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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed
with reviewer, correct the
manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors should
write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

The paper is good, provides relevant informatiortheneconomic losses
caused by birds on rice farms. In general, th@thtction and objectives are
clear. However, | think that some points of metHodg should be better
explained to the results and the discussion theyigtnter. | believe that
discussion deserves a good review, as well asleegyand tiring, lose focus

sometimes and does not discuss the results obtairiked actual study. Expec

more of the conclusions. | think | missed a closaen. After his first goal
was to estimate the loss in the crop caused bywgnanus birds, but you did
not show this response in the conclusions. Alsakthicould have explored
more results, showing whether there were differet@tween species in the
two planting seasons, or comparing the losses ddwsbirds with the loss by
other pests such as arthropods, or weeds, furegi, kthink this relationship
was also missing in the discussion. | advise yamtto incorporate that in
drafting the discussion. Because this was lookingema literature review on
the subject and not a discussion of a scientifidstith results. Therefore, |
ask that the article be revised again and someestiggs are below.

—

Minor REVISION
comments

Abstract:
Change “Granivoirous” for Granivorous.
Keywords:
| think that other words can be used.
1. Introduction:

a. Revise the second paragraph of page four. | betteate
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information about the population consumes the proda is
not relevant for this type of publication.

b. | believe that can be explored a little furtherdstd the bird in
the introduction, at least the most abundant Inirhé case wasg
the Red-billed Quelea. To then become more cletira@mesults
if there is a greater predation of crops due tarthelence of
pups, or not. | think it would be quite informatilbecause it
would give a more comprehensive idea regardindpifiethat
Is causing damage to the region. Knowing a litttaerbiology
/ ecology of the bird in question | am able to trs@r study as
comparative to other granivorous birds from otlegjions of
the planet supply.

2. Methods
a. Confirm the scale of Figure 1.

b. Complete the figure legend, saying where the stwaly
conducted, time, etc.

c. | believe that paragraph after Figure 1 is shiftednother
location. Also | found it incomplete, did not undiamd what |
wanted to spend that information. Please leaveptimagraph
clearer. The phrase is very long, | recommend lingakinto
more than one sentence.

d. In 2.2 Sampling - Which was the time of the study? (November
2011-Febryary 2012 and April-July 2012) or between
November 2011 and February 2013.
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3. Resultsand discussion

a.

In 2.2 Sampling: ...Birds were surveyed from 0630-0930,hrs
capturing the peak...”, see the indication of timenitaring of
birds notation.

2.3 Date analyses and calculations: For me, it was not clear

how you used your data from bird richness and ahnicel in
two growing seasons studied. | think we shouldjoiotthese
data since it is different times and harvestsnif test that
showed no difference in wealth in the two seasangpéed was
then performed can collect the data, and if this d@ne should
be described in the text.. Otherwise incentiveeldgym the
tests separately.

In the first paragraph of item 3.1 Results, youcdés the
wealth of birds observed. My question is: in the samplings
was the same wealth, or had a bird that was obdénve time
and not the other. The abundance of them was la¢dssame in
the two seasons? Also, this paragraph ends stsaogehe
next page before the table 1. Review it.

Complete the title of the table one, always remaenttie the
titles of figures and tables should be self-expiarna so
without seeing the text should be able to knowidleation of
where the information was generated, the time vthisn
occurred, etc. This goes for all figures and table.

| request that you review Figure 3, | did not ursti@nd what
you want to show with it.
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d. Take a reviewed in the first paragraph of page L3vas
estimated that in the absence of crop-guardinggt.income.
This is because the cost of crop-guarding aloa lsast Ksh.
28 million per year.) | believe you're missing theotes in this
paragraph. Also could not understand if you'reitgllkabout
your data or reference data.

e. 3.2.1 Economic valuation of rice damage — | think this item
was too long, believe it should better revise gaat. And it can
be pretty wiped. Also missed read you discussing yesults.
The way that is shown looks more like a generaksgwon the
topic. | believe some things here may even go¢o th
introduction of the paper.

f. 3.2.2 Control of pest birds- See previous comment

g. 3.2.2 Control of pest birds- did not understand why at the eng
of the first paragraph (pgs 18-19) you did thetreteship of
increased incidences of bird pest climate chanligasp ask
references to base this information.

Optional /General
comments
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