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	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 describes the distribution of the invasive Indian Common Myna in a small urban centre in Zimbabwe. The contribution is largely descriptive and confirms patterns already established in invasion ecology literature. Its main value lies in providing baseline data for a poorly documented area rather than advancing conceptual understanding.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The present title accurately describes the topic of the article, a little bit lengthy and maybe grammatically incorrect and speculative. Specifically, when authors use the phrase "potentially looming threat" which suggest wide-ranging effects that are not entirely consistent with the study's limited time and geographical context.
As an alternative title, I suggest: Occurrence and Habitat Association of the Indian Common Myna (Acridotheres tristis) in a Small Urban Centre in Zimbabwe
	

	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 covers the main components of the study (objective, general methodology, key results, and overall conclusion). However, it requires substantial revision to improve precision and scientific clarity (very restricted spatial extent of the study area and the limited duration (less than a full annual cycle), methodological description too generic.

It is therefore recommended to:

· Add brief information on the spatial and temporal scope of the study and its limitations;

· Clarify the methodological approach;
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses a relevant ecological question. The approach was based on observations to assessing the distribution of an invasive bird species in an urban environment. The use of transect surveys and non-invasive field observations is suitable for the stated goal but several important limitations could weaken the scientific robustness of the study. 
First, the study area is very limited geographically, covering a single small urban centre in Zimbabwe. This strongly constrains the extrapolation of the results to larger spatial scales.

Second, the duration of the study was limited to a short period (June to September) not a full annual cycle. As a result, potential seasonal variation in abundance, habitat use, and behaviour of the Indian Common Myna is not observed, limiting the ecological interpretation of the results.

Third, the methodology is described only superficially. Key informations are not detailed, (number of transects surveyed, their lengths, survey effort standardization, progression speed and the precise analytical procedures used to derive abundance from the obtained data). These omissions reduce the reproducibility of the study and make it difficult to fully assess the validity of the results.

In addition, I suggest to use Distance sampling software to process the density of the common myna. Also, some statistical analyses require clearer justification, and results are occasionally mixed with interpretation, reducing analytical clarity. 

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically acceptable in principle, but substantial revision is required to improve methodological transparency, and to appropriately frame the scope and generalisability of the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes several recent papers (notably post-2019 publications), which demonstrates the authors’ awareness of current research trends. However, the use of references is uneven and requires substantial revision.

Several references listed in the bibliography are not cited in the text, while some in-text citations are either incorrectly formatted, duplicated, or not fully traceable.

· Angel, Izhaki and Charter (2025): incorrect in-text citation (“Angel et al., 2025”) should be corrected to “Engel et al., 2025”.
· The citation “Lermite (2025)” is not traceable as a peer-reviewed publication and should either be fully referenced or removed.

· Several references listed are not cited in the manuscript and should be removed or explicitly integrated into the text :

* Peneaux, C., & Griffin, A. (2015). Opportunistic observations of travel distances in common mynas (Acridotheres tristis). Canberra Bird Notes, 40(3), 228-234. 
* Rahman, M. A., Abdullah, M., Azizan, N., Jayasilan, M. A., & Tuen, A. A. (2015). Density of introduced birds (Sturnidae: Mynas) in urban areas of Kuching and Samarahan, Sarawak, Malaysia. International Conference on Chemical and Biochemical Engineering (ICCBE).
*…
	


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


	The manuscript is written in a fluent English style. The text is smoothly structured, to the extent that it prompted me to examine the writing more closely. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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