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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 the practically important topic of API-first development, which is increasingly relevant as APIs become central to modern software architectures. The paper synthesizes adoption trends across industries and proposes a framework for scalable API design, which could be valuable for practitioners. However, the contribution appears incremental, primarily aggregating existing best practices from industry reports. The manuscript would benefit the community more if it included empirical studies or theoretical advances beyond consolidating industry knowledge.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is acceptable but somewhat generic. Suggested alternative: "A Framework for Scalable API-First Development: Industry Trends and Enterprise Case Studies" - this better reflects that the work is primarily a survey with a proposed framework rather than fundamental software engineering research.
	

	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 overly detailed and reads more like an extended summary than a concise abstract. Suggestions:

Delete: Excessive statistics (e.g., "79% of public APIs rely on REST") and company-specific details (e.g., "Stripe handling 250 million daily requests")

Reduce: The framework description to 1-2 sentences focusing on the key contribution

Add: A clear statement of the research methodology and empirical validation approach

Target length: Reduce to approximately 200-250 words


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Major concerns:
1. Limited original research: The paper heavily relies on industry reports (Postman, Gartner, Forrester) and company case studies without independent empirical validation

2. Missing methodology: No clear research methodology section explaining how data was collected, analyzed, or validated

3. Framework validation: The proposed framework lacks rigorous evaluation beyond descriptive case studies

4. Claim substantiation: Some statistics appear cited from industry sources without critical evaluation (e.g., "83% of global web traffic")

Minor issues: Some assertions need better support with peer-reviewed sources rather than company marketing materials.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Insufficient academic grounding:
Only 2 peer-reviewed academic sources (IEEE 2024, ACM 2021) among 12 references

Over-reliance on industry reports and company websites

Missing foundational API research papers


	

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


	YES
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript reads more as a comprehensive industry survey than a research paper. While the topic is relevant, the work lacks the rigor expected for scholarly publication: no empirical studies, no controlled experiments,  and limited theoretical contribution. The proposed framework synthesizes known practices without demonstrating its effectiveness beyond anecdotal evidence.
Conduct empirical validation (surveys, experiments, or systematic case studies)

Add substantial peer-reviewed literature

Clearly articulate the contribution beyond aggregating industry knowledge

Include a proper methodology section

Reduce length and eliminate repetition

Verdict: The paper provides a useful industry overview but needs significant strengthening of its research contribution and methodology to meet scholarly standards.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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