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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 research contributes to the scientific community by replacing the commonly used BLT hollow material variable (single wall) with a double-wall variant.
· The research method is clearly presented: the location of the weather data, material specifications, a description of the case study building, and the software used.

· The manuscript presents the physical properties of the materials used in the simulation and the capabilities of the selected software (what data it can generate), making it an option for researchers who need similar data.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The sentence structure of the title is good, stating the activity, object, independent variable, and dependent variable.

· It would be more appropriate to replace the word 'interior' with 'indoor'.
	

	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.


	· Before stating the objective, it is better to include a single sentence summarizing the background/significance of the research.

· Consider including the building type in the abstract.

· In the explanation of the research results, the phrase "... depends on the room" is unclear. It is better not to mention it or explain the factors a little more (such as orientation, room size, occupancy, or opening size).

· The last sentence of the abstract is not discussed in the body of the article.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The workflow and logic are fine, but the inconsistent naming of room/zone names is quite distracting to readers. Unfortunately, Figure 1 is not used as a guide. The floor plan and thermal zones could be combined into a single diagram with colors, zones, room names, and areas. It is not clear whether all the rooms in this residential building are simulated or only 3, as discussed in the dis. If rooms are not simulated, there is no need to define their thermal zones; if they are, display all simulation results (not just the 3 most significant).

· The discussion of the research results could be more enriched. What differentiates one room from another, leading to different optimizations? Orientation and openings have already been discussed, but just a glance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Most of the 13 references are more than 10 years old. However, this is understandable because the references relate to data that does not need to be updated. Overall, the references are quite relevant, and the research positioning within the current research (10 years) is precise.

· The report of building energy consumption can be updated to the most recent year.

· Reference 1 does not include a year.
	

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


	The quality of the English is good. It is easy to understand, and the terms used are not too unfamiliar.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Introduction: The first paragraph could be three paragraphs with the following main points: 1) energy consumption by the building; 2) design approach with materials; 3) considerations in design and the need for simulation.

· The flow and data are good, but the presentation could be improved. Suggestions for improvement:

· 2.2.1 Building description: illustrate with an axonometric diagram or illustration from the software.

· 2.2.2 Multi-zone modeling: the floor plan and thermal zones could be combined into a diagram. This diagram would create a single legend with color, zone, room name, and area. Blur rooms not simulated or discussed in the article.

· 3.1 Comparison of Figures 2-4: This could be marked on the graph by differentiating the points with different colors or other markings for the most significant differences (which are discussed in the discussion).

· 4. Conclusion: 1) Influencing factors, such as orientation, should be listed here, as they are more significant than others; 2) Support with relevant references; 3) Add a statement like the final sentence of the abstract. That statement does not appear in the body of the article, even though it represents an opportunity for further research.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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