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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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



	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 addresses a timely and practically relevant question in mobile software engineering: how do Progressive Web Apps (PWAs) compare to native mobile applications in terms of user experience (UX). As mobile usage continues to grow globally, developers and organizations must make informed technology choices, and empirical evidence on UX trade-offs remains limited. The study’s mixed-methods approach combining quantitative benchmarking tools (Lighthouse, Chrome DevTools, Android Profiler) with survey-based qualitative analysis contributes a valuable multi-dimensional perspective to the literature. Furthermore, the inclusion of a machine learning component (Random Forest classification) to model user retention and satisfaction represents a methodological contribution that extends beyond descriptive comparison. The findings have direct implications for developers, product managers, and businesses seeking to optimize their mobile strategy, particularly those operating in resource-constrained or heterogeneous device environments.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly suitable and clearly conveys the study's comparative focus. However, it would be strengthened by specifying the methodology. Suggested alternative: "User Experience in Progressive Web Apps vs. Native Mobile Applications: A Mixed-Methods Comparative Study." This revision signals to readers that both quantitative and qualitative approaches are used, which is a key contribution of the work.
	

	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 reasonably comprehensive and covers the motivation, methods, and expected outcomes. However, several improvements are recommended:  

1. The abstract reports the Random Forest pipeline but does not state any actual results (e.g., model accuracy, F1 scores, or key predictors). Since results are expected/projected, this should be clearly stated as anticipated rather than achieved outcomes. 

2. The phrase 'The report also outlines...' weakens the scholarly tone - 'study' or 'paper' is more appropriate than 'report'. 

3. The abstract mentions 50–100 respondents - the final sample size should be confirmed and stated precisely once data collection is complete. 

4. The trend data range (2015–2029) includes projections; this distinction should be noted.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates a solid understanding of the research domain, with an appropriate conceptual framework, research design, and methodology. However, several issues should be addressed to improve clarity, rigor, and completeness:

1. Results Section: Section IV currently presents anticipated or projected outcomes rather than actual empirical findings. The manuscript would benefit from including real data and analysis results, or clearly stating if this is a study protocol.

2. Typographical Errors in Section Headings: Section II is labeled “BACKGROUNF” and Section III is labeled “RESAERCH METHODOLOGY.” These should be corrected to “BACKGROUND” and “RESEARCH METHODOLOGY,” respectively.

3. References: Several references (1–9) pertain to social media sentiment analysis and appear unrelated to PWAs or mobile UX. The reference list should be revised to include sources directly relevant to the study topic.

4. Sample Size Justification: The study mentions 50–100 participants without a formal power analysis or statistical justification. The authors should clarify the final sample size and provide rationale for this range.

5. Hypotheses: While hypotheses are described narratively, it would strengthen the manuscript to present them formally (e.g., H1, H2) with clear null and alternative formulations, and to specify statistical criteria for significance.

6. Consistency Between Methods and Results: The methodology describes using Lighthouse, Chrome DevTools, and Android Profiler, but no actual measurements from these tools are reported. Including results corresponding to these methods will enhance the study’s rigor.

7. Tense Consistency: Sections currently shift between anticipated and completed actions. Revising for consistent tense usage will improve readability and clarity regarding the study’s status.
8. Figures misplaced: All figures (Fig. No.2 through Fig. No.6) are placed inside Section III (Methodology) but they display analysis outputs and feature importance results that belong in Section IV (Results and Discussion).

9. Figure numbering and caption errors: Fig. No.1 is missing entirely from the manuscript. Fig. No.6 caption is separated from its actual figure, with the caption appearing on one page while the figure appears on another. Fig. No.4 caption is truncated and incomplete.

10. Figures not cited in text: None of the figures are referenced by number anywhere in the body text. All figures must be explicitly cited at the relevant point in the text (e.g., "as shown in Figure 2").

