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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 paper is focused on a topical and relevant issue that involves studying environmental responsibilities in terms of CSR within the mining industry, known for the great environmental effects that it produces. Using SECL as a case study, this paper offers some empirical evidence that may help clarify how CSR programs can be evaluated and implemented in resource-dependent settings. This issue is very topical for the discussion of sustainable development and accountability in emerging markets. In case the theoretical background is revised and deepened, this paper can bring considerable value to the academic community. 
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor improvement recommended)

The title is generally suitable as it reflects the main focus of the study on CSR and environmental responsibility in the mining sector. However, it would benefit from slight refinement to make it more specific and analytically oriented. For example, the title could be improved by incorporating a clearer research lens or emphasizing the evaluative approach. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The abstract is not yet comprehensive, as it does not clearly articulate the research gap, specific objectives, key findings, and the study’s contribution to the broader academic literature. It tends to be descriptive rather than analytical. To improve, the abstract should be revised to follow a structured format that includes: (1) a clear problem statement and research gap, (2) the main objective of the study, (3) a brief description of the methodology, (4) key findings with specific insights, and (5) the theoretical and practical contributions of the study. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY

The manuscript is generally sound in terms of its topic and basic research approach; however, it lacks sufficient scientific rigor in several key areas. The analysis remains largely descriptive, with limited theoretical grounding and insufficient critical engagement with existing literature. To improve, the authors should strengthen the conceptual framework, clearly link the methodology to the research objectives, and deepen the analysis by interpreting the findings through relevant theories such as CSR frameworks, ESG perspectives, or stakeholder theory. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The references are not sufficiently recent or comprehensive to support the study at an international scholarly level. The manuscript relies on a limited number of sources and lacks engagement with recent (last 5 years) high-impact journal articles, particularly in areas such as ESG, sustainability reporting, and environmental governance. To improve, the authors should incorporate more up-to-date and peer-reviewed international literature, especially from reputable Q1/Q2 journals, and ensure a better balance between foundational theories and contemporary studies. 

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO

There are no clear indications of ethical issues in the manuscript. However, the authors are encouraged to include an explicit statement regarding ethical considerations, particularly in relation to data sources, data usage, and research integrity, to enhance transparency and align with international publication standards. 

	





PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic concerning CSR and environmental responsibility in the mining sector; however, it currently lacks the theoretical depth and analytical rigor expected for publication in a high-quality journal. The literature review is limited and not sufficiently up to date, and the discussion does not adequately engage with existing studies or highlight the manuscript’s contribution to the field. In addition, the methodological explanation requires greater clarity and justification. I recommend that the manuscript undergo major revisions, particularly in strengthening its conceptual framework, expanding recent literature, and improving the analytical discussion, before it can be considered for publication. 
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