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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The topic is timely and significant, as 3D AI generation is rapidly transitioning from research prototypes to industrial applications. The paper can serve as a valuable reference for researchers, educators, and practitioners in digital content creation and computational design. It also addresses legal and compliance aspects rarely covered in 3D AI literature, contributing to policy and ethical discourse in this emerging field.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is mostly suitable. However, to enhance precision and scholarly tone, a more focused title could be : Generative AI for 3D Modelling: Pathways, Workflows, and Emerging Standards.
	

	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 informative but overly dense and slightly promotional in tone. It could be improved by:

· Summarising the main analytical findings rather than procedural details.

· Condensing redundant phrases like “AI-first, DCC-refined” repeated multiple times.

· Adding a concise sentence on the research gap addressed and the unique contribution (the proposed framework).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Honestly just partially. The manuscript is technically detailed but lacks methodological rigour and comparative analysis to justify its claims. Although it describes many models and workflows, it does not demonstrate empirical validation or clear evaluation of the proposed framework. The study design described as a “comprehensive analytical and comparative study” should be formalised with explicit inclusion/exclusion criteria, structured review methodology, and results visualisation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes of course, references are recent (2022–2024) and relevant. However, they rely heavily on preprints from arXiv. It is recommended to add more peer-reviewed sources from ACM TOG, IEEE TVCG, and SIGGRAPH proceedings to reinforce scientific credibility. Reference formatting should be standardised.
	

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


	Generally, it is acceptable, but some sections mix academic and technical-manual tones. The manuscript would benefit from stylistic refinement, removal of redundancy, and clearer transitions between sections. Proofreading by a native academic editor is advised.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript offers substantial informational value but reads more like a technical white paper than a scholarly review. Here are steps to improve:

1. Introduce a clearer research aim and questions.

2. Add diagrams/tables to summarise technological evolution and comparative performance.

3. Strengthen the discussion and critical insights rather than listing technologies.

4. Refine the conclusion to highlight implications for education, compliance, and industry.
The topic is highly relevant and the coverage is comprehensive, but the work lacks methodological clarity and analytical depth. With structural reorganisation, analytical enhancement, and stylistic refinement, it can evolve into a valuable scholarly contribution.
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