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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 manuscript is a coordinated approach to the stability analysis of highwall and overburden-dump slopes in the Indian open-pit coal mines. It brings together geological mapping, geotechnical and hydrogeological characterisation, limit-equilibrium and numerical analysis, and modern monitoring technologies (SSR, TLS, LiDAR, TDR, FBG, IoT) and exemplifies the application with a case study from Jayant Mine in Singrauli Coalfield. Slope and dump failures are a major safety and production concern in Indian surface coal mining and a consolidated reference specific to India is beneficial for mining and geotechnical engineers, mine planners and regulators. The most useful aspects are the discussion of testing weak interface/infill materials, the back analysis, and the case study of the dump design, including treatment with groundwater and seismic. This contribution is, however, in the current state more descriptive and textbook than anything else. The case study is not sufficiently related to the technologies reviewed, some key results are reported inconsistently, and no literature-search methodology or critical comparison or gaps and limitation are provided. The manuscript must be significantly revised for it to become a reliable scientific reference.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 = Poor
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       1 = Poor
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       2 = Needs Improvement
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       1 = Poor
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	       2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. 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
	       2 = Needs Improvement
	


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.
	NO. Since the manuscript is a review paper, the title should be more specific focussing more on scope and case-study basis. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract should state the aim, approach, key findings and quantitative outcomes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The general geotechnical content is sound, but the following issues must be resolved:

1. Inconsistent case-study results. The case-study text provides FOS = 1.39 and 1.37 (static) and 1.22 and 1.21 (pseudo-static), and the dump height is 80 m, slope is 38° or less. The conclusion and Fig. 15 give FOS 1.20 (static) and 1.10 (seismic), slope 36.5°, height 79 m (85 m above reference plane). The bench heights in Fig. 15 (34 + 33 m + 18 m) do not match either height. Fig. 15 is also labelled 'Fig. 5'. The 1.20/1.10 value is the minimum design criteria, with no margin, this is not consistent with 1.39/1.37. The authors are requested to indicate the design selected and to "check out" all numbers. 2. Stability criterion. A slope is considered to be stable when FOS > 1 (Section 1.2.1). This should be qualified: design acceptance values (static ≥1.2, pseudo-static ≥1.1, as later) apply, FOS = 1 is only limiting equilibrium. 3. Laboratory testing. Triaxial tests at 10MPa and 5MPa confining pressure are not reflective of the stress on the slopes (base of an 80 m dump at 20kNm3 is approximately 1.6MPa) and two stress levels are not enough to define a reliable envelope. Estimating shear strength parameters from point-load Mohr circles needs a reference and justification of the conversion factors. 4. The type of analysis to be used. The failure mechanism stated below is non-circular/translational - coal rib, water accumulation, and yet the analysis is done on circular surfaces – Fellenius/Bishop. Non-circular LEM (Janbu, Spencer, Morgenstern-Price) or FEM strength reduction should be used or the choice justified. The statement 'integrated numerical modelling' was applied is not supported by numerical methods (FEM/FDM/DEM) that were reviewed in great detail; these methods were not used in the case study. A sensitivity or probabilistic analysis is not included. 5. Seismic and blast loading. The arithmetic for Ah = 0.0625 (Z = 0.10, I = 1.5, R = 3.0, Sa/g = 2.5) is correct, but IS 1893:2002 has been superseded by IS 1893 (Part 1):2016, and the choice of I and R for a mine dump needs justification. No information is reported for the blast vibration coefficient or measured PPV. 6. Hydrogeology. Contrast a homogeneous steady state flow with case of Casagrande's parabola to a heterogeneous dump, where no discussion on the assumption is provided. The symbols a, x, J, DPX are not defined. With a 38° slope, oozing length of 1-2 m and Dp = 60 m, my check gives Hw of about 7.6-10.7 m, so the single value of 9.3 m (and 10 m in Fig. 15) needs explanation. There is no piezometric or field validation. 7. Monitoring claims. The statement “real-time deformation monitoring and early warning” is not supported by the fact that total station and TLS are only used for periodic surveys. No significant displacement is specified with no magnitudes, survey accuracy, date or threshold. The numbers for the SSR (102.95 mm in 8 h, 17.195 mm/h and 284 mm) are recorded in the absence of any site, date, number, or reference. 8. Technical statements to correct or qualify. (a) LiDAR 'employs 1064 nm': many mining TLS (e.g., Riegl) use 1550 nm. (b) SSR 'sub-millimetre precision irrespective of rain, fog, dust': model dependent, azimuth/elv. 320°/±60°, scan interval 1-10 min, model dependent: model dependent atmospheric corrections, and heavy rain degrades data. (c) 'SSR' is used both for Slope Stability Radar and Shear Strength Reduction. (d) ‘Deere's RQD formula’: RQD from core is a length ratio and not a formula. The word 'safe' should be added to (e): 'Slope angle should be as steep as possible'. 9. Back analysis. If FOS = 1, then there are infinitely many pairs of c-φ. The selection of the representative pair is not explained, the back-analysed values are not reported and there is no validation of the in-house FORTRAN code against standard software. 10. Reproducibility. Key case-study data (laboratory c, φ, back-analysed values, PPV, cross-sections and results per section) are not tabulated, appearing only in the conclusion, with c = 50-75 kN/m² and φ = 20-22°.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The list only contains 20 papers which is very less for a review paper. Add more peer-reviewed works (2020-2026).
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES

1. Fig 6 and Fig 9 reads “Generated Image” and several other figures are similarly labelled. Author should state the source of every figure and whether they are AI-generated.

2. Fig 2 is credited to a Durham University Webpage, Fig 8 to Hoek (1994). Written permissions/licence should be provided for reused figures.
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