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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 makes a valuable contribution to the e-commerce logistics and consumer behaviour literature by empirically examining how four specific dimensions of distribution innovation (technology adoption, delivery flexibility, omnichannel integration, and last-mile efficiency) distinctly influence corresponding consumer retention outcomes in an emerging market context. The study addresses a critical gap in the literature: most existing research focuses on developed markets, whereas Nigeria's rapidly growing e-commerce sector presents unique logistical challenges and opportunities. Furthermore, the research provides empirical validation for theoretical frameworks (Diffusion of Innovation Theory and Customer Satisfaction Theory) within the digital retail context, offering a replicable model for similar studies in other emerging economies. The findings also have practical implications for logistics innovation strategy, demonstrating that distribution is not merely an operational function but a strategic driver of customer loyalty and advocacy in competitive digital marketplaces.
	



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 (Excellent)
The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the study's focus on the relationship between innovative distribution models and consumer retention in e-commerce. The use of "nexus" appropriately signals the connection between the two constructs.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The abstract effectively summarises the research problem, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. However, it could be slightly more concise in the methodology section and include brief quantitative results (e.g., specific R² values or beta coefficients) to strengthen its impact.
	

	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: 5 (Excellent)
Keywords are well-selected, covering both the independent variables (innovative distribution models, technology adoption, last-mile efficiency, omnichannel integration) and dependent variables (consumer retention), ensuring discoverability in relevant 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: 4 (Good)
The introduction provides adequate contextualization of the e-commerce landscape and distribution challenges. However, it could benefit from more specific statistics on Nigeria's e-commerce growth rate or comparative data with other emerging markets to strengthen the case for the study's relevance.
	

	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 (Excellent)
Objectives and hypotheses are exceptionally clear, well-structured, and directly aligned with each other. Each research question corresponds to a specific objective and hypothesis, creating a coherent logical framework.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The literature review is relevant and draws on recent sources (2022-2025). However, the theoretical framework section could be expanded with more contemporary extensions of DOI and CST in digital contexts. Some citations appear to be in-press or not yet published (2025), which raises questions about verification.
	

	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 (Excellent)
The descriptive survey design is appropriate for examining relationships among variables in natural settings. Sample size calculation using Yamane's formula is properly applied. The multi-stage sampling technique and mixed data collection methods (physical and electronic) strengthen the methodology.
	

	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: 5 (Excellent)
Ethical issues are comprehensively addressed, including informed consent, voluntary participation, confidentiality, data protection, and absence of coercion. The declaration of AI use is a contemporary and transparent addition.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Results are presented logically with clear tables. However, the transition from descriptive to inferential analysis could be smoother. The regression results for a single dependent variable are shown, while the hypotheses for other retention proxies are not explicitly tested using inferential statistics.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
Tables are clear and relevant, though the manuscript would benefit from visual representations (such as charts or figures) of the regression model or conceptual framework to enhance reader comprehension.
	

	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 (Excellent)
Discussion effectively connects findings to theoretical frameworks (RBV, Expectancy-Disconfirmation, SERVQUAL, and Service-Profit Chain) and prior empirical studies. Each finding is interpreted within the existing literature, demonstrating scholarly depth.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
Conclusions are generally supported by the data. However, the study only presents full regression results for customer satisfaction, while conclusions address all four retention proxies. The manuscript would benefit from presenting regression results for each retention proxy to strengthen this alignment.
	

	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 (Excellent)
Limitations are discussed in detail, including the geographical scope, self-report bias, cross-sectional design constraints, and the exclusion of other potentially relevant variables. This demonstrates strong scholarly awareness and intellectual honesty.
	

	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: 3 (Satisfactory)
References are relevant but somewhat limited in number. There is also a heavy reliance on Nigerian-specific sources; including more international comparative studies would strengthen the theoretical foundation.
	

	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: 4 (Good)
The manuscript is well-written with clear academic language. Minor issues include some redundancy in the introduction and overly lengthy sentences in the discussion section. The use of AI tools for language refinement is appropriately acknowledged.
	



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 accurately reflects the study's focus and key variables, clearly indicating the relationship between innovative distribution models and consumer retention in the e-commerce industry. The terminology is appropriate for academic audiences.
	

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

	Yes. The abstract covers all essential elements, including research context, objectives, methodology, findings, and conclusions. Minor improvements could include reporting specific statistical results (e.g., R² values) and more precise sample details.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes. The study employs an appropriate research design and statistical methods. However, the manuscript states that multiple regression analysis was used to test all four hypotheses, yet it presents only the regression model for customer satisfaction. The scientific rigour would be enhanced by presenting separate regression models for each retention proxy, or by clarifying the analytical approach used to test all hypotheses.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Adequate but could be improved. The references are recent (2022-2025) and relevant to the topic. However, the reference list is relatively short (approximately 17 entries), which may be insufficient for a comprehensive literature review. Additionally, several 2025 citations cannot yet be fully verified as published works.
	

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

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

	No significant ethical issues identified. The manuscript appropriately addresses informed consent, confidentiality, voluntary participation, and data protection. The authors have also included a transparent declaration of AI use and a competing interests disclaimer. No concerns regarding authorship, plagiarism, or data fabrication are apparent.
	




Reviewer details:
Olajide Solomon FADUN , University of Lagos, Nigeria
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