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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The article proposed the use of drone acquired orthomosaics and OBIA and SVM for classifying and mapping benthic habitats. The results provide insight to how such these technology and methods will enable efficient methods to obtain information about these habitats, enhancing crucial support and informed decision-making.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The work was more focused on the effect on the data acquisition time and camera angle on the accuracy of the classified map. It will be best if this is included in the topic. Assessing the effect of UAV data acquisition time and camera angle for mapping shallow water benthic habits
	

	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 abstract could be improved by stating the sampling techniques and numbers used for assessing the accuracy of the image classification
	

	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.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes, but it needs to improved. The author(s) should make use of transitional phrases and simply some sentences to improve the flow and clarity of the manuscript. Also, there some typos that needs to be corrected. Under section 2.4, frontlap and sidelap should be change side-lap and front-lap. Lao sunlight is consistently misspelt in that section.
In section 2.5, the sentence, “The process begins with image alignment, where Agisoft Metashape processing software identifies features or tie points between overlapping images” is bit ambiguous. It could be rewritten as “The process begins with image alignment, where Agisoft Metashape processing software was used to identify……

In Section 2.7, these statements, “These areas are then grouped based on their similarities and given names that describe the kind of habitat they represent (Green et al., 2000; Lillesand et al., 2015). These areas are then grouped based on shared characteristics and assigned habitat labels that reflect their ecological identity (Green et al., 2000; Lillesand et al., 2015)”, are repeated.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The conclusion is not detailed. Author(s) should rewrite it to include relevant details such the aim of the research, a summary of the methodology and findings, and research limitations and future direction.
2. The author(s) consistently made mention of the camera lens tilt angle. It will best to just say camera angle since the camera consists not only of the lens and it’s the entire camera that is tilted and not only the lens
3. In Tables 2 and 3, it is seen that even at the same angle, the flight duration seems to be different. Was the mapping area of interest modified for each acquisition, or it was due to atmospheric effects like wind speed. The author(s) must clarify these changes.

4. The introductory paragraphs for the results sections (3.1 to 3.5) contain information that should be or already at the methods sections. This makes the manuscripts repetitive and not well structured.
5. Why was MRS used for the segmentation and not other segmentation models? This need to be mentioned.

6. With regards to Section 3.3, why was the dataset split done 50/50? What informed such decision?
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