[bookmark: _GoBack]I have taken into consideration all of the reviewers and editors comments and made all of the appropriate changes.
These include: changing the title as suggested by reviewer 2.
Following the suggestion of reviewer 2 and the editor I have added an introductory discussion of the  taxon Thylacinidae in the introduction alongwith some new references.  I disagree with reviewer 2 over the appropriateness of the site description/ new information. There isn’t enough content to justify a separate paper (and splitting it off as such would only delay its appearance in the literature) and space is not a consideration for an online journal such as PeerJ. So I have kept that information in this paper but moved it out of the introduction and into a new suheading entitled ‘Geological setting’.
I agree with reviewer 1 that the anatomical directions used (mesial/distal for teeth, anterior/posterior for all other structures) was cumbersome and confusing. Fortunately the dental arcade of thylacinids is almost completely anteroposteriorly oriented so the distinction between the pairs of terms is unnecessary. I have changed all of the references to mesial and distal to anterior and posterior, respectively and gone through the MS to make the use of directional terms consistant throughout. I have indicated in the terminology section that the serial designation of the teeth follows the standard Flower/Luckett hypothesis. 
In regards to Size estimation, I have added a passage (with a reference) explaining what a smearing estimate is. In table 7, the editor has noted that the meaning of the value Percentage Error Estimation (PE) is not explained. This was a value given with each regression equation in Myers (2001). In the text he explains that PE was used in place of correlation coefficient as a better measure of goodness of fit. He gives a reference to a statistical paper that describes the calculation of PE. I have not been able to get hold of that paper, so I cannot tell you what it exactly means other than it is not either standard deviation, standard error or 95% confidence interval but it is a measure of the regression as a whole, not individual predictions calculated from that regression, so my inclusion of it in table 7 was in error. I note that when Myers applies his own regressions to extinct taxa he does not provide a PE value for each estimate. Given this I’ve simply deleted the PE column from table 7.
In regards to the cladistics methods, reviewer 1 is mistaken, Safe Taxonomic Reduction is not used to remove Ma. muirheadae. STR is a procedure used to remove certain terminal taxa before an analysis is run, whereas Reduced Cladistic Consensus is a procedure that involves pruning taxa from trees after an analysis has been run. Obviously I did not explain my methods clearly enough and have added an explanatory paragraph to the methods section and add a reference outlining RCC.
A passage defending the use of body size as a character is added in response to reviewer 1’s concerns.
The composite terminal taxon Dasyuridae has been replaced with two species-level taxa: The basal fossil Barinya wangala and the more completely known extant Antechinus flavipes.
A short new subheading is added to the methods section outlining the production of the images and explaining that the images are newer additions made after the interpretive drawings. I felt this was necessary as some readers might notice that the outline drawings do not precisely match the photographic images. Of course I could have re-done all of the outline drawings but the revisions of this paper are already very late.
Reviewer two doubted the statement that the snout of Th. potens was similarly proportioned to Th. cynocephalus and noted the lack of comparative illustrations. To this end I’ve added a new figure (figure 3) which compares the maxilla of Th. cynocephalus to Th. potens. I hope this figure clearly illustrates my point – the shape of two maxillae is very similar and the crowding of the anterior dentition in Th. potens would appear to be the result of their larger relative size.
Re. variability in Th. potens. Both reviewers called me on my use of the phrase “Th. potens was an unusually variable species”. That statement is poorly supported and the word ‘unusually’ has been deleted from the revised text. One aspect of the variation (relative depth of the dentary) does exceed the variation expressed in the recent Tasmanian population of Th. cynocephalus. An explanatory passage highlighting this aspect of the variation is added.
Greater detail is added to the palaeobiological section suggesting that Th. potens may have indulged in durophagy, comparing Th. potens to a sample of historic Th. cynocephalus specimens. A reference to Attard et al. 2011 discussing the lack of adaptations to this feeding style in Th. cynocephalus is added following the suggestion of reviewer 1.
Lastly, reviewer 1 asked for some speculation on niche partitioning and prey-size preference in Th. potens. I balk at doing this because it really needs further work/analysis (preferably based on more complete specimens that are yet to be found) that lie outside the scope of this paper. I don’t feel that I have anything useful to add beyond noting the extreme wear on the teeth, which I have already done. 
