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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.


	This manuscript documents an extra-limital and potentially established population of the Near Threatened Red-breasted Parakeet (Psittacula alexandri) from an urban setting in Central Bihar, a region where the species has not been previously confirmed. Such records are valuable for understanding ongoing range shifts, urban colonization, and the role of institutional green spaces in supporting non-native or range-expanding avifauna. The study also contributes to urban Ornithology by highlighting interspecific competition and nesting behaviour in a highly modified landscape. Overall, the manuscript adds region-specific baseline data that will be useful for future monitoring and conservation planning in the Gangetic plains. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the subject and geographic focus of the study. Refining the wording and structure would improve readability and better convey the scientific nature of the work. A more concise title is recommended.
	

	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 comprehensive and successfully summarizes the key findings, including locations, no. of individuals, habitat use and ecological interactions. However, it would benefit from slight correction to reduce repetition and improve focus. The authors may consider briefly clarifying whether the population is interpreted as feral or naturally expanding, as this is a Central theme discussed later in the manuscript. Overall, the abstract adequately represents the scope and conclusions of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, and the species identification is well supported through diagnostic morphological features, photographs, and behavioural observations. The interpretation of breeding evidence based on cavity use is reasonable and consistent with standard Ornithological criteria. However, some ecological interpretations, particularly regarding population establishment and long-term persistence, would benefit from cautious wording given the short observation period. With minor clarifications and restraint in inference, the manuscript meets acceptable scientific standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, relevant, and includes a good mix of classical Ornithological literature and recent peer-reviewed studies. Citations related to urban ecology, psittacid invasions, and nest-site competition are appropriate and up to date. No major additional references are necessary, although the authors may consider streamlining older citations where newer syntheses are available.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in generally understandable English, but it requires moderate language editing. There are issues with sentence length, repetition, grammatical inconsistencies, and occasional overuse of speculative language. Professional copy-editing or careful revision would substantially improve clarity and flow without altering the scientific content. (It’s written good, but a minor rephrase in some sentences will be an added advantage)
	

	Optional/General comments


	The figure headings require rephrasing into a more formal scientific tone, as they are currently general in style. The keywords section contains redundancy, with repetition of the species’ common name and scientific name. The authors are advised to avoid duplication and select distinct, concept focused keywords to improve indexing and discoverability. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are apparent. The study relies on non-invasive field observations and photographic documentation, and no handling or disturbance of birds is reported. 
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