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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 beneficiation of Duguri lead ore using froth flotation and compares the performance of a conventional frother (pine oil) with a plant-derived alternative (Vernonia amygdalina extract). The study contributes to the ongoing search for environmentally friendly flotation reagents by demonstrating the potential of plant-based frothers in mineral processing. Such work is important for promoting sustainable beneficiation technologies, particularly in developing countries where locally sourced reagents could reduce processing costs and environmental impacts. The results also provide useful baseline data on the grindability and flotation behavior of Duguri galena deposits.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the scope of the study. However, it is somewhat lengthy and could be simplified for clarity.

Suggested alternative title:

“Comparative Evaluation of Pine Oil and Vernonia amygdalina Extract as Frothers in the Flotation of Duguri Galena Ore”


	

	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 findings of the study. However, some improvements are required:

Issues to address:

· The abstract contains too many numerical details, which affects readability.

· The research gap or motivation for using plant-based frothers should be stated more clearly.

· The liberation size and work index details could be shortened.

· The key conclusion should emphasize the sustainability aspect of the new frother.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and the experimental procedures appear appropriate for flotation studies. However, several aspects require clarification:

1. The description of the work index calculation lacks clarity, and equations are not properly formatted.

2. The Gaudin-Schumann equations appear incomplete in the text.

3. The link between liberation size determination and flotation performance could be better explained.

4. Some results are described rather than critically interpreted.

5. The discussion could benefit from stronger comparison with previous flotation studies on galena ores

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and relevant to the topic. However:

· A few references are relatively old for flotation chemistry.

· Some citations appear inconsistent in formatting.


	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable but requires language editing for academic clarity.

Common issues include:

· grammatical inconsistencies

· overly long sentences

· occasional repetition

· inconsistent technical phrasing

A thorough English language revision is recommended before publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The figures and tables are useful, but some captions require clearer explanations.

Equation formatting should be corrected.

Units should be consistently written throughout the manuscript.

The discussion section could be strengthened by including mechanistic explanations of frother performance.

The manuscript would benefit from a clearer explanation of why Vernonia amygdalina extract performs better than pine oil.
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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.
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