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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.

	1. Manuscript requires major revisions in clarity, methodology rigor, and result presentation.
Suggestion: Include 1–2 key outcomes (e.g., accuracy, major UX factor).
2. The introduction contains grammatical inconsistencies
· Some sentences are overly long and repetitive
· Citations [10–14] are clustered without clear justification.
· The research contribution is not explicitly stated.
Suggestions: Add clearly Research gap
Novel contribution (e.g., integration of UX + ML prediction)

3. In literature review lacks critical comparison between studies
· Mostly descriptive rather than analytical
· No summary table comparing prior work is included.
4. The methodology needs clarity and structure improvement:
· Some steps appear overly technical without justification

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes it is suitable.
	

	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 lengthy and descriptive; it should be more concise and highlight:
1. Key findings
2. Quantitative results
3. The mention of trend data (2015–2029) is unclear—please justify data sources and relevance.
4. The Random Forest model is mentioned, but no results are presented in the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The idea is good, but novelty is moderate because many studies already compared PWAs vs native apps
· The ML component (Random Forest) can improve novelty, but it is not fully implemented or demonstrated

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Several references (1–9) are related to sentiment analysis, which seems misaligned with the main topic.
· Irrelevant references reduce the paper’s credibility.

	

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

	Multiple grammatical errors:
· “BACKGROUNF”, “RESAERCH”
· Formatting inconsistencies:
· Headings
· Spacing
· Some sections are duplicated or poorly aligned
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	




	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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	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)
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