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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.
	By considering the scientific and experimental evidence, and as well the epidemiological data included in the literature, this manuscript is scientifically correct. It provided a research based knowledge on the public health challenges and harmful health impact of exposure of Artificial light at night on the human psychology, physiology and ecological systems. The manuscript establishes an association of reduced nocturnal melatonin secretion and exposure of higher levels of light at night.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	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
	Excellent
	

	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
	Excellent
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	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
	Good
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Good
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Excellent.
The language is understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. It is free from grammatical and typing errors.
	


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.
	The title of the article is suitable and it coincided well with the objectives of the study which aims to synthesize the current state of knowledge regarding the biological mechanisms by which artificial light at night disrupts human physiology, and to critically evaluate the epidemiological and experimental evidence linking such exposure to adverse health outcomes. 

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of the article is comprehensive and it summarizes the content of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Scientifically, the manuscript is correct, and it discussed the health implications of artificial light at night such as oncological implication, metabolic disorders, cancer risk, obesity and dyslipidaemia, mental health and neurological disorders, and as well sleep related effects. It highlighted the mitigation strategies to reduce the circadian impact and reduce these risks which pose a threat to human health.  
However, in this study, the author have established the domination of breast cancer risk (through a prospective cohort and ecological studies) that establishes a degree of specificity with an elevated risk of female on the exposure of long term night shift worker.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	About 33 references were used by the author for this study which is sufficient and standard for original book chapter. Sufficient and high quality references are the backbone of a successful book chapter, it establishes scholarly authority and credibility, shows a wide comprehensive understanding of the study, and as well providing more evidence-based literature to support the research findings. 
The in-text citations were cited correctly. In few sentences of the study, the author used two in-text citation/ referencing when giving attribution or acknowledging authors. These have demonstrated research skills in referencing/ citation which are crucial for establishing credibility, showing a wide comprehensive understanding of the study, and as well providing more evidence-based literature to support the research findings. 
Only One reference years (1980) were old. Other reference years were recent, reflecting current knowledge on the research, enabling accurate context, and helping to identify current gaps in the literature.

The general reference lists were arranged alphabetically. Arranging references lists alphabetically is crucial in research. It enhancing readability, enabling quick navigation of sources, maintaining academic rigor, and ensuring standardization and consistency. 


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	There is no ethical issue in this study as it was not required. The studies involve a narrative review that deals with published literature that met the inclusion and eligible criteria for the study.
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The narrative review is a good quality study that focused on a clear objective to address a research gap in the field. It highlighted the limitations and as well elaborated on the need for future research prospect for validation of standardized methodology for quantifying human light exposure.
Having gone through the manuscript, this is a good study. 

I recommend that the manuscript should be accepted as it is and should be published.
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