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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments 1. No goodness of fit in the research article
1. Structural Equation Model does not display the goodness of fit indices 2. CUS 1, CUS2 show the construct for Customer satisfaction
2. Table 3 and Table 4: CUS1, CUS2 etc. are not clarified 3. The SERVQUAL model were displayed; the reviewer should look at
3. The factor constructs of SERVQUAL were not displayed table 4 and see how SERVQUAL model were display
4. Table 4 is aresult of what kind of analysis? EFA or CFA? Table 4 display CFA
5. Line number 388 and 389 talks about discriminant validity. But its The table 6 have demonstrated the discriminant validity

explanation and tests were not conducted. CFA can only determine Table 7 display AVE
discriminant validity Pilot student was conducted and we have include that in the body of
6. Inline number 396 AVE has been mentioned. But one could not find the the work.
Average Variance Extracted values
7. ltis not clear from the study whether any pilot test has been conducted to
identify scale items and refine survey instruments

No ok

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments The study did not identify any research gap where it can actually contribute to enrich the
existing body of knowledge.
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