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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript is significant for the scientific community as it highlights sustainable livelihood alternatives for coastal fishing communities, addressing both economic development and marine conservation. By documenting emerging practices like shrimp and seaweed farming, marine ornamental fish culture, and eco-tourism, it contributes valuable insights into adaptive strategies amid environmental and market pressures. The emphasis on digital marketing and niche diversification also broadens the scope of fisheries science by integrating socio-economic innovation with traditional knowledge systems. This research offers a practical framework for policymakers, researchers, and development practitioners seeking to promote resilience and sustainability in coastal economies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Review of Livelihood Opportunities and Enabling Policies for Coastal Fishers," is generally clear and descriptive. However, it could be made more engaging and specific to better reflect the content of the manuscript, especially the focus on diversification and sustainability.
Suggested Alternative Titles:

1. "Diversifying Coastal Livelihoods: Opportunities and Policy Support for Sustainable Fisheries"

2. "Beyond Traditional Fishing: A Review of Emerging Livelihood Options and Policies for Coastal Communities"

3. "Sustainable Livelihood Strategies for Coastal Fishers: A Review of Opportunities and Enabling Policies"
	

	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.


	The current abstract provides a good overview of livelihood diversification strategies for coastal fishers. However, to make it more comprehensive and academically robust, here are some specific suggestions:

1. Objective of the Review: Clearly state that the paper aims to review various livelihood opportunities and enabling policy frameworks.

2. Policy Dimension: While the title and topic mention policies, the abstract does not reference them clearly. Briefly mention how policy interventions or institutional support play a role in facilitating these alternative livelihoods.

3. Implication/Impact: Add 1–2 sentences about the potential broader impact of adopting these models (e.g., on poverty reduction, marine conservation, or climate resilience).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It uses reliable data and references from government reports, research papers, and official statistics. Each alternative livelihood—like shrimp farming, seaweed farming, cage culture, and eco-tourism—is supported with facts and figures, including Benefit-Cost Ratios (BCRs).

The paper also discusses important government policies that support these activities. This makes the study practical and useful for both researchers and decision-makers.

It covers a wide range of topics, such as fisheries, environment, economy, and digital technology, showing a good mix of scientific and real-world insights.

Only small improvements are needed, like adding a table for easier comparison or using consistent terms. Overall, the paper is well-written, informative, and valuable for the scientific community.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and up to date. Most sources are from the last 5 years, showing the author has used recent information.

The references include government reports, scientific journals, and technical documents from trusted institutions like FAO, CMFRI, MPEDA, and others. This gives the paper a strong and reliable foundation.

If desired, the author could add one or two international references to show how similar livelihood models are used in other countries, like Indonesia or the Philippines.

Overall, the reference list is well-prepared and supports the scientific quality of the paper.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	NA.
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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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