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	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.


	The paper addresses an important fashion retail industry problem and provides evidence-based recommendations that could inform strategic decision-making in the transformation of fashion retail analytics. However, significant methodological limitations, particularly the cross-sectional design that claims to study evolutionary processes, constrain the strength of the conclusions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The endpoint terminology requires correction to maintain scientific precision and avoid misleading the target audience about the paper's actual contributions to fashion retail analytics. The current title should be revised to accurately represent the paper's scope and contributions.
Suggested title “From Data Quality to Intelligent Automation: A Three-Stage Analytics Maturity Framework for Fashion Retail”
	

	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.


	In Abstract, the problem was not highlighted. 
Briefly state the problem faced by the retailers in the fashion industry.
The analysis results  (such as the co-efficient, p-value)  may be avoided in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has several significant scientific correctness issues that compromise its validity and reliability. The claim that companies experience "5.8% performance degradation (P = .01)" when skipping stages cannot be scientifically supported without longitudinal data tracking actual organizational progression. This represents a fundamental misalignment between methodology and conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, however, the literature review relies heavily on foundational works from the 1990s and early 2000s. For a 2025 publication, more current scholarship is expected.
	

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


	YES
	

	Optional/General comments


	The three-stage framework lacks precise operational definitions for stage boundaries and transition criteria. The paper suffers from organizational inconsistencies, with some sections (particularly methodology) lacking sufficient detail while others repeat information.
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