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Reviewer(s)' Comments to Author:

Reviewer: 1

Comments to the Author
Dear Editor,

I've just revised the last version of this manuscript. The paper has improved a lot, and I think that it can be accepted. I only have a minor comment. I would remove this sentence in the Conclusion section "Possibly a late time within this time period might be not inappropriate, given relatively high mean values for dental lengths and widths of several Cueva Negra specimens of species defined.", because there is a lot of controversy with studies that relates the length of the specimens of a species and the chronology.	Considered

Congratulations to the authors.


Reviewer: 2

Comments to the Author
The language is still problematic. The style is not a good English. Moreover many words and phrases use inappropriate terms. E.g. (and there are many other cases) "odontological characteristics that are shown to correspond to Iberomys etc." might sound nicely in Spanish (or even not there) but it is not scientific English.
I suggest a further language check by a native speaking palaeontologist.	Considered, we asked S.E. Rhodes (from Canada, working right now in Tubingen University with micromammals from the Pleistocene of Germany) that had never read the article before to revise it.


some further comments referring to page and lines in the text:
ms page ms line
2       16-24 and page 9, line 36 ff: taxonomic order is not that arbitrary.  The taxonomy in Wilson and Reeder (2005) is a standard for mammalian systematics: Eulipotyphla (now: orders Erinaceomorpha (with Erinaceidea) and Soricomorpha (with Soricidae)), Chiroptera, Lagomorpha, Rodentia (with Sciuridae, Gliridae, Cricetidae (Cricetinae, Arvicolinae (Pliomys, Mimomys, Microtus))).
I suggest changing to this order - "importance of taxa" is not at all a criterion of their order									considered


2       16-18: why Iberomys and Victoriamys are genera but Stenocranius and Terricola not? On page 10 line 24, and page 13 line 37 yout treat them as subgenera - this is not consistent

	Our original proposal was to describe all them as subgenera in the test, showing that they are morphologically related taxa. But, trying to simplify the paragraphs we left Victoriamys and Iberomys as genera, leaving the others just to keep the original idea, but as it truly looks non consistent, we finnally describe them as genera.

18      10      here you write  Cricetulus (Allocricetus) bursae, but in the abstract Allocricetus bursae
						considered
34      23      why these data (they contradict your fig. 2 where Arvicola appears before 0.45 Ma) - can you give a reference or a reason?
	Following indirect sources we mistakenly thought that Fejfar (1998) article set the limit to Biharian around 0,45Ma, We correct it to 1,8 to 0,6 that fits better with the original description and we redesign the table. It does not affect the rest of our study.
34      27      what variation? explain more in detail
	When the first Terricola and Stenocranius appears, as we are not referring them as subgenera, we replace the sentence.
34      29      LADs						considered
34      34      if the sediments are inverse magnetised, why do you discuss Middle Pleistocene at all?
						As some of the taxa are described in the Middle Pleistocene, we think we need to consider it and relate it to our fauna
34      37      correlates with the lower levels…		considered
34      44      resembles (not duplicates)			considered
35      5       aforementioned				considered	
35      7       again: if there is an inverse magnetic signal - why then "close"?		As some of the taxa are described in the Middle Pleistocene, we think we need to consider it and include it.
35              in a conclusion, you have to mention: limitation, significance and perspective of the results provided in the paper - your chapter would be rather named "Age of the fauna" considered, we rename the chapter as Chronological considerations

