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Reviewer Comments to Author: 

page 3, line 60, change "basing on" to "based on" 

page 4, line 66, change "basing on" to "based on", and change "analysis" to "analyses" 

page 4, line 74, change "close" to "closely" 

page 5, line 91, change "Schezaeles" to "Schizaeales" 

page 5, line 101, change "Genbank" to "NCBI" 

page 5, line 103, change "filtration" to "filtering" 

page 5, line 107, change "lineage" to "lineages" 

page 6, line 127-130, suggested wording: "For each combination of reconstruction methods (coalescent-

based or concatenation-based) and sequence types (nucleotides or amino acids), Matrix 1 and Matrix 2 

always yielded the same topology. In general, the four cladograms (Figure 3, Figure S1, S2, S3) from a 

combination of methods and sequence types are consistent except six positions (Table 2)." 

page 6, line 130-132, what do you mean by "most agreed"? 

page 6, line 133, change "evolution" to "evolutionary" 

page 7, line 149, change "among close related taxa" to "at shallow phylogenetic scale" 

page 7, line 152-154, suggested wording: "..., and are often the controversial nodes from past studies 

based on different genes, we suggest such inconsistency might be caused partially by LIS and reticulate 

evolution." 

page 8, line 158-159, Rothfels et al (2015) is not the first to report Equisetum being sister to the rest. See 

Rai and Graham (2010, AJB), and Kuo et al (2011, MPE). Also change "basing" to "based" 

page 8, line 172, change "view of mainstream" to "mainstream" 

page 9, line 179, no need to say "forking ferns" and "filmy ferns" again here. 

page 9, line 181, change "Differently" to "On the other hand" 

page 9, line 185, change "may form a sister lineage to" to "may be sister to" 

page 9, line 186, change "the Gleicheniales order" to "Gleicheniales" 

page 9, line 195, remove "the disputation of inner" 

page 9, line 200, change "in agree with" to "in agreement with", and references are needed for this 

sentence. 

page 10, line 202, change "new" to "different" 

page 10, line 206, both "phylogram" and "cladogram" are used in this manuscript, and in a seemly 

interchangeable way. I'd prefer "topology". 

page 10, line 208, change "more close to" to "more closely related to" 

page 10, line 206-216, NO MORE USE OF "PRIMITIVE"!!! Everthing extant is equally "advanced". 

page 10-11, "The evolution of sporangia annulus in ferns". I'm still having trouble understanding how 



the authors deduce the "routes" of annulus evolution. The "two subroutes" is particularly confusing - it 

would only make sense if Schizaeales and Salviniales are monophyletic, which they are not. And again, 

the ladderized thinking - with Polypodiales having the advanced, final states while the others being the 

primitive intermediates - is not correct. 

page 11, the monophyly of eusporangiate ferns is highlighted in Conclusion, but this is also one of the 

inconsistent relationship between the ASTRAL and concatenation analyses. I suggest perhaps discuss the 

incongruence and potential pitfalls in phylotranscriptomics instead. 

page 14, line 312, there are way more fossils that can be used as calibrations. Why only included two? 

 

change "sporangia annulus to "sporangial annulus" 
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Are you able to assess all statistics in the manuscript, including the appropriateness of statistical tests 
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