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Reviewer Comments

General Recommendation: Reject

While the paper reports on a highly relevant and topical topic — application of machine learning (ML) for assessing environmental impacts in green buildings — the paper lacks the quality which can be regarded as a publishable systematic review. Below is a point-by-point critical review:

Major Issues

Lack of Adequate Literature Base for a Review Paper

The paper contains only 35 references, which is inadequate for a systematic review, given that ML and green buildings is an exponentially evolving and interdisciplinary topic. The narrow scope of literature is an issue concerning the thoroughness and correctness of the conclusions. It would be expected that a rigorous review paper contains a minimum of 50–100 studies and include a meta-analysis or thematic synthesis if warranted.

Lack of Thematic or Methodological Depth

The review is free from critical analysis and categorization of the literature beyond mere measures of accuracy. It is free from theory framework, method taxonomies utilized, or comparative analysis of ML techniques over environmental impact categories. Little debate is present in underlying modelling issues or differences in data types, typologies of buildings, or regional factors.

Redundancy with Prior Reviews

A few of the mentioned references (e.g., Amasyali & El-Gohary, 2018; Wei et al., 2018) are review papers themselves, and what they report appears to be replicated instead of being critiqued or elaborated on. This suggests little originality in synthesis. 

Methodology Section Is Superficial

Although the authors offer a search and screening strategy, no PRISMA diagram or full search strings are shown, neither are the inclusion/exclusion quality assessment criteria adequately described. In addition, the duplicate or overlapping study resolution process is not provided.

Figures and Tables Are Uncritical

The titles ("ML Technique Accuracy" and "Energy Savings Through ML") are more descriptions than analysis. No statistical verification or harsh comparison is made, and the tables merely reproduce figures from the original studies without deeper insight. 

Minor Issues

Writing Style: While usually clear English is employed, the style is overly descriptive and not scholarly in tone. Sentences like "deep learning provided encouraging results" are meaningless without quantitively reference or critical reflection.

Redundancy: The paper simply duplicates identical performance claims (e.g., "ANN performed over 90% accuracy") from section to section with no fresh insights or consideration of variation.

Citation Style: A few citations (e.g., some older than 2015) may be outdated or irrelevant in a 2024 review.

Conclusion

This paper demonstrates the authors to be sensitive to the key trends in ML and green architecture but does not have the scholarly rigour and depth demanded of a high-standard systematic review. It would require fundamental revision — including very much more expansion of the literature base, analytical rigour, and methodological transparency — to make this paper suitable for publication.
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