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Dear Dr Bi-Song Yue
Thank you very much for the constructive feedback on our manuscript. We have thoroughly addressed all points raised during review. Our detailed responses to reviewers’ comments are in italics below.
We hope that our revised manuscript is now suitable for publication in PLOS One and look forward to hearing from you again.
With best wishes,
Jo Monks (on behalf of all authors)
 
Journal requirements:
1. Please ensure that your manuscript meets PLOS ONE's style requirements, including those for file naming. 
> Done. 
2. We note that Figure 1 in your submission contain map images which may be copyrighted. We require you to either (1) present written permission from the copyright holder to publish these figures specifically under the CC BY 4.0 license, or (2) remove the figures from your submission.
> On reflection, Figure 1 (a map showing location of the two study sites) is not essential to this manuscript, so we have decided to remove it rather than seeking copyright permission. Further, we now refer to another paper which includes a map showing site locations. 
3. Please include captions for your Supporting Information files at the end of your manuscript, and update any in-text citations to match accordingly. Please see our Supporting Information guidelines for more information: http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/supporting-information.
> Done.

Reviewer #1: 
This is a well-done study that evaluates different monitoring methods and their appropriateness for a particular species of wren in New Zealand. The authors have done an excellent job conveying what they did and its importance for species conservation. I have a few remaining questions and suggestions.

- I (not an ornithologist) struggled to understand why the numbers in the simple count method were given as abundance indices, and not converted to a number that would be directly comparable to the territory mapping. Would doing so have altered the statistical results in a meaningful way?
> Simple counts are presented as abundance indices because the number of transects surveyed at each site differed according to availability of suitable habitat for rock wrens and, due to weather and logistical constraints, it was not always possible to survey all transects an equal number of times per sampling period. Furthermore, attempting to present simple counts as a number to be directly compared with estimates from territory mapping would be misleading, because they do not sample the full area and because they do not account for detectability.

- Line 84: I’d like a lot more detail about this literature review, particularly since it is called a lit review. Are these methods that are usually used in alpine bird species? Was anything in particular discarded, and if so, why?
> Reviewer 1 makes a good point that we didn’t conduct a formal literature review in creating this table, rather researched the applicability of established bird counting techniques to rock wrens and this is what we present in Table 1. We have removed reference to the term ‘literature review’.
> Based on our understanding from the literature, there is no ‘usual’ method for alpine bird species. Some of these techniques are applied elsewhere in the world in alpine, or more usually open, habitats, but we didn’t find strong evidence of consistency. This was part of our motivation for the present study, which we hope will contribute to the literature on methods for alpine birds.
> Site occupancy was discarded because detectability can vary with rock wren behaviour in relation to the nesting season and because it is difficult to compare with other methods. See lines 93 to 95 of the Methods for this explanation.

- In table 1, please add a column with a short description of each method. This information is in the body of the text but not the first time these terms are used.
> We attempted to do this, but it is impossible to describe these techniques briefly in a way amenable to inclusion in a table; the detail is important! We have instead referred the reader to the Methods text and references included within the table in the footnotes of the table for these descriptions.

- Why have the methods been ordered this way in the table? As a reader, it seems to make more logical sense that territory mapping would be described first or last (as the standard to which all other methods are compared)
> This is a good point. We have reordered the table to begin with territory mapping (as the gold standard), followed by the other techniques in decreasing order of cost.

The line numbers disappeared after Table 1.
> Good point! Now fixed.

- In the Distance Sampling methods paragraph (page 10), please explain what conventional methods are in a short sentence or two.
> Done. We’ve added a description of distance sampling and rewritten the paragraph for clarity.

- Page 11 – NOREMARK is a different spelling than in Table 1. I think this spelling is correct and the table is wrong, but please check.
> Thanks – we’ve corrected the spelling error in Table 1.

- In the results, page 14, you mention that territory mapping is only reliable through the fledgling period. There is a bit of discussion of this issue on page 19, but I’d like more – is this expected to be true of all of these methods? Might one method be better for surveys in the post-fledgling period?
> We have added the following two sentences to the paragraph Reviewer 1 refers to in order to address this point: 
“We were unable to obtain sufficient data for all methods trialled to undertake a statistical comparison of methods during the post-fledging period. However, based on the limited data we were able to collect during this period, we suggest that results from all methods are more variable and less reliable in the post-fledging period than earlier in the breeding season.”

- Fig 4 – I don’t’ see an explanation of panel a vs b (they are clearly the two study sites but it’s not clear which is which).
> Good point! We’ve added this information into the figure title.

Reviewer #2: 
Please include in the title the Order and the Family of the bird species.
> Done.
[bookmark: _GoBack]This study departs from a relevant perspective and searching for cost-effective and cost-less methods is valid if your output is equally valid, replicable, and renders strong data to be used in long-term monitoring and conservation. Comparison between different methods is also relevant, and this study is particularly important in bringing some light on this neglected subject. One of the authors' concerns is about the cost of each method x quality of the results, and this statement appears along with the manuscript. However, this topic is not explored with the details requirable in the discussion, and according to the authors, in a situation where the results must be "achievable within budget constraints" I hope to see this topic explored with the necessary details. As the authors have the raw data & costs to obtain these data in each methodology I strongly suggest that they can cover this topic more accurately. I agree that banding birds is the most expensive method and potentially harmful specially for delicate and threatened species.
> This is a very good point. In response we collated information on set-up, annual maintenance and annual monitoring costs for all four field methods. This information is now presented in a new table (Table 5), described in the methods and results section, and referred to in the discussion.
Although I agree that pointing counts is an effective tool, I believe the authors must provide stronger evidence in the discussion (maybe the last paragraph should be subjected to a more lengthy explanation).
> We have expanded this paragraph of the discussion to strengthen the evidence for utility of repeated counts on line transects as a suitable technique for trend monitoring in rock wrens and potentially other passerines in open habitat. In doing so, we made it explicit that in our study indices of abundance from line transects were strongly correlated with estimates from territory mapping at both study sites over a 6-year period. We also added a case study in which the technique was successfully applied to a forest-dwelling passerine and resulted in strong management recommendations.
