1 criteria include coherence and cohesion, 

task achievement, grammatical accuracy, and lexical resource (Sun, 2023; Sutrisno, 

2023; Wale & Kassahun, 2024), as provided on the IELTS website (ielts.org, 

accessed in August 2024). Learners can also specify the score band they aim to 

achieve, which allows for more personalized feedback tailored to their needs. Using 

ChatGPT as a tool to assess writing can be advantageous due to its real-time 

responses, making it more efficient (Rahman et al., 2023; Hong, 2023; Koraishi, 

2023). This instant feedback supports interactive learning for students to directly 

learn ways to enhance their writing in a context-specific setting (Kurniati & 

Fithriani, 2022; Marzuki et al., 2023; Xiao & Zhi, 2023). It is also arguably 

consistent, as it does not have bias and subjectivity aspects (Sun, 2023). However, 

some studies show limitations, such as relevance, whether the responses provided 

by the chatbot are relevant to the question/prompt the learners give (Assad, 2024). 

ChatGPT may lack contextual understanding and rely heavily on the prompted 

criteria (Sun, 2023). This technical issue can lead to inaccuracy in the ChatGPT 

responses (Barrot, 2023; Van Horn, 2024).  

On the topic of ChatGPT use in IELTS preparation, some previous studies shed 

light on its possible applications, benefits, and challenges. Sun (2023) shared the 

potential of using ChatGPT as a tool for IELTS writing assessment over manual 

assessment. The study compared the advantages and challenges of ChatGPT-based 

and manual assessments. Sutrisno (2023) reviewed the use of ChatGPT to provide 

writing samples and feedback on the learners’ writing for IELTS Writing Task 2. 

Rahman et al. (2023) conducted a case study on the emergence of GenAI tools and 

their impact on the English proficiency tests’ writing section. Their findings show 

the ways GenAI tools help English proficiency test preparation, the instances where 

GenAI tools can be highly beneficial for non-native English speakers’ learning 

process, the drawbacks of using GenAI tools, and the reasons why GenAI tools will 

not eliminate the writing section in English proficiency tests. Wang et al. (2024) 

highlighted the potential uses of GenAI tools such as ChatGPT for language 

teaching, which are applicable in IELTS test preparation. Though previous studies 

showed the use of ChatGPT in IELTS preparation, they have yet to review its use 

for IELTS General Training Writing Task 1 preparation. Hence, this study intends 

to dive into this topic. 
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Due to the advantages in assisting the language learning process, GenAI tools 

have become widely used for IELTS test preparation, especially for writing tasks. 

GenAI tools are very accessible to assist language learners’ study and practice with 

several advantages including instant and personalized feedback, sophisticated 

human-like content for task examples, interactive assistance, and specified learning 

objectives (Athanassopoulos et al., 2023; Gayed et al., 2022; Kohnke et al., 2023; 

Sutrisno, 2023; Wang, et al., 2024). Specifically in writing, GenAI tools serve 

various purposes, such as brainstorming, translating ideas into texts, outlining, 

proofreading, revising work, and giving writing strategies (Su et al., 2023; Wang, 

et al., 2024). Since the emergence of GenAI tools, many researchers have studied 

the use of AI for language learning and writing (Rahman, et al., 2023; Susanto, 

2023; Sun, 2023; Sutrisno, 2023). However, they rarely highlight the use of GenAI 

tools to provide answer mockups for IELTS writing test preparation and how the 

GenAI tools themselves evaluate those texts. Therefore, this research aims to study 

the ChatGPT-generated IELTS General Training Writing Task 1 answer mockups 

and its text evaluation, as it assesses the effectiveness and reliability of GenAI tools 

in simulating human-level writing proficiency, potentially revolutionizing 

educational and testing practices by providing consistent, scalable feedback. The 

research questions of this study are “How did ChatGPT generate answer mockups 

for IELTS general training writing task 1?” and “How did ChatGPT evaluate the 

answer mockups it created?” The implications of this study are for test-takers to 

have more accessible options for IELTS test preparation and as an evaluation of 

GenAI tools’ writing creations for future development. 

 

Method  

This paper explored ChatGPT as a GenAI tool to assist non-native language 

learners in preparing for their IELTS test. This research used qualitative research 

with content analysis, as this research aimed to study the text content of ChatGPT-

generated IELTS General Training Writing Task 1 mockups and its evaluation of 

those mockups (Silva, 2017). Five IELTS writing prompts were used: two prompts 

from IELTS preparation resources, provided on the IELTS website, and three 

prompts made by ChatGPT. From each of the five prompts, three answer mockups 

were collected, corresponding to score bands 6, 7, and 8, resulting in a total of 15 

mockups. Those 15 samples allowed the researcher to analyze the writing 

composition in different score bands across several writing tasks while still 

allowing for more in-depth qualitative analysis. This number also improves on 

previous studies that used fewer samples  (Sutrisno, 2023). This study employed 

purposive sampling (Creswell, 2012) as the researcher predetermined the criteria 

for the samples (Etikan & Bala, 2017), including the writing prompts and the score 

bands of the answer mockups.  

