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	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.


	This manuscript provides a structured framework for integrating digital tools into project management within U.S. retail and manufacturing, addressing critical gaps in existing digital transformation strategies. It highlights key challenges such as resistance to change, inadequate training, and misalignment with organizational goals while proposing a systematic approach for optimizing efficiency, collaboration, and data-driven decision-making. However, the study would benefit from empirical validation to strengthen its scientific rigor and demonstrate measurable impacts. By refining its methodology, clarifying industry-specific applications, and justifying tool selection, this research could offer a more robust contribution to project management practices and digital integration strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title lacks context. This manuscript presents a structured approach to integrating digital tools; therefore, I recommend the author clarify the title. Here are two proposed options:
1. A Structured Framework for Digital Tools Integration in U.S. Retail and Manufacturing Project Management

2. A Strategic Framework for Digital Tools Integration in U.S. Retail and Manufacturing Project Management


	

	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 lacks clarity around the research gap. I recommend the author add a point about why existing approaches are insufficient. Also, I recommend a point be added that mentions how the framework was developed, this will help the author add more context to their research. I also recommend the author emphasize more on the practical benefits and measurable impacts of the framework here. The current abstract has a heavy general description, which could be reduced to allow for the above recommendations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript provides relevant literature, is logical, nicely structured, but there are a few areas of concern in regard to being scientifically correct. There is no empirical evidence or findings discussed. How or was the framework tested? Is this framework entirely theoretical, it is not clear? There is no data or discussion on metrics regarding how the digital tools impact efficiency or performance. I do like how the research was focused to U.S. retail and manufacturing project management; however, there is no comprehensive analysis or discussion on whether this framework can be applied globally or across other industries. If the author intended the research to be industry-specific, then I recommend they clarify why the retail and manufacturing project management industry require a unique approach. I also noted the author highlighted specific project management tools (e.g., Trello, Asana, Power BI, and tableau), but did not provide any information on why they were chosen. Was there a scientific basis for the selection of these specific tools? 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the majority of the references are from 2023-2024. 
	

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


	Overall, yes. I would recommend the author incorporate the feedback on the abstract and make it more concise. Also, there is a feel of repetitiveness regarding the benefits of digital tools.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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