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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.


	The scientific community can benefit by this manuscript by highlighting the importance of making ecological responsibility central to the development of AI, as it tackles the growing amount of energy required and carbon emissions of new models and this is in line with the efforts of curbing greenhouse gas emissions in all sectors. It offers a practical model and a case study on air quality forecasting and how lightweight models, such as model pruning and CPU-based training, can enable AI to be more sustainable without compromising performance and thus serve more general environmental science and climate action. Moreover, by connecting AI innovation to the global sustainability agenda including the UN SDGs, the article promotes that researchers and policymakers to focus on green practices and spur the transition to responsible AI that would be beneficial to sectors like precision agriculture and smart grids. Comprehensively, it is not a radical work but a resourceful compilation of insights that can inform the new debates around the maintenance of a balance between AI development and environmental sustainability in both academic and institutional quarters.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The given title "Sustainable Artificial Intelligence: Foundations, Strategies, and an MLP-Based Case Study on Air Quality Prediction" is rather appropriate, as it reflects the key aspects of the paper, discussing the principles of green AI and its strategies, and does not present too abstract or confusing. Nevertheless, it may be improved to be more specific, as the abstract flirts with more case studies of NLP and CV that are not mentioned in the body and may create false expectations. A more robust alternative title could be "Toward Sustainable AI: Principles, Optimization Strategies, and a Lightweight MLP Application in Air Quality Forecasting", since it has a more proactive tone, is not limited to the notion of foundations, and an application is used to indicate the demonstrative and not comprehensive nature of the case study.
	

	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 generally quite solid in terms of its background, purpose, and relevance to the broader scope and includes the main issue the AI has on the environment, the framework proposed, and its implication to the sustainability objectives, which is why it is quite comprehensive. Nonetheless, it is not sufficient as it does not provide details on methods and findings of the actual case study, i.e., the architecture of the MLP model, the details of the training, or even the evaluation metrics such as the MSE of 129.31, without which the paper would not have any independent summary, and the reader would not be able to comprehend the contributions of this paper without reading it. I would eliminate the deceptive mention of case studies in NLP and CV since they are not found in the paper and insert 1-2 sentences about the case study of AQI prediction, with main results such as training a CPU that is energy-efficient and performance indicators to make the paper clear, concise, and consistent. Also, proper typos such as thoughts turning (probably thought-provoking or a turning point), and reduce wordy sentences to enhance the readability within the normal 150-250 word requirement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The fundamental claims of the manuscript are scientifically sound, since they are able to outline actual known problems such as the high-power consumption of AI and carbon emission, backed by the credible references that confirm authentic articles on sustainable AI. Pruning of models, quantization, and training on CPU are the proposed approaches which are legitimate and well-known methods of enhancing the efficiency of AI without adding errors and misconceptions to it. The PyTorch-based MLP case study of AQI prediction applies standard PyTorch techniques, data pre-processing, and metrics (e.g., MSE on scaled data), which have sound methodology but whose interpretations of results, such as the MSE of 129.31 as a low error value are optimistic, but not factual based on normal ranges of AQI. All in all, no significant scientific errors, falsifications, and unsubstantiated assertions are present which invalidate it.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sources of the manuscript are adequate enough to provide a general background of green AI frameworks, covering major aspects such as energy consumption, and its effects on the environment and have 16 citations that justify the arguments without any significant gaps. They are also recent, 14 of 16 are 2023-2025, which fits well with the 3-5 year standard, but the two more old (2020 and 2021) are duly foundational.
	

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


	The article, as it is, is not written in a language and of English quality that would be appropriate in scholarly communications. The paper is full of typos, clumsy phrases, grammatical anomalies, which weaken its professionalism, such as the ones that read as: thoughts turning (which should have been thoughts-provoking or a turning point), contrivances in software and hardware (which should have been components or approaches), unnecessary sentences (such as: it is clear that exponential AI advances are coming with major environmental problems). The use of informal language like creating valid environmental worries, uneven use of language all over the work makes the scientific impression blurred and the writing appears like a rough manuscript, instead of a well written academic work. To achieve the academic standard, it needs to undergo rigorous editing to achieve clarity, precision and absence of errors in prose.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The work presents a potential of revealing a significant overlap of AI and sustainability, and seems to be underdeveloped as a high ranking journal, more of a tutorial or a longish blog post than a research paper. Critiques are the lack of empirical comparisons (i.e. no limits against SOTA models to predict or quantify energy saving), undermining its statements of high-performance sustainability, and a focus on descriptive rather than analytical content. To take it to the next level, the authors ought to introduce strict benchmarking, possibly with the help of such tools as the MLPerf suite to measure efficiency, and the case study can be extended to encompass real-world deployment use cases on edge devices. On the whole, it may have a welcome impact on the world, though its current form should be revised to make it more novel and valid, unless it will be regarded as a similarity to the already existing reviews about green AI.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Yes, this manuscript has a number of ethical concerns which contaminate its academic credibility. The most obvious one is the lack of the source of the air quality data that was utilized in the case study, which actually coincides with a publicly available Kaggle dataset called World Air Quality Index by City and Coordinates, having the same columns, such as Country, City, AQI Value and pollutant sub-indices. This omission may be regarded as the plagiarism of the data or at least as an inadequate scholarship because it is necessary to provide the credibility and attribution in order to make it reproducible. Also, the abstract deceives the reader by presenting a case studies on NLP and CV that are not provided, which is as close to misleading as in research which is expected to be transparent. All the typos, clumsy wording, and shallow synthesis of sources also create the concern of originality and rigor, which might suggest that it was created hurriedly or with AI-assisted generation without proper human controls. Although the sources mentioned are valid and properly referenced, all of these weaknesses undermine credibility and may even lead to rejection or significant revisions due to the ethical considerations.
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