To gather the data, the researcher used an observation sheet for both research 

questions based on the writing task criteria as provided on the IELTS website, 

including task achievement, coherence and cohesion, vocabulary, and grammatical 

accuracy (ielts.org, accessed in August 2024). The researcher first set the 

conversation in ChatGPT by having it define and give the IELTS criteria and score 

bands.  Once ChatGPT was set in the IELTS General Training Task 1 environment, 

the researcher commanded ChatGPT to generate answer mockups based on the 

prompts and score bands. For the mockups using ChatGPT’s prompts, the 
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researcher asked ChatGPT to make the prompts first before the answer mockups. 

The researcher then recorded the answers.  

For the second research question, the researcher sent each answer mockup for 

ChatGPT to assess based on the criteria and score bands. The review on ChatGPT’s 

assessment included these questions: “What score band do you rate this writing 

mockup to?”, “What is your feedback on this text?”, and “What needs to be 

improved in this writing to gain a higher score band?”. The first question was given 

to check ChatGPT’s understanding of the IELTS score bands and if the score band 

it gave was the same as the score band the researcher commanded for the first 

research question. The second and third questions were given to further see its 

assessment and provide feedback for learners as a prospective virtual tutor.  

The command prompts were adapted from Sun (2023) and Sutrisno (2023) and 

piloted prior to the main study to ensure clarity and relevance. First, the researcher 

requested ChatGPT’s understanding of IELTS Writing Test 1 before giving the 

adapted command prompts. In some instances, the command prompts were fine-

tuned by requiring more details when it only provided incomplete answers (e.g., 

giving brief criteria points and 0-9 score bands without further details). To avoid 

any bias from ChatGPT in its own answer mockups, the researcher stayed logged 

out of the ChatGPT account and hard-refreshed the page every time the researcher 

needed ChatGPT to evaluate each mockup. However, the researcher still 

conditioned ChatGPT with IELTS General Training Task 1 criteria and score bands 

every time first, before asking for its assessment of each mockup. The researcher 

then recorded the answer based on the structured observation sheet.  

To analyze the data, the researcher evaluated and marked the parts of the 

mockups based on the IELTS Writing Task 1 criteria and recorded the occurrences 

of each criterion. The researcher analyzed the mockups by evaluating them against 

the scoring criteria. Each mockup was examined to see whether it addressed all 

parts of the writing prompt and presented supporting details (Task Achievement); 

whether the ideas were organized logically and connected using appropriate 

discourse markers (Coherence and Cohesion); whether the vocabulary was topic-

appropriate, natural, and avoided unnecessary repetition (Lexical Resource); and 

whether the sentences showed grammatical variety with minimal errors 

(Grammatical Range and Accuracy). The acquired themes were then categorized 

into each scoring criterion. The researcher did a similar analysis process on the 

second research question to check ChatGPT’s answer mockup evaluation based on 

the IELTS Writing Task 1 criteria. The results were then discussed descriptively. 

 

Findings and Discussion  

This study investigated how ChatGPT, as a GenAI tool, generated answer 

mockups for IELTS General Training Writing Task 1 within specific score bands 

and evaluated these answer mockups. This is to see if ChatGPT can be a reliable 

alternative to provide model texts for non-native people to learn from, and assess 

the consistency of its evaluation on the score bands for each mockup. At first, the 

researcher conditioned the conversation to be about IELTS General Training 

Writing Task 1 for each session by asking about its knowledge of the said test and 

the scoring criteria. Then, the researcher gave ChatGPT a command to create 

answer mockups and collected its answers, before asking it to evaluate those 

mockups in separate sessions. 
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ChatGPT-generated mockups for IELTS General Training Writing Task 1  

The researcher first set the context in ChatGPT to talk about IELTS General 

Training Writing Task 1. When the researcher first conditioned the conversation in 

ChatGPT to be about IELTS General Training Writing Task 1, it could provide the 

general idea of the test as well as the scoring criteria, as presented in Figure 1. The 

response not only mentioned the criteria but also provided a brief explanation about 

each criterion. ChatGPT was then presented with two writing prompts taken from 

the IELTS website (ielts.org, accessed in August 2024). The researcher also asked 

ChatGPT to create three more writing prompts. It could create the writing prompts 

and provide the answer mockups for all prompts for score bands 6, 7, and 8 at once 

in one response. 

 
Figure 1. Setting Context in ChatGPT Conversation 

 

In all initiated sessions, ChatGPT could provide the answer mockups based on 

the prompts for band scores 6, 7, and 8 directly in one response. All answer 

mockups varied in their lengths or word counts. Even though the mockup length 

does not necessarily reflect their quality, despite the inconsistencies in length 

between mockups in bands 6 and 7, the mockups from band 8 were consistently the 

longest, as shown in Table 1. In addition, all of the ideas to answer the prompts 

were mainly the same for all score bands, but each band varied the phrasing to 

mention the ideas and the details to support them. Another interesting finding is that 

all answer mockups always end with the phrase “Yours sincerely,” despite the score 

bands and prompts. 

