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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 offers timely and relevant insights into the evolving landscape of digital retail, focusing on the rapid adoption of Quick Commerce (Q-commerce) in urban India. With the increasing reliance on ultra-fast delivery platforms such as Blinkit and Zepto, understanding consumer satisfaction and behavioral trends is crucial for shaping both academic frameworks and business strategies. The study provides valuable empirical data reflecting consumer usage, preferences, and satisfaction indicators, which can inform future research, policy decisions, and industry practices. As the Q-commerce sector grows globally, this paper adds to the limited academic literature, especially in emerging economies, and has the potential to guide improvements in service quality and user experience.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is appropriate and relevant, but contains a spelling error.

· Current Title: Customer Satisafaction toward Quick Commerce
· Suggested Title: Customer Satisfaction toward Quick Commerce in Urban India

	

	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 broadly covers the study's objectives, methods, and key findings, but can be improved:

· Consider including specific details on the sampling method and analytical tools used.

· Quantitative indicators (e.g., satisfaction percentages) are useful but should be more concise.

· The abstract currently lacks mention of limitations or future implications, which are standard in scholarly abstracts.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The methodology section lacks detail, especially regarding sampling techniques, questionnaire design, and statistical rigor.

· No inferential statistics (e.g., chi-square, ANOVA, correlation) were used, limiting the depth of analysis.

· The discussion is mostly descriptive, with minimal theoretical integration.

 With improvements in analytical depth and clarity of methods, the study could meet scientific standards.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent and relevant, with a number of sources from 2021 to 2025, covering both Indian and international contexts.

However:

· Some cited studies are from conference proceedings or non-peer-reviewed sources—consider replacing or supplementing with journal articles from Scopus/Web of Science indexed journals.

· Recommend including recent articles on customer satisfaction models in Q-commerce or post-pandemic digital consumer behavior.

Suggested Addition:

· Kotler, P., Kartajaya, H., & Setiawan, I. (2021). Marketing 5.0: Technology for Humanity. Wiley.


	


	

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


	Not fully. The manuscript contains several spelling mistakes, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent grammar that detract from readability and professionalism.

Examples:

· “Satisafaction” → “Satisfaction”

· “Respodent” → “Respondent”

· Use of phrases like “which could be significant in understanding trends or preferences related to products like yoghurt” is out of place.

A thorough language and copy-editing pass is strongly recommended to align with academic publishing standards.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript addresses an important and under-researched area, particularly for emerging economies.

· The figures and tables are clear, but formatting should match journal style.

· The ethical statement is missing regarding informed consent and data privacy.

· Future versions should consider including a conceptual framework, integrating theories such as SERVQUAL, DeLone & McLean Model, or Customer Expectation-Perception Gap.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Kiran Kumar Thotim KLH Business School, Koneru Lakshmaiah Education Foundation (Deemed to be University), India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

