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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 importance of this manuscript for the scientific community lies in its contribution to the validation of numerical tools for predicting coupled heat and moisture transfer in earth-based bioclimatic buildings. By experimentally validating a COMSOL-based model under real climatic conditions in Burkina Faso, the study provides reliable evidence that such models can be applied to assess thermal behavior in sustainable building designs adapted to hot and dry climates. The findings are particularly valuable for researchers working on low-energy construction materials, passive cooling strategies, and climate-responsive architecture, as they support the scientific use of local earthen materials combined with innovative roof geometries such as domed roofs. In addition, the validated model offers a useful basis for future parametric studies and design optimization aimed at improving thermal comfort and reducing energy demand in regions facing increasing climate and energy challenges.
	Thank you for recognising the significance of the manuscript






PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
However, the title could be improved by making it shorter and more direct for better readability. For example, reducing redundancy around “heat and moisture transfer” and “implemented with COMSOL software” may strengthen impact.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract adequately presents the background, objective, methodology, principal findings, and conclusion. Minor language editing is recommended to improve clarity and sentence flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The study applies an appropriate experimental validation approach, uses accepted statistical validation indicators (NMBE, CVRMSE, R²), and the methodology is scientifically consistent with the stated objectives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The manuscript uses relevant references, but several are relatively old and there is limited inclusion of recent international publications. It is recommended to add more recent studies (preferably within the last 5 years) related to numerical thermal modeling, hygrothermal simulation, COMSOL applications in building physics, and sustainable earthen construction.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
No ethical concerns are identified because the study does not involve human participants, animals, or sensitive personal data.
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses an important topic in sustainable building science by investigating the experimental validation of a numerical model for coupled heat and moisture transfer in an earthen bioclimatic building with a domed roof. The study is scientifically relevant because it combines field measurements with numerical simulation using COMSOL Multiphysics and evaluates model reliability through established ASHRAE validation indicators, which strengthens the credibility of the results. The methodology is generally appropriate and the conclusions are supported by the presented data, particularly regarding the thermal performance of earthen materials and the potential of domed roof architecture for improving indoor thermal comfort in hot climates.
Nevertheless, several aspects should be improved to enhance the manuscript’s overall quality. The title, although informative, is relatively long and could be simplified for better readability and stronger impact. The abstract contains the essential components of the study, but some sentences require refinement to improve clarity and conciseness. In addition, the manuscript would benefit from thorough English language editing, as grammatical inconsistencies, repetitive expressions, and awkward sentence structures are present in several sections.
The literature review should also be strengthened by incorporating more recent international references, particularly studies published within the last five years related to hygrothermal simulation, COMSOL-based building analysis, and thermal performance of earthen construction materials. This would improve the manuscript’s scientific positioning within current research developments. Furthermore, some equations and variables in the methodology section should be presented more consistently, with clearer definitions of symbols and parameters to facilitate reader comprehension. The figures and tables are relevant, but several captions and formatting elements require revision for better presentation quality.
The discussion section would be stronger if the findings were compared more explicitly with previous similar studies, especially regarding thermal inertia effects, dome roof behavior, and passive cooling performance under comparable climatic conditions. Overall, the manuscript has good scientific potential and practical relevance, but moderate revision is recommended to improve language quality, presentation consistency, and integration with recent scientific literature.
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