Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Geography, Environment and Earth Science International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JGEESI_147376

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Tourism Driven Light Pollution in Indian Coastal Regions: A VIIRS and SQM Based Analysis

	Type of the Article
	


	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and under-researched environmental issue. This research is significant as it quantifies the direct linkage between Artificial Light at Night (ALAN) and tourism expansion in ecologically sensitive areas, which has not been extensively studied in the regional literature. Moreover, the methodological integration of VIIRS satellite data with ground-based SQM measurements provides vigorous and replicable framework for future studies. The findings of the study support the urgent need for evidence-based policy inclusion of light pollution mitigation in coastal management frameworks, which makes it relevant for conservation science, sustainable tourism planning and environmental policy. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable but slightly verbose. It is highly descriptive and accurately reflects the scope and methodology. Nevertheless, the first part of the title could be streamlined to make it more impactful. An alternative title could be, “Coastal Brightening: Quantifying Tourism-Induced Light Pollution in India Using VIIRS and Ground-Based Sky Quality Measurement”
	

	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 abstract is largely comprehensive and clearly states the problem, the integrated methodology, the key findings and policy implications. However, some additions may enhance its quality. For instance, the abstract mentioned that Pearson’s correlation coefficient is 0.84 but a brief clarification of what is being correlated like strong positive correlation between tourism intensity and increased night sky brightness. Furthermore, the abstract misses the temporal scope of the satellite data. It may state that the analysis was conducted over the period 2012-2024 to provide context for the trend analysis. Another suggestion is regarding the phrase “By combining high resolution remote sensing data with localized ground data, this research provides valuable understanding into the tourism driven of coastal light pollution.” is slightly awkward. It needs to be revised somewhat like this, “The integration of high-resolution remote sensing data with localized ground measurements offers insights into the tourism-driven nature of coastal light pollution.”

	


	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, but the interpretation of some results requires cautious refinement. For instance, the study mentions that for Goa and Tamil Nadu further increases in tourist numbers after 2017-18 did not proportionally raise radiance, indicating that coastal lighting has reached near maximum levels of skyglow. While the observation is correct, the conclusion that light pollution has reached its maximum requires better justification. High saturation only means the satellite sensor is saturated, it does not necessarily mean the environmental impact has peaked. The authors need to acknowledge this limitation. 

Table.1 presents SQM values in a format that mixes location with geographical distance. The accompanying geographical coordinates are too general to represent the entire study region. To enhance scientific rigor, the authors may either state that the coordinates represent the central tourism hub/starting point for the transect or present the SQM data as average SQM readings for the High Tourism Density and Reference/Rural zones.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and suitably recent. However, due to the strong reliance on VIIRS, a reference discussing the specific challenges of inter-annual VIIRS calibration and saturation in high-luminosity areas would strengthen the methods/discussion section when addressing the saturation threshold. The paper heavily discusses sea turtles, yet the Witherington and Marin (2000) reference is outdated. A more recent paper linking coastal light spectral output to hatching disorientation would enhance the ecological implications section. Moreover, a key reference detailing the economic and conservation framework for dark-sky initiatives may also bolster the policy section.  
	

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


	The langauge and English quality is suitable for scholarly communicaiton, but it contains several instances of awkward phrasing, grammatical errors and redundancy that need meticulous editing. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a compelling and timely case for regulating ALAN in Indian coastal areas. The structure is logical, moving clearly from remote sensing evidence to ground truth validation, and finally to policy recommendations. The core science and data collection are strong, but the interpretation of the statistical results (specifically the low R2 values Kerala and Tamil Nadu) is currently under-addressed and risks undermining the central claim of a strong correlation, if not nuanced. This requires a significant revision to the discussion section and potentially the abstract to reconcile the findings and provide plausible explanations. 

Overall, the manuscript has excellent potential but needs a focused rewrite to address the interpretive and structural issues. 
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