Reviewer Comments and replies
Reviewer 1 (Sara Szuchet)
(1) Basic reporting
This is a descriptive paper where the authors document the presence of perineuronal neuroglial cells in specific brain areas of healthy Passeriform bird species. They further claim that these cells are perineuronal oligodendrocytes (pN-OLGs) without providing unambiguous evidence for the identification. 
See more detailed response to this below (items 2, 4). 
(2) Throughout the manuscript the authors refer to these cells as pN-OLGs or “perineuronal neuroglia” as though they were one and the same, ignoring, thereby, the existence of other neuroglial cells such as astrocytes or microglial cells that may also function as perineuronal. 
We apologise for the confusion caused.  We hope this has been made less ambiguous in the new version. We also now refer to the clusters seen in our material as Perineuronal Glial Cllusters (PGCs) to avoid any implication about the homology or similarity with mammalian features. 
(3) The data as presented only support one of the claims: the existence of perineuronal cells in certain birds.
We hope to have addressed this satisfactorily in the new version. (see response to 2 and 4). We have also added information about new species that were offered to us for investigation.
Experimental design
(4) Whereas the authors used acceptable protocols to identify neurons and provide images that the readers can see and judge, they resorted to long passé histological staining to identify the satellite cells. Two criteria were used to define these cells as OLGs: one, condensed nuclear chromatin; and two, the opinion of a neuropathologist. None of these can be accepted as a scientific validation. That the authors should consider these as “successful criteria to identify pN-OLGs” is puzzling! Moreover, the authors do not present a single image of the so-called OLGs with sufficient magnification for the reader to actually see the cells and form an independent opinion as to what type they may be.
We have now addressed the classification issue by referring to the observed clusters as Perineuronal Glial Clusters (PGCs) to avoid any insinuation about their nature or similarity with mammalian structures. We also highlight the limitation of the criteria in the discussion. We have also added a 100X photograph to the figures (Fig 3 panel g). 
Validity of the findings
(5) The authors have not provided convincing evidence that the perineuronal cells are of an OLG lineage. 
See above. We would like to retain our speculation that these may be oligodendrocytes in the discussion. We have made it clear this is a speculation.
(6) They have two options to: one, write a short report documenting the finding of perineuronal cells in specific areas of the bird’s brain without attempting to define the cells ; two, make a more substantial contribution by identifying these cells – preferentially - by immunohistochemistry. They could try using an anti-CXCR4 antibody to specifically identify pN-OLGs or antibodies against some of the other genes expressed by these cells ( Szuchet et al., 2011). If they fail to find antibodies that recognize avian cells and have no access to an electron microscope, and therefore must resort to a morphological identification, they should at least provide large enough images so the reader can assess their criteria for distinguishing between an oligodendrocyte, an astrocyte or a microglial cell. In mammals all three cell types can function as perineuronal.
[bookmark: _GoBack]We are grateful for these suggestions. We are unable to continue this study at the present time, and we hope we will be able in the future to do the EM and immuno. We have now shortened the manuscript and we hope that this now is in a more suitable format. We have also added a higher magnification image of the clusters in question.
Comments for the author
(7) At least in mammals, pN-OLGs are of an OLG lineage but are phenotypically distinct from myelinating OLGs. It is, therefore, not appropriate to compare the morphology of pN-OLGs with the cells described by Mori and Leblond.
Thanks for pointing this out. The reference to Mori and Leblond is now found in the context of the identification of the cells as oligodendrocytes – with no implication as to whether they are the myelinating or non-myelinating type and not classified as pN-OLGs. 
(8) Do not use "satellitosis" to refer to normal perineuronal/satellite cells. The implication and definition of this term are "abnormal accumulation of satellite cells around an injured neuron.
Indeed., and thanks for pointing this out. This has now been corrected. 
(9) The term "glia" (meaning glue) was introduced before the recognition that these were cells. It is time we stopped using the suffix "glia" as, e.g. oligodendroglia and switch to "cytes".
We have now changed that. 
Check text for grammatical errors
We have
Reviewer 2 (Alexei Verkhratsky)
Basic reporting
I read this paper with true pleasure - this is indeed a novel finding, well documented, original and interesting indeed. All in all commendable effort; I support publication of this paper in its present form.
Experimental design
Experimental design is adequate
Validity of the findings
The findings are original and sound. I have no criticism.
Comments for the author
Very nice paper; well presented well written and balanced.
We are grateful to the reviewer for the positive feedback. No response is necessary. 
