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	The manuscript is relevant to the scientific community and developers superficially since it offers a detailed comparison of Progressive Web Applications (PWAs) and a native mobile application regarding the user experience point of view. The research is a combination of quantitative analysis of performance as well as qualitative user feedback, which provides a full picture of the usability of an application. Also, the systematic incorporation of the machine learning methods like the Random Forest adds extra layers of analysis since it determines the main variables that drive user retention and satisfaction. The conclusions can be applied in choosing the right mobile development policies by developers, businesses, and researchers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 properly organized and includes such points of the study as methodology, evaluation metrics, and findings.

Suggested Improvements:
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	8.5
Recommending with minor revision

The paper is a properly organized and appropriate research with a solid methodological basis. There are small changes that should be made to enhance the quality of words, structure, and clarity of the results presentation. These enhancements make the paper acceptable to publication.
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