 

Table 1. Answer Mockup Word Count 

Prompt Band 6 Band 7 Band 8 

Prompt 1 (IELTS1) 198 196 204 

Prompt 2 (IELTS2) 141 141 151 

Prompt 3 (ChatGPT1) 149 137 164 
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Prompt 3 (ChatGPT2) 122 130 145 

Prompt 3 (ChatGPT3) 115 115 156 

 

Per the writing criteria, answer mockups made by ChatGPT addressed the task 

points presented in the writing prompts to satisfy the task achievement. In 

answering the task points, the mockups presented related information details. The 

information and ideas to answer the task points were mainly the same for the 

mockups in each score band, as presented in Examples [1] to [3]. 

[1]  Band 6 prompt 5: Overall, I found the workshop to be informative and 

the topic was very interesting. 

However, there were some issues. The workshop started late, which 

shortened the time for the main presentation. Additionally, the materials 

provided were not very clear, and some of the handouts had errors. 

To improve the workshop, I would suggest starting on time and 

ensuring that all materials are reviewed and corrected before 

distribution. Also, it might be helpful to provide more interactive 

elements or practical exercises to engage the participants better. 

Thank you for considering my suggestions. 

Yours sincerely 

[2] Band 7 prompt 5: The workshop was quite engaging, and I appreciated 

the depth of the information presented.  

However, there were a few problems. The workshop began later than 

scheduled, which cut into the time allocated for discussions. Additionally, 

some of the materials provided were confusing, with several errors in 

the handouts. 

For future workshops, I recommend starting on time and double-

checking all materials for accuracy before distribution. Including more 

interactive activities or practical exercises could also enhance the 

experience for participants. 

Thank you for taking my feedback into account. 

Yours sincerely 

[3] Band 8 prompt 5: I found the workshop to be very insightful and well-

organized, with a well chosen topic that was relevant and engaging. 

Nonetheless, there were a few issues that impacted the overall 

experience. The workshop began later than planned, which unfortunately 

reduced the time available for the main content and discussions. 

Additionally, the materials provided had some errors and were not as 

clear as they could have been, which affected their usefulness. 

To enhance the quality of future workshops, I suggest ensuring that the 

workshop starts on schedule and thoroughly reviewing all materials for 

accuracy before distribution. Additionally, incorporating more 

interactive components or hands-on exercises could greatly benefit 

participants and make the sessions more dynamic. 

Thank you very much for considering these suggestions. I look forward 

to attending future events. 

Yours sincerely 
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 The task points from the writing prompt for those mockups are as follows 

(source: ielts.org): 

• Describe what you thought about the workshop. 

• Explain any problems you encountered during the workshop. 

• Suggest ways to improve the workshop for future participants. 

 

Though the mockups for each score band worded the details differently, all of 

them had the same details. Examples [1] to [3] show answer mockups from the fifth 

prompt for bands 6 to 8, respectively. To answer the first task point, all mockups 

from bands 6 to 8 shared positive responses about the workshop, highlighting the 

informative aspect. For the second task point, the problems included that the 

workshop started late, and the problems with the materials, such as errors and a lack 

of clarity. For the last task, all mockups mentioned starting on time, reviewing 

materials, and including interactive and practical activities as suggestions for future 

improvement. It might be ChatGPT’s intention to illustrate the comparison for 

different score bands in presenting the same details to answer the task points. 

However, by presenting the same details, it may seem repetitive. This is in contrast 

to Sutrisno (2023) that ChatGPT can provide different samples and not be 

repetitive. Showing comparisons of each mockup can be beneficial, but if the users 

intend to have variety in the mockups, they may need to specify detailed variety in 

the command to avoid the answer details being similar. On a related term, even 

though the closing greeting was not regulated in the prompts, all fifteen mockups 

used ‘Yours sincerely’ as the closing remark, as presented in Examples [1] to [3]. 

As requested in the commands, the answer mockups generated by ChatGPT 

followed the presented writing prompts. All answer mockups strictly followed the 

things to write and not to write as stated in the prompts, except for the second 

prompt, where there was an instruction to write at least 150 words, but only the band 

8 mockup fulfilled this condition, as presented in Examples [4] to [6].  

[4] Band 6 prompt 2: Dear Sir or Madam,  

I am writing to share my thoughts on the local public library and 

suggest some improvements. I generally appreciate the library's extensive 

collection of books and the quiet environment, which makes it a great 

place to study. 

However, there are a few aspects I find problematic. The library’s 

computer facilities are often out of order, and it can be frustrating to wait 

for a computer when needed. Also, the seating areas are not very 

comfortable, and there are not enough tables for group study sessions. 

To improve the library, I suggest that you invest in upgrading the 

computer facilities and ensure they are well-maintained. Additionally, 

adding more comfortable seating and more tables for group work would 

make the library more user-friendly and supportive of different study 

needs. 

