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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 contributes to the ongoing research surrounding Digital Twin (DT) applications in the construction industry through a systematic literature review focused on the U.S. context. It addresses a recognized research gap by analyzing lifecycle-oriented applications rather than isolated deployment phases. The work is valuable for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners seeking to understand how DTs support project optimization, reduce lifecycle costs, and improve sustainability in large-scale infrastructure environments. Its systematic examination of lifecycle phases provides clarity on areas where further development and standardization are necessary.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the purpose and scope of the paper. No change recommended.
	

	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 provides a strong overview; however, it can be strengthened by clearly stating:

1. The research gap addressed.

2. The primary methodological outcome (i.e., key thematic categories identified).

3. A more concise concluding sentence emphasizing implications rather than restating results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally sound and logically structured. The methodology aligns with accepted systematic review protocols, and the thematic discussion is well organized. However, the methodology section would benefit from clarification regarding:

· The criteria used during full-text screening.

· How quality appraisal of studies was ensured.

· The reproducibility of the scientometric analysis (i.e., software parameters).

These clarifications will improve transparency and rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a strong set of supporting literature, with many recent publications (2012–2024) and several foundational works. However, the referencing format is inconsistent in several places, and some citations appear to reference very new or forthcoming (2025) works that may not yet be peer-reviewed.
I recommend including one additional well-established source on DT lifecycle theory:

· Jones, D., Snider, C., Nassehi, A., Yon, J., & Hicks, B. (2020). Characterising the digital twin: A systematic literature review. CIRP Journal of Manufacturing Science and Technology, 29(Part A), 36–52. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cirpj.2020.02.002
(This reference will help strengthen foundational framing.)


	

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


	Generally yes, but the paper contains grammatical errors, tense inconsistencies, and occasional informal phrasing. A professional language edit is recommended to improve clarity and flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Some tables lack clear source attribution.

2. Figures require formal citation and formatting consistency.

3. The conclusion section should be more concise and focused on implications, not summary.

4. Reference list formatting is inconsistent (i.e., citation style, missing elements (DOIs), etc.)

The manuscript is well-structured, relevant, and contributes meaningfully to the field. Only minor revisions related to clarity, referencing consistency, and methodology transparency are needed.
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