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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 valuable comparative analysis of two widely used coral reef health assessment frameworks, offering new insights into their suitability for application in Indonesian waters. By statistically evaluating the Reef Health Index approaches from Indonesia and the Mesoamerican region, the study contributes evidence-based guidance for improving national reef monitoring protocols. The findings highlight the ecological significance of incorporating herbivorous reef fish indicators, which can substantially strengthen resilience-based conservation strategies. Moreover, this work supports policymakers, reef managers, and monitoring programs in adopting more adaptive, scientifically robust assessment tools to protect Indonesia’s globally important coral reef ecosystems.

	

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

	Your current title is clear and descriptive. It indicates:
· A comparative study
· Two assessment methods (Indonesian and Mesoamerican)
· Application to Indonesian reefs
However, it is long, slightly repetitive, and could be more focused on the key contribution—identifying which Reef Health Index is more effective for Indonesia.

	

	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.

	Your abstract is informative, well-structured, and covers:
· Background and importance
· Methods used
· Key statistical outcomes
· Qualitative findings
· Management implications
· Main recommendation
It is already comprehensive and scientifically strong.However, a few refinements could improve clarity, flow, and balance.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-constructed, with a clear research objective, appropriate methodology, and logically interpreted results. The comparative evaluation of the Reef Health Index frameworks is supported by robust statistical analyses, including t-tests, multiple linear regression, RSS, and AIC, all of which are correctly applied and appropriately discussed. The ecological interpretations—particularly the role of herbivorous reef fish in maintaining coral–algal balance—are consistent with established reef ecology principles. Overall, the manuscript demonstrates scientific accuracy, appropriate analytical rigor, and sound reasoning in linking quantitative and qualitative findings to practical reef management implications.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference list is substantial, thematically appropriate, and generally up to date, including classic works on coral reef ecology, resilience, and herbivory as well as several very recent papers up to 2024–2025. It adequately covers coral–algal phase shifts, herbivorous fish, reef health/deterioration indices, and Indonesian reef studies, so it is broadly sufficient for the scope of the manuscript.
	

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

	
The language and overall English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear descriptions of methods, results, and ecological interpretations. The scientific tone is appropriate, and key concepts are communicated effectively. However, several sentences would benefit from minor grammatical polishing, improved flow, and the removal of redundant or overly long constructions to enhance readability. These are mostly stylistic rather than substantive issues and can be addressed with light editing. Overall, the manuscript is linguistically sound and requires only minor language refinement to meet high academic publication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript presents a valuable contribution to coral reef monitoring science by directly comparing two widely applied assessment frameworks and evaluating their suitability for Indonesian reef management. The integration of statistical, ecological, and practical field-based perspectives strengthens the relevance of the findings for both researchers and policymakers. The discussion on the role of herbivorous reef fish in enhancing reef resilience is particularly insightful and aligns well with current global management recommendations.
A few areas could benefit from minor refinement, such as improving sentence clarity, ensuring consistent terminology between indices, and correcting minor formatting issues in the reference list (duplicate entries, incomplete DOIs, etc.). Additionally, a clearer articulation of how the recommended integration of herbivore indicators could be operationalized within existing Indonesian monitoring programs would further enhance the practical utility of the manuscript.
Overall, the study is well-designed, timely, and offers meaningful guidance for strengthening coral reef management frameworks in Indonesia.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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