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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.


	In my opinion, the subject matter covered is topical and relevant to the need for information on business digitalisation, particularly in terms of customer experience. The conclusions drawn from the article are sound, and the literature review is clear and easy to read, even for those without technical knowledge. The article requires a few revisions to simplify the message further, so that it is accessible to a wider audience. It is also important to situate the described study within a specific timeframe. Given the exponential pace of technological progress, the results presented should reflect the actual state of affairs at a specific point in time. Precise dating is crucial for maintaining analytical continuity, as it allows us to understand the gap between current optimisation methods and the solutions used in previous cycles.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is simple and clear; in my opinion, it doesn’t need changing. The terms mentioned in the title are explained in the article.
	

	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 clear; the only suggestion for amendment is the sentence: “Additionally, the study incorporates trend data (2015–2029) to situate results in the context of rising mobile adoption and increasing mobile traffic share.” If the author considers this to be important for the article, at least 2–3 sentences should be added to elaborate on the issue of the future and to support the forecasts with sources. If it was not the original intention to elaborate on the future of the technologies described, I suggest removing this sentence so that it does not distract from the main objective, which is to present the article’s comparative conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The text is clear, and the description of the methodology is precise. To improve the readability of the information, I suggest rearranging the figures so that they do not obscure the captions and including a reference to the source beneath each one, indicating where they come from. Information should also be added to the methodology section regarding when the research was conducted or whether it is the result of a discussion of the literature – it is unclear whether this is the author’s own invention or a reconstructed description. To make the article more practical, I suggest clarifying for whom this data is crucial in their day-to-day work. Identifying specific roles – such as developers, creative teams or those responsible for testing – will help readers apply these insights more quickly to their own decision-making processes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several source references are missing. Practical example: “Twitter Lite reduced data usage by 70% and increased engagement by 65%, whilst Starbucks’ PWA shrank to 1 MB, halved load times to 2.5 seconds, and doubled active users. These examples demonstrate the benefits of scalability and reach offered by PWAs”  and the sentence: “The total number of mobile users grew from 3.2 billion in 2015 to 7.6 billion in 2029, traffic rose by 45% to 80%, and daily usage time increased from 2.5 to 5.6 hours —highlighting the most effective app strategies” should be cited if it is a quote or a conclusion based on a literature review, or include the date of access and the app version if the analysis was conducted independently. It is suggested that the definition of User Experience be expanded with a quote, as this is a key term that should be explained based on a review of academic or functional literature—a quote has been suggested using the definition created by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO).
	

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


	The language is correct; a few corrections have been made regarding punctuation, typos in the word “modelling” and it has been suggested that the word ‘favor’ be replaced with “prefer” or “choose”
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	I am sending the edited article, with comments added, highlighted in green and in italics. I have tried to include a justification for each comment, along with a suggestion for the author on what could be added or how certain parts of the text could be improved. The main purpose of these comments is to standardise the text, providing explanations to make it accessible to a wider audience, including those who are only just becoming familiar with the subject matter.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there are not any ethical issues.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No, there are not any competing interest issues.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No instances of plagiarism were found
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