Thank you for considering my suggestions. 

Yours sincerely, 

[Your Name] 

[5] Band 7 prompt 2: Dear Sir or Madam, 

I am writing to provide feedback on the local public library and to offer 

some suggestions for its improvement. I value the library for its 
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comprehensive range of books and the serene atmosphere, which is ideal 

for focused study and research. 

Despite these positives, there are a few issues that need addressing. The 

library’s computer stations are frequently down, which disrupts users who 

need to access digital resources. Additionally, the seating options are 

limited and not very ergonomic, which can be uncomfortable for extended 

periods of reading or studying. 

I recommend that the library upgrade its computer facilities to ensure 

they are consistently operational. Improving the seating arrangements by 

providing more comfortable chairs and additional tables for group work 

would also greatly enhance the user experience. 

I hope these suggestions will be helpful. 

Yours sincerely, 

[Your Name] 

[6] Band 8 prompt 2: Dear Sir or Madam, 

I am writing to offer feedback on the local public library and to suggest 

some potential improvements. I have always enjoyed the library's vast 

collection of books and the calm, conducive environment it provides for 

studying and reading. 

However, there are some areas that could be improved. The computer 

facilities are often unreliable, leading to frustration among users who need 

access to online resources. Additionally, the current seating arrangements 

are inadequate, with limited comfortable seating and insufficient tables for 

collaborative study. 

To enhance the library’s services, I propose investing in modernizing 

the computer facilities to ensure they are always functional. Furthermore, 

expanding the seating options to include more ergonomic chairs and 

additional tables for group study would greatly improve the overall user 

experience and support various study needs more effectively. 

Thank you for considering my suggestions. I look forward to seeing these 

improvements. 

Yours sincerely, 

[Your Name] 

The task points for those mockups are presented in Figure 2. 

 



 

ELTR Journal, e-ISSN 2597-4718, Vol. 9, No. 2, January 2025, pp. 86-112 

 

 

97 

 

 
Figure 2. Second Writing Prompt (source: ielts.org) 

 

All mockups fulfilled the given instructions from the prompts, but each score 

band presented the level of detail in the ideas differently. Perhaps due to the fewer 

details in bands 6 and 7, the given mockups did not follow the prompt’s request to 

write at least 150 words. The mockups for bands 6 and 7 had 141 words, while band 

8 had 151 words. This finding contradicts the finding from Sutrisno (2023) that 

ChatGPT can provide answer samples based on the given prompts. However, as 

other mockups in this study could satisfy the tasks in every other writing prompt 

and only this prompt used a word limit, the researcher deems it a special case and 

perceives that further research is needed to generate a more representative 

conclusion. 

As for grammar accuracy, all mockups were free from major grammatical 

errors, though some can be rephrased to increase clarity. An example is presented 

in Example [7]. 

[7] Band 8 prompt 5: …Furthermore, expanding the seating options to 

include more ergonomic chairs and additional tables for group study 

would greatly improve the overall user experience and support various 

study needs more effectively.…  

Grammatical accuracy is another crucial aspect of English proficiency assessed 

in IELTS. The answer mockups presented by ChatGPT had excellent grammatical 

accuracy, as the responses given by GenAI tools are often grammatically accurate 

(Sun, 2023; Sutrisno, 2023). However, grammatical accuracy goes beyond the 

syntactical structure. For example [7], using more ergonomic chairs phrase may 

cause ambiguity due to a lack of clarity on whether it means the chairs should be 

more ergonomic or increase the number of ergonomic chairs. This structural 

ambiguity may affect the grammatical accuracy point, and it can be avoided by 

rearranging the structure or putting indicators (Kurniasari, 2017). GenAI tools are 

increasingly used to ensure the grammatical accuracy of one’s writing (Fitria, 2021) 

and ChatGPT is known to provide grammatically accurate responses (Maghamil & 

Sieras, 2024). The findings of this study mostly concur with the previous studies, 
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though findings like in Example [7] should be taken into account when using GenAI 

tools to always check the contents provided by GenAI tools. 

The coherence and cohesion points varied across all mockups. Some mockups 

from the same score band had arguably better use of coherence and cohesion than 

others. Some examples were presented in Examples [8] and [9]. 

[8] Band 6 prompt 1: I am writing to bring to your attention several issues I 

am experiencing with my current accommodation. I share a room in 

college with another student, and there are multiple problems that make it 

very hard for me to focus on my studies. 

Firstly, the main issue is the lack of privacy. The room is quite small, 

and my roommate’s frequent visitors create a lot of noise, which is very 

distracting. Additionally, my roommate often studies late into the night 

with the light on, which interferes with my sleep and makes it difficult for 

me to concentrate the next day. 

Due to these problems, I am finding it very challenging to manage my 

coursework effectively. The constant interruptions and lack of quiet time 

are significantly affecting my productivity and academic performance. 

I would prefer to move to a single room where I can have my own space 

and a quieter environment. This would greatly help me in managing my 

studies more efficiently and maintaining a better balance between my 

academic and personal life. 

