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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This paper gives site-specific evidence that seagrass ecosystems in Inner Ambon Bay are measurable sources of methane, which advances our understanding of greenhouse-gas dynamics in tropical coastal environments. It is especially valuable because methane emissions from seagrass meadows are less well studied than those from mangroves and other coastal wetlands, and this study contributes to closing that regional and ecosystem-level knowledge-gap. By analysing the methane concentration and flux differences and linking it with  the physicochemical and sedimentary settings helped to interpret how environmental variability influences carbon cycling and methanogenesis..

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes,  Can think of this change also
Methane Fluxes in Seagrass Beds of Inner Ambon Bay: A Comparison of Tanjung Tiram and Halong Coast
	

	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.


	Yes abstract is comprehensive. But common general statements has to be avoided in abstracts  

eg: methane being a potent greenhouse gas, “
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant and broadly acceptable in its objective, field approach, and overall conclusion that methane concentration and flux differ between the two seagrass locations. However, it requires revision before it can be considered scientifically sound in its present form. In particular, the analytical method should be clarified, as the manuscript refers to both GC-MS and a thermal conductivity detector (TCD). Several interpretations in the discussion and conclusion are stated too definitively, without direct supporting measurements of sediment organic matter, redox conditions, dissolved oxygen, or methanogenic microbial activity. Some issues with citations, numerical formatting, and statistical reporting should also be corrected to improve scientific accuracy and clarity.

	

	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  needs minor corrections in grammer
	

	Optional/General comments


	Abstract
 Clear but needs editing. Numerical formatting and wording should be corrected.
Introduction
It would be stronger if it more clearly stated the research gap and study hypothesis.
 Research Location
 Adequately described. More site-specific environmental detail is needed.
Procedure of Sampling
 Basic method is given. Replication and sampling design need clarification.The manuscript should explain replication, chamber placement, and sampling consistency more clearly.
Physicochemical Parameters
 Useful baseline data. More supporting variables such as dissolved oxygen, redox condition, or sediment organic matter would strengthen interpretation.
Gas Sampling
 Method is acceptable. 
Sample Analysis
 Relevant Section. The analytical method needs correction regarding the instrument and detector used.
CH₄ Gas Concentration
 Results are useful. The analytical description appears inconsistent and should be clarified scientifically.
CH₄ Gas Fluxes
 Flux calculation is acceptable. More detail on equations, units, and statistical treatment would improve transparency.
Global Warming Potential
 Relevant addition. Citation and GWP value should be verified.
Results
 Main findings are clear. More statistical detail is needed.
Discussion
 Interpretation is relevant. 
Conclusion
 Consistent with results. Causal statements should be toned down.
Language and Presentation
 Needs English editing. Several typographical errors remain.
Overall Recommendation
 Interesting and relevant study. Suitable after moderate revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No
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