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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.


	This manuscript provides a comprehensive systematic review of machine learning (ML)  applications for predicting environmental impacts in green buildings, addressing a critical gap in sustainable building design and operation. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, “Machine Learning for predicting Environmental Impact in Green Buildings: A Systematic Review” is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the manuscript’s content. No alternative title is suggested, as it is well-suited. 
	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive, summarizing the manuscript’s purpose, methods, findings, and implications. It highlights key ML techniques, performance metrics and challenges. However, I suggest adding a brief mention of specific future research directions to align with section 4.4 and provide a forward-looking perspective. Additionally, the abstract could clarify that the review covers multiple environmental metrics i.e. energy, carbon, indoor quality, lifecycle impacts to emphasize its broad scope. No deletions are recommended.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust, with clear methodology, well defined criteria. The findings are supported by quantitative results and align with cited references. However, minor clarification could enhance scientific area:
1. In Section 4.1, specify whether reported accuracies 96.5% for ANNs are based on training, validation, or test datasets to avoid potential overstatement.

2. In Table 1, ensure consistency in reporting metrics such as MAPE, R2, accuracy across studies for easier comparison.

No major scientific errors were identified. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient.  
	

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


	The language is clear, professional, and suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript uses precise technical terminology (e.g., ensemble methods, MAPE, LSTM) and maintains a formal academic tone. Minor improvements could include:

1. Consistent use of abbreviations (e.g., define “BIM” on first use in the introduction)

2. Correcting minor typographical errors, such as “continents” in Fakoyede et al. (2024) citation, which seems unrelated to the manuscript’s focus (likely a typo for “components” or another term). Overall, the English quality is high and appropriate for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, with clear sections (Introduction, Methodology, Findings, Discussion) and useful visualizations (e.g., Figs. 3, 4, 5). Table 1 effectively summarizes the studies but could benefit from a column indicating the building type (e.g., office, residential) to contextualize findings. The discussion of challenges (Section 4.3) is thorough, but consider adding a brief mention of ethical considerations, such as data privacy in IoT-driven ML applications, to align with Part 2’s ethical review question. The manuscript’s focus on practical applications (e.g., energy savings, LEED prediction) enhances its relevance to both academia and industry.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No significant ethical issues were identified. The manuscript is a systematic review based on published, peer-reviewed studies, with no primary data collection involving human subjects or sensitive data. However, the integration of IoT and sensor data in some reviewed studies (e.g., Tian et al., 2018) raises potential privacy concerns, which the manuscript does not address. I suggest adding a brief note in Section 4.4 (Future Research Directions) on the need for ethical guidelines in handling occupant-related data in ML applications to strengthen the discussion.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are evident.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected. The manuscript appropriately cites all referenced studies, and the content appears original, with clear attribution to sources. The systematic review methodology ensures reliance on existing literature, which is properly referenced.
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	 “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5
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