[9] Band 6 prompt 4: I am writing to inquire about staying at your bed and 

breakfast. My family and I are planning a vacation from June 10th to June 

15th. There will be four people in our group. 

We would like to have a room with two double beds if possible. Also, 

one of us has a dietary restriction and needs gluten-free options for 

breakfast. If you have any recommendations for nearby activities or places 

to visit, that would be very helpful as well. 

Could you please let me know if you have availability for these dates 

and what the cost would be for the stay? I would appreciate a prompt 

response so we can make arrangements. 

Examples [8] and [9] were both from score band 6. Despite being in the same 

score band, Example [8] used more transitions to move from one idea to another. 

In Example [8], when moving the idea from the context in the first paragraph to the 

details in the second paragraph, the text used a transition device ‘firstly’. Though it 

was not followed by secondly, to continue to a second problem, the text used 

‘additionally’. Moving to the third paragraph, to indicate that the problem details 

were finished and change the topic to the impact, the text used ‘due to these 

problems’. It could use another transition device to start the fourth paragraph, but 

this mockup used various transition devices to connect ideas. In contrast, example 

[9] showed less use of transition devices to connect ideas, resulting in poorer 

coherence and cohesion compared to Example [8], despite being in the same score 

band. This inconsistency might be due to the different prompts used, and Zhou and 

Zhang (2024) also mentioned that ChatGPT responses were inconsistent based on 

the posed context. Therefore, it is important to have the human aspect in addition 

to the GenAI tools in generating and evaluating responses (Rahman et al., 2023; 

Sun, 2023).  
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The last criterion for IELTS Writing Task 1 is lexical resource. Regarding this 

criterion, all provided mockups used varied vocabulary that fit the context and 

avoided repetition. Though the mockups often used synonyms to demonstrate 

diverse expressions and clarity within the same context, sometimes the mockups 

used the same base word in different word classes instead of using the synonym, as 

presented in Example [10]. 

[10] Band 8 prompt 2: I am writing to offer feedback on the local public library 

and to suggest some potential improvements. I have always enjoyed the 

library's vast collection of books and the calm, conducive environment it 

provides for studying and reading. 

However, there are some areas that could be improved. The computer 

facilities are often unreliable, leading to frustration among users who need 

access to online resources. Additionally, the current seating arrangements 

are inadequate, with limited comfortable seating and insufficient tables 

for collaborative study. 

To enhance the library’s services, I propose investing in modernizing 

the computer facilities to ensure they are always functional. Furthermore, 

expanding the seating options to include more ergonomic chairs and 

additional tables for group study would greatly improve the overall user 

experience and support various study needs more effectively. 

Thank you for considering my suggestions. I look forward to seeing 

these improvements. 

Example [10] used different varieties of the base word ‘improve’. This word 

appeared once in each paragraph, though in different forms (improvements, 

improved, improve). This is somewhat of a strategy to avoid repeating the same 

exact word. Though technically not repeated, using the synonyms of the said word 

would accentuate wider lexical resources, especially remembering its score band. 

The benefits of using ChatGPT for learning wide vocabulary usage are aligned with 

Imran and Almusharraf (2023) and Song and Song (2023), though sometimes 

people still need to check the writing content to avoid special cases, as in the 

Example [10]. 

In addition to the answer mockups, the researcher also took an interest in the 

prompts that ChatGPT created. Aside from learning from the answer mockups, 

learners can also practice their writing by finding IELTS-like writing prompts they 

can write about. The prompts themselves can also affect how the answer mockups 

turn out. Among the five writing prompts used in the research, three of them are 

created by ChatGPT. The ChatGPT-created prompts were similar to the prompts 

provided on the IELTS website regarding the exclusion of the address in the letter. 

However, there are some differences, as shown in Examples [11] and [12].  

[11] You live in a room in college which you share with another student. 

However, there are many problems with this arrangement and you 

find it very difficult to work. Write a letter to the accommodation officer 

at the college. In the letter 

• describe the situation 

• explain your problems and why it is difficult to work 

• say what kind of accommodation you would prefer 

Write at least 150 words. You do NOT need to write any addresses. Begin 

your letter as follows: Dear Sir or Madam,  
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[12] You have recently moved to a new city for work and are staying in a rented 

apartment. Write a letter to your landlord. In your letter: 

• Describe your experience with the apartment so far. 

• Explain any issues you have encountered. 

• Request any necessary repairs or improvements. 

