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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

[bookmark: _heading=h.bk6sfh8ghoro]
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	Insight on ungulates density across natural and human-modified landscapes are always very relevant for the population ecology field. Particularly, areas where hunting can be described based on evidence are of major importance to understand the effects of this human activity on animal populations. In terms of deer and peccari density estimation, the area covered is large and the method applied is a proper addition to the already existing academic work. In the same way, it is important and appropriate to recommend to the authors to make a deeper attempt to obtain a stronger statistical basis and a less biased density estimation criteria, particularly for deer. In this particular field, the previous works can shed light on more precise approaches.
	




PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
Same conclusion applied for point 4. Further literature review would be welcomed.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The method is appropriate in terms of its application: density signs are properly evaluated. However there is no distinction whatsoever for Mazama vs white-tailed deer in regards to how to distinguish them or the need or lack of need to do it. It is a very relevant topic for the case.
The method does not address habitat use as a relevant topic, concluding about density when it could be expected that the results reflect habitat use patters and variations from season to season.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
Much literature is left behind when concluding regarding the issue with a clear focus on local scale.
I would recommend to review deeply the literature for a more global approach to the conclusions.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Barely, as the study method showing an allegedly drop in deer density does not distinguish between two deer species. Moreover, the results on deer density show contradictions between different methods (sightings, pellets, etc) and despite this, the authors conclude that the data show a decline in deers’ populations.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Not properly: further description of the here highlighted limitations would be welcomed.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	





PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
I highly recommend reconsidering the ‘three species’ naming on the title as the deer density can not be distinguished for both deer species due to similarity on their habitat use signs -a feature not highlighted in the manuscript-.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
Abstract is logical but shows the same issue regarding deer species’ density distinction needing review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes,
However, different issues described above have to be reviewed:
- Lack of distinction between both deer species’ density.
- No description of deer pellets’ approach to conclude regarding both species.
- Further and deeper comparison with other hunted areas where wild ungulates have been studied.
- Habitat use is fully out of conclusions and of the approach. 
- Diet is also left out as a possible explanation of the found patterns.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
I do consider that many academic references like Gurtler et al. are lacking, along with references from Australia in regards to deer hunting and others from Texas. I consider insufficient the comparison steps and shortly addressed.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
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