Addressing these points will improve the clarity, methodological rigor, and overall quality of the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partially sufficient but require significant revision: 
 Major issue: References [1]–[9] (Yue et al., 2019; Neri et al., 2012; Badr et al., 2019; Abdukhamidov et al., 2022; Kukkar et al., 2023; Omuya et al., 2023; Patil & Atique, 2015; Nguyen, 2024; Wang et al., 2021) are all related to sentiment analysis on social media.
They have no visible relevance to PWAs, native apps, or mobile UX. These must be removed or replaced with relevant citations.  The relevant references [10]–[14] are recent (2021–2024) and appropriate. Additional suggested references: - Cardieri et al. (2018) - cited in the literature review but missing from the reference list. - Fauzan et al. (2022) - cited in text but absent from the reference list. - Horn et al. (2023) - cited in text but absent from the reference list. - Thomas & Kumar (2024) - cited in text but absent from the reference list. 

The reference list is inconsistent: multiple works cited in Section II are not listed in the References section. All cited works must appear in the reference list and vice versa.
	

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


	The English quality is generally acceptable but uneven across sections. Most of the introduction and literature review are written clearly. However, several issues require attention: 
1. Section headings contain clear typos: 'BACKGROUNF' and 'RESAERCH' must be corrected. 
2. The term 'Indigenous Software' is used as a heading for the description of Native Applications - this is a misleading and inappropriate term in this context. 
3. Some sentences in Section II are overly verbose or use unusual phrasing (e.g., 'The literature is filled with empirical standards, yet it scarcely addresses subjective UX elements like trust or emotional connection'). 
4. The background section begins with 'Nonetheless,' which implies a preceding contrasting statement that does not exist - this appears to be a fragment from a restructured draft. 
5. Spacing errors are present (e.g., 'limited offline functionality.Despite' - missing space). 
6. Missing spaces after colons: Throughout Section III, subsection labels are written without a space after the colon (e.g., "Population:The", "Strata:To", "Justification:Using", "Limitations:There"). These must all be corrected.

7. Inconsistent heading hierarchy: The document uses at least three different heading styles inconsistently across sections, including numbered subheadings (2.1, 2.2), letter-based headings (A.), bold-only, and bold-italic. A consistent heading structure must be applied throughout.
A thorough English language proofread or professional editing is recommended before resubmission.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses a genuinely relevant and practical topic, and the proposed mixed-methods design is commendable in its ambition. However, in its current state, the manuscript reads more as a research proposal or protocol than a completed empirical study. The critical omission of actual results and data analysis means the paper is not yet publishable. 

Key recommendations for major revision: 
1. Complete and report actual empirical results from surveys and benchmarking tools. 

2. Resolve all reference inconsistencies (remove irrelevant refs [1]–[9]; add all cited works).

3. Correct all typographical errors in headings and body text. 

4. Clearly distinguish between completed work and projected/expected outcomes. 

5. Provide a finalized sample size with statistical justification. 
6. Recurring blank gaps: There are at least six large unexplained blank spaces scattered throughout the document (visible on pages 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, and 9). These are caused by misplaced or invisible anchored objects and must be removed before submission.

7. Section II structure is disorganized: The section contains overlapping and out-of-order subsections including "Conceptual Background," "Indigenous Software," "Scope of the Study," and "Literature Review" with no clear logical flow. The Literature Review appears after the Scope of the Study, which is unconventional. These must be restructured into clearly separated, logically ordered sections.
8. No actual discussion in Section IV: Despite being titled "Results and Discussion," the section contains no real results, no statistical outputs, no tables, and no discussion comparing findings to prior literature. The limitations paragraph is also incorrectly placed inside this section rather than in a dedicated subsection. 
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No major ethical concerns are identified. The manuscript states that informed consent was obtained, personal identifiers were removed, and data was stored securely. However, as the survey involves human participants, the authors should explicitly mention whether Institutional Review Board (IRB) or Ethics Committee approval was sought and obtained, particularly for the survey component of the study.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified in this manuscript.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected. However, References [1]–[9] relate to a completely different research domain (social media sentiment analysis) and appear unrelated to PWAs or mobile UX. The authors should clarify the origin of these references, as their inclusion may suggest content from an unrelated manuscript
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