You do NOT need to write any addresses. Begin your letter as follows: 

Dear [Landlord's Name], 

Example [11] is the prompt provided by the IELTS website, while example 

[12] is the ChatGPT-generated prompt. Those two prompts showed some 

differences in directing the writing content. The first one is about how to begin the 

letter. The IELTS prompts usually ask to use ‘Dear Sir/Madam’, as in Example 

[11], but in the ChatGPT-made prompts, they asked to begin with names, for 

example: ‘Dear [Landlord's Name]’, as in Example [12]. The other difference is 

that the prompts from ChatGPT lacked the context at the beginning as to why the 

test-takers should write the letter. For example, the prompt from the IELTS website 

stated that the letter is due to the arrangement issues with the roommate, causing 

the writer to have difficulty working, as presented in Example [11]. However, in 

the prompt made by ChatGPT, the beginning only set the context and then the things 

to write, not clearly stating the purpose of the letter. The test-takers need to read the 

whole prompt to roughly configure the purpose of the letter. This finding is aligned 

with Sutrisno (2023) that ChatGPT can be used to generate IELTS writing prompts 

on which learners can base their writing. It could be an alternative to provide writing 

prompts, so learners can have more chances to practice writing using a wider variety 

of prompts. Even though there were some slight differences between the IELTS-

provided prompts and ChatGPT-generated ones, the instructions were clear and still 

doable to be a writing basis. 

Upon researching the IELTS General Training Writing Task 1 mockup 

generation by ChatGPT, it was capable of generating writing mockups that align 

well with the IELTS Writing Task 1 criteria, producing responses in score bands 6, 

7, and 8 based on the given prompts. The majority of these mockups adhere to 

scoring criteria. Additionally, ChatGPT could generate alternative writing prompts 

that, while not identical to traditional IELTS prompts, offered variety for practice. 

However, there were instances where some mockups did not fully comply with the 

prompts or criteria, highlighting the importance of human oversight in evaluating 

the generated content. This suggests that while ChatGPT can serve as a useful tool 

for generating writing mockups, human involvement is still necessary to ensure the 

accuracy and quality of the responses. 

 

ChatGPT’s evaluation on the answer mockups for IELTS General Training 

Writing Task 1 

To collect the data for the second research question, the researcher first 

conditioned the conversation in ChatGPT to talk about IELTS General Training 

Writing Task 1, especially the scoring criteria and bands. An interesting finding 

was immediately apparent in this step. During the fifteen attempts, ChatGPT’s 

responses mostly directly provided the criteria and bands, as presented in Figure 3. 

[13] You said: Are you aware of IELTS General Training Writing Task 1 

criteria and score bands?  
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ChatGPT said: Yes, I'm familiar with the IELTS General Training Writing 

Task 1 criteria and score bands. Are you looking for details on a specific 

aspect or need help with a particular task? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Common Response Template 

 

The majority of the responses mostly responded to the conditioning question 

by providing a brief explanation of the writing criteria and score band. However, in 

three instances, ChatGPT did not directly explain the scoring criteria and bands, as 

presented in Example [13]. Instead of directly explaining, it unassumingly 

confirmed its familiarity with IELTS writing criteria and score band, answering the 

yes/no question, and gave a probing question for further details. This finding is 

supported by Shaib et al. (2024) that ChatGPT responses often use the same 

template and organization, as the responses mostly follow the pre-trained data, 

though exceptions in the organization format might happen.  

After conditioning the room chat, the researcher asked ChatGPT to evaluate the 

answer mockups it had made in other sessions. In all conversation attempts to ask 

ChatGPT to assess writing mockups, ChatGPT could provide its evaluation and the 

score band it viewed the mockups to be in. In delivering the score band, ChatGPT 

gave a score for each criterion and gave the overall estimated score at the end. 

Sometimes, the scores for all criteria are the same, as in Example 14. However, 

sometimes it gave different scores for different criteria, and then the overall 

estimated score was taken from the average of all scores, as in Example 15. 

[14] Band 8 prompt 1: Task Achievement: You address the task well by… 

Score Band Estimate: 7 

 Coherence and Cohesion: Your letter is organized logically and flows 

smoothly. You have… Score Band Estimate: 7 
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 Lexical Resource: Your vocabulary is appropriate and varied, but there’s 

some room for improvement… Score Band Estimate: 7 

 Grammatical Range and Accuracy: Your grammar is accurate, with 

correct sentence structures and punctuation… Score Band Estimate: 7 

[15] Band 7 prompt 1: Task Achievement (Band 7):… 

Coherence and Cohesion (Band 8):… 

Lexical Resource (Band 7):… 

Grammatical Range and Accuracy (Band 8):… 

Overall Band Score: 7.5 

In addition to giving some feedback, ChatGPT assessed the mockups by giving 

scores for each criterion. The scores were based on the score bands to portray the 

achievement of each criterion accordingly. In Example [14], all criteria got the same 

score band, resulting in the overall band being 7. However, sometimes not all 

aspects were achieved equally. Therefore, ChatGPT could give different scores for 

each aspect to indicate the stronger and weaker points of the writing, as in Example 

[15]. There, it gave band 8 to coherence and cohesion, and also grammatical 

accuracy, indicating the stronger points of the writing. Meanwhile, the other criteria 

got a band 7. This is in line with the findings of Sutrisno (2023) that ChatGPT could 

provide scores for each IELTS criterion, and they could be different from one 

another. 

