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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 manuscript provides valuable primary data on avian biodiversity within a critically important and sensitive region: the Papua province of Indonesia. The study is significant as it assesses bird communities specifically within and adjacent to oil palm plantation concessions, offering insights into the conservation value of retained High Conservation Value (HCV) areas. The documentation of numerous protected, endemic, and CITES-listed species, including the Yellow Bird-of-paradise (Paradisaea minor), is crucial for regional conservation planning and for evaluating the environmental impact of agro-industrial operations. The findings can serve as a baseline for future monitoring and inform sustainable land-use management strategies in Papua.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is generally suitable but could be more precise.
	

	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 informative but can be improved.
1. Briefly state the core methodology (e.g., "Data were collected using point count and transect methods across nine stations in HCV areas").
2. Explicitly mention the key comparative finding: that bird diversity in the company's HCV areas was comparable to, or higher than, an adjacent forest outside the concession.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a substantial dataset, but there are significant scientific and methodological concerns that must be addressed.
1. Methodology: The description of the plot size, number of plots, and transect length is confusing and seems inconsistent. The formula for density calculation (D = Ln (Ntot/ N2) x (Ntot/(Mxπr 2)) is highly unusual and not standard in ornithological literature (e.g., Bibby et al., 2000). Standard methods like Distance Sampling or fixed-radius point count analysis should be used.
2. Statistical Analysis: The analysis is purely descriptive. The valuable comparative data (e.g., between company HCVs and the external forest site) should be analyzed with basic inferential statistics (e.g., t-tests, ANOVA) to test for significant differences in diversity indices.
3. Data Presentation: The "H'" values listed in the species tables are incorrect; these appear to be proportions, not the Shannon-Wiener Index. The index is calculated per station, not per species. This requires major correction.
	

	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 but contains many outdated sources (e.g., from the 1980s and 1990s).
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript currently requires significant language revision to meet the standards for scholarly publication, as there are numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and clear spelling mistakes. To ensure that the excellent scientific content is communicated clearly and professionally, the manuscript must undergo extensive professional English editing to correct these issues and improve overall sentence clarity and structure before it can be accepted for formal review and publication.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Major Strengths: The research topic is highly relevant. The dataset is rich, covering many species and stations. The focus on Papua and endemic species is a significant contribution.
Major Weaknesses: The Results and Discussion sections are poorly structured. The discussion for each station largely repeats the results without providing a deeper ecological interpretation. The Discussion lacks a broader context. It should compare the findings with other studies on biodiversity in tropical agroforestry landscapes and discuss the implications for HCV management.
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