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	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 is important for the scientific community because it compares two widely used mobile development approaches. Progressive Web Apps (PWAs) and native applications in a clear and practical way. As mobile technology continues to grow, understanding how different app types affect user experience helps researchers and developers make better decisions. The study also combines technical performance analysis with user opinions, which provides a more complete picture of real-world usage. Overall, it provides helpful insights that can support future research and improve the design of mobile applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The tile is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the main focus of the study and is easy to understand.

However, it can be improved to sound more academic, precise, and engaging for journal publication.

“User Experience Comparison of Progressive Web Apps and Native Mobile Applications: A Mixed-Methods Approach”
	

	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 strong in structure and clarity but would benefit from being more result-oriented, concise, and focused on key contributions. 

Instead of “50–100 respondents,” mention the exact number of participants for better clarity and credibility.
The inclusion of long-term trend data (2015–2029) is not very necessary in the abstract and can be removed or briefly mentioned.

Add one sentence explaining what makes this study unique (e.g., combining user perception with predictive modeling).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partially scientifically correct, but it requires some improvements to fully meet scientific standards.
However, there are several issues that affect its scientific rigor:

· The study does not clearly present actual results or statistical outputs, which makes it difficult to verify the findings.

· Some methodological choices (e.g., small sample size, use of Random Forest) are not sufficiently justified.

· Certain claims are generalized without strong empirical evidence.

· The lack of clear operational definitions and validated measurement scales weakens reliability.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are partially sufficient and moderately recent, but they need improvement to meet strong academic standards.
 Several references (especially on sentiment analysis) are not directly relevant to the core topic of PWAs vs native apps.

 The number of high-impact and recent (2023–2025) studies is limited.

The review lacks cutting-edge research on modern PWA advancements, browser limitations, and real-world adoption trends.

Some important areas (e.g., security, permission systems, and energy efficiency) are not well supported by references.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are partially suitable for scholarly communication, but they require significant improvement before publication.

There are several grammatical errors and awkward sentence structures.

Some words are incorrectly used (e.g., “Indigenous Software” instead of “Native Software”).

There are spelling mistakes (e.g., “BACKGROUNF,” “RESAERCH”).

Sentences are sometimes too long or repetitive, reducing clarity.

Inconsistencies in tone and formatting affect professionalism.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic in mobile application development by comparing Progressive Web Apps (PWAs) and native applications from a user experience perspective. The study design is promising, particularly the combination of performance evaluation, user perception, and predictive modeling. This integrated approach has the potential to provide meaningful insights for both researchers and practitioners.

However, the manuscript would benefit from clearer presentation of empirical results, stronger theoretical grounding, and improved methodological justification. The writing quality and formatting also need careful revision to meet academic standards. Additionally, refining the reference list and ensuring alignment with the core research focus will enhance the overall quality.

With substantial revisions, this study has the potential to make a valuable contribution to the field of mobile computing and user experience research.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Overall, there are no serious ethical concerns, but the manuscript should provide more detailed and explicit statements on ethical approval, consent procedures, and data protection to fully comply with academic research ethics standards.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8) 
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Major Revision: 8 Marks


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	I have identified several issues in this paper that require major revisions before it can be considered for publication.
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