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I do not agree, fundamentally, that agile and UCD have different values - agile might be 
speedy, but the fundamental value (or focus) is still to create quality. Both UCD and 
agile entail practical compromises and shortcuts in practice. 



 
 
My main question or problem, however, is about the validity of the project - do you 
actually answer your research question? Or, put in another way, is your research 
question stated wrongly?  
 
In order to answer question as it stands in the paper, you need to look at the 
practitioners side, not the side of the users as they try to use the tool?  
 
Or, alternatively, have some criteria of quality against which you judge the users 
responses. 
 
So, in total, you seem to be studying the ability of the users to use the tool, not how the 
practitioners make sense of it? In your discussion you say that  "it facilitates the 
participants well in expressing their needs in an understandable way" - how do you 
know? 
 
Also, when you do the revision, you should consider coming up with a brief statement of  
 

1.   Contribution; what are you contributing with, and to which field are you 
contributing? Who else has contributed to that field, and how is your contribution 
different from theirs or how does it build on previous work. 2. You might consider 
coming up with some clearer suggestions or implications for changing the 
platform that you are looking at.  

2.  You clearly ran into some challenges for the platform, but how could these issues 
have been avoided? 

 
Problems with the method or problems with the tool? 
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