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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 draft text is of high value to the scientific community as it presents a comprehensive characterization of the Acidithiobacillus ferriphilus species, which is used in bioleaching processes and has not yet been sufficiently researched. In particular, the QBS3 strain, isolated from heavy metal-rich acid mine drainages, offers a critical dataset for industrial biometallurgy applications due to its high zinc (1000 mM) and arsenic (100-120 mM) resistance combined with rapid iron/sulfur oxidation capacity. The study goes beyond physiological testing; it also models the bioleaching mechanisms of sphalerite and arsenopyrite at the genetic level through full genome sequencing, providing an important theoretical framework for understanding the adaptation strategies of microorganisms operating under extreme conditions. In conclusion, this study serves as both an applied and genomic guide for researchers working in the fields of environmental biotechnology and mine waste recovery.
	

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

	The current title ("Screening, Characterization, Mineral Bioleaching, and Genomics Analysis of Acidithiobacillus ferriphilus from Heavy-Metal-Rich Sulfide Acid Mine Drainage") accurately reflects the scope of the study technically.
	

	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 of the article is a comprehensive and well-structured section that includes the scope, methodology, and key findings of the study. The morphological characteristics of the isolated strain, oxidation rates, extreme metal resistance levels (MIC values ​​for Zn and As), and specific mineral leaching efficiencies are clearly presented with numerical data. Furthermore, a concluding section focuses on how genomic analyses were used to elucidate leaching mechanisms.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and exhibits a methodologically consistent structure. The study follows standard scientific procedures (16S rRNA analysis, SEM observation, MIC tests, Nanopore/Illumina sequencing) covering a wide range of fields from microbiology to genomic analysis. Overall, the data support the presented arguments, and the techniques used conform to current scientific standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	An examination of the reference list in the draft text reveals that the sources are generally sufficient to form the basis of the study, but there are areas open to improvement in terms of currency and scope. Some of the sources were selected from between 2022 and 2025 and are quite current. In particular, the references to arsenic resistance and genomic analysis tools (MEGA11/12, TYGS) reflect the latest state of the literature. However, some references on the fundamentals of bioleaching processes (e.g., those from 2006 or the 1990s), while important for the historical development of the subject, should be supported by more recent review articles in these areas. Overall, the references are suitable to support the article; however, adding a few more current references to strengthen the comparative analyses in the discussion section would increase the scientific weight of the study.
	

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

	

The language quality of the article is generally adequate and understandable for academic communication.


	

	Optional/General comments

	



	















	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? 

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

In conclusion, while no major ethical flaws were observed in the study, adding minor statements regarding issues such as site permits and waste management would make the draft more professional.
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