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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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.


	In my capacity as a researcher, I believe this work is significant because it initiates a preliminary conversation on how vacationers in a little-studied area like Northern Tanzania select urban transportation options. Even though the results cannot be generalized due to the convenience sampling strategy, the findings are nevertheless helpful in laying the groundwork for future research that is more methodologically robust. I think that this study can serve as a springboard for interdisciplinary research that connects user experience, transportation, and tourism in poor nations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of this article, in my opinion, is still not sharp and feels stiff, especially the phrase “choice of forms” which sounds unnatural in a scientific context. It would be clearer and more readable if it was changed to “Tourists Urban Transport Mode Choice during Vacations in Northern Tanzania.” or “Understanding Tourists’ Preferences and Experiences with Urban Transport Modes in Northern Tanzania” This title better represents the content of the study and is easy for readers to understand.
	

	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.


	I found the abstract of this article too long and dense, making it tiring to read. The information is comprehensive, but it's not organized in a coherent manner - it's like all the important points are immediately included without being organized. For example, traveler experiences such as “jumping at the wrong station” or “being asked for money” are too detailed for the size of the abstract, and make the reader lose focus on the main message. I suggest that authors organize their abstracts in a more organized way: starting from the background of the problem, summarizing the method (for example: “quantitative survey of 277 travelers with logistic regression analysis"), then the main results in general, and close with a sentence explaining the contribution or importance of these findings to the development of tourist transportation. The results section should not need to list experiences one by one, just summarize them with more concise language such as “tourists experienced various operational challenges and social interactions while using city transportation”.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In terms of scientific substance, there are still many parts that need to be improved so that this manuscript is truly worthy of being published in a reputable scientific journal.

First, the introduction needs to be rewritten into five clear and concise paragraphs. The first paragraph should explain why this topic is important. The author needs to add data or findings from previous studies that show that the issue of tourist transportation is indeed a concern or has not been studied much. The second paragraph should explain how and why the variables are related, not just provide definitions. The reader should be convinced that there is a reasonable relationship between factors such as distance, time, and customer preference and the choice of transportation mode, based on theory or previous findings. The third paragraph should outline the rationale for selecting the research location. At present, the rationale has not been explained strongly enough. The fourth paragraph should mention one by one the gaps or lacunae in previous research that this study tries to fill. The concluding fifth paragraph should summarize the gaps,  the benefits of the study, and the specifically formulated objectives.
Second, the theoretical framework and relationships between variables have not been convincingly explained. The author does mention utilitarian theory and several other supporting theories, but the variables in this study are not explained where they come from and do not actually reflect the theory. For example, it has not been explained in detail what the indicators of each factor are, whether they are developed by themselves or taken from previous research, and the source of development has not been mentioned. This makes the relationship between variables look weak and like it is not really based on a solid theory.

Third, the method section is also not well written. The author needs to organize this section more neatly and clearly, starting from the type of approach, sampling technique, the number of questions used in the questionnaire, the origin of the statements in the instrument, to how the data is tested for validity and reliability. Currently, this information is not available or is very general. It would be much better if the author clearly states the results of the validity and reliability tests and includes references or previous research as the basis for preparing the instrument.

Fourth, the discussion section is still too descriptive. It is better to separate the discussion into subchapters based on the research objectives to make it easier to read and more focused. In addition, the author needs to add and compare with more previous studies, at least three relevant studies for each main discussion. The discussion should also not only show the similarity of results, but also explain the differences, and why. At present, the discussion is not deep enough.
Fifth, the manuscript has not shown what analytical methods were used to answer each of the objectives. This is important so that the reader understands the author's line of thinking and can assess the appropriateness of the methods. In addition, the theoretical and managerial implications are also missing. In fact, this section is needed to show the extent to which research findings can be used in practice or enrich existing theories.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list of references in this paper, in my opinion, is still very, very lacking both in terms of number and currency. Most of the references used do not reflect the latest developments in tourist transportation research. In fact, issues about tourist behavior, transportation experience, and mode choice are very dynamic, especially after the COVID-19 pandemic.

In addition, the author mentions several major theories such as the Theory of Planned Behavior and the Social-Ecological Model, but none of the recent empirical references actually use these theories concretely in a similar context. This makes the theoretical foundation feel weak and disconnected from recent research.

I strongly recommend the authors add references from the last five years, particularly from reputable international journals that focus on transportation, tourism and consumer behavior.
	

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


	Some sections use diction that is not natural in an academic context, such as “fans with the locals” which sounds informal and confusing in a scientific article. In addition, the use of technical terms and interparagraph transitions are also sloppy, disrupting the flow of reading.

Grammar, tense usage, and word choice also need to be improved thoroughly. There are also sentences that are too long, unfocused, and contain several ideas at once without clear logical relationships.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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