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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.
	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to lighting science by establishing a physically grounded, SI-consistent framework that rigorously bridges conventional photometric units with photon-based metrics. By resolving long-standing inconsistencies in lumen–photon conversions and demonstrating the intrinsic spectral dependence of photon flux, the study provides methodological clarity that is directly applicable across disciplines including circadian photobiology, environmental light pollution, and astronomical photometry. The introduction of the Ocular Photon Exposure (OPE) metric represents an important conceptual advance, offering a biologically meaningful measure of light exposure that more accurately reflects human eye physiology than traditional illuminance-based approaches. Collectively, this work lays a robust quantitative foundation for future interdisciplinary research and has the potential to inform the evolution of lighting standards and exposure guidelines in both scientific and regulatory contexts.


	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

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

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

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

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

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

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

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

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

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

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. 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
	4
	


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.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	•
The manuscript addresses an important and timely gap in lighting science by providing a physically rigorous and SI-consistent framework for converting photometric quantities into photon-based metrics relevant to biological and environmental applications.

•
The theoretical derivations are clearly grounded in first principles, linking photometric definitions with quantum photon energy in a transparent and reproducible manner.

•
The distinction between a monochromatic reference conversion (555 nm) and source-specific, SPD dependent conversions is well articulated and resolves much of the ambiguity present in prior literature.

•
The introduction of the Ocular Photon Exposure (OPE) metric represents a meaningful conceptual advance, offering a biologically relevant complement to traditional illuminance-based measures.

•
The background and literature review are comprehensive and well-integrated with current standards (e.g., CIE) and contemporary circadian lighting research.

•
Tables and figures are technically informative and support the analysis, however, selective consolidation or simplification could improve readability and reduce redundancy in places.

•
While the manuscript is scientifically sound, the overall length and density, particularly in results and spectral tables, may benefit from modest streamlining or relocation of extended datasets to supplementary material.

•
The discussion effectively contextualizes the findings within existing research and standards, highlighting interdisciplinary implications for circadian biology, environmental light pollution, and lighting design.

•
The limitations related to digitized SPDs and illustrative examples are acknowledged, an explicitly labeled limitations subsection could further strengthen clarity.

•
Overall, the manuscript is a strong and rigorous contribution with high relevance to both researchers and practitioners, and it is well suited for publication following minor editorial refinements.
Recommendation: Minor Revision

The manuscript is scientifically rigorous, methodologically sound, and makes a clear, original contribution to lighting science by introducing a physically grounded lumen–photon framework and the Ocular Photon Exposure (OPE) metric. The theory, calculations, and literature integration are strong and well aligned with current standards and interdisciplinary needs. Minor refinements related to conciseness, figure/table streamlining, and explicit labeling of limitations would further enhance clarity and readability but do not affect the validity or significance of the work.
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