Reviewer's Responses to Questions:
Note: In order to effectively convey your recommendations for improvement to the author(s), and help editors make well-informed and efficient decisions, we ask you to answer the following specific questions about the manuscript and provide additional suggestions where appropriate.

1. Are the objectives and the rationale of the study clearly stated?
s) Please provide suggestions to the author(on how to improve the clarity of the objectives and rationale of the study. Please number each suggestion so that author(s) can more easily respond.
Reviewer #1: Clear research objectives
Reviewer #2: Yes
Reviewer #3: Yes.

2. If applicable, is the application/theory/method/study reported in sufficient detail to allow for its replicability and/or reproducibility?
Please provide suggestions to the author(s) on how to improve the replicability/reproducibility of their study. Please number each suggestion so that the author(s) can more easily respond.
Reviewer #1: Mark as appropriate with an X:
Yes [] No [] N/A []
Provide further comments here:
Reviewer #2: Mark as appropriate with an X:
Yes [] No [x] N/A []
Provide further comments here:
Reviewer #3: Mark as appropriate with an X:
Yes [] No [X] N/A []
Provide further comments here: Please see the following commnets below.

3. If applicable, are statistical analyses, controls, sampling mechanism, and statistical reporting (e.g., P-values, CIs, effect sizes) appropriate and well described?
Please clearly indicate if the manuscript requires additional peer review by a statistician. Kindly provide suggestions to the author(s) on how to improve the statistical analyses, controls, sampling mechanism, or statistical reporting. Please number each suggestion so that the author(s) can more easily respond.
Reviewer #1: Mark as appropriate with an X:
Yes [] No [] N/A []
Provide further comments here:
Please describe the software used for the simulation
Reviewer #2: Mark as appropriate with an X:
Yes [] No [x] N/A []
Provide further comments here:
Reviewer #3: Mark as appropriate with an X:
Yes [X] No [] N/A []
Provide further comments here:

4. Could the manuscript benefit from additional tables or figures, or from improving or removing (some of the) existing ones?
Please provide specific suggestions for improvements, removals, or additions of figures or tables. Please number each suggestion so that author(s) can more easily respond.
Reviewer #1: If possible, please provide some raw data
Reviewer #2: Yes
Reviewer #3: Yes, some figures may be absent. Please see the detailed commnets as following.

5. If applicable, are the interpretation of results and study conclusions supported by the data?
Please provide suggestions (if needed) to the author(s) on how to improve, tone down, or expand the study interpretations/conclusions. Please number each suggestion so that the author(s) can more easily respond.
Reviewer #1: Mark as appropriate with an X:
Yes [X] No [] N/A []
Provide further comments here:
Reviewer #2: Mark as appropriate with an X:
Yes [] No [x] N/A []
Provide further comments here:
Reviewer #3: Mark as appropriate with an X:
Yes [X] No [] N/A []
Provide further comments here:

6. Have the authors clearly emphasized the strengths of their study/theory/methods/argument?
Please provide suggestions to the author(s) on how to better emphasize the strengths of their study. Please number each suggestion so that the author(s) can more easily respond.
Reviewer #1: It has been clearly described
Reviewer #2: Can be improved
Reviewer #3: Yes.

7. Have the authors clearly stated the limitations of their study/theory/methods/argument?
Please list the limitations that the author(s) need to add or emphasize. Please number each limitation so that author(s) can more easily respond.
Reviewer #1: The author is requested to emphasize the applicable level and scope of this system
Reviewer #2: Can be improved.
Reviewer #3: No.

8. Does the manuscript structure, flow or writing need improving (e.g., the addition of subheadings, shortening of text, reorganization of sections, or moving details from one section to another)?
Please provide suggestions to the author(s) on how to improve the manuscript structure and flow. Please number each suggestion so that author(s) can more easily respond.
Reviewer #1: It doesn't need to be improved
Reviewer #2: No
Reviewer #3: Yes.

9. Could the manuscript benefit from language editing?
Reviewer #1: Yes
Reviewer #2: No
Reviewer #3: No

**************************************************
Reviewer #1: This authors propose a novel system for trigeneration of cold, heat, and electricity, driven by biomass gasifier. This manuscript describes an original and interesting work. The work is over all interesting. In addition, the whole article logic clear, concise writing. The chart is also clear. The reviewer think the article to be of high quality. Just check the references in the article. For example, Error!

Reviewer #2:
This study proposes a CCHP system for trigeneration of cold, heat, and electricity, driven by biomass gasifier. The proposed solution consists of a Kalina cycle, and a supercritical CO2 power cycle. The description is too simple, and a deeper investigation is required. Some of the comments are given as below.
1) In introduction, what are the shortcomings of the current investigations about the biomass power system? What is the novelty and importance of this study?
2) The descriptions about current CO2 system is lack of logic and should be improved.
3) It is better to label the flow path for the cooling and heating in different colours in Fig. 1.
4) In Fig. 1, why choose the CO2 cycle and the Kalina cycle for this study. As we know there are many different cycle designs. For example,
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2021.723875, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enconman.2019.05.091
5) In Section 2.2.1, there are some typos. Please check.
6) In Section 3.1. what about the validation of the Kalina cycle?
7) In section 3.3, the parametric analysis is too simple, more figures should be added to estimate the variation of the system, not only the power and efficiency. What are the advantages of your system compared with other systems? Why the profiles show such trends? The reasons should be discussed.

Reviewer #3:
I tried to answer the questions above. However, my website crashed several times. So I've summarized the questions as follows:
1. In the first line of Section 2.1, the author mentions that "A schematic diagram of the proposed system is given in 0".It should be changed to figure 1.
2. In line 9 of Section 3.3, the author mentions "Figures 2 to 10 presents the most important results of the conducted analysis." Please point out where are Figure 9 and 10.
3. In Section 3.1, the author does not validate the Kalina cycle subsystem.
4. Some of the data are inconsistent. For example, in the abstract, author mentions that "As a result of thermodynamic modeling, from 3.683 kg/s of biomass the energy and exergy efficiency at 71.75% and 55.43% can be achieved, respectively." However, in the conclusion, author mentions that "Energy and exergy analyses revealed that for the mass flow rate of 3.383 kg/s of fuel and the exhaust gas temperature of 1,555 K, the first and second law thermodynamic efficiency were 71.45 and 55.43%, respectively."
5. In Section 3.2 line 5-6, author mentions "As expected, the working fluid at state 13 and 44 has the highest potential to produce power. " Please explain how this conclusion can be reached from Table 7.
6. In Section 2.2.1,some mistakes such as"Error! Reference source not found." and formula 12 have been made. Please modify them.
7. In Chapter 4 line 11-12, author proposes "the cold generated by the evaporator was 4,628 kW and the heat received by the heating unit (HU) was 3699 kW. " However, the cooling capacity obtained from Table 9 is 462.8KW. Please explain the reason.
In a word, I think some parts are still not very clear of this paper. And a major revision is required before it is acceptable.
