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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The concern raised in this study is highly relevant to the present context. Coastal ecology has a profound influence on environmental systems, biodiversity, and geological stability. These impacts need to be examined through a scientific and systematic approach. The manuscript outlines important objectives, including assessing the magnitude of tourism pressure, evaluating ecological impacts, and analyzing existing coastal regulations and planning strategies. These objectives directly address the protection of the country’s rich biodiversity, fragile ecosystems, and unique geological features. A scientifically conducted study will contribute to evidence-based policymaking. It can support the formulation of stronger regulations, guide the preparation of sustainable development plans, and help reduce ecological degradation caused by unregulated or excessive tourist activities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.
	There is a lack of scientific depth in the writing. None of the objectives seem to be achieved in the given manuscript. The magnitude of the tourism pressure (floating population, seasonal variation) is not supported with the numbers. The population is given however this number needs to be supported by the existing infrastructure of hospitality and related facilities. The policies are mentioned but their relavance and impact have not been mentioned. The section of ecological impact, perticularly remains at a mid-level of scientific depth due to limited methodological transparency, weak theoretical anchoring, and absence of analytical support. Shoreline retreat rates are presented without specifying the time frame, data sources, or statistical confidence. Similarly, references to elevated BOD and coliform levels lack numerical values, sampling frequency, seasonal variation, and comparison with regulatory standards. The discussion does not engage with coastal morphodynamic theory, carrying capacity frameworks, or ecosystem services valuation, nor does it compare findings with similar deltaic coasts. Moreover, trend analysis, quantified tourism–waste correlations, and hydrodynamic modeling are absent, limiting analytical rigor.

The sections on socioeconomic dimensions and policy planning demonstrate moderate scientific depth due to limited empirical substantiation and analytical integration. The discussion highlights employment generation, uneven income distribution, and cultural shifts, yet it does not provide quantitative survey data, longitudinal comparisons, or sociolect-economic indicators to validate these claims. The reference to community concerns lacks methodological clarity regarding sample size, tools, or statistical interpretation. Similarly, the policy analysis identifies enforcement gaps and institutional overlap but does not examine governance frameworks, regulatory performance metrics, or comparative case studies. The absence of policy evaluation models and stakeholder analysis limits the strength of its planning and governance critique.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The literature review needs more depth and references. Figure 2 needs the mention of source. 
	

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


	The language is generally appropriate for scholarly communication; however, minor stylistic refinements are recommended to enhance clarity and consistency.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript takes up a very relevant and meaningful topic, and the intent of the study is clear. However, there are a few areas of improvement. 

1. The overall length appears shorter than the journal’s prescribed guidelines.

2. Some sections feel compressed. In particular, there is a noticeable shift from methodology to findings without sufficiently presenting the data collection details and analysis. 

3. The analytical depth needs enhancement by including clearer quantitative results, such as statistical values, confidence levels, and seasonal comparisons. Stronger theoretical engagement—such as explicit reference to carrying capacity frameworks, etc.—would also add depth. 

4. At present, some sections read more descriptively; sharpening the analysis and clearly distinguishing between review synthesis and original empirical contribution would significantly improve the paper’s scientific robustness and clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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