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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	This manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive exploration of 3D printing as a solution to housing shortages in remote and disaster-prone regions of the U.S. It addresses both the technical and socio-economic challenges of deploying this technology, bridging research and policy. The paper's significance lies in its focus on underserved populations and its potential to influence sustainable construction policy and practice in marginalized communities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and reflects the content and scope of the 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 well-written, comprehensive, and informative. It effectively summarizes the objectives, methods, key findings, and recommendations.
Suggestion: Consider clarifying that both technological and social barriers are discussed in-depth, as this is a major strength of the paper.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, robust, and well-supported by data, case studies, and references. It provides clear definitions, technical details, and logical structuring of arguments. The comparative cost analysis is particularly useful.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient, relevant, and recent.

	

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


	The language is clear, professional, and suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is readable and well-organized.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider condensing some parts of the technological sections (especially 3.1–3.3) to reduce length without losing technical rigor.
Inclusion of a graphical summary of barriers and benefits might enhance reader engagement.

A future research agenda at the end would be a valuable addition.
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