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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	
This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it helps solve a major problem in language technology, especially for languages that have very little digital data. It introduces the first system for recognizing important words like names, places, and organizations in the Igala language, which has been largely ignored in research . By creating a large and carefully labeled dataset, the study provides a strong foundation that other researchers can use for future work. The research also shows that advanced AI models can work well even for low-resource languages when designed properly. This helps scientists better understand how to build effective tools for many other underrepresented languages around the world. In addition, the findings can support real-world applications such as translation, education, and digital preservation of cultural content.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No - The study uses language data and standard NLP methods, and it does not involve sensitive personal information or human subjects directly, so no major ethical risks are present.
	





PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents a significant and technically sound contribution to low-resource natural language processing by developing a Named Entity Recognition (NER) system for the Igala language. The title is precise and accurately reflects the methodological and experimental scope of the study. The abstract is comprehensive, clearly outlining the dataset scale (35,000 sentences, 425,000 tokens), model architectures, and achieved performance metrics. The methodology is rigorous, incorporating a well-designed annotation framework with high inter-annotator agreement (Fleiss’ kappa above 0.89), which strengthens the reliability of the dataset. The use of three distinct architectures—CRF, BiLSTM-CRF, and AfroXLMR-base—provides a balanced comparative evaluation across statistical, neural, and transformer paradigms. The BiLSTM-CRF model’s superior F1-score of 86.4% is well-justified through its ability to capture contextual and morphological features via character-level embeddings. The experimental setup, including stratified data splitting and controlled reproducibility conditions, reflects strong scientific rigor. The results are thoroughly analyzed, with detailed per-entity evaluation highlighting performance variation across PER, LOC, ORG, and DATE categories. The inclusion of error analysis (boundary errors, type confusion, false positives/negatives) adds depth and demonstrates critical evaluation of model limitations. The discussion appropriately interprets why transformer-based AfroXLMR underperforms, particularly due to limited Igala representation in pre-training corpora and tokenization mismatch. The comparative benchmarking with other African language NER systems strengthens the validity and contextual relevance of the findings. The manuscript is scientifically robust, and conclusions are logically aligned with experimental evidence.  The primary limitation of this study is its narrow focus on a single language, which restricts the generalisability of the findings. Although the paper proposes a “replicable methodological framework,” the conclusion that the BiLSTM-CRF model outperforms transformer-based approaches may not necessarily hold for other languages with different linguistic characteristics or levels of data availability.  The discussion would benefit from a more detailed linguistic analysis, particularly in explaining how specific features of the Igala language—such as tonal variation and agglutinative morphology—contribute to the observed model errors. Additionally, the practical applicability of the system is somewhat limited, as it does not effectively address code-switching, which is a common feature in real-world Igala language usage.
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