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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
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	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript is suitable for the journal in terms of scope and relevance. The topic fits well within the journal’s scope on tourism development, sustainability, and community-based models. However, the study is largely conceptual and descriptive, with limited methodological rigor and theoretical integration. Clearer articulation of research design, analytical procedures, and theoretical positioning is needed to strengthen the scholarly contribution.

2. The methodology section relies primarily on observational insights from a field visit and synthesis of secondary literature, but it lacks a clear analytical framework. A stronger conceptual framework or analytical model connecting Thai floating market practices with Kerala’s context would improve the scientific rigor of the study.

3. Numerous quantitative claims (e.g., 30–40% decline in catch, 30–70% shoreline loss) are presented, but some lack immediate citation or explanation of how these figures were derived. The authors should clarify data sources, temporal coverage, and any assumptions used in reporting quantitative figures.

4. The Discussion does not sufficiently engage with existing literature on sea nomads, coastal marginalisation, or climate vulnerability in a comparative way. The manuscript would benefit from positioning its findings more clearly in relation to similar studies.

5. The conclusion effectively summarizes policy implications and practical recommendations for Kerala’s tourism development. However, it does not clearly articulate the theoretical contribution to tourism studies, creative tourism, or community-based tourism frameworks. Explicitly stating how the proposed model extends or refines existing theories would enhance the manuscript’s academic value.
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