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	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.


	Light pollution's impact on nocturnal pollination is reviewed, combining global evidence with Indian examples. Mitigation strategies are included, addressing ecological, socioeconomic, and food security concerns.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title effectively captures the manuscript's main theme, conveying the disorientation of pollinators under artificial light with the evocative phrase "Lost in the Glow," and clearly indicating the focus on light pollution's disruption of pollinator behavior.
	

	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 well-structured and comprehensive, covering the background, objectives, main findings, and implications. I suggest the following minor modifications: 
1- Briefly mention the methodology used (e.g., "This literature-based review synthesizes evidence from...") to clarify that this is a review article rather than an empirical study.

2- Include a sentence about the geographical scope, particularly highlighting the Indian case studies, as this adds regional specificity and value.

3- The phrase "Present study reviews evidence" should be revised to "This review synthesizes evidence" for better clarity and grammatical correctness. 

4- The sentence structure could be simplified slightly to improve readability, particularly the long sentence beginning with "The effects of ALAN are significantly influenced..."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, presenting evidence-based arguments and well-explained mechanisms of pollination disruption, supported by appropriate citations and contextualized case studies. However, the following points should be considered:
Concerns:

1- Figure 2 requires improved clarity to ensure the data/graph is readily interpretable and presents clear quantitative or semi-quantitative comparisons.

2- The discussion should be expanded to critically address knowledge gaps, specifically concerning: (a) dose-response relationships between light intensity and pollination decline, (b) potential adaptation mechanisms in pollinator populations, and (c) interactions between ALAN and other stressors.

3- Statements such as "approximately 2-6% annually" need greater precision. Please clarify if recent estimates allow for a narrower range.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and reasonably recent, with most key studies from 2013-2025 included.
	

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


	Good and suitable for scholarly communication, However, minor language editing is recommended: The manuscript is comprehensible and conveys its scientific content effectively, though a light copyedit would improve polish.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript is a valuable contribution to conservation ecology and is suitable for publication after minor revisions. Specifically, the authors should improve the clarity of Figure 2, address the identified knowledge gaps in the discussion, and provide additional references to support the mitigation strategies section.
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