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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 is important because it provides a rare comparative analysis of two major coral reef assessment frameworks applied to Indonesian reefs. By evaluating both statistical performance and field practicality, it offers valuable guidance for selecting more effective monitoring tools. The results support the refinement of national reef monitoring programs and contribute to evidence-based management. Overall, the study strengthens the scientific foundation for improving coral reef conservation in Indonesia and other tropical regions.
	

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

	Cross-Regional Evaluation of Coral Reef Assessment Methods: Applying Mesoamerican and Indonesian Protocols to Indonesian Reefs Or

Comparative Evaluation of Coral Reef Health Assessment Methods: Insights from Indonesian and Mesoamerican Approaches Applied to Indonesian Reefs
	

	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 qualitative assessment section is slightly long and could be shortened to make the abstract easier to read. Including a brief statement on how this study supports better reef management would improve the abstract’s overall message. Including one final sentence about why the findings are important for Indonesia’s reef monitoring and management would make the abstract stronger.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Some references cited in the manuscript are missing, repeated, or need the correct publication year. These include Hoeksema (2007), Veron et al. (2011), TNC (2016 – please confirm year), Tito & Ampou (2020), La Ode et al. (2022), Nurdin et al. (2023), Burke et al. (2012), Zunino et al. (2019 – confirm year), Giyanto et al. (2017 – confirm year), Indrabudy & Alik (2016), Flower et al. (2017 – confirm year), Aprilian et al. (2021), Ritonga et al. (2022), Giyanto et al. (2023), Rizqi et al. (2019), Suparno et al. (2021), and Nanafi et al. (2025). Some references, such as Giyanto et al. (2017), Aprilian et al. (2021), Ritonga et al. (2022), and Giyanto et al. (2023), are also repeated and should be checked.
	

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

	
Yes, the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, though minor editing for clarity and flow would further enhance readability.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript addresses an important topic and provides a well-structured comparison of two reef assessment methods. The combination of quantitative and qualitative analyses strengthens the study’s conclusions. Minor improvements in sentence clarity, flow, and reduction of repetition would enhance readability. All scientific names mentioned in the manuscript should be written in italics to follow proper scientific formatting. Including brief explanations of key ecological terms and adding context about the study sites would further improve the manuscript’s accessibility for a wider scientific audience.
The manuscript presents a clear and well-structured study that fits the theme of the book. The comparative approach adds value, and the findings are supported by appropriate analyses. A few sections may benefit from minor language refinement and improved flow, but overall the work is scientifically sound and suitable for inclusion.
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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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