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Following Reviewer 1's suggestion that the method be broadened to other species, we substantially 
rewrote the introduction and discussion to cover asynchronous populations in other species. Most 
important, we rewrote software to make it available for testing with other datasets. The original source 
code is published at github, and there is a web portal where data can be uploaded and the program 
executed, without need for the raw code.

Reviewer 1 also made many suggestions for improving the presentation, and we have followed most. 
We added background in the Introduction and Methods on basic elephant seal biology, and expanded 
the statement of the problem, the data available, and the goals of the model. The discussion was 
rewritten to include a broader context of population estimators in other species, and references were 
updated. We also removed Appendix 2, which is useful to us but, as noted by Reviewer 1, did not form 
part of the manuscript. Many other detailed suggestions were incorporated. Here are a few cases where 
we disagreed:

In some places, Reviewer 1 requested more details about the model, but it was published in full in 
2007, and the earlier paper provides details on the parameters and how they are estimated. It would be 
redundant to repeat them in this paper.

Abbreviations were retained in the figures. In some space was tight, so they were used consistently 
throughout.

Reviewer 1 suggested we mention polygyny in elephant seals, and they certainly are polygynous. But 
the problem at hand is estimating the number of breeding females, and we have explained why males 
are less important (as the Reviewer suggested). But polygyny is not relevant to counts and modeling 
the population of breeding females.

We did not always agree with Reviewer 1's opinions about English usage. In some cases, the reviewer's
preference is not the only correct usage, and we wrote what we think is best.


