Text S2. Taphonomical methods
Bird remains from Gibraltar sites were analysed at anatomical and taxonomical level and several taphonomical modifications were recorded. To assess completeness of the sample, NISP (Number of Identified Specimens), MNE (Minimum Number of Elements) and MNI (Minimum Number of Individuals) were calculated. A bivariant test (r Pearson) was used to check the existence of a possible differential preservation of certain anatomical portions according to bone density [1]. For calculation of this, bone density data estimated by Broughton et al. [2] were used.

Surface alterations generated by the hominids were treated at both macroscopic and microscopic level. For microscopic study an Olympus Europe SZ11 (magnification up to 120) and an Environmental Scanning Electron Microscope (FEI Quanta 600) were used. Damage observed on birds remains included cut-marks, fresh bone breakage, overextending (arrachement and peeling) burning and human tooth-marks.

Cut-marks were identified according to criteria established by Binford, [3] Potts and Shipman [4], Shipman [5], Shipman and Rose [6], Shipman et al. [7] and Bromage and Boyde [8]. Two types of cut-marks were identified and grouped into incisions and scrapes. The incisions are striations with a linear outline of variable length, width, and depth. The incisions have a V-shaped section and display internal microstriation [4]. In some cases Hertzian cones [7], shoulder effects and barbs [6] were found. The scrape marks are shallow sub-parallel striae [9] caused when a stone tool is dragged transversally along the length of the bone.  The analysis of cut-marks took into account the number of striations, location on the anatomical element, orientation regarding the longitudinal axis of the bone (oblique, longitudinal, transverse) and distribution over the surface (isolated, clustered, crossed). 

Bone breakage was analyzed and classified as either being old (at or near the time of deposition) or new (during or after excavation) [10]. This last type was well defined by colour changes in the section of bone. Anyway, the outline (transverse, curved/V-shaped, longitudinal) and the fracture angle (oblique, right, mixed) were also taken into account following to criteria described by Villa and Mahieu [11]. This analysis allowed us to distinguish the bone state when it was fractured. Fresh bone breakage on bird remains can be the result of several processes, such as disarticulation or removal of marrow, fat and cartilage. These phenomena generate certain modifications (peeling and arrachement], which were here grouped under over-extending damage. Peeling is defined as a roughened surface with parallel grooves and fibrous texture [12]. Arrachement is the loss of bone cortical tissue related to the disarticulation and affect mainly to distal ends of humerus and radius and to articular ends of ulna. In the case of humerus, this process often generates one hole on distal ends [13].
Thermal-modifications were also identified [14, 15, 16, 17]. Burning damage documented was here arranged in 6 degrees (from degree 0 or unburned to degree 5 or calcined). 

Tooth-marks were identified and compared with the human tooth-marks [13, 18] and with the non-human predator marks [19, 20, 13, 21, 22, 23]. Pits and scores were the main tooth-marks observed [24, 25]. Pits are small marks that superficially penetrate the cortical of the bones. Scores are surface marks with the along-axis more than four times the perpendicular axis. Tooth-mark number and location on bones were recorded. No crenulated edges generated by carnivores were observed [24, 25].

Similarly, digested bones were occasionally documented. These alterations were analyzed following the observations described by several authors [26, 27]. 

Post-depositional modifications were identified, specifically root-etching and trampling [28, 29]. To assess the influence caused by the agent responsible of these modifications, a classification by degrees was used: Grade 0 or unmodified, Grade 1 or slightly modified, Grade 2 or moderately modified and Grade 3 or highly modified. 
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