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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

The paper studies the effect of business locations on 

consumer’s repeat-purchases and evaluates the effect of 

proximity of business locations on consumer’s patronage. 

The study was implemented through a questionnaire that 

collected data on the use of a photocopying service in an 

university. The conclusions are that business location 

influences performance and repeat purchases of 

consumers. 

 

The paper is well written, carefully motivated and 

reveals knowledge of the related literature. However, the 

way the study is conducted and the employed 

methodology are poor and unsophisticated, what raises 

doubts on the robustness and relevance of the results.  

 

The paper can be considered for publication in light of its 

correctness and careful preparation, but it must be noted 

that it delivers no significant new result to the scientific 

literature in the field. 

 

This has been noted and your views will be 

accommodated in our future papers. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

The inclusion of a small conclusion with a synthesis of the 

main results would be helpful. 

 

The conclusion and synthesis of the main 

results has been taken care of in the paper 

in line with your suggestions. 
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