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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 addresses an important topic in the field of wireless communications by evaluating latency and jitter performance in 4G networks across different urban environments. Its findings provide a better understanding of the impact of user density, infrastructure quality, and temporal variations on network performance. It also contributes to supporting efforts to improve network quality and planning in developing regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Can you change the title of the manuscript
	

	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 good in presenting the study’s idea and results, but it needs some improvements, such as providing a more precise description of the methodology, adding key numerical results, and highlighting the significance and applications of the findings for improving network performance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall, but it needs improvement in clarifying influencing factors, strengthening the analysis, and providing more accurate interpretation of the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are appropriate overall, but adding more recent sources would enhance the scientific quality.
	

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


	The language is generally appropriate, but it needs some improvements in phrasing and coherence to be more professional.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Latency and jitter are measured using the Speed test application as the measurement methodology, but the control of environmental factors that could have influenced the accuracy of the measurements (e.g. wireless interference, weather conditions) was not adequately described.

2. The 2-hour intervals between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m. are selected in the realistic image of the network quality variance at various time points. Although this methodology is effective, a wider scope of the study in terms of geographical and time areas can enhance the applicability of the findings. The existing design might not however be able to capture all the peak times or changes of conditions that might cause a change in latency. In addition, technical specifics of the manner in which the time points were accurately determined and captured during the period of observation (after every two hours between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m.) and the exclusion of an abnormal and outlier measurements are not provided.

3. Scientific explanation of the findings, especially why the latency was much higher in the area of education than in other areas, needs more elaboration, such as technical or behavioral aspects that could have been the major causes.

4. Other technical terminologies, including round-trip time (RTT) and jitter, have to be explained more vividly and in more terms in order to clarify the difference between them and their corresponding effects on the quality of the network.

5. How the performance of the network was measured by the values obtained compared to the specified ideal values (e.g. tables of acceptable latency and jitter values), and whether other performance metrics were utilized, is not clear.

6. Factors that had an influence in the study included user density and quality of infrastructure that were in tandem with other researches. Nevertheless, the study does not provide the further examination of the technical characteristics of the latency measurement and the influence of the environmental factors, or the work equipment.

7. The methods of statistical analysis are not adequately detailed, especially the way means and standard deviations were determined using the sample, and how the results were compared statistically as to whether there was a statistical significance test on the results in order to compare the regions.

8. The experiment fails to give details about how the devices applied (4G phone and Speedtest application) managed data accretion or packet loss when the tests were conducted, which may have affected the outcomes.

9. Suggestions to make the manuscript better:

I. Increase the sample size and period of observation in order to make the results more general.

II. Add predictive models or technical implementation solutions with suggestions on how the performance can be better in the future.

III. Go into more detail over the technical description of measurement, which would appeal to expert readers.

IV. Think about inclusion of evaluation of the economic or social benefits of network performance enhancements into the study area.

11. The paper might also have a closer examination of the role of Internet Service Providers (ISPs) or some other variables like frequency interference.

12. It was general and not detailed enough to implement some of the recommendations.

13. A block diagram is also to be incorporated to demonstrate the methodology and research process in a diagrammatic way to facilitate its understanding and comprehension.
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