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EVALUATION

Please summarize the main findings of the study.

This paper discussed the geothermal recovery potential and mine water chemistry of the coalfield in Scotland.
Based on the analysis, the study showed some evidence to support the installation of geothermal systems in
the study region.

Please highlight the limitations and strengths.

Strengths: supportive supplementary data, well written and organized, chose a good topic.
Limitations: as listed in my comments, the novelty is not clear, and the correlation between geothermal and
mine chemistry is not explained clearly.

Please comment on the methods, results and data interpretation. If there are any objective
errors, or if the conclusions are not supported, you should detail your concerns.

No comment

Check List

Is the English language of sufficient quality?
Yes.

Is the quality of the figures and tables satisfactory?
Yes.

Does the reference list cover the relevant literature adequately and in an unbiased manner?
Yes.

Are the statistical methods valid and correctly applied? (e.g. sample size, choice of test)
Yes.

If relevant, are the methods sufficiently documented to allow replication studies?
Yes.

Are the data underlying the study available in either the article, supplement, or deposited in a repository?
(Sequence/expression data, protein/molecule characterizations, annotations, and taxonomy data are required
to be deposited in public repositories prior to publication)

Yes.

Does the study adhere to ethical standards including ethics committee approval and consent procedure?
Not Applicable.

If relevant, have standard biosecurity and institutional safety procedures been adhered to?

Q 1

Q 2

Q 3

Q 4



Not Applicable.

Please provide your detailed review report to the editor and authors (including any
comments on the Q4 Check List):

Dear authors, I provide the following comments after I reviewed this manuscript:
1. I found keywords in line 33 are different from those on the previous page
2. As a research paper, I think the novelty of the paper is not very clear. Since the focus is heating potential
and water chemistry, some important aspects associated with those should be reviewed in terms of all
research throughout the world, not limited to Scotland or the UK. For the current presentation, it is not known
what has been done. To me, the paper will be a case study, however, technical methods could be used
worldwide.
3. Line 146, the paper covers coal and oil shale mines, mine water in coal mines (bulk movement) may differ
from it in oil shales (fracture flow)
4. Line 167, how does temperature affect this net process?
5. For appendix, it seems there are four supplement files, but not sure which one is Appendix A, better to
rename the supplement files.
6. Lines 411-412 for Fig. 2a, there is one assumption here that source temperature is constant, which might
not be reasonable the returning temperature affects the average mine water very negatively, depending on Z,
location, and the mine water volume, etc. May need to clarify and refer to some modeling research available by
using open-loop methods.
7. In your equations 4 and 5, what is the definition of the flow rate here, natural gravity flow from adits or
pumping rate?
8. Line 455, if at the surface, does that mean you did not return the used water to the mines? left it on the
surface? if so, how to have mine water supply
9. another question, if at the surface, how to ensure a reliable temperature for heating in the winter time?
10. one thing that I am confused is what is the correlation between geothermal and mine chemistry? Any
aspects connected that we need to pay attention to both? May need to explain in the introduction to help
better understand the study.
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OriginalityQ 6
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