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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

There are many grammatical, style, and format errors 

that make the manuscript difficult to read in some places. 

The first sentence in the Abstract contains errors, for 

example. Another example is the last sentence of the 

Abstract: “The level of adequacy increased 32% to 

69.6%.” This should be “The level of adequacy increased 

FROM 32% to 69.6%” (a completely different meaning).  

The text should be edited better. Poor editing casts doubt 

on the reliability of the entire paper. 

 

Page 7, evaluation. More details are needed. Who did the 

evaluation? There should be at least two independent 

raters with correlation measures. 

 

Pages 7-9. The paper mentions that the quality was 

judged based upon adequacy and fluency, but only 

adequacy scores are given. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

The database table descriptions on pages 4 and 5 are not 

necessary. There is no need to discuss different types of 

database models. Actually, the data does not even need to 

be stored in a database. 

 

Figure 3, page 7: I believe this is a poor example. There is 

a distinct difference between a watch and a clock (unless 

the same word is used for both in Igala, in which case, a 

different example should be used). 

 

Pages 5-7. I would like to see the translation of an 

example English sentence, showing every step of the 
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process. 

 

Table 4. Because most of the journal’s readers do not 

speak Igala, it would be useful to give literal translations 

for the ‘previous’ and ‘current’ MT examples to English. 

Thus, readers can judge for themselves how much 

improvement was made. 

 

The calculation of adequacy performance at the bottom 

of page 8 is not necessary. Just state the result. 

Optional/General comments 

 

I believe the paper is novel in that few machine 

translation systems are available for Igala. However, it is 

just a matter of time before Google Translate supports it. 

GT already supports Igbo, a closely related language. I 

believe machine learning is superior to rule-based 

approaches. 

 

Bottom, page 5: caseConverter. Converting everything to 

lower case eliminates proper nouns, and thus, some 

meaning. 
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