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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 makes a timely and substantive contribution to ongoing debates on how to manage coastal and marine resources in a way that sustains both biodiversity and human livelihoods. By synthesizing a wide range of recent literature on ecosystem-based approaches, it offers a clear and accessible overview of concepts that are often fragmented across different disciplines and policy arenas. The work helps bridge the gap between ecological science and practical management by highlighting tools, principles, and lessons that practitioners and decision-makers can directly apply in programme design and policy formulation. In doing so, it provides a useful reference point for researchers, students, and practitioners who are seeking integrated, climate‑sensitive strategies for long‑term conservation and sustainable use of coastal and marine ecosystems.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The title clearly reflects the central focus on ecosystem-based approaches and their role in sustainable management of coastal and marine resources. It signals both the thematic area and the review nature of the work, so readers immediately grasp the scope.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The abstract presents the main aim of the review, outlines core themes of ecosystem-based management, and points to implications for coastal and marine governance. It would be even stronger with a clearer description of how the literature was identified and analysed.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The keywords capture the main concepts of the manuscript, such as ecosystem-based approaches, coastal and marine resources, sustainability, and management. These terms are widely used in the field, which will support discoverability in academic databases.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The background sets out the main pressures on coastal and marine ecosystems and explains why ecosystem-based approaches are needed. The flow is generally logical, though some links between global frameworks and specific examples could be made more explicit.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The objectives of the review are clearly formulated and explain that the paper synthesizes existing knowledge on ecosystem-based approaches for sustainable coastal and marine resource management. They provide a clear roadmap that is followed in the subsequent sections.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The literature cited directly addresses ecosystem-based management, marine and coastal governance, and sustainability, which fits the topic well. The review could be broadened by incorporating a few more case-based studies from diverse regions.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The manuscript includes several recent publications that reflect current debates in ecosystem-based coastal and marine management. Nonetheless, adding more of the most up-to-date studies from the last few years would further enhance its currency.

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The paper indicates that it is a review and shows that multiple sources were consulted, but the exact search strategy is only partially described. More detail on databases, time periods, and inclusion or exclusion criteria would improve transparency
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript summarises key themes and points out common elements of ecosystem-based approaches. However, more explicit comparison of different approaches and clearer discussion of their strengths and limitations would deepen the critical analysis.

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	4 = Good
The paper identifies important gaps, such as operational challenges and the need to better integrate climate change and local livelihoods into ecosystem-based management. It also offers directions for future work, though these could be organised more systematically.

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The conclusions follow logically from the evidence presented and bring together the main findings on the value and challenges of ecosystem-based management. They return to the stated objectives and offer a coherent synthesis of the review.

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript acknowledges some constraints, including the scope of available literature and contextual variability. The limitations section could be expanded to explain more clearly how these constraints may influence the interpretation of results.

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Most references appear to be drawn from recognised scientific journals, reports, and institutional publications in marine science and environmental management. Increasing the proportion of recent peer-reviewed papers from high-impact outlets would further strengthen the reference base.

	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The manuscript is written in generally clear academic language, and the main arguments are easy to follow. Some sentences and transitions could be streamlined to improve readability, especially for practitioners and students who are less familiar with the terminology.

	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the focus on ecosystem‑based approaches for sustainable management of coastal and marine resources, which matches the core content of the review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract would be stronger if it briefly described how the literature was identified and analysed, and if it provided one or two clearer, concrete findings or implications from the review
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript uses established concepts, draws on relevant scientific literature, and presents arguments that are consistent with current understanding of ecosystem‑based management and coastal and marine governance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. While the reference list is generally adequate and includes recognised sources, it should be updated with more recent peer‑reviewed articles from the last few years to better reflect the latest developments in the field.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No. The paper is a literature‑based review and does not report primary data collection involving human or animal subjects, so there are no apparent ethical concerns arising from the work.
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