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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 addresses a practically relevant issue in e-commerce logistics by examining how real-time tracking and delivery timeliness shape customer trust among Generation Z consumers. Given the rapid growth of online shopping and persistent trust deficits in many emerging markets, evidence from Rivers State, Nigeria provides useful contextual insights. If the authors rectify the current methodological and reporting issues, the paper could offer actionable implications for last-mile logistics providers seeking to improve customer experience and retention.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the key constructs and target population. However, it could be made more precise by indicating the study context and the empirical design. Suggested alternative title: “Real-Time Tracking and Delivery Timeliness as Determinants of Customer Trust among Gen Z Consumers: Evidence from Last-Mile Logistics in Rivers State, Nigeria.”
	

	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 is broadly structured, but it should report essential methodological and statistical details more accurately. Please (i) specify the exact analysis actually used (e.g., multiple regression vs. SEM/PLS-SEM) and report key coefficients (β, t/F, p-values, and confidence intervals where possible), (ii) avoid over-claiming ‘strong’ effects when statistical significance is weak or absent (e.g., p = 0.0901 and p = 0.346), and (iii) clarify the study context (types of logistics services used by respondents) and the operationalization of the constructs (number of items, scale anchors).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	At present, the manuscript is not scientifically robust due to major inconsistencies in the data analysis and reporting. Key concerns:

1) Internal inconsistency of sample size and degrees of freedom: the study states N = 400, but the regression/ANOVA tables show df totals of 15–16, which implies a much smaller N. This must be corrected and the full output for N = 400 should be reported.

2) Model reporting errors: in the ‘real-time tracking’ model, R² = 0.891 is reported but Adjusted R² = 0.173, which is implausible; the ANOVA table also appears to mislabel dependent/predictor variables. Similar inconsistencies exist in the ‘delivery timeliness’ model (e.g., regression df = 2 while only one predictor is listed).

3) Hypotheses are framed as null hypotheses (“no significant relationship”). For theory-driven studies, directional hypotheses should be stated based on TAM/TPB and extant logistics service quality literature.

4) Measurement model is insufficiently reported: the paper mentions EFA/CFA/SEM, Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, AVE, and test–retest, but the results (factor loadings, CR/AVE, discriminant validity, common method bias checks) are not presented.

5) Methods need clearer specification: define inclusion criteria, response rate, handling of missing data, and checks for regression assumptions (normality, multicollinearity, heteroskedasticity).

6) Results interpretation: conclusions should align with statistical evidence. Where p-values are not significant at conventional thresholds, interpret cautiously and consider effect sizes and practical significance.

Given these issues, a major re-analysis and substantial revision are required before the manuscript can be considered.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally adequate and include several recent sources (2022–2024). However, the reference list needs quality control: remove duplicates, ensure consistent APA formatting, and provide complete source details (including access dates for web-based sources such as Statista). Additionally, consider adding a small number of high-quality, directly relevant studies on tracking transparency, delivery reliability, and trust formation in e-commerce logistics (preferably from top logistics/operations or IS journals).
	

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


	The English is understandable but not yet at a publishable scholarly standard. The manuscript requires professional copyediting to address grammar, punctuation, and clarity, and to ensure consistent terminology (e.g., “customer trust” vs. “user trust”). Tables and section numbering also need formatting corrections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Additional recommendations:

• Provide a conceptual framework figure and clearly justify the integration of TAM and TPB for the logistics context.

• Clearly define ‘Gen Z’ and ensure respondent ages align with that definition.

• Report instrument items (or an appendix) and scale sources; clarify adaptation procedure.

• Expand discussion of managerial implications (e.g., what tracking features matter: ETA accuracy, notification frequency, exception handling).

• Add a limitations section (single state, student sample, self-reported measures) and a future research agenda.

• Ensure ethics/informed consent statements and data handling transparency.
	


	PART  2: 



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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Ethics information is not sufficiently reported. Please state whether an institutional ethics approval was obtained (or why not required), describe informed consent procedures, anonymity/confidentiality safeguards, voluntary participation, and data protection measures. Because respondents are students, also clarify that participation had no academic consequences.
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