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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	The manuscript provides a valuable case study on the application of the Design Thinking method in enhancing the usability and user experience of a university department's company profile website. This study is important as it demonstrates a practical implementation of user-centered design principles within an academic context, thus providing insights that can be applicable in similar settings or broader website development projects. The significant improvement in usability scores post-redesign serves as a compelling example of the effectiveness of structured design frameworks in real-world applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is descriptive and reflects the content of the study. However, it could be more concise and highligh research method employed. A suggested alternative title could be:
“Enhancing Website Usability Through Design Thinking: A Case Study of BEM Faculty of MIPA Udayana University's Website”
	

	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 offers a clear summary of the study's aims, results, and conclusions. However, it does not explicitly outline the research methodology employed. For instance, the methodology section jumps directly into describing the challenges with the website and the subsequent surveys, interviews, and literature studies without clearly stating whether the study is a case study or employs qualitative/quantitative methods. Including this information would strengthen the abstract. Additionally, the abstract could benefit from briefly highlighting the broader implications of the study for similar organizations or industries, emphasizing its relevance beyond the specific context of the university.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct in its approach and execution. It follows a structured methodology based on the well-documented Design Thinking framework, and the use of established tools like the System Usability Scale (SUS) and Click Efficiency Test to measure usability improvements adds credibility to the findings. The results are supported by quantitative data, demonstrating significant enhancements in usability metrics, which strengthens the study's conclusions.

However, there are areas where the scientific rigor could be improved:

1. Research Method: The methodology section requires more detail. For instance, it should elaborate on how interviews were conducted (e.g., duration, in-person or virtual, question derivation process) and how the data was analyzed. Additionally, including the full set of survey questions would enhance transparency and reproducibility.

2. Limitations: The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the study's limitations, such as potential biases introduced by the small sample size or the specific context of BEM Faculty of MIPA Udayana University. Addressing these limitations would improve the transparency and scientific validity of the research.

3. Ethical Considerations: While the study involves human participants (through surveys and interviews), there is no mention of ethical considerations, such as informed consent, data privacy, or the rationale for collecting personal data (e.g., name, age, gender). Clarifying how this data was used and ensuring compliance with ethical standards would align the study with best practices in research.

4. Implications: The study lacks discussion of its broader implications for academia or industry. For example, how can the findings be applied to other contexts beyond the university? Exploring potential use cases would add depth and relevance to the study.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, but addressing these points would further strengthen its credibility, rigor, and impact.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The lack of in-text citations throughout the article is a significant gap and diminishes the scholarly rigor of the manuscript. Citations are essential for grounding research in existing literature, providing credibility, and demonstrating how the study builds on or diverges from prior work. Without proper citations, it becomes difficult to assess the theoretical foundation of the study and its contribution to the field. Examples to important citations includes the introduction section on the importance of user-centric design, methodology section citing foundational work on the design thinking framework, reference studies that discuss the SUS and Click efficiency test, industry benchmark on SUS score.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and appropriate for scholarly communication. However, there are some grammatical and spelling issues that must be improved. For instance:

· "Here This study aims to implement" should be revised to "This study aims to implement."

· Table 4 has spelling errors in “Amount” and “Latest.”


	

	Optional/General comments


	Given the issues identified, including insufficient citations, the need for comprehensive proofreading, ethical concerns, lack of detailed methodology, and missing implication of research to broader context, I recommend a major revision of the manuscript.
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