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PART 2:  

FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments 

The paper presents clear improvements over the previous version. 
The authors of the paper took into account almost all the considerations made in the 
previous review. However, there are some aspect that are important to be consider by the 
authors and that will improve the quality of the paper. 
The paper is still not ready for publication. 
Very important and the authors did not take into consideration: the keywords! 
According to the “General Guideline for Authors”, the authors should present about 4-8 
keywords, immediately after the abstract. The use of abbreviations should be avoided, only 
standard abbreviations, well known in the established area may be used, if appropriate. 
These keywords will be used for indexing. 
Very important: There are a few syntactical and grammatical errors. The paper should be 
very carefully proof read before resubmitted. 
2. LITERATURE REVIEWS 
“Automated essay grading using machine learning was developed by [13].” Should be 
“Automated essay grading using machine learning was developed by the authors of [13].” 
3. OUR APPROACH 
“It contain set of keywords that relate to terms that describe topics (domain of discourse) in 
the descriptive text-based system.” Perhaps it sounds better “It contains a set of keywords 
related to terms that describe topics (domain of discourse) in the descriptive text-based 
system.” 
“The Descriptive text dataset consist of set of keywords…” should be “The Descriptive text 
dataset consists of a set of keywords…” 
“This is measure by calculating… “ should be “This is measured by calculating…” 
“Let F denotes percentage numbers of matched words, M be set of matched keyword , W 
represents word set in writers’ text, L denotes number of match keyword in the dataset…” 
should be “ F denotes the percentage numbers of matched words, M  is the set of matched 
keyword , W represents the word set in writers’ text, L denotes the number of keyword 
matching in the dataset…” 
“the domain of discus g is measure as;” should be “the domain of discus g is measured 
as:” 
“should not be greater than 3 otherwise” why the authors consider this limit? The authors 
should clearly justify, in the paper, why they chose the number 3 and simply randomly pick 
it seems not to be a wise answer. Most of the times, we made comparison tests with 
different values testing stopping marks (as other aspects) and then we can, based on facts, 
conclude and choose the proper values to use. 
The concept “Part-Of-Speech tag (POS)” needs bibliographic reference. 
In sentence “The percentage of occurrence k of a particular word w_i∈M in sentence s_i is 
represented as:” should remove the indexes… 
“research propose system” should be “research proposed system” 
“student response to question” should be “student’s response to question “ 
“Response Trimmer depend on “ should be “Response Trimmer depends on …” 
The concept Multivariate Bernoulli model needs bibliography references. 
As said in the previous review, throughout the subsection “marker class”, the authors 
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present several scores. They must properly explain how the scores were chosen. If the 
authors use the values based on some bibliography or model, it should be properly 
referenced and stated. 
The authors should also review the full text, there are some words there are joined 
together… 
4. RESULT AND DISCUSSION 
Section 4 is untitled as “Result and Discussion”, so it is supposed that in its contents the 
authors would present a discussion about the results obtained over the case study, with 
the 10 students. However, there are no discussion presented about the results (case 
study). The authors have two options: or present a complete discussion about the 
results/values showed in Table 1, and Figures 1 and 2; or just remove the word 
“discussion” from the title of the section (and from the reference/cite in other points of the 
paper). Another aspect, is about the questions used in the case study, why the authors do 
not show some examples? As the authors do in section 5, they could present the steps 
(calculations) made by the system for just one question/answer and then the tables and 
figures present the rest of the values… It would, with no doubts, improve the quality of the 
paper. If the authors consider that it is not proper at this moment to present an example, 
showing all the steps/calculation, because of the time consuming, I have no objection 
against it. 
5. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 
Sections 4 and 5 are intended to be the parts of the paper where the authors present the 
case study of their approach. So, as a reader, it is expected that at least one example of all 
calculation were presented; it is expected to see the system do its job, step by step, that it 
really works.... For instance, in the Figure 3, the exact values of the mean divergence are 
not clear and are used to calculate the mean divergence. The authors just need to include 
in the chart the exact values and to present how one of the values are obtained (as they 
show the calculation of the mean divergence). In the previous review this already was 
referred: the need of the discussion and the clarification of how the values were obtained, 
on each step, (not in general) but for the case study… 
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