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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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.

	
	

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

	
	

	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.

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
	

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

	




	

	Optional/General comments

	Abstract
Comments:
1. The abstract clearly states the purpose, methodology, and key findings, but it could benefit from briefly mentioning the specific implications of the results for fisheries and tourism management.
2. Consider adding a sentence on the temporal scope (September 2005) to clarify the study’s context and potential limitations.
3. The keyword list is very generic. Consider including more specific terms such as “heavy metals,” “nutrients,” or “Storet method” to improve discoverability.
4. The conclusion in the abstract is positive, but it might be helpful to note if any parameters were near threshold limits, even if within standards.
Question:
Given that the study was conducted in September 2005, how might seasonal variations (e.g., monsoon, rainfall) influence the seawater quality parameters measured, and would you recommend follow-up studies in different seasons?
Introduction
Comments:
1. Expand introduction from general to specific and add cited references introduction
2. The introduction effectively sets the context but could better articulate the research gap—why this specific area and time were chosen, and what existing studies lacked.
3. Mention of mining impacts is appropriate, but a brief note on known or suspected contamination sources would strengthen the rationale.
4. The collaboration with LIPI and the local government is noted, but the specific objectives or hypotheses of the study could be stated more explicitly.
5. Consider adding a sentence on the significance of the study and novelty to end of  introduction
Question:
How do the mining activities in Kao, Weda, and Bacan specifically threaten marine water quality, and were any direct effluent or runoff sources from these sites considered in the sampling design?
Methodology
Comments:
1. The methodology is detailed and well-described, but some acronyms (e.g., CTD, APDC, MIBK) could be defined upon first use for clarity.
2. The use of the Storet method for heavy metal classification is appropriate, but it would be helpful to briefly explain why this method was chosen over others.
3. The sampling depths are clearly listed, but the rationale for selecting these specific depths (e.g., photic zone, thermocline) could be briefly explained.
4. The preservation and extraction methods for heavy metals are thorough, but a note on detection limits for the AAS would be useful.
Question:
Why were the specific depths of 0, 25, 50, 75, 100, 250, and 300 meters chosen for sampling, and how do these depths correspond to known oceanographic layers in the Halmahera region?
Results and Discussion
Comments:
1. The presentation of results in tables and graphs is clear, but the discussion could better integrate findings across parameters (e.g., linking nutrients, DO, and phytoplankton dynamics).
2. For heavy metals, it would be useful to discuss potential sources of Cu and Zn, given their slightly higher offshore concentrations.
3. The discussion on silicate notes that there is no Indonesian standard, but it could compare values with regional or global studies to contextualize the results.
4. Some sections (e.g., TSS, turbidity) could benefit from a more explicit link to anthropogenic activities such as land use, mining, or coastal development.
Question:
The results show higher phosphate and nitrate concentrations at depth and near the coast. What are the dominant processes (e.g., upwelling, terrestrial runoff, sediment resuspension) contributing to these patterns in the Halmahera waters?
Conclusion
Comments:
1. The conclusion appropriately summarizes the main findings but could more strongly emphasize the management implications for fisheries, tourism, and mining regulation.
2. The recommendation for continued monitoring is valid; consider suggesting specific parameters or hotspots for priority monitoring.
3. The suggestion to include seasonal sampling and sediment/biota analysis is excellent and should be highlighted as a key future direction.
4. The conclusion could briefly note the limitations of the study, such as its single-season snapshot, to frame the recommendations.
Question:
If you were to design a long-term seawater quality monitoring program for Halmahera, which three parameters would you prioritize and why?
References
Comments:
1. Do not cited references manual but use Mendeley, Endnote and Zetrox app
2. The reference list is extensive, but some entries have formatting inconsistencies (e.g., journal names, use of “&” vs. “and,” missing volume/issue numbers).
3. Several URLs are broken or poorly formatted (e.g., the DOI for Androulidakis & Krestenitis 2022). Please check all links and use stable DOI links where available.
4. Ensure that all in-text citations are included in the reference list (e.g., Hyprowira 2020 is cited but missing).
5. Some older references (e.g., Banse et al. 1980, Strickland & Parsons 1968) are still relevant, but consider adding more recent methodological references where appropriate.
Question:
The reference list includes several pre-2010 sources for analytical methods. Have there been significant updates or ISO standards published since then that might improve the reproducibility or accuracy of these methods?
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)
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