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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 the first long-term, comprehensive baseline assessment of avian diversity in the Koothiyarkundu wetland, offering valuable data for future ecological monitoring and conservation planning. By integrating multiple alpha and beta diversity indices, it advances understanding of community structure, temporal turnover, and habitat use in a rapidly urbanizing landscape. The documentation of threatened and migratory species highlights the site’s regional and global conservation relevance. Overall, this work fills a critical knowledge gap and delivers evidence essential for protecting wetland ecosystems under increasing anthropogenic pressure.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested alternative: “Long-Term Assessment of Avian Diversity in a Wetland Ecosystem Using Alpha and Beta Diversity Indices”


	

	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 communicates the study’s scope, major findings, and conservation relevance, but it would benefit from tighter focus. The methodological section is overly detailed for an abstract and could be shortened by reducing the emphasis on specific diversity indices and software. The results are informative, yet the abundance of numerical values makes the text dense; highlighting only the most meaningful trends would improve readability. The section on urban encroachment is important, but it could be expressed more succinctly by directly linking habitat loss to risks for migratory species. Overall, the abstract is strong, but refining it for clarity and reducing excessive detail would make it more effective.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall. The study design is appropriate for a long-term avian diversity assessment, the survey methods follow established protocols, and the diversity indices are correctly applied and interpreted. The results align with ecological expectations for wetland bird communities, and the discussion accurately connects observed patterns with known drivers such as habitat quality and urban encroachment. Minor issues relate mainly to phrasing and occasional over-explanation rather than scientific flaws. The scientific foundation, analysis, and conclusions are valid and well supported by the data presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a good mix of foundational works and recent studies, many of which are published within the last 5–7 years. The citations effectively support the survey methods, diversity analyses, and discussion of urban impacts on wetland birds. However, the manuscript could be strengthened by adding one or two more recent global reviews on wetland bird conservation or biodiversity change to broaden the scientific context. Overall, the reference list is adequate, up-to-date, and appropriate for the study.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, but it needs refinement to fully meet scholarly standards. Several sections contain long sentences, grammatical inconsistencies, and phrasing that could be more concise and formal. The scientific content is communicated effectively, yet the manuscript would benefit from careful editing to improve flow, clarity, and precision. With moderate revision for grammar, sentence structure, and consistency, the language will be suitable for academic publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is scientifically solid, well-designed, and contributes valuable long-term data to wetland avian ecology. However, it requires moderate language refinement and some tightening of the abstract and discussion before publication. This places it in the Minor Revision category.
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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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