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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 addresses a critical intersection of building energy efficiency and carbon emissions, offering a novel integration of simulation-based (EnergyPlus) and AI-driven (LSTM) approaches for high-resolution energy modeling. Its focus on a mixed-use commercial-office building in a subtropical urban context adds valuable case-specific insights that are currently underrepresented in the literature. The hierarchical carbon flow framework and assessment of rooftop PV retrofits provide actionable strategies for reducing carbon footprints in high-energy-use buildings. This work is particularly significant for the scientific community as it bridges data-driven modeling with practical sustainability applications, supporting informed decision-making in building energy management and retrofit planning.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	i. Several ideas are packed into single sentences, making them harder to follow. Suggest breaking up long statements and improving flow.
ii. State the practical implications or applications, such as how this approach can aid in decision-making for retrofits or urban planning.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.


	i. Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound overall and demonstrates a high level of technical and methodological rigor.

However, improvement is needed in the following area:
3.2 Analysis of Energy Consumption
    The mention of a “thermal time constant of approximately 22 days” is interesting but lacks methodological detail. How was this estimated?

       Recommendation: Either elaborate on the method to compute this constant or cite a source.

ii. It would be helpful to clarify whether grid-specific values (e.g., regional electricity emission factors for Shenzhen or the Southern Grid of China) were applied


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are generally sufficient, relevant, and recent, supporting the study's claims and methodological approaches effectively.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally well-written but requires minor grammar and clarity editing, especially in long compound sentences.
	

	Optional/General comments


	i. Improve figure presentation, example Fig. 3., suppose Figure 3.
ii. Consider adding limitations and future work section to acknowledge assumptions and suggest next steps such as testing other AI architectures.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Siti Farah Hussin, Malaysia

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

