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Reviewer’s comment

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)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

The paper is too long (over 12,000 words) with only six
references. Recommend the author to observe around 5,000
words including literature review and references.

The author went through great length to do the survey on
common users and interviews of power users, however most
results have been generally known in software quality circle
and literature

The analysis part which identified the potential improvement
of each of the list of attributes did not offer new points that
could make a difference.

The recommendations were nothing new. I wonder if any
practitioners see much value in spending time and effort
resulting in cost to actually adopt or adapt this analysis
scheme.

Although I did not look for novelty, ingenuity or similar
attributes in the proposed analysis and recommendations, I
failed to see any real contribution of the paper in the
statements made as recommendations which many are already
known by software people.

Minor REVISION comments

Some English problems and some inconsistency. At times, the
author used “I”, other times used “we”.

Optional /General

comments
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