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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 timely and relevant topic by examining the factors influencing customer satisfaction and reuse intention in online food delivery services among young consumers in Cambodia. The study contributes to the growing body of literature on digital consumer behavior by integrating the SERVQUAL and Expectation-Confirmation Model (ECM) within the context of Foodpanda, an area that has received limited empirical attention in emerging markets. Furthermore, the use of structural equation modeling (SEM) and the examination of customer satisfaction as a mediating variable provide valuable theoretical and methodological contributions. The findings offer practical implications for digital platform managers and policymakers while also providing a useful foundation for future research on customer behavior in online service environments.


	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)

The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the main focus of the study. It clearly identifies the independent variables (service quality and perceived convenience), the dependent variables (customer satisfaction and reuse intention), as well as the study context (young Foodpanda users in Cambodia). The title is concise, informative, and effectively communicates the scope and objectives of the research, making it appropriate for an academic audience.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)

The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly presents the research background, objective, methodology, sample characteristics, analytical techniques, key findings, and major conclusions. It also highlights the significant direct and mediating effects among the study variables, providing readers with a clear overview of the study's contributions. The inclusion of the main statistical outcomes, such as the explained variance (R² = 80%) and the mediation results, further strengthens the abstract. Overall, the abstract accurately reflects the content of the manuscript and effectively summarizes 


	

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

The keywords are generally appropriate and relevant to the main themes of the study. They capture the core constructs, including service quality, customer satisfaction, and perceived convenience, as well as the geographical context (Cambodia). However, the keywords could be strengthened by including terms that better reflect the theoretical and methodological focus of the study, such as Reuse Intention, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), Food Delivery Platform, or Foodpanda. Including these terms would improve the manuscript's discoverability and indexing in academic databases.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)

The background section is sufficient, coherent, and logically organized. It effectively introduces the rapid growth of digitalization and online food delivery services before narrowing the discussion to Foodpanda and the Cambodian context. The authors provide a comprehensive review of relevant recent literature, clearly identify the research gap, and establish the theoretical and practical significance of the study. The transition from the general context to the specific research problem is smooth, and the research objectives are explicitly stated, providing a strong foundation for the subsequent sections of the manuscript.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)

The research objectives and hypotheses are clearly stated and logically developed. The manuscript presents seven well-defined research objectives that align directly with the proposed hypotheses and the conceptual framework. Each hypothesis is grounded in relevant theoretical foundations (SERVQUAL and the Expectation-Confirmation Model) and supported by recent empirical literature. The clear alignment among the research gap, objectives, hypotheses, and conceptual model enhances the overall rigor and coherence of the study.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)

The literature review is relevant, comprehensive, and up to date. It incorporates a substantial number of recent studies, with many references published between 2023 and 2026, reflecting the latest developments in online food delivery services, customer satisfaction, service quality, and reuse intention. The review is well organized and effectively synthesizes previous findings while identifying important research gaps, particularly in the Cambodian context and among young Foodpanda users. Furthermore, the integration of the SERVQUAL and Expectation-Confirmation Model (ECM) provides a strong theoretical foundation that supports the development of the research hypotheses and conceptual framework.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)

Reviewer Comment:

The research methodology is appropriate and well aligned with the objectives of the study. The authors employed a quantitative correlational research design, which is suitable for examining the relationships among service quality, perceived convenience, customer satisfaction, and reuse intention. The use of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), supported by Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), reliability and validity assessments, and mediation analysis, provides a rigorous analytical framework for testing the proposed hypotheses. In addition, the sample size of 600 respondents exceeds the minimum requirement for SEM, enhancing the robustness and reliability of the findings. The authors also acknowledge the limitations associated with convenience sampling and the cross-sectional design, demonstrating methodological transparency.


	

	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
	Rating: 4/5 (Good)

The manuscript adequately addresses several important ethical considerations. The authors state that participation was voluntary, informed consent was obtained from all respondents, and confidentiality was assured during data collection. They also include declarations regarding competing interests and the use of AI-assisted tools, which enhances the transparency of the study. However, the manuscript does not explicitly mention approval from an Institutional Review Board (IRB) or Ethics Committee, nor does it provide an ethics approval reference number. If such approval was obtained, this information should be clearly reported to fully comply with international research ethics and publication standards.


	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)
The results are presented clearly, systematically, and in a logical sequence. The manuscript provides comprehensive descriptive statistics, reliability and validity assessments, Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analyses (EFA and CFA), correlation analysis, common method bias assessment, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), and mediation analysis. The tables and figures are well organized, appropriately labeled, and effectively support the interpretation of the findings. The statistical results, including standardized path coefficients, t-values, p-values, model fit indices, and explained variance (R²), are reported clearly, making the findings easy to understand and verify. Overall, the presentation of the results is transparent and consistent with the study objectives and hypotheses.