Looking back at Examples [14] and [15], the given overall scores were 

different from the mockups’ “actual” scores that the researcher requested for the 

first research question. In fact, among 15 mockups, only six were given the same 

score as the initially requested score from the first research question. Among the 

nine different scorings, five mockups were rated higher and four mockups were 

rated lower, as presented in Figure 4.    
 

 
Figure 4. ChatGPT’s Estimated vs. ‘Actual’ Band Scores 

 

Most of the mockups that were scored lower were from band 8. All band 8 

mockups were rated lower into band 7, except for the mockup from prompt 4, as 

presented in Figure 5. Another sample rated lower was from band 7, given a score 

of 6. Similarly, the mockups that were rated higher were mostly from band 6, except 

the mockups from prompts 1 and 5. Another sample being rated higher was from 

band 7, given the score of 7.5, presented in Example [15]. 

 

Same 
Scoring

40%

Different Scoring 
(Lower)

33%

Different 
Scoring 
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Figure 5. Aligned Scoring from the Generation Stage and the Evaluation Stage 

 

 The mockup being evaluated in Figure 5 is from band 8, and ChatGPT could 

give the same score for this mockup. Still, only 40% of the samples were scored 

according to the requested score that the researcher commanded in the generation 

stage. This finding challenges the finding by Sun (2023) about the consistency of 

GenAI tools to evaluate IELTS writing, which showed the strength of GenAI tools 

over human assessors. This inconsistency sparks confusion about whether the 

mockup’s scoring or the evaluation’s scoring is the most accurate band.  

 In giving its scoring on the mockup, ChatGPT briefly mentioned things that 

the mockups could improve. When asked about its feedback and things to improve, 

ChatGPT gave more detailed responses, stating the strengths of the mockups and 

how to improve them, as in Figure 6. 

 

 
Figure 6. ChatGPT’s Feedback and Improvement Common Format 

 

However, in the last 3 conversations, ChatGPT did not tell the mockup's 

strengths in its feedback and directly gave ways to improve the letters, as in Figure 

7. 
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Figure 7. Short Feedback for the Mockup Evaluation 

 

Most of the time, ChatGPT gave its feedback and things to improve for each 

scoring criterion, as in Figure 6. However, a few instances showed that ChatGPT 

did not go over each criterion, but rather gave overall feedback and things to 

improve, resulting in shorter responses. The feedback format in Figure 7 is actually 

more similar to the findings from Sutrisno (2023), that ChatGPT did not specify the 

feedback based on the scoring criteria but on the overall angle. However, the 

researcher is still unable to conclude the reason why this format did not become the 

main template. A possible influence is probably due to the request to provide the 

things that need to be improved to achieve a higher band. 

 In addition to feedback, the researcher also asked about the areas to improve. 

ChatGPT could provide the things to improve from the provided mockups. The 

content of the things to improve that it gave mainly about adding specific details 

(the context or background of the issue), using more linking verbs or transitional 

phrases, using a wider range of vocabulary, and using more complex sentences or 

a wider variety of sentence structure, as in Examples [16] and [17].  

[16] Band 7 prompt 4: Task Achievement – Suggestions for Improvement: To 

enhance Task Achievement, consider providing more specific details if 

the prompt requires it… 

Coherence and Cohesion – Suggestions for Improvement: …by using a 

wider range of linking phrases and ensuring smooth transitions between 

paragraphs… 

Lexical Resource – Suggestions for Improvement: To score higher in 

Lexical Resource, use a wider range of vocabulary and avoid repetition. 
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For example, instead of using “request” multiple times, you could use 

synonyms like “inquiry” or “need.” 

Grammatical Range and Accuracy – Suggestions for 

Improvement: …focus on using a variety of sentence structures, including 

more complex sentences… 

[17] Band 6 prompt 1: Task Achievement – Suggestions for 

Improvement: …Providing more specific examples might make your 

argument more compelling. 

Coherence and Cohesion – Suggestions for Improvement: …Consider 

adding a linking phrase between the description of the issues… 

Lexical Resource – Suggestions for Improvement: …you could use a 

wider range of vocabulary to avoid repetition. Words like "distraction," 

"interference," and "productivity" can be used to demonstrate a richer 

language ability. 

Grammatical Range and Accuracy – Suggestions for Improvement: 

varying sentence structures a bit more… incorporating more complex 

sentences could enhance the overall quality. 

As seen in Examples [16] and [17], ChatGPT could mention some aspects for 

the mockup improvements. Even though the presented mockups were from 

different score bands, ChatGPT gave similar points about what to improve. 

Nevertheless, ChatGPT seemed to add a bit more details about what to improve. 

