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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 the urgent ecological problem of revegetating nutrient-depleted mine spoils. By screening a wide variety of plant species under controlled conditions, the study provides valuable insights into species selection for land restoration projects. It contributes practically to the fields of ecological engineering, land reclamation, and sustainable environmental management. This research has application potential in degraded landscapes worldwide.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the study.
	

	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 comprehensive and clearly presents the problem, methods, and key findings. Minor improvement could be achieved by briefly stating the implications of the results for land restoration programs.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript presents a methodology, includes detailed biometric observations, and draws valid conclusions from the data. However, the discussion could benefit from deeper critical analysis and connection to broader ecological restoration literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely appropriate and include studies relevant to mine spoil restoration. Nonetheless, a few citations appear dated (e.g., 1980s); inclusion of more recent reviews or meta-analyses (past 5 years) would strengthen the scholarly relevance. The following publications could not be found in the open access: Brown, R.W., &Amacher, M.C. (2003). Reestablishing natural succession on acidic mine spoils at high elevation in the New World Mining District, Montana. Kumar, A., & Singh, J. S. (1980). Use of grasses for revegetation of coal mine spoils. Environmental Conservation, 7(4), 281–286.
Inconsistency or errors: Martínez-Ruiz, C., & Fernández-Santos, B. (2005). Natural revegetation on topsoiled mining-spoils according to the exposure. Science of the Total Environment, 338(1-2), 1–12.

Maun M.A. et al., (2015). Initial Plant growth in Sand mine spoil amended with organic materials. Ecological Restoration, 33(2), 202-210.

Navarro-Ramos, S. E., et al. (2022). Active revegetation after mining: what is the contribution of peer-reviewed studies, Plants, 11(3), 366.
	

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


	Generally yes. The English is understandable and formal, though there are occasional repetitive phrases and minor grammatical inconsistencies. Much of the text has been corrected by artificial intelligence such as gpt
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer Details:

Oleh Hnatiuk, Ukrainian Mountain Forestry Research Institute, Ukraine

