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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 provides a comprehensive and critical review of the environmental consequences of clay mining, particularly focusing on aquatic ecosystems. It synthesizes a large body of literature to highlight how clay mining affects groundwater, surface water, sediment composition, and marine systems. By addressing issues like biodiversity loss, groundwater depletion, chemical pollution, and bioaccumulation, the paper contributes to the broader discourse on sustainable resource extraction and environmental management. The insights gained here are especially relevant for environmental scientists, policymakers, and conservation practitioners working in regions vulnerable to unregulated mining activities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title "Impacts of Clay Mining Activities on Aquatic Ecosystems: A Critical Review" is appropriate and reflects the core content of the paper.
	

	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 touches on key elements such as the role of clay in ecosystems and how mining impacts aquatic environments. However, it would be better if author address the following concerns.  

Suggestions:

· Begin with general background and then a concise objective or rationale.
· Emphasize the main findings or themes of the review.
· Remove overly general statements like “clay is widely available” or “water quality is very essential,” and replace them with more impactful insights or data points.
· Consider condensing the section for clarity and flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically grounded and references a wide range of sources to support its points. The discussion around groundwater flow, sedimentation, and pollutant transport demonstrates a solid understanding of environmental processes. However:

· Some sections suffer from repetitive phrasing and could benefit from clearer articulation of cause-effect relationships.
· More data or case-specific evidence (graphs, comparative tables, figures) would enhance the scientific strength.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript includes an extensive list of references, which is commendable. However, some key references are slightly dated or overly general.

Suggestions:

· Add recent peer-reviewed journal articles (post-2020) that address the environmental monitoring of mining sites or use remote sensing/GIS for water quality impact assessment.
· Include studies from diverse geographical locations for broader applicability.

10.1007/s41748-025-00569-3;  10.1007/s40899-024-01182-4; 10.1007/s11270-025-07844-z; 10.1016/j.envres.2024.119697; doi.org/10.1016/j.hydres.2024.01.004
	

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

	The manuscript requires significant language editing for grammar, coherence, and scholarly tone.

Issues to address:

· Sentence construction (some are long and confusing).
· Overuse of informal connectors like “hence,” “meanwhile,” etc.
· Redundant or vague expressions (“it may be true that…”).
· Technical terms should be better defined where used.
· A professional scientific language review is recommended before publication.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is thorough and demonstrates an in-depth investigation, but could benefit from improved structure, particularly in the methods and discussion sections.

· Figures like the flow chart (Figure 2) should be presented with better resolution and clearer labeling.
· Consider summarizing findings in a table (e.g., “Impacts of Clay Mining by Ecosystem Type”).
· The conclusion is solid but could better emphasize policy implications or recommendations.

	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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? 
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