For the task achievement, it requested more details. In the coherence and cohesion 

part, it suggested more linking phrases. In the lexical resource part, ChatGPT 

informed the use of wider vocabulary to avoid repetition. However, it also gave 

some suggestions of words people can use instead to improve the letter.  Similar to 

the other two criteria, for the grammar part, it suggested varying sentence structure 

and using more complex sentences. Even so, it did not specify whether ‘more 

complex sentences’ meant using a higher number of complex sentences, whose 

structure is at least one independent and one dependent clause (Andriani & Bram, 

2021), or increasing the complexity of the sentences. This ambiguity might confuse 

learners who are still undergoing the learning process to acquire English 

proficiency. ChatGPT’s struggle to provide more in-depth feedback on how to 

improve the mockups is aligned with Sun (2023) that AI tools have limitations in 

providing thorough feedback. 

In addition to giving word examples for better scores in the vocabulary 

criterion, ChatGPT sometimes gave revised examples with its suggestions taken 

into account. Among fifteen mockups, six were given the revised examples, as in 

Figure 8. 
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Figure 8. Revised Version of the Mockup 

 

Learners can improve their writing when given feedback on their original 

writing’s strengths and areas of improvement. However, sometimes just knowing 

the things to improve is still not enough to demonstrate better writing. In six 

responses, ChatGPT gave the revised version of the mockups that incorporated the 

suggestions it gave. This extra mile can help users visualize its suggestions for the 

betterment of their writing. This could further showcase the benefit of GenAI tools 

as a tutor, which not only gives feedback but also actually shows the revised writing. 

Though previous studies mentioned ChatGPT’s ability to provide feedback and 

score bands, the revised version had not yet been explored in Sutrisno (2023). 

Though providing the revised version is unique, the ability to deliver the revised 

version itself is not rare for ChatGPT as a GenAI tool, as discussed by Wang et al. 

(2024) and Yan (2023). Therefore, if learners ever needed the revised letter to 

illustrate the initially given feedback, they could give the command to ChatGPT. 

In summary, ChatGPT evaluates IELTS Writing Task 1 mockup answers by 

scoring each criterion individually before providing an overall band score. While 

its scoring aligns with the intended bands in 40% of cases, the majority of 

discrepancies involve either higher or lower estimations, though ChatGPT also 

provided the reasoning. ChatGPT’s evaluations often highlight strengths and areas 

for improvement across scoring criteria, offering actionable suggestions such as 

incorporating more specific details, using varied vocabulary, and employing 

complex sentence structures. Additionally, its ability to present revised examples 

further enhances its value as a learning tool, illustrating feedback in practice.  

However, occasional inconsistencies in the depth of feedback and ambiguity in 

suggestions like "more complex sentences" could affect its effectiveness for 

learners. One key concern is the inconsistency in ChatGPT’s scoring. This may 

happen because its evaluation depends on patterns from its training data, and it can 

change depending on the prompt and the text’s main features. This lack of 

consistency can confuse learners who rely on GenAI tools to monitor their own 

progress, possibly misjudging their writing ability. As a result, these scoring 
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problems can negatively affect learners’ efforts to improve independently, which is 

an important part of developing autonomous learning skills. These findings suggest 

that while ChatGPT is a capable evaluator and tutor, there is room for improvement 

to enhance its consistency, precision, and clarity in supporting IELTS preparation. 

 

Conclusion  

This study investigated how ChatGPT generated and evaluated IELTS Writing 

Task 1 answer mockups. For generating mockups, ChatGPT provided answers for 

score bands 6, 7, and 8 in a single response, varying in length, detail, and complexity 

according to the score band. It consistently followed task prompts while conforming 

to the writing criteria. However, some special cases appeared in low occurrences, 

such as not adhering to the word limit, repetitive ideas, occasional minor 

grammatical ambiguities, and limited differentiation in idea transitions. When 

evaluating mockups, ChatGPT assigned scores to each criterion and provided 

detailed feedback on strengths and areas for improvement, often supported by 

revised examples. While this feedback was mostly comprehensive, it sometimes 

lacked depth or clarity, particularly in suggestions like “more complex sentences”. 

Another intriguing finding was the discrepancies between ChatGPT’s evaluation 

scores and the intended bands of the generated mockups. That raised concerns about 

the consistency and accuracy of the scoring, whether the generated mockups or the 

evaluation got the most accurate bands. These findings suggest that while ChatGPT 

demonstrates potential as a learning aid, its outputs should be supplemented with 

human oversight to ensure accuracy and variability. 

This study was still limited in some aspects. This study only used a single 

GenAI tool (ChatGPT), which rendered the findings ungeneralizable. It also did not 

include the human factor in the process. By including human-made mockups and 

human-made evaluations, the findings could be triangulated and generate richer 

insights on the topics. Additionally, the study focused solely on IELTS General 

Writing Task 1. Future research can expand this research by using other IELTS 

tasks or writing assignments and including multiple GenAI tools for comparison 

and incorporating the human aspect, whether in the form of learners or expert 

reviewers, to yield more robust insights. This study implies that GenAI tools like 

ChatGPT can provide a more accessible option for IELTS preparation by offering 

learners supplementary mockups and feedback, language learners and teachers need 

to critically evaluate the responses when utilizing GenAI in writing process, and 

further evaluation and development are necessary for the future development of 

GenAI tools to improve accuracy and consistency in writing assessments. 
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