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	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 paper explores Digital Twin (DT) technology in smart building energy management, which is a timely and important topic. However, it lacks a clear research gap, and the discussion remains descriptive rather than analytical. A stronger theoretical foundation and structured methodology would enhance its impact.
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	The title is too broad and generic. A more precise title could be:
"Digital Twin Technology for Smart Building Energy Management: A Critical Review."
This would better reflect the paper’s focus.
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	The abstract provides an overview but lacks specifics. It should:

· Clearly state the research gap this review addresses.

· Outline how the literature was selected and analyzed.

· Summarize key insights and contributions rather than just describing DT’s potential.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper lacks a clear methodology - how were the studies selected? What criteria were used?

The literature review is mostly descriptive - more critical comparisons are needed.

The conclusion needs stronger synthesis - what are the key takeaways? What gaps remain for future research?
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	Some sections feel repetitive streamlining the content would improve readability.
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