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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.
	The manuscript addresses an important and practical topic in open-pit coal mine slope stability and presents a broad integration of geological, geotechnical, hydrogeological, numerical modelling, remote sensing, and real-time monitoring technologies. The Jayant Open Pit Mine case study adds practical value. However, the manuscript currently combines a narrative review, a technical overview, and a case study without sufficient methodological and scientific integration. The contribution would be significantly strengthened by improving the critical synthesis, technical precision, case-study documentation, coverage of recent literature, and overall organization.


	


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
	N/A
	

	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
	N/A
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	N/A
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	N/A
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	N/A
	


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.
	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is technically relevant and potentially publishable, but substantial revision is required before acceptance.

Issue

Reviewer Comment

1.  Review methodology

Add a transparent literature-review methodology, including databases, search terms, inclusion/exclusion criteria, publication period, and screening procedure.

2.  Critical synthesis

The manuscript is predominantly descriptive. Add comparative evaluation of LEM, FEM, FDM, DEM, remote sensing, radar, TDR, FBG, IoT, and ML in terms of accuracy, data requirements, cost, limitations, and applicability.

3. Technical terminology

Correct the statement that FEM and LEM are both 'analytical approaches.' LEM is an equilibrium-based method, whereas FEM is a numerical method. Clarify analytical, numerical, empirical, and monitoring approaches.

4.  Equations and parameters

Several equations are incompletely rendered or insufficiently explained. Ensure all equations are correctly formatted and every variable and assumption is defined.

5.  Case study

Provide a concise table of mine geometry, material properties, groundwater conditions, seismic coefficient, failure mechanism, and calculated FoS values so that the analysis is transparent and reproducible.

6. Back-analysis and uncertainty

Explain how back-calculated strength parameters were constrained and validated. Discuss non-uniqueness, parameter uncertainty, groundwater uncertainty, and model assumptions.

7.  Modern technologies

Expand the treatment of machine learning, InSAR/UAV, multi-sensor data fusion, digital twins, probabilistic assessment, and physics-informed approaches if these are claimed as modern components of the framework.

8.  Monitoring framework

Convert the proposed framework into a practical closed-loop decision-support system linking monitoring thresholds, warning levels, engineering response, model updating, and operational controls.

9. Literature

Strengthen the recent literature base, particularly 2020–2026, while retaining appropriate seminal references. Verify all references and ensure consistency between in-text citations and the reference list.

Minor Comments
· Improve English grammar and sentence structure throughout.

· Reduce repetitive statements concerning integrated geological–geotechnical–hydrogeological assessment.

· Standardize terminology, abbreviations, symbols, and SI units.

· Improve figure resolution, captions, legends, labels, and source attribution.

· Clarify whether FoS criteria apply to temporary/permanent slopes, dumps/highwalls, and static/pseudo-static conditions.

· Avoid absolute claims regarding monitoring precision and all-weather performance; state the relevant limitations.

· Add a dedicated section on limitations, research gaps, and future directions.

Final Recommendation
I recommend MAJOR REVISION. If the authors address the above technical, methodological, literature, case-study, and presentation issues, the manuscript could make a useful contribution to the literature on integrated slope-stability assessment in open-pit coal mining.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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Geleta Warkisa Deressa, Addis Ababa Science and Technology University, Ethiopia
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