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	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 manuscript is important because it deals with a long‑standing problem: turning unstructured academic biography text into structured, machine‑readable data.

• It introduces a semi‑automatic method that connects natural language processing with semantic knowledge systems.

• This approach helps create better academic databases that support stronger data integration and easier searching.

• The framework allows advanced semantic search and helps discover relationships between researchers.

• It also supports future work in areas like infometrics, scientometrics, and research‑network analysis.

• The study shows how unstructured biography information can be turned into organized, meaningful data.

• This makes it easier to analyze academic information and improves knowledge sharing across research fields.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “A Semi‑Automatic Ontology Learning Approach for Academic Biographies” works well because it clearly tells readers what method is used and that the study focuses on academic biography texts.
	

	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 clear and mostly complete, but it can be improved with a few specific changes. It explains the problem and the general approach, but it does not clearly describe the main methods used (such as the Stanford CoreNLP pipeline, gazetteer lists, or triple extraction) or the key results from the ontology evaluation.

• Briefly mention the main methods. For example:

We use Stanford CoreNLP to extract named entities and semantic triples, which are then mapped to an academic biography ontology.

• Add one or two sentences about the evaluation. For example, note that the ontology was checked using OOPS and found to have no major structural problems, showing that it works well for complex SPARQL queries.

• Highlight at least one practical use case, such as tracking researcher career paths, studying institutional movement, or identifying collaboration patterns.

Suggested deletions or simplifications:

• The phrase “as a possibility for efficiently extracting” is unnecessarily long. It can simply be “for efficiently extracting.”

• The final sentence can be made stronger by directly linking “future research” to areas like scientometrics or research analytics, and by avoiding repeated phrases like “useful data source.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript seems scientifically correct in its main ideas and methods. It uses well‑known natural language processing tools from Stanford CoreNLP—such as OpenIE and named‑entity recognition—to extract semantic triples, which is a standard way to build knowledge graphs and ontologies from text. The use of a gazetteer to filter and match extracted entities and relationships to ontology concepts also follows common practices in semi‑automatic ontology building. The ontology is then checked using OOPS!, a trusted tool for finding structural or modeling problems, which supports the reliability of the ontology design.

However, like most semi‑automatic extraction systems that rely on OpenIE, there are some limitations. These include noisy or incorrect triples, difficulty handling complex noun phrases, and possible boundary errors. These issues should be acknowledged more clearly and, if possible, measured. Still, they do not undermine the scientific validity of the overall approach.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally strong and includes the main sources needed for ontology engineering, ontology evaluation (OOPS!), Stanford CoreNLP, and earlier work on extracting information from biographies and academic webpages. It also cites some fairly recent papers from 2018–2019 on named‑entity recognition and machine‑readable academic biographies, which are directly relevant to the topic.

However, the list is missing some of the newest work on ontology learning and ontology‑based information extraction, especially research published after 2019. Adding a few more recent sources would make the manuscript feel more current.

Suggested additions:

• Include at least one recent survey or overview of ontology‑learning methods (from 2017 or later) to show how the study fits into the broader, up‑to‑date research landscape.

• Add one or two papers from 2020 onward that focus on semi‑automatic or neural approaches to building ontologies or knowledge graphs from unstructured text. This would show awareness of modern trends such as embedding‑based or deep‑learning‑based ontology learning, as well as recent NLP applications to scholarly data.

Summary:

The current references provide a solid foundation, but adding a few newer and closely related studies would strengthen the manuscript and better position it within the latest research.


	

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


	The language in the manuscript is mostly understandable, but it still needs improvement before it is ready for high‑quality academic publication. There are repeated grammar issues, such as problems with subject–verb agreement, missing or incorrect articles, and incorrect plural forms. For example, it should be “research has shown,” not “researches have shown,” and “data analysts are,” not “data analyst are.”
Some sentences are too long and complicated, especially in the Introduction and Methodology sections. Shortening and simplifying them would make the writing clearer. There are also a few inconsistencies in tense, punctuation, and spacing, along with some informal or awkward phrases like “the problem what thus a classification” and “and so on,” which should be revised.
A careful language edit by someone skilled in academic English—or a professional copyeditor—would help improve the clarity and overall quality of the manuscript.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction

• Add a short explanation of the current challenges in extracting information from biographical texts to show why the proposed method is important.

• Include a clearer statement of the research goals and main contributions.

Methodology

• Give more details about the dataset used for evaluation, such as how large it is and how diverse the biographies are.

• Consider comparing your method with existing approaches to show what advantages your approach offers.

• Using Stanford CoreNLP is a strong choice, but it would help to briefly discuss its limitations and how the method could be improved in the future.

Results and Discussion

• Add more visual elements—such as diagrams or charts—to show the extracted entities and relationships more clearly.

• Explain what the results mean in practical, real‑world situations.

• Consider adding a section that describes possible applications and future research directions.

Conclusion

• Summarize the main findings and contributions more briefly.

• Highlight the potential impact of the research on the scientific community and related fields.

• Suggest future research paths, such as applying the method to other domains or improving extraction accuracy.

Language and Style

• Use more active voice and vary sentence structure to make the writing smoother.

• Avoid unnecessary jargon or technical terms that may confuse readers who are not experts.

• Maintain a formal tone appropriate for an academic article.

Sentences that could be improved

• “The majority of biographical texts contain lengthy unstructured text often written by the individual authors, and researches have shown the importance of analysing this textual data to extract semantic meanings and connections among researchers.”

This could be rewritten to be shorter and more direct.

• “This research explores the use of natural language processing techniques as a possibility for efficiently extracting named entities and creating a knowledge base from free text biographies in personal academic biographies.”
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript does not appear to have any major ethical problems. The study uses text analysis and does not involve human subjects or sensitive personal data. Still, a few points should be considered:

• Data Source:

The dataset comes from a publicly available source (Tang et al., 2008). Make sure it is properly cited and that any usage rules are followed.

• Potential Biases:

The authors should mention any possible biases in the dataset or the method that might affect the results.

• Intellectual Property:

Confirm that the use of Stanford CoreNLP and any other tools follows their licensing requirements.

Overall, the manuscript seems ethically sound, and addressing these points will help strengthen its integrity.
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