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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.
	Beginning with the Three-Tiered Resource Construction → Model Adaptation → Human Quality Assurance Model — This is one of the best conceptual contributions in this study; however, the model has been proposed as opposed to being tested through experimentation. 
According to the author, for the proposed effectiveness of the method, require post-editing experiments and user-centred testing.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	YES
3
	

	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
	YES
3
	

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

	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
	YES
2
	

	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
	YES
2
	

	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
	YES (needs critical synthesis)
3
	

	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
	YES
2
	

	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
	YES
3
	

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

	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


	YES
3
	

	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
	YES (REPETITIVE)
3
	

	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
	YES
3
	

	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
	YES
2
	

	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
	YES
3
	

	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
	YES
3
	



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

	The Abstract appropriately identifies the key components of context (background), need (research gap) and objective (objectives) that will guide this work. It also provides appropriate descriptions for the proposed conceptual model(s) and an appropriate description of how this study will be evaluated. 
However Abstract is not complete in providing a full understanding of what was discovered through the principal empirical evidence, nor has it articulated how the specific contributions of this study add to existing knowledge. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The paper can be acceptable after the revisions requested are made. These concerns include that the sample size of this study (a total of 240 sentences from one source) is too small to support generalization of results to other samples, there was no human expert validation of the COMET scores, there were not enough details provided about the reproducibility of results including the effect sizes, and although the author propose a "Human-AI" framework they do not empirically validate their claims about the framework. Furthermore, the authors need to update their literature review by including additional scholarship published since 2025-2026. finally, the authors will need to provide more detail regarding how the use of AI in preparing this manuscript differs from the use of AI in designing their experiment.

	

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

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

	NO 
Because this manuscript was submitted in August 2026, the literature review will have demonstrated familiarity with LLM-based translation evaluation research from 2025-2026. As such, the literature review can reference research that has recently examined post-editing (using MQM) and/or the evaluation of machine translation output for specific domains – both of which are closely related to the proposed Human-AI Collaborative Framework.

	

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

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

	I don’t think it would cause any ethical issues.
The Methods section should clearly identify what LLM (ChatGPT) was used to develop the prompt, as well as pre-process data, to analyze findings; to perform qualitative coding; or to create a portion of the analytical content.
According to current guidelines from ICMJE, authors are required to disclose their use of AI and according to these same ICMJE guidelines; when an author uses AI for data collection, analysis, or figure development, they should describe how the AI was used within the Methods Section.
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