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Abstract

Growing evidence suggests that many vertebrate lineage®vateing at significantly
different rates. As a first approximation of evolutionary rates,assessed the amount of
neutral (dS) and non-neutral (dN) substitutions that have accumuliké and across sister
clades since the time of their divergence. We found that in &glaodontiformes (pufferfish)
are evolving at faster rates than cypriniformes (fresh wateosts), while cypriniformes are
evolving faster than elasmobranchs (sharks, skates and rays). |Ar simbé variation was
observed in salamanders: plethodontidae were found to evolve at aaidyetwe fold faster
than the hydromantes lineage. We discuss possible explanatiohssfetriking variation in
substitution rates among different vertebrate lineages that yeadply diverse habitats and
niches.

I ntroduction

Rates of molecular evolution are known to vary significantly adineages belonging to the
same evolutionary group (Lanfear et al. 2010). Nucleotide substitwates m birds, for
example, are higher in the songbird lineage than in chicken (Namh 2010); while in
mammals, rates in the murid lineage are higher than in man. olexutar basis for the
observed variation in mutation and substitution rates is complex and podeystood. DNA
replication errors, however, are a major source of endogenous mutatidnsiutation rates
across the genome have recently been found to correlate with Bplisation timing in
fungi, invertebrates and mammals (Wolfe et al. 1989; Chen et al. ?dlfer et al. 2012)
(Stamatoyannopoulos et al. 2009; Lang and Murray 2011; Agier and Figéha). In
addition, it has been proposed that substitution rates vary as aafegifilering DNA repair
efficiencies in a lineage specific manner (Britten 1986).

The intricate interplay between DNA replication and DNA regastems as the cell cycle
progresses suggests that growing reliance on error prone DN rggstems such as
Translesion DNA Synthesis (TLS) and Non-homologous End-joining (NBHINA double
strand breaks might explain the increase in mutation rate d@3NAesynthetic phase, or S
phase, of the cell cycle advances (Herrick 2011). Other potentialetatéd explanations
concern the compartmentalization of the genome into different fofrasromatin (eg. early
replicating euchromatin: EC, and late replicating heterochiiomidC) (Lande-Diner et al.
2009), which vary in DNA content between lineages and differentiallyan DNA repair



systems. It remains unknown, however, if these same repair systam account for
differences in mutation/substitution rates between lineages.

In vertebrates, lineage specific mutation rate variation has lBssociated with several
different but interacting life history traits including bodyesigeneration time and metabolic
rate (Martin and Palumbi 1993; Bromham 2011). A generation time €689t for example,
has been proposed to account for the decrease in mutation ratenge$wdtn DNA
replication errors as the primate lineage evolved (Hwang and G@@®f). Low rates of
molecular evolution in some acipensiforme lineages have simitegn attributed to a
generation time effect on mutation and substitution rates d&iriand Fuerst 2002). How GT
might impact rates of molecular evolution remains unclear, butisGdhown to correlate
significantly with genome size (C-value) in both plants and anif@isgory 2001; Hardie
and Hebert 2003; Francis et al. 2008).

Low mutation rates are generally acknowledged to be requirechéoevolution of large
genomes. Hinegardner and Rosen first suggested in 1972 that fistanggéhgenomes are
evolving more slowly than fish with smaller genomes (Hinegardmer Rosen 1972). An
investigation of evolutionary rates in lungfish (C-value 70 pg) likewesealed that lungfish
are evolving up to two fold more slowly than either frogs or matar(C-value 3 pg) (Lee et
al. 2006). Similar observations have been made on salamanders (Kozdk 2€05).
Consistent with observations of low rates of molecular evolution envath large genomes,
other studies in plants, fish and animals revealed a genome sigeaffextinction rates and
species richness (Vinogradov 2004; Knight et al. 2005; Olmo 2006; Krellje010).
Together, these observations suggest that variations in mutatidigidrs rates influence
the mode and tempo of genome size evolution and rates of diversifigatthfferent plant
and animal lineages.

To further investigate the association between diversificatiote aad genome size, we
measured substitutions at synonymous (dS) and non-synonymous (dN) coeniop $iwo
nuclear genesragl and pomc, from three different vertebrate groups: fish, frogs and
salamanders. Within each group, we selected closely relatedjéisén order to compare the
number of substitutions that have occurred since the lineages divewedister lineages
were selected from cypriniformes, the largest freshwasér dlade. Substitution rates were
then compared to substitution rates in closely related lineages fetraodontiformes
(pufferfish) and chondrichthyes (skates, rays and sharks). Sengdyses were performed on
anurans (hyla and toads) and urodelae (salamanders).

These studies revealed that rates of molecular evolution appdar strongly conserved
between the sister lineages examined here, but vary signfidaetiveen distantly related
lineages in the same group. In salamanders, however, two closelgdrélaages, the
plethodontidae and the hydromantes, exhibit a more than two-fold variatewvolutionary
rates. As expected, these studies also revealed that largme® tend to be associated with
low rates of molecular evolution. The trend is remarkably reproduaiileng the lineages
examined with the exception of cartilaginous fish. In skates, aagissharks, genome size
varies up to ten-fold (1.2 pg to 12 pg), but, as previously reported, tatibstirates remain
uniform and extremely low across the respective lineagesi(Maral. 1992). These findings
contribute to the growing body of evidence that rates of moleculautevolare highly
heterogeneous among vertebrates, and support the notion that orgarlshasgei genomes
tend to have lower substitution rates and rates of evolution.



Results
Genome size variation in fish, frogs and Salamanders

Earlier studies in plants, fish and animals revealed an associati genome size with
extinction rates and species richness (Vinogradov 2004; Knight €0@b; Olmo 2006;
Kraaijeveld 2010). The association between genome size and spetiesssi becomes
especially apparent in groups with genome sizes larger thanirb grgniