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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.
	This manuscript is valuable because it shows how a travel planning app was built to meet real user needs using Agile methodology. It includes useful features like route suggestions, destination info, and map options. The app was tested by users and received a very high satisfaction score. It can be a helpful reference for others developing similar mobile apps.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	This title is clear but could be improved for readability and impact. It is a bit generic and does not fully reflect the unique features or outcomes of the research, such as user-centered design, route optimization, and/or the name of the app.
Suggested title: 

Development of an iOS Travel Planning App with Route Optimization Using Agile Methodology
	

	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 of the article is generally comprehensive. However, it can be improved for clarity, structure, and conciseness. Here are a few specific suggestions:

· Clearly state the purpose of the study in one sentence at the beginning.

· Avoid too much detail about each development phase; mention the key steps only.

· Highlight features like route optimization (PSO), saving routes, and map customization.

· Eliminate redundant phrases like “successfully implemented optimally.”

· State that the UAT score was 97.33% and briefly explain what this indicates.

· Avoid long, complex sentences that can be shortened without losing meaning.

· Use active voice where possible for better readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct overall. The methodology is well-structured, the development process is clearly documented, and appropriate testing methods (blackbox, whitebox, UAT) are applied. It also references credible sources and uses standard development practice. However, a few minor issues should be noted:
· Add a brief explanation of how the PSO works in the app’s route feature.

· Briefly explain how test cases relate to the app’s functions, especially in whitebox testing. 
· Make sure all programming and development terms are used correctly and consistently.

· Simplify complex phrases and avoid unclear wording.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are quite few and some are outdated. Adding more recent and relevant sources will make the research stronger and more trustworthy. It’s a good idea to replace old references with up-to-date articles and books related to PSO and software testing. This will help keep the work current and reliable.
	

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


	· The language and English quality of the article are generally good but would benefit from further polishing to meet scholarly standards. 
· Additionally, the article is quite lengthy and should be shortened to comply with the journal’s required page limits. 
· Careful editing for clarity and conciseness is recommended to improve readability and fit publication guidelines.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Overall, the paper is well-written overall, though some sections could be more concise and better structured.

· Discuss who the respondents are and how they were chosen.

· The results are promising, but the discussion should better connect findings to existing literature.

· Conclusions are supported by the data, but implications and future research directions could be expanded.

· References need updating with more recent and relevant sources to strengthen the paper’s foundation.

· The paper requires careful proofreading to correct minor language and formatting issues.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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