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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 a relevant and practical topic in contemporary service management, namely how the quality of a digital ordering system is associated with perceived service convenience in a fast-food context. The topic is useful for researchers and practitioners because digital interfaces are increasingly central to customer experience in food service operations. The study also has contextual value because evidence from provincial fast-food settings remains less visible in the literature. However, the manuscript's scientific contribution would be stronger if the authors more clearly articulated to improved the methodological reporting, and deepened the analytical interpretation beyond descriptive levels and a single bivariate correlation.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title is generally suitable, but it could be made more precise and academically concise. A stronger version would be: 'Service Quality and Service Convenience in a Fast-Food Digital Ordering System: Evidence from a Provincial Philippine Setting.'
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract states the main variables, sample size, design, and principal finding, but it remains too general in several places. It should specify the study setting more clearly, report whether the instruments were pilot-tested/validated in the present context, and avoid overstating that improvements in service quality 'directly enhance' convenience because the design is correlational, not causal.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The manuscript is directionally sound, but several scientific issues require revision. These include limited explanation of the sampling frame and stratification procedure, insufficient evidence of construct validity for the adapted instruments, lack of assumption checks for Pearson correlation, no discussion of common method bias, no treatment of study limitations, and occasional causal language despite a non-experimental correlational design.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The reference list is fairly recent, but its quality and consistency need improvement. Several citations appear weakly integrated, some bibliographic entries are inconsistent or incomplete, and at least one entry appears temporally inconsistent (for example, a 2020 source linked to 2025 conference proceedings). The authors should verify all references carefully and rely more on high-quality peer-reviewed journal sources.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. The manuscript states that an ethics certificate was acquired before data collection, which is positive. However, ethical reporting is still incomplete. The paper should explicitly state informed consent procedures, voluntariness of participation, anonymity/confidentiality safeguards, data protection measures, and whether respondents were adults.
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
[bookmark: _GoBack]The manuscript addresses a relevant applied topic and reports a statistically significant association. However, it currently reads more like a competent undergraduate or institutional research paper than a journal-ready article. Before acceptance, the authors should substantially strengthen the methodological transparency, validate the adapted measures more clearly, remove causal wording, add a limitations section, and improve the scholarly discussion and reference accuracy. My recommendation is Major Revision.
	



Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk227754997]Renil Septiano, Sekolah Tinggi Ilmu Ekonomi KBP, Indonesia

Page 4 of 4
V240326


