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	1. Title and Abstract
• The title is clear, informative, and aligned with the content and methodology (PLS-SEM).
• Abstract provides a succinct summary of the objectives, methodology, and key findings.
• Keywords could include "Malaysia" or "Green Building Index (GBI)" for specificity.

	· Thank you for approval on Title and Abstract.
· Original list of keywords has deleted the term “green building status”(p.1).
· New keywords inserted are “Malaysia” and “Green Building Index” (p.1) - (highlighted in yellow colour)


	2. Introduction
• Problem statements could be better highlighted toward the end.
• Emphasize the research gap and streamline narrative flow.

	· Last paragraph of Introduction, related to conceptual framework has been re-assigned as a section with the title “Conceptual Framework.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Third paragraph of Introduction was deleted and re-write for new paragraph, based on streamline narrative flow that include problem statement and research gap (p.2). - (highlighted in yellow colour)


	3. Literature Review
• Some redundancy, e.g., repeated explanations of reuse/recycle.
• Lack of synthesis: sources are mostly presented in isolation rather than critically compared.
• Improve critical engagement with literature.

	· Both the paragraphs of Reuse and Recycle have been deleted.
· A new paragraph with the title of “2.4 Reuse/Recycle” has been re-write to show critical analysis of the literature (p.4).
· 2.6, 2.7, 2.8 and 2.9 changed to 2.5, 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8 (p.4-5). - (highlighted in yellow colour)


	4. Methodology
• Sample size (n=67) is acceptable for PLS-SEM but borderline for generalizability.
• Some unclear phrasing (e.g., “not responded” vs. “disqualified”).
• Ethical considerations and instrument validation (e.g., pilot test) are not mentioned.

	· The last few lines on “Rules of Thumb” has been deleted from the last paragraph of Methodology (p.7).
· A new paragraph focused on “Rules of Thumb has been re-write and has included authors’ acknowledgement of “borderline for generalizability” (p.7). - (highlighted in yellow colour)
· On Table 2, additional words were insert to “questionnaire not responded” and “disqualified respondents” (p.8).
· The reason why the university's ethics committee approval was waived is detailed in the last few lines of the "Methodology" paragraph (p.7). - (highlighted in yellow colour)
· Instead of a pilot test, an expert review explanation is supplied in the final paragraph of "Methodology" (p.8). - (highlighted in yellow colour)


	5. Findings
Weaknesses:
• Need clearer narrative explanation of how findings answer research objectives.
• Terminology (e.g., "cross loading < 0.10") should be explained for non-technical readers.

	· The four paragraphs following Table 21 provide a narrative description of the technical findings (p.16).
· The fourth paragraph of "Findings" contains a more detailed narrative description of how the findings address the research objectives (p.17). - (highlighted in yellow colour)
· Section 3.1's third paragraph (p.11) provides a simple explanation of "cross loading
< 0.10". - (highlighted in yellow colour)


	6. Discussion
• Theoretical implications are not discussed.

	· The "Discussion" section included paragraphs describing the theoretical implications of the study's findings (p.17-18). - (highlighted in yellow colour)


	7. Conclusion
• Does not reflect critically on broader environmental or policy implications.
• No mention of how findings contribute to existing literature.
• Broaden concluding remarks and suggest future research.

	· A new paragraph of "Conclusion" has been created in response to reviewers' comments on policy implications, contribution to current literature, and recommendations for future research (p.18). - (highlighted in yellow colour)


	8. Language and Formatting
• Generally clear and readable academic English.

	· Thank you for the positive comments.


	9. References
Strengths:
• References are recent, relevant, and multidisciplinary.
• Inconsistency in formatting (e.g., DOI usage, inconsistent referencing style).
• APA 7th edition
• Add 2 citations from ebangi journal 

	· Rectified DOI usage and added 2 eBangi citations/references. - (highlighted in yellow colour)
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