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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.

	This manuscript addresses a globally relevant and underexplored topic: the environmental and health impacts of nanocatalysts used in biomass-based biofuel production. Its focus on nanosafety within renewable energy systems is scientifically relevant and timely.
	

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

	The current title accurately reflects the core focus on environmental and health effects of nanotoxicity from nanocatalysts in biomass-based biofuel production. However, it is quite long and dense. A more concise alternative could be: ‘Nanotoxicity of Nanocatalysts in Biomass-Based Biofuel Production: Environmental and Health Implications.
	

	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 provides a reasonable overview of the topic but does not clearly describe the systematic review methodology (databases, time frame, inclusion criteria). The key findings are presented in a largely descriptive way without highlighting the most critical patterns or gaps in the literature. I suggest restructuring the abstract to include: (1) a clear statement of objectives; (2) brief description of the search and selection strategy; (3) 2–3 concise key findings related to nanotoxic effects and exposure pathways; and (4) a strong concluding sentence emphasizing implications for nanosafety in biofuel systems.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is conceptually aligned with current knowledge on nanotoxicity and biofuel production, and most claims are qualitatively consistent with the cited literature. However, as a systematic literature review, the scientific rigor is limited by the absence of a clearly defined methodology (search strategy, inclusion/exclusion criteria, quality assessment). The discussion remains mostly descriptive, with limited critical comparison between studies or quantitative synthesis of nanotoxicity data. To enhance scientific robustness, I recommend adding a formal SLR methodology section and incorporating more structured synthesis (e.g., tables summarizing particle types, exposure routes, and observed toxic effects).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript cites a moderate number of references that broadly cover biofuel generations and nanomaterials, but the coverage of recent nanotoxicology studies is limited. Several key developments in nanoparticle risk assessment, environmental fate modeling, and occupational exposure from the last 5–8 years are not sufficiently represented. I recommend updating the reference list with more recent primary studies and review articles on nanocatalyst toxicity and nanosafety frameworks, particularly those published after 2018.
	

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

	
The English is generally understandable, but the manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, long and complex sentences, and occasional awkward phrasing. These issues sometimes obscure the meaning and reduce readability. I recommend thorough language editing to simplify sentence structure, improve grammar and punctuation, and ensure consistent use of technical terminology (e.g., ‘nanotoxicity’, ‘nanocatalyst’, ‘exposure pathways.


	

	Optional/General comments

	
 (Important topic with clear potential, but requires major revision in methodology, structure, and critical analysis.)
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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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