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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 review paper constitutes a comprehensive and well-crafted synthesis of recent understanding regarding the involvement of epigenetics in evolutionary adaptation, specifically for zoological organisms. The subject matter is relevant and interesting, integrating molecular epigenetic processes with ecological and evolutionary understanding. The paper is sensibly structured, backed by a wide-ranging list of references, and displays effective conceptual integration of traditional and contemporary evolutionary thinking
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Since the topic spans several fields, I would recommend changing the title to “The Epigenetic Dimension of Evolution: Integrating Molecular and Ecological Perspectives in Zoology”
	

	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.


	I am convinced by the abstract section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, most of the parts are explained within scientific terms 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes mostly. I would still recommend using latest references for some parts that I have given in my comments.
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Comments on paper: 

This review paper constitutes a comprehensive and well-crafted synthesis of recent understanding regarding the involvement of epigenetics in evolutionary adaptation, specifically for zoological organisms. The subject matter is relevant and interesting, integrating molecular epigenetic processes with ecological and evolutionary understanding. The paper is sensibly structured, backed by a wide-ranging list of references, and displays effective conceptual integration of traditional and contemporary evolutionary thinking. But the paper is still too descriptive and lacks sufficient critical analysis, originality, and depth of synthesis that make a high-impact review. Authors usually describe known mechanisms and examples without adequately addressing controversies, gaps, or theoretical implications. The writing is clear but could be concise and analytical. Figures or schematic diagrams would improve understanding dramatically. I recommend some changes before the publication to help strengthen the review.

(Note: Please add line numbers to the main manuscript first, then compare these line-by-line comments)

Major Comments:

1. The writing style is good, but the review critically lacks figures. For instance, section B1, DNA methylation, should be explained in greater depth as it is the core concept of the paper. Please include a self-made cartoon or a schematic figure that easily explains the concept.

2. In the sections B1 to B4, please explain the concept in some more detail. The readers will be interested in knowing the concept in great detail before going to the other sections.

3. I suspect section 3A, has been written with the use of AI-generated tools. I highly recommend changing the language to a more explainable and simplified one.

4. Line 222 to 223, “Although most epigenetic marks are erased during these stages, certain modifications can persist and affect offspring phenotype”. Please explain how epigenetic markers are erased?

5. Please provide enough references for section 3E. The facts are vaguely explained.

6. Section 4A1 and 4E requires extensive referencing.

7. Some points in the paper are repetitively over-explained. For example, caste differentiation.

8. I think the conclusion section can be expanded more to comprehensively summarize the key concept and discussion of the paper.

Minor Comments:

1. In line no.10, I don’t think the “synthesizes” word is correct. You can use “utilises”. Same on the line no.66.

2. I recommend removing the word “animal behaviour” from keywords, as it is only repeated twice in the entire manuscript.

3. Line 220, marks should be replaced with “markers”.

4. Line 363, white-crowned sparrow doesn’t have be italicised.

5. Line 479, de novo should be italicised.

6. The abbreviations should be used along with their full form only when the word appears first time in the text. After that, you can only use the short form. For example, lines 498 and 606, you can use C. elegans. Please go through the entire manuscript and make changes where necessary.
7. Line 586, please mention the full forms of the softwares.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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