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Comments by S. Christopher Bennett on the manuscript "Nurhachius luei, a new 
istiodactylid pterosaurs (Pterosauria, Pterodactyloidea) from the Early Cretaceous Jiufotang 
Formation of Chaoyang City, Liaoning Province (China); and comments on the group" by 
X. Zhou, R. V. Pegas, M. E. C. Leal, and N. Bonde for the journal PeerJ. 

 
 
General Comments for the Editor 
 
I understand this to be a review of a major revision, and it seems to me that the authors have 
largely followed the suggestions of the previous reviewers. Therefore, I will omit most of the 
questions from the review formula, only comment where necessary about the revision, and point 
out a few errors, inconsistencies, etc. that I noticed (see marked up manuscript below). I encourage 
the authors to follow my suggestions here and in the mark up if they find them useful, and 
encourage the editor to publish the manuscript with the usual minor revisions.  
 
 
Numbered Comments for the Authors 
 
The numbered comments below refer to the circled numbers that I have placed in the right margin 
of the manuscript, and the comments are written as directed to the authors. 
 
 
• - How is luei pronounced? [Cue the Kingsmen's 1963 recording.] 
 
• - In et al. citations in the text, it is only necessary to include Wang's initials where Wang L could 

be confused with Wang M or Wang XL. Oh, and is Wang X different from Wang XL? Wang L 
is only 2006, Wang M is only 2019, Wang X is only 2018, and Wang XL is neither 2006 nor 
2018 nor 2019, so initials are not necessary unless PeerJ has a specific policy regarding such 
cases.  

 
• - Notice that paragraphs were separated by a blank line until the end of the Introduction, and from 

there on sometimes they are and sometimes they are not. There should be one person in charge 
of the manuscript who checks everything to ensure consistency throughout. The number of 
spelling errors, formatting errors, omissions of citations, etc. suggests that no one was in charge 
or whoever was in charge was not careful. If your writing is sloppy, what are we to think about 
your scientific content? 

 
1 - No! LPM 00023 is, and will never cease to be, the holotype on Longchengpterus zhaoi. It does 

not matter that L. zhaoi has been judged a junior synonym, the name is valid and it should not be 
put in quotation marks. So the sentence should read: "... its referred specimen (the holotype of  
Longchengpterus zhaoi) come ..." 

 
2 - Dalla Vecchia questioned the significance of the angle. I share his view that there can be 

individual variation, variation from crushing, etc. I am also concerned that both N. igna... 
specimens are 160°; are you sure one isn't 159.4° and the other 160.9°? Did you have a 
consistent way of measuring? That said, I see no problem with you viewing the angle of the new 
specimen as significantly different from that of the old ones until we have a few more specimens 
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of each species. Note that there is more variation in Pteranodon angles than you seem to think 
there is. If you don't believe me, ask Bennett. 

 
• - The phrase 'result to be' is awkward. Species do not result, they are. On the first appearance on 

line #302, I replaced the phrase with 'are', but one could also use 'were found to be'. Figure out 
what you want to use, and replace 'result to be' throughout the manuscript and supplemental 
material.  

 
• - "Subparallel lateral taper" is an oxymoron! Replace or fix. 
 
3 - Again, there is no need for quotation marks for L. zhaoi; however, why even mention it? It is a 

junior synonym, so ignore it, and do not count it as one of the new istiodactylids. 
 
4 - It is my understanding that the zones in the Romualdo that produce concretions represent a 

small span of time so that it is unlikely that the multiple species of Anhanguera represent 
different points along an anagenetic lineage. There must be another explanation for all the 
Anhanguera species! 

 
• - Line #455: Why is 'sister-group' hyphenated and 'sister taxon' not?. 
 
5 - Paragraphs should normally be two or more sentences.  
 
• - Dalla Vecchia wanted you to code Longchengpterus zhaoi separately from N. igna... and 

include it in the cladistic analysis. You replied that you did not want to do so on the grounds that 
cladistic analyses are normally done on OTU's and not individual specimens. I agree with you 
and note that you state that you view L. zhaoi as a junior synonym on line #43, so it is fine to 
omit it from the analysis. However, if you found any characters on LPM 00023 that differed 
from the holotype of N. igna..., then things might be different.  

 
• - Dalla Vecchia commented on the character "Slight dorsal deflection of the palate" and stated 

that the deflection is limited to the "the tip of the snout." You admitted to Dalla Vecchia that 
that was correct and stated that things were "explained more clearly now." It may be better than 
it was, but I do not like it at all. You state in the abstract and elsewhere that a 'dorsal deflection 
of the palate is observed' in the new species. No! Look at Fig. 1. Can you see any of the palate 
anterior to the NAOF? No! All you can see is max and premax. There may be a little palatine 
hidden in there between the premaxillae, but you cannot see any. What we can see is that the 
rostrum anterior to the NAOF curves upward a little, i.e., the median dorsal margin of the paired 
premaxillae and the ventral jaw margins of the max and premax curve upward a little. One could 
describe this as dorsal deflection, and indeed in line #166 and 186 you refer to the rostrum and 
premaxillae being dorsally deflected. However, in lines #319, 321, 372, 375, and 378 you refer 
to dorsal deflection of the palate. It is true that the upward curvature of the rostrum in BPMC-
0204 probably would require the palate to be curved upward as well, but because the 
premaxillae are also curved upward, it is misleading to refer to the condition as a curvature of 
the palate without also mentioning the fact that the max and premax also curve, thus 
acknowledging that it is the entire anterior rostrum. Your reply to Dalla Vecchia stated that "The 
feature is nonetheless traditionally referred to as a 'dorsal deflection of the palate', as referenced 
(Rodrigues & Kellner, 2013)." So, Taissa and Alex did a bad job of describing the character 
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state and you don't have the courage to fix their error, is that it? This is science! do it right or 
don't do it at all. You are already stating in the Suppl. Mat. that the character is modified from 
Andres & Ji, 2008 and Rodrigues & Kellner, 2013, so correct the wording and prevent further 
confusion in the future.   














































































