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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	1. The specify exact percentage breakdown of the 112 studies across the four major applications (diet, trophic, migration, ecotoxicology) for immediate quantitative impact, and sharpen the Indian context by naming 1-2 priority species/systems (e.g., hilsa fisheries, elephant-crop conflict) rather than general, wetlands, fisheries.

2. Reduce the methodological detail (CSIA, isoscapes) to one sentence, freeing space for a crisp statement of the review's key finding or novel contribution. In the end with a stronger policy hook, explicitly state 2-3 actionable recommendations for Indian isotope ecology advancement in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	no
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction part

1. Link the final incomplete sentence on Indian applications more explicitly to SIA's global strengths for better regional relevance and consider briefly previewing your study's species or objectives to sharpen the transition to Methods.

2. Expand the abrupt ending (e.g., Hilsa migrations) into a full sentence and add 1-2 more India-specific citations for balance and proofread for minor typos like "behavior" to ensure polish.

3. Strengthen connectivity between paragraphs by adding a bridging sentence on SIA's evolution from niche to mainstream tool. The quantify SIA's advantages (e.g., detection limits) with a key metric to heighten impact.

Methodological Part

1. The methodological foundation is solid, but redundancy undermines efficiency. The "Isotopes: The Basics" content is repeated across two paragraphs with near-identical definitions of isotopes and fractionation, consolidate into a single, crisp subsection. In addition, while PRISMA compliance is stated, include a flow diagram (Figure 1) detailing exact inclusion/exclusion criteria at each stage.

2. Excessive background detail dilutes methodological focus. The tissue turnover and isotope ecology sections read like a textbook primer (e.g., multi-page C3/C4 plant discrimination), trim to 1-2 targeted paragraphs emphasizing applications unique to your wildlife review, cross-referencing citations rather than re-explaining basics.

3. The advanced methods section strong but overbroad. CSIA, Bayesian mixing models, and isoscapes are excellently described, yet some (e.g., amino acid specifics) stray from core wildlife applications, prioritize only those central to your 112 studies' findings, moving others to Discussion or Supplement. Add value with a table (Table 1): columns for Isotope (δ¹³C, δ¹⁵N, etc.), Key Tissues, Temporal Window, Primary Wildlife Application, Example Studies. This distills 10+ pages into a scannable reference.

Results and Discussion

1. The results and discussion part into clearly separated subsections to better distinguish findings from interpretation and avoid narrative overlap. The use of subheadings to mirror the topics in Figure/Table captions so that every key trend or pattern mentioned has a direct visual anchor.

2. Highlight quantitative summaries (e.g., “X% of studies focused on …”) more consistently and briefly, and support them with simple tables or bar graphs for global vs. India comparisons. Clarify boxes or points where figures/tables are referenced. 

3. The global descriptions where necessary to reduce repetitiveness (e.g., repeated explanations of δ¹³C and δ¹⁵N enrichment) and redirect that space to deeper interpretation of Indian‑specific gaps and opportunities. In the end each major thematic subsection (Diet, Trophic, Migration, etc.) with 1–2 clear take‑home bullets or sentences that summarize the main implication for Indian wildlife management and conservation policy. The conclusion is very long please short it.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

. Dalbeer Singh, LRC-GBPNIHE, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

