

Response to Reviewer 2 Comments

Point 1: That's unfortunated that the main taxa discussed in the taxonomic part (i.e. F. nodiflora) was not sampled for phylogenetic analysis - it would have provided far more support to you. 

Response 1: Yes, your completely rigjt. We were not allowed to get plant material from herbariaum sheets. Therefore, we only got access to a small and not properly-preserved frgment of F. nodiflora, which was collected by Hedi Stummer in 2014, and kept cell-taped on a piece of paper. We got DNA, but it was in a very poor condition. All sequences we obtained were not usable. Our effort is focussed on collecting materil of F. nodiflora from some of the known sites, and on locating new populations in the Cap flats area (although the territory is extremely disturbed). Perhaps in the next coming November we will be able to get material and complete the work – our South African colleagues from SANBI are aware.

Point 2: In addition, the description of phylogenetic analysis contains ambiguities (Boostrap computed - implicitly - for BI analyses, Boostrap values not provided from NJ tree - and in fact nothing presented from NJ analyses).

Response 2: Yes. We have modified (and improved our analyses) by including now 28 ITS sequences belonging to 16 species of Frankenia, besides the 3 outgroups. That way we are expanding the study to most of the African and Eurasian accepted species in the genus. In the next future we expect to obtain the missing species (i.e., F. pallida, F. bucharia, F. cavallieri, F. salsuginosa, and of course F. nodiflora), and also expand to include American and Australian memebers of the genus. Furthermore, ambigüities in the description of molecular methods have been fixed. Trees from all analyses are shown either in Figuer 2 (Bayesian plus Maximum Likelihood trees) or in Supplemental Figure S1 (Maximum Parsimony and Neighbour Joining) for easy comparison. The text has been modified accordingly, and some mistakes or errata have been fixed too. 

All other minor corrections/suggestions (as commented onto your attachement) were also taken into account, and the concerned sentences/sections were corrected or modified accordingly (please check the new version of the Ms). In particular, the following points were fixed:

a) Figures have been reubicated (namely Figure 3) according to the new arrangement of the data, as suggested by Reviewers. A new picture (Figure 5) illustrating living plants of Frankenia nodiflora has been added to facilitate identification at first glance. Also, Figure 6 has been improved with images of living plants and habitat of F. nummularia.
b) Typification of Frankenia nodiflora. A sentence was corrected to avoid the unaccurate use of syntype in the earlier version. Also, links to Lamarck’s material of F. pulverulenta (from his herbarioum at P) were included in the text, following your suggestions.
c) The meaning of the grid system used in South Africa that includes 4 numbers connected to two capitals, i.e.” 2918 (-CC)” is explained in a new subsection in the “Mat & Met” section called “2.2. Geographic Coding of the Vouchers and Observations”. I hope it is clearer now for readers not familiarised with that local (but broadly used in South Africa) system.
d) Regarding your query about some missing barcodes in K vouchers, we have included barcode numbers for those sheets including those codes. Most of the Kew sheets are not barcoded yet. In those acese, only the K acronym is included, toigether with the collection data for further location.
e) Distribution map in current Figure 4 was completed by adding the distribution of Frankenia repens, and now the new “Appendix A” includes the studied material of that latter species.
f) The identification key is improved and included as a new section in the main text (not as “Appendix A”). Similarly, the “Conclusions” section was merged with the final part of “Discussion” to avoid redundancy.
g) A new subsection named “4.2. Phytogeographic and Ecological Patterns” was added to properly discuss those important issues, as suggested by a reviewer.
h) Finally, a new Table 3 showing morphological data of the concerned South African taxa of Frankenia was added to facilitate character comparison among taxa.

Many thanks indeed for your help. Your comments greatly contributed to improve the text.
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