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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 to the scientific community because it addresses a timely and practical question in mobile computing by comparing Progressive Web Apps and native applications through both performance measures and user experience factors, helping researchers and developers better understand the tradeoffs between accessibility, efficiency, and functionality. It also adds value by combining technical evaluation with user-centered analysis, which can support future studies, guide evidence-based design decisions, and contribute to broader discussions on inclusive and cost-effective mobile technology development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is understandable, but it is a bit long and could be made more polished and academically precise for a conference paper. A stronger alternative would be “Comparative Analysis of Progressive Web Apps and Native Mobile Applications: A User Experience Perspective”.
	

	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 in stating the topic, purpose, and methods, but it is not fully comprehensive because the research results are not presented clearly enough; it mostly describes what the study intends to do rather than what it actually found.
	I suggest adding one or two direct findings from the study, such as which approach performed better in speed, offline functionality, storage efficiency, or user satisfaction, and deleting less essential background details like the long trend-data reference and the Random Forest pipeline unless those produced actual reported results in the paper.

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is not fully scientifically correct in its current form because several claims are presented as expected outcomes rather than results, the methodology mixes proposed and completed analyses without showing actual data outputs, and some references and technical statements do not clearly support the conclusions drawn from the study.
	It has a reasonable topic and structure, but it needs substantial revision in scientific rigor, consistency, grammar, citation accuracy, and evidence-based reporting before it can be considered scientifically sound.

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not fully sufficient as currently written because several citations in the list, especially references [1]– [9] on social media sentiment analysis, do not align closely with a study on PWA vs. native app UX, although the PWA-related sources from 2020–2024 are reasonably recent and relevant overall.
	I would recommend adding a few more direct and recent sources on PWA usability, user perception, and comparative performance. PWAs focused on UX and development trade-offs, while also replacing some of the off-topic sentiment-analysis references with stronger HCI, mobile UX, and app-performance literature.

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


	The article’s English is not yet fully suitable for scholarly communication because it contains frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent terminology, and several section-heading and spelling mistakes that reduce clarity and academic polish.
	It would benefit from careful language editing and proofreading before submission to ensure a more formal, precise, and coherent scholarly style.

	Optional/General comments


	The topic is relevant and timely, and the paper shows a clear effort to compare PWAs and native apps from both technical and user experience perspectives. The work would be stronger with closer proofreading, clearer alignment between the stated methodology and cited references, and more consistent presentation of headings, figures, and language throughout the manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Yes. The manuscript states that informed consent, de-identification, and secure storage were used, but it does not explain ethics approval or exemption, how consent was obtained, what data were collected, whether participants could withdraw, or how fairness and bias in the Random Forest analysis were addressed; it also appears to mention future survey sizes and expected findings in ways that make the study design look partly prospective rather than fully reported, which raises transparency concerns. 
	To strengthen the paper, add a clear ethics statement naming the approving committee or exemption, describe recruitment, consent, privacy protection, data handling, inclusion and exclusion criteria, and participant rights, and include a short section on algorithmic bias, class imbalance, and the limits of generalizing results from a small, possibly uneven sample.


	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are apparent from the manuscript itself, but the paper does not include a clear conflict of interest or funding disclosure statement, which should be added for transparency.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	This paper was written as an original academic work based on the author’s own analysis, supported by cited references throughout the study.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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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)
	Overall marks: 6.5 / 10

Recommendation: Serious Major Revision
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