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Minor REVISION comments 

 

The authors didn’t prove economic efficiency of any 

NBIC-technology usage. No idea about it emerged during 

the paper. However, economic evaluations must be 

crucial for those technologies to make their application 

rampant. 

So, the paper needs some economic proof, for example, 

about hydrogen generation and storage. I think, the title 

The Next ECONOMY requires some economic approach 

:)) 

 

Yes, I put in the economic evaluation of the use 

of nanotechnologies (as the main material 

component of NBIC-technology) for an energetic 

sector, including hydrogen generation and 

storage: 

Line 219 to the line 240 

Optional/General comments 

 

At my view, Tables 3 and 4 needn’t so many columns, it 

would rather to convert the last two of them into verbal 

comments after the Tables. 
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