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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 distills fast-evolving evidence on nano-enabled pest management against a major global burden—plant pests and diseases that cause up to ~40% crop losses and >USD 220 billion in annual impacts.It synthesizes advances in nanopesticides, smart carriers, and nanosensors that can raise efficacy and precision while curbing off-target harm. It also orients researchers and regulators to current risk-assessment guidance (e.g., EFSA 2021), helping prioritize data gaps for safe translation from lab to field
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	\Title is serviceable but generic. It can better signal scope (crop protection), key pillars (nanopesticides, nanocarriers, nanosensors), and the paper’s balance (benefits/risks/regulation). Many publishers recommend concise, informative titles that highlight the main topics rather than generic labels like “A review,” unless the target journal explicitly requires it

Suggested alternative 

Nano-Enabled Pest Management in Agriculture: Nanopesticides, Nanocarriers and Nanosensors — mirrors widely cited exemplars that foreground the core topic (“nano-enabled pesticides”)

	

	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 broad and informative, but it’s long, a bit promotional in tone, and mixes results, outlook, and policy in a way that dilutes the take-home message. Tightening the problem statement, anchoring a few key numbers with authoritative sources, and separating “what we know” from “what remains uncertain” will make it stronger and more citable.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Short version: the manuscript is mostly scientifically sound, but a few important points need correction or stronger sourcing before submission
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	the bibliography is substantial, but it’s not fully balanced or up-to-date in a few critical areas (policy/regulation, fate & ecotoxicology, FAW losses, and life-cycle perspectives). There’s also a duplicate citation, some missing DOIs/links, and one high-impact statistic sourced to a paper that has since been retracted.
	

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


	Overall: the manuscript’s English is understandable and near-publishable, but it needs polishing to meet mainstream scholarly standards for clarity, consistency, and style. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	•The manuscript is timely and broadly informative. It would benefit from a tighter abstract (one problem sentence; one sentence on nano-enabled approaches; one on benefits vs. uncertainties; one on priorities), with market numbers removed or softened to avoid dating and variability across reports. Anchor the problem statement to FAO’s figures (≤40% losses; >USD 220B plant-disease costs). 

•Strengthen balance by foregrounding both performance gains and the open questions on environmental fate and risk assessment; consider adding a short “What we know / What we don’t” box or paragraph, citing a flagship synthesis. 

•The regulation section should reflect existing (but evolving) frameworks rather than “no clear frameworks”—briefly mention EFSA’s 2021 guidance and OECD nano-relevant test guidance (e.g., TG 312). 

•Where you cite mechanistic delivery (size/charge effects, foliar uptake), add the primary study to substantiate the claim. 

•Replace unsourced performance superlatives (e.g., “5–10× efficacy,” “80-fold solubility,” “12% of formulations → 22% by 2030”) with either specific, cited exemplars or neutral phrasing; avoid absolute statements about pollinator safety.

•Standardize scientific names (italics; spacing; capitalization) and hyphenation (“nano-enabled,” “site-specific,” “pH-responsive”).

•Do a references “health check”: remove duplicates, add DOIs/URLs, and update with 2022–2025 anchors (Nature Nanotechnology review; EFSA/OECD items; recent fate/LCA or safety-assessment papers). 

•Consider a schematic figure that maps: (a) nanopesticides/nanocarriers, (b) nanosensors/IoT workflow, and (c) risk-assessment pipeline. This will help readers navigate breadth without swelling the abstract.

•Minor language edits (splitting long sentences; consistent punctuation; “et al.”) will bring the prose to standard scholarly polish.

•Optional: add a brief “Data and resources” note (links to key guidance documents and repositories) to enhance utility for practitioners and regulators. These changes keep the manuscript authoritative, discoverable, and balanced while aligning it with current syntheses and regulatory guidance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

there are no human/animal ethics violations
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