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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.


	This manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive review of hybrid and solid-state material systems for next-generation energy storage. As battery safety, sustainability, and performance have become global priorities, the integrated analysis of silicon–graphite anodes, gel polymer electrolytes, nanostructured composites, and solid-state batteries fills an important knowledge gap.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Hybrid and Solid-State Material Integration for Next-Generation Battery Technologies: A Comprehensive Review
	

	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 comprehensive and provides a broad overview of hybrid and composite GPEs and their relevance to lithium- and sodium-ion batteries. However, it can be improved by:

Suggested Additions

· Briefly highlighting the review (e.g., integration of anodes, GPEs, nanocomposites, and SSEs).

· Adding a sentence on the methodological structure or scope of the review.

· Emphasizing practical applications or industry significance.

Suggested Deletions/Refinements

· Reduce repetitive phrases regarding “limited understanding” and “performance gains.”

· Streamline sentences to make the abstract more concise and impactful.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and well supported by literature. The description of silicon–graphite hybrid anodes, gel polymer electrolytes, nanostructured composites, and solid-state electrolytes is accurate and reflects current research trends. The mechanistic explanations, material comparisons, and performance discussions are coherent.

Minor issues:
· A few sections contain redundant statements (especially around SEI evolution, GPE advantages, and interface engineering).

· Some parts read more like promotional narrative rather than objective scientific analysis -reducing overly philosophical or motivational statements in the conclusion would improve the scientific tone.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites recent (2023-2025) and relevant literature. However:

Suggestions

· Include more recent reviews (2023-2024) on hybrid SSE/GPE systems and interface engineering.

· Add citations on AI-driven battery design and machine-learning techniques (several recent articles exist in Energy Storage Materials, Advanced Energy Materials, etc.).

· Include more industrial reports or white papers to support claims about commercialization and industry readiness.


	

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


	The manuscript is written with good vocabulary and scientific terminology; however:

Issues Noted

· Several sections are overly long, leading to reduced clarity.

· The tone occasionally shifts into narrative or motivational writing rather than technical review style.

· Some grammatical errors and typographical issues appear throughout the document.

· Sentence structure can be simplified in places for readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript is rich in content, but condensation in several sections would improve readability.

· Consider reorganizing long sections by adding sub-headings or summary tables.

· Ensure all figures and tables include consistent formatting, captions, and references.

· The conclusion is well written but can be more technical and focused by removing philosophical discussion.

· Including a future roadmap diagram or table would add value to the final sections.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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