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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.

	The manuscript is important because it explains how iron decoration influences DC conductivity, activation energy, and charge transport in polypyrrole composites. It provides useful insight into structure and property relationships in conducting polymers. The green synthesis approach adds sustainability value. The results also support potential applications in sensors, energy storage devices, EMI shielding, and electronic materials.
	

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

	Yes is Suitable. But I suggest it should be changed to “Effect of Iron Decoration on the DC Conductivity of Polypyrrole Nanocomposites” as it highlight the material system, methodology, and scope of the study better.
	

	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.

	I suggest that the authors should include the actual numerical values or ranges of the DC conductivity for the best and worst performing samples in the abstract just like how the activation energy values are reported. This will make the abstract more informative, thereby allowing readers to quickly assess the material’s performance, and improve its scientific impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically okay. The following points confirmed it.
1. The study shows a systematic investigation of the effect of iron concentration on DC conductivity, activation energy, and charge transport mechanisms in polypyrrole composites.
2. The use of a green synthesis method (green tea extract) for iron decoration adds novelty and is in line with sustainable materials research.
3. The results are well supported by suitable characterization techniques (XRD, FTIR, SEM, TEM), that ensure consistency between structural, morphological, and electrical properties.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The current references in the manuscript provide relevant foundation for the study. Though, I recommend including additional recent and high impact sources to improve the literature context. These are among others, the following:
1. B. Pate et al., “Electrical conductivity and EMI shielding studies of iron-decorated polypyrrole-fly ash nanocomposites,” Materials Today: Proceedings, 1 October 2021, which discusses DC conductivity and EMI shielding in related iron-decorated polypyrrole systems.
2. Jaroslav Stejskal et al., “In-Situ Coating of Iron with a Conducting Polymer, Polypyrrole, as a Promise for Corrosion Protection,” Materials (MDPI), 2024, which provides insight into iron-polypyrrole composites and coating mechanisms relevant to the manuscript’s materials.
Including these and other recent publications (past 3–5 years) will strengthen the review of the state of the art and improve the manuscript’s scientific context.

	

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

	
The language is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. However, the manuscript would benefit from careful English editing to improve grammar, sentence structure, consistency of tense, and clarity in some sections. Minor revisions will enhance readability and ensure the scientific content is communicated more clearly and professionally. The specifc places in the manscript where language and clarity can be improved are stated in the general comment below.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
From the entire manuscript, the following comments/suggestions were made to improve the quality of the manuscript, however, the authors have tried.
1. Some specific places where the language and clarity can be improved are;
Abstract:
Phrases such as “Obtained results reveals that” should be corrected to “The results reveal that” to fix subject–verb agreement and improve fluency.
Introduction:
Some sentences are overly long and repetitive (e.g., repeated explanation of conducting polymer advantages). These can be shortened and refined for clarity and academic tone.
Results and Discussion (DC Conductivity section):
Statements like “conductivity, not changing uniformly” should be rephrased to “conductivity does not change uniformly” for grammatical correctness.
Conclusion:
Minor grammatical issues and inconsistent tense usage are present; polishing this section will improve readability and impact.

2. The presentation of the XRD results should be improved to match the clarity used in the FTIR section. Instead of labeling the patterns only as (a), (b), and (c), the names of the materials and composites should be clearly indicated. In addition, the main peak positions and their corresponding values should be explicitly reported in both the FTIR and XRD analyses for better clarity and interpretation. Furthermore, since SEM analysis was conducted, including EDX elemental mapping would improve the manuscript by confirming the elemental composition and uniform distribution of iron in the composite.


	















	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? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

There are no major Ethical issues in this manuscript. But the authors should ensure proper citation of all referenced works and confirm that the results are original and not previously published.
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