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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.


	I think the manuscript goes beyond theoretical abstraction to offering a practical roadmap to sustainable development by providing a clear "how-to" model using SWOT-AHP. Then, using Kutalimbaru as a real-world example, the study demonstrates exactly how to translate notclear ideas about "tourism potential" into a concrete, prioritized to-do list. Lastly, through the linkage of infrastructure upgrades, digital promotion, and community empowerment, the study offers policymakers and planners a holistic view of what it really takes to transform rural areas in the Global South.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	From my assessment, the title of the article is well suited for the paper as it summarises its content adequately. However, to make it more descriptive, probably the author may consider starting it with this phrase: A SWOT-AHP Analysis of…..
	

	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.


	Going through the abstract, it conforms well with the IMRaD format without any doubt. However, there are a couple of waste words that could be removed to make it more tighter. For example, the phrase “development strategies” appears multiple times, and this could be streamlined. Also, while the methods are stated, a brief justification for choosing SWOT-AHP (e.g., “to prioritize strategies”) could strengthen the Methods sentence better. On broader terms, the conclusion could briefly note the methodological contribution (e.g., demonstrating an integrated SWOT-AHP framework for local planning) alongside the practical recommendations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I noticed the huge absence of Literature review with absence of key elements like theoretical framework, identification of research gaps, critical analysis of sources and synthesis of key themes and trend to show how existing knowledge related to this work. Whether this omission is deliberate remain a mystery, but the introduction as a bit long for me, and omission of elements like research questions, significance of the study, limitation etc. are gaps that must be plugged. Is this deliberate, a style or what?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	If we base this review on the simple rule of the thumb for references, the author should aim for one reference per 100-150 words, so for a 4000word paper like this one, a range of 26-40 references align with the general academic expectations. However, the 17 references given here is advisably okay with me. However, I noticed about 3 references not properly reference and cited, these should be corrected by the author
	

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


	Oh, yes, the grammar and tenses are within acceptable standard for scholarly communication, and I have no issue with this.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the paper is suitable for publication once the author examines the above within the rules of the journal, make necessary amendments in line with the rules of engagement, then I recommend it for publication.
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