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	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 is significant to the scientific community because it brings together significant advances in hybrid architectures for topological quantum computation in a single, coherent resource that links materials, devices, and quantum information science. It helps connect topological quantum computation to leading experimental approaches, which is significant because it helps scientists make comparisons between approaches and find the most promising way forward for topological quantum computation. The specific focus of the review on key practical challenges such as disorder, quasiparticle poisoning, soft gaps, and scaling is also significant because it helps scientists find the most promising way forward for topological quantum computation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes—the title is suitable. It’s clear, specific, and accurately reflects the manuscript’s scope across platforms, device engineering, and scalability for topological quantum computation.
	

	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.


	Yes, I think it is fairly comprehensive and clearly expresses the motivation, the primary hybrid platforms considered, and the important engineering challenges to be considered for scalability and fault tolerance. I do not think anything major should be added, but I would suggest adding one phrase to highlight the main contribution of the paper as a roadmap/framework for comparing the platforms with regard to device and scalability criteria. If anything should be removed to shorten the abstract for length considerations, the list of platforms might be slightly condensed without changing the message of progress, challenges, and the way to fault tolerance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript seems to be scientifically sound and in line with the known theoretical and experimental literature on topological phases, non-Abelian anyons, and hybrid device schemes for topological quantum computation. The review of the essential platforms (semiconductor-superconductor nanowires, quantum Hall-superconductor interfaces, magnetic-superconductor systems, and Floquet engineering) is done in a scientifically sound manner, and the constraints mentioned (disorder, quasiparticle poisoning, soft gaps, and measurement ambiguities) are known to be the correct ones in the field. The arguments are logical, the terms are used correctly, and the context is in line with the current scientific understanding. From the material presented, I did not find any significant scientific errors.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list of references seems to be complete and reasonably recent for such a review, covering the fundamental theoretical background and the main lines of the experimental research with the major hybrid approaches. No major gaps in the references were noticed, which might affect the scientific completeness of the review.
	

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


	Yes, the language is suitable for academic communication. The quality of the English is good. It is clear, professional, and technically accurate. It is suitable for academic communication. Any necessary changes would be minor adjustments to make it more concise in a few places with a few longer sentences. It is already clear and well-presented for a scientific audience.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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