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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This paper focuses on the application pathways, workflow construction, and technological trends of generative artificial intelligence in the field of three-dimensional modelling. The topic is highly relevant and carries practical significance, especially under the rapid development of digital cultural creativity, gaming, VR/AR, and educational digitalisation. The efficiency and quality of 3D content production are important concerns within the industry, and this study provides a systematic review of the related technological mechanisms and production paradigms. The proposed three-stage workflow (AI generation, DCC refinement, and engine deployment) also offers practical guidance. Therefore, the paper holds considerable reference value for researchers and practitioners.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	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 generally clear in structure. However, it is recommended to add a brief concluding sentence to highlight the main contributions, such as outlining the workflow framework, clarifying the hybrid production approach (AI-first with manual refinement), and presenting practical suggestions for educational and industrial contexts.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The content is rigorous, with clear technical pathways and a coherent model classification. The argumentation is scientifically sound and supported by sufficient citations, showing both testability and theoretical grounding. However, some technical sections contain a high density of information. It is suggested to simplify certain terminology and explanations to improve readability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The number of references is generally sufficient and includes relevant studies from both domestic and international sources. However, it is recommended to incorporate more recent research between 2024 and 2025, particularly concerning the industrial application of Large Reconstruction Models (LRM) and Gaussian Splatting, to improve the timeliness of the literature review. In addition, the reference list should be standardised to a consistent citation style, such as APA 7th edition.
	

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


	The overall English expression is clear and follows academic conventions, and the technical terminology is used accurately. However, some sentences are relatively long and contain a high amount of information. It is recommended to break these sentences into shorter units to improve readability. The language quality of the manuscript is acceptable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article is well structured and logically coherent, and the research content reflects strong relevance to current developments and practical needs. It is recommended that further highlight the innovative aspects of the study and its future implications in the conclusion section, while also ensuring consistent formatting of the reference list. Overall, the manuscript is of good quality and has clear potential for publication.
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