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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is a significant contribution to the field of soft magnetic composites, as it addresses the challenge of achieving high-frequency magnetic performance with minimum core loss. The authors have discussed the use of the nanoparticle doping-hot-press sintering technique to enhance the electrical resistivity, permeability, and overall efficiency of Fe-based composite materials with great effectiveness. The study is of paramount importance since it deals with the optimization of magnetic materials for use in modern power electronics, especially high-frequency inductors and transformers. The obtained results indicated a significant decrease in eddy current and hysteresis losses with improved effective permeability, hence offering substantial technological value and contributing to next-generation energy-efficient magnetic components. Overall, the subject of the manuscript is timely, relevant, and makes a worthy contribution to applied materials science and electrical engineering.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title properly reflects the content of the research, emphasizing nanoparticle doping, hot-press sintering, and magnetic performance. However, it would be more concise with some stylistic adjustments. The title needs minor revisions for better clarity and impact. A more suitable version could be:
“Enhanced soft-magnetic performance of Fe-based composites via nanoparticle doping and hot-press sintering for high-frequency applications.”
The title revised here concisely conveys the main methodology involved and the purpose 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 purpose of the research is well introduced in this abstract, but including the key quantitative outcomes will strengthen it. For example, the authors should detail measurable improvements: the enhancement of μₑ, for example, from 22.32 to 30.45 in FeSi/Fe₂O₃ systems, and an 83.5% reduction of eddy current losses in the case of FeSi/(Fe:TiO₂) composites. Numerical performance data, such as saturation magnetization (Mₛ ≈ 216 emu/g) and permeability (μₑ ≈ 237), should explicitly be mentioned for Fe/Fe₃O₄–Co composites. The frequency range (10 kHz–1 MHz) and magnetic flux density used in experiments must be specified to contextualize the results reported. Acronyms such as SMC, DC-bias, and PVP must be defined at their first use for better readability. The conclusion of the abstract with a clear sentence that links the use of processing techniques and microstructural evolution with performance improvement will make this summary more coherent and effective.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The research is scientifically sound, and the methodology is appropriate. The experiments are well-designed, and the analysis makes sense. However, a number of corrections should be made for full clarity and reproducibility. All equations should feature clearly defined variables, consistent units, and properly formatted symbols. Equations (1), (2), (3), and (5) need revision for completeness. The parameters of permeability measurements are to be mentioned (e.g., number of turns and inductance calibration). Moreover, while loss separation by using the Kollar–Bertotti model has been done correctly, its description would better fit the methods section instead of just the results, possibly with R² or fitting residuals included in order to show model accuracy. Sample size n, error margins, and standard deviations for density, resistivity, permeability, and loss values are furthermore to be given in the manuscript.
The discussion of the microstructure property relationship is convincing, but could be supported with quantitative SEM or EDS analysis to validate the stated improvements in densification and reduction of porosity. Similarly, regarding DC-bias performance, the measurement procedure of permeability under DC bias and a comparative plot showing the variation of μ with H_DC should be included to substantiate the claim on improved magnetic stability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference list is quite complete and contains several key sources in the 2020–2025 range; the research is thus well-based on contemporary literature. The classical works by Bertotti and Kollar are cited properly. However, there is a need to correct formatting inconsistencies, which include incomplete page numbers, missing DOIs, and inconsistent journal abbreviations. International standards or benchmarking studies about SMC performance, such as IEC or ASTM testing methods for the measurement of core loss, could be added by the authors. These additions would enhance the technical credibility of the manuscript and provide a means for comparison with prior research.
	

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

	The manuscript is generally well written and understandable. Technical terminologies are appropriately used considering the target readership. There are minor grammatical and typographical errors throughout the text that need to be corrected during revision. Subscripts and superscripts, for example, Fe₃O₄, Mₛ, H_c, μₑ, need to be consistently formatted. The units should be standardized; for example, Ω·cm, emu/g, kHz, with proper spacing. The figures and graphs are informative but need to be uniformly formatted regarding font size, axis labels, and positions of legends. A uniform style of the figures will give the paper a more professional outlook. Some of the captions need to be expanded to include a brief explanation of the experimental parameters or the trend that one sees in the graphs.
On the whole, language clarity and figure readability can be improved through careful proofreading and minor graphical editing.
	

	Optional/General comments

	To further enhance readability and comparative understanding, a summary table should be added which, for each composite system, lists doping level, density, resistivity, effective permeability, magnetic saturation, coercivity, and loss components P h ,Pe, and P cv. A schematic that shows how nanoparticle doping affects microstructure-through filling interparticle gaps, increasing resistivity, and reducing eddy losses-would help in visualizing the mechanism. The authors could also conclude the paper with a short "Design Guidelines" section that summarizes optimal dopant ranges and processing parameters with corresponding performance improvements. That would make the findings more actionable by materials engineers and device designers.
	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical concerns are identified.
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