	

	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

	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)
The tables and figures are clear, relevant, and essential to the presentation of the study's findings. They are well organized, appropriately numbered, and effectively summarize the descriptive statistics, measurement model assessment, reliability and validity tests, correlation analysis, structural equation modeling results, and mediation analysis. The conceptual framework and structural model figures enhance readers' understanding of the proposed relationships among the study variables. Overall, the visual materials complement the text effectively and contribute to the clarity and readability of the manuscript.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)
The discussion effectively relates the study's findings to the existing literature and demonstrates a strong connection between the empirical results and the underlying theoretical frameworks. The authors consistently compare their findings with previous studies on service quality, perceived convenience, customer satisfaction, and reuse intention, highlighting both similarities and distinctive contributions. The discussion also explains the findings in light of the SERVQUAL and Expectation-Confirmation Model (ECM), providing meaningful theoretical interpretation. Furthermore, the authors clearly emphasize the unique contribution of the study by presenting empirical evidence from the Cambodian online food delivery context, where research remains relatively limited. Overall, the discussion is well-developed, balanced, and firmly grounded in prior research.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)
The conclusions are well supported by the data and are consistent with the empirical findings presented in the manuscript. The authors accurately summarize the key results without overstating their implications, emphasizing the significant effects of service quality, perceived convenience, and customer satisfaction on reuse intention. The conclusions are directly supported by the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) and mediation analysis results, including the strong explanatory power of the proposed model (R² = 0.80). Furthermore, the authors appropriately acknowledge the study's limitations and provide realistic recommendations for future research, which enhances the credibility and scientific value of the conclusions.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)
The study limitations are clearly identified and appropriately discussed. The authors acknowledge several important limitations, including the use of convenience sampling, data collection from a single university, the predominance of young respondents, the cross-sectional research design, and the reliance on self-reported data. They also recognize the potential influence of common method bias and the limited generalizability of the findings due to the focus on Foodpanda users in Cambodia. Furthermore, the manuscript provides well-justified recommendations for future research, such as employing probability sampling, longitudinal or mixed-methods designs, broader demographic coverage, and comparative studies across different online food delivery platforms. This transparent discussion enhances the credibility and scientific rigor of the study.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)
Reviewer Comment:
The references are highly relevant, comprehensive, and sufficient in number to support the study. The manuscript cites a broad range of authoritative sources, including seminal works such as Parasuraman et al. (1988) for SERVQUAL, Bhattacherjee (2001) for the Expectation-Confirmation Model (ECM), and Podsakoff et al. (2003) for common method bias, alongside numerous recent studies published between 2023 and 2026. The reference list demonstrates a strong engagement with current research on online food delivery services, customer satisfaction, service quality, perceived convenience, and reuse intention. Overall, the references provide a solid theoretical and empirical foundation for the study and are appropriate for a high-quality scientific manuscript.


	

	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
	Rating: 5/5 (Excellent)
The manuscript is written in clear, coherent, and professional academic language. The ideas are presented logically, and the flow between sections is smooth, making the study easy to follow and understand. The terminology is appropriate for the field, and the methodology, results, and discussion are communicated with sufficient clarity and precision. The manuscript also demonstrates a high standard of grammatical accuracy and readability. Only a few minor stylistic and editorial refinements could be considered to improve sentence conciseness, but these do not affect the overall quality or comprehension of the manuscript.


	


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 suitable because it is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the purpose, variables, and context of the study. It effectively communicates the independent variables (service quality and perceived convenience), the mediator (customer satisfaction), the dependent variable (reuse intention), and the target population (young Foodpanda users in Cambodia). Therefore, no revision is necessary.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES

The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the study by presenting the research background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and main conclusions. It accurately reflects the content of the manuscript and provides readers with a clear overview of the study. Therefore, no revision is required.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. The research objectives are clearly defined, the theoretical framework is appropriate, and the methodology—including the use of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), reliability and validity assessments, and mediation analysis—is suitable for addressing the research questions. The analyses are conducted systematically, and the conclusions are supported by the empirical findings. Therefore, the manuscript demonstrates an acceptable level of scientific quality, and no major scientific revisions are required.

No apparent ethical concerns were identified in this manuscript. However, to fully comply with international publication standards, the authors are encouraged to explicitly state whether ethical approval was obtained from an Institutional Review Board (IRB) or Ethics Committee and, if applicable, provide the approval number in the manuscript. This is a reporting issue rather than evidence of an ethical violation

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
The reference list is sufficient, relevant, and up to date. It includes a balanced combination of seminal theoretical works (e.g., SERVQUAL, Expectation-Confirmation Model, and common method bias) and a substantial number of recent studies published between 2023 and 2026, ensuring that the manuscript is grounded in both foundational and contemporary literature. Therefore, no revision is required.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
Based on the information provided in the manuscript, no major ethical issues are evident. The study appears to have been conducted ethically, as participation was voluntary, respondents' confidentiality was maintained, and the authors disclosed competing interests and the use of AI-assisted tools. The manuscript also acknowledges methodological limitations transparently.
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