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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 (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 addresses a relevant and issue: the role of nanotechnology in decarbonization and its potential economic impacts in emerging economies. This is a crucial intersection of material science, clean energy, and development policy. It has importance for researchers in nanotechnology, sustainability transitions, and energy economics. However, while the topic is significant, the manuscript remains primarily a narrative synthesis with limited analytical depth. The potential contribution to the literature would be higher if the paper integrated stronger empirical evidence, quantitative modeling, or systematic review methodology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title “Nanotechnology in decarbonization: Innovations and economic impacts for emerging economies” is
concise, clear, and well aligned with the manuscript’s content.
	

	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 informative, but it remains too descriptive and broad. It outlines the context and objectives but does not provide enough detail about:
· the scope of the analysis,
· the methodology (if conceptual review, case-based, or policy-focused), and
· the main findings or policy implications.
Suggestion: Include 2–3 sentences that clearly summarize (i) the type of study, (ii) the core insights/findings, and
(iii) practical contributions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its general arguments, but several issues limit its rigor:
· The discussion is narrative-driven and lacks systematic methodology.
· Citations are appropriate but often used as supporting mentions, not as part of a deeper critical synthesis.

To improve, the authors should explicitly define the research design (conceptual review, framework-building, or policy synthesis).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is relatively broad and includes some recent literature (2022–2024). Positive points: multiple interdisciplinary sources are used. Weaknesses:
· Formatting is inconsistent and not in line with typical journal requirements.
· Some references are incomplete (e.g., missing journal issue/page numbers).
· Several key works in energy transitions, nanotechnology policy, and sustainability economics are missing. For example:
Adarakatti, P. S., & Manukumar, K. N. (2023). “A new class of pseudocapacitive electrode.” Electrochemistry, 17.
Aines, R. D., Floyd, W. C. III, Baker, S. E., Valdez, C. A., Stolaroff, J. K., Bearinger, J. P., et al. (2013). “Evaluation of a carbonic anhydrase mimic for industrial carbon capture.” Environmental Science & Technology, 47(17), 10049– 10055. https://doi.org/10.1021/es4011096

Suggested additions: reformat the references following journal’s guide.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Overall English is clear and scholarly, but the manuscript contains long, dense sentences that reduce readability. The tone is formal and appropriate for academic writing, but precision could be improved. For example, unclear
terms such as “context-specific solutions,” and “equitable diffusion” should be defined more concretely.
	

	Optional/General comments
	· Sections 6 (Future Prospect) and 7 (Conclusion) are well written and forward-looking.
· Including comparative case studies of specific emerging economies or quantitative estimates of potential impacts would greatly strengthen the manuscipt.
· Add more Figures, diagrams, or summary tables could help synthesize insights and improve accessibility.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	
None identified
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