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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.


	This manuscript addresses a critical juncture in mobile software engineering by comparing Progressive Web Apps (PWAs) with Native applications. As the digital economy scales toward 7.6 billion users, the choice between cost-efficient web solutions and high-performance native platforms becomes a strategic necessity for developers. By employing a mixed-methods approach—combining technical benchmarking with predictive modeling (Random Forest)—this study provides a rare, holistic view of user experience (UX) that transcends simple performance metrics. The research is highly relevant for optimizing app deployment strategies in diverse network environments and varying device tiers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is suitable and descriptive. However, to better reflect the technical depth and the predictive modeling aspect used in the methodology
	

	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.


	he abstract is well-structured and covers the core objectives, methods, and the 2015–2029 trend data. To improve it, I suggest adding a concise summary of the primary findings (e.g., which model performed better in specific UX dimensions like storage or offline access). This would provide immediate clarity to the reader regarding the study's ultimate contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript follows a rigorous scientific protocol. The identification of the problem is well-grounded in current market statistics, and the research design effectively integrates quantitative data (Lighthouse/Android Profiler) with qualitative survey feedback. The use of stratified random sampling and the Random Forest pipeline for predictive analysis demonstrates a high level of technical and methodological maturity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally recent (2022–2024) and relevant to the evolution of mobile tech. However, a few early references (e.g., [1-9]) focus heavily on "Social Media Sentiment Analysis," which is slightly tangential to the core technical comparison of PWA vs. Native. I recommend adding 2-3 more specialized citations regarding "Mobile Energy Efficiency" or "PWA Service Worker Architecture" to better support the technical performance claims.
	

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


	The language quality is high. The text is clear, follows a logical flow, and utilizes professional academic vocabulary. The technical descriptions of the Random Forest pipeline and the Lighthouse metrics are articulated accurately.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is robust and provides valuable insights. To further strengthen the work, the author might consider briefly discussing how the "Random Forest" model handled the small sample size (n=50–100) to ensure the reader of the model’s generalizability and robustness against overfitting.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No. The study utilizes anonymized survey data and adheres to standard research ethics regarding participant consent.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected. The analytical framework and the specific comparative focus appear to be the original work of the author.
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