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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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.
	
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

The title is not clear, as the term 'Neighborhood watch' is ambiguous 

A better title could be 'Avian neighborhood watch: A review of protective nesting associations involving owls'
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

Ambiguity in numbers: The abstract is not clear in terms of a few statements made for example 'We identified seven owl species that act as protectors: four protect other owl species, and six protect non-owl birds. Six owl species are known to seek protection, four from larger owls and three from other bird species'. This not clear in terms of the numbers mentioned as it does not added up. This should be clarified and the names of the owls mentioned.
The abstract fail to mention the criteria used to select the studies for review of the search parameter.  The should be mentioned for example the time duration, scope or locations  or species of owls these studies cover.

It also lacks a clear outline of the specific research gaps that the review aims to address.
Including a brief mention of the methodologies or search 

parameters would strengthen the abstract. Providing a more explicit identification of the gaps the paper seeks to address could strengthen the case for the review significance.
The abstract lacks a concise summary of the review main findings or conclusions. Including a takeaway message would help readers understand the significance of the study more quickly.
The abstract section contain paragraphs that should be closed up to a single paragraph.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

They are appropriate 
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

First there is no clear statement of what the review intends to accomplish which would guide the reader's expectations.
In addition, there is lacks of clarity in parts of the introduction. For example, the statement made about owls and raptors in the introduction give the impression that the paper is about owl and raptors. A statement such as this 'interactions between owls and raptors are rare and often involve the use of old nests built by other species (Löhmus 2003).
Although raptors and owls sometimes fall victim to other species within these two families, far less attention has been given to owls seeking protection from other raptors or owls'. This should be clarified so as to sequentially follow other statements in the introduction.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

Objective not stated. The objective of the study should be stated including 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

The literature review is very brief and lacks details,  has a disjointed structure. Some statement do not fit in with the rest. The literature review should be rewritten and improved.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3

A few of the references should be updated eg 1976
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

No the literature search methodology was not properly explained. For example the review spans from 1939 to 2026. But 2026 is a future year yet to be concluded. Including this is problematic as it may include projected studies not yet concluded. Except the Author states up to which month in 2026 the study covers.

There is insufficient detail about the. Key words used in the search for data or how they were selected.

The criteria for including studies for the review were not specified. The criteria for exclusion were also not specified. 

There is ambiguity in personal observation that raises questions about the methodology used to collect and analyze these observations. It is unclear how these observations were integrated into the review. Clarity of this point would enhance the credibility of the review

 
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

There is no mention if any  statistical quantitative analysis were performed on the data or statistical tools used to analyze the compiled data, which is important for understanding the result. or if the result obtained were significant or not. This should be included. 
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

While the discussion hints at the need for further research, it does not clearly delineate specific research questions or priority that would advance understanding in this field. Identifying concrete future research avenues would help guide subsequent inquiry.

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

There is little discussion surrounding the practical implications of the findings for conservation efforts or habitat management. The authors could offer insights into how understanding these protective associations might inform conservation strategies for owls and their neighbors.

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

The limitations are not discussed. For example, the study focused predominantly on a few owl species, overlooking the diversity within the owl community. This limited scope could lead to bias conclusion and should be acknowledged 


	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3

The references are good but journal paper and paper volume were not italized. Some of  references need to be updated. 

In a few case in the result and discussion section references was not provided for assertions made
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3

Yes it is written in clear understandable language 
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is not clear, as the term 'Neighborhood watch' is ambiguous 

A better title could be 'Avian neighborhood watch: A review of protective nesting associations involving owls'
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	While the abstract mentions the review process, it provides no insight into the criteria or methods used to select the studies reviewed. Including a brief mention of the methodologies or search parameters would strengthen the abstract.
it lacks a clear outline of the specific research gaps that the review aims to address. More explicit identification of these gaps could strengthen the case for the review significance. 
These together with other observations may earlier.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	As a review article the inclusion and exclusion criteria to selected studies for review should be stated.

The statistical quantitative analysis (e.g meta analysis) performed on the data and statistical tools and result should be stated in the work

The practical implications of the findings for conservation efforts or habitat management of owls or their neighbors should be stated 
Future directions of the study as limitations should be provided.
Several part of the paper are disjointed and wrongly located like stating the aim of the study in the discussion like this 'This review focuses on protective associations in which at least one participant is an owl. We identified seven potential protector owl species—Eagle Owl, Snowy Owl, Great Horned Owl, Tawny Owl, Great Grey Owl, Ural Owl, and Northern Hawk Owl'
This was absent in the introduction and should be in the introduction.

The paper should revised to put it in the right place.
In addition the review finding for each owl species stated in result section is not discussed and compared with finding of other studies or works in the discussion section. This should be done.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are good but journal paper and paper volume were not italized. Some of  references need to be updated .
In a few case in the result and discussion section references was not provided for assertions made. This should be provided.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	There are likely no ethical issues since this is review paper of studies already done. And the birds were in no way capture observed or disturbed.
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