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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 3
article.

follow:

The title is almost good. In the abstract authors described the study objectives as

- Identify and prioritize performance criteria of denim washing sector,
- Participate in sectors improvement.

So, we suggest reviewing the title as follow:

“Identifying and prioritizing the performance criteria of denim washing industry in
Bangladesh using Analytic Hierarchy Process”™

In addition, we suggest eliminating the second objective because the study did not




bring any tangible outcome that allows sector improvement.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 3
results.

Abstract need more improvement, by adding explanations about methodology
adopted and major results and conclusions.

The second objective should be eliminated because the study did not bring any
tangible outcome that allows sector improvement

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 2
mistakes in this article.

There are many grammatical errors and some spelling mistakes. A proofreading is
necessary.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5

The methodology is clear and authors have perfectly explained all steps.

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain 5
errors.

The structure follows the ESJ format.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 3
supported by the content.

Conclusion is not decisive. It needs some improvement by adding authors’ point of
view according to results.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 2

The references are not comprehensive and not appropriate. Authors must review
them (using ESJ Author guidelines and Google scholar for example).

Instead of :

Cheffi, P. K. (2013). Green supply chain performance measurement using the
analytic hierarchy process: a comparative analysis of manufacturing organisations.
Production Planning & Control, 24(8), 702-720.

Should put :

Dey, P. K., & Chefti, W. (2013). Green supply chain performance measurement
using the analytic hierarchy process: a comparative analysis of manufacturing
organisations. Production Planning & Control, 24(8-9), 702-720.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2012.666859
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