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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This manuscript investigates the flotation performance of Duguri galena ore using two different frothers: the conventional pine oil and a plant-derived extract of Vernonia amygdalina. The study contributes to mineral processing research by exploring environmentally friendly flotation reagents and comparing their efficiency with traditional reagents. The work also provides useful data on grindability, liberation size, and metallurgical performance parameters for this specific Nigerian ore deposit. Such information is valuable for the development of sustainable mineral beneficiation strategies and for supporting the exploitation of lead resources in developing mining regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript. However, it is relatively long and could be slightly improved for clarity.

Suggested alternative title:

Comparative Evaluation of Pine Oil and Vernonia amygdalina Extract as Frothers in the Froth Flotation of Duguri Galena for Lead Oxide Production


	

	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 summarizes the objectives, methodology, and main results of the study adequately. It clearly reports the flotation performance obtained using both frothers and the corresponding recovery and grade values.

However, the following improvements are recommended:

Briefly indicate the analytical techniques used for characterization (e.g., XRF, XRD, SEM).

Avoid excessive numerical detail in the abstract.

Correct minor language issues (e.g., consistency in percentage formatting and units).

Overall, the abstract is adequate but could be slightly improved for conciseness and clarity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and follows a conventional structure for mineral processing studies. The experimental procedures for particle size analysis, work index determination, and flotation experiments are clearly described.

However, several aspects should be improved:

1. The work index calculation should present the equations more clearly, as the current formatting of equations (1–5) is incomplete.

2. Some inconsistencies appear in the flotation results. For example, Table 9 reports a PbO grade of 82.19%, which is unusually high compared with the other fractions and requires verification or additional explanation.

3. The recovery value of 9492% mentioned in the conclusion is clearly a typographical error and should be corrected to 94.92%.

4. A deeper discussion comparing the results with previous flotation studies would strengthen the discussion section.

Despite these issues, the scientific approach and methodology are acceptable.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a reasonable number of references, including some recent studies (2024–2025). The literature cited covers flotation reagents, mineral processing, and characterization methods.

However, the discussion could benefit from additional references related to:

Green flotation reagents

Biosurfactants in mineral flotation

Frother performance mechanisms

Additionally, some references appear to have formatting inconsistencies in the DOI or citation style.

Overall, the references are acceptable but could be slightly expanded.
	

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


	The English language is generally understandable, but the manuscript requires moderate language editing. Several sentences contain grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, or repetition.

Examples include:

inconsistent verb tenses

punctuation issues

redundant wording in the discussion section

Professional language editing is recommended before publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents an interesting comparison between a conventional frother (pine oil) and a plant-derived frother (Vernonia amygdalina extract). The study highlights the potential of natural reagents for more sustainable mineral processing.

However, several aspects should be improved before publication:

Correction of typographical and numerical inconsistencies.

Clearer presentation of the work index equations.

Slight expansion of the discussion with comparisons to similar flotation studies.

Language polishing throughout the manuscript.

With these revisions, the manuscript could make a useful contribution to the literature on sustainable flotation reagents.

The manuscript is scientifically relevant and presents useful experimental data, but it requires revisions related to numerical consistency, equation formatting, deeper discussion, and language editing before it can be considered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. The study involves laboratory experiments on mineral samples and does not involve human or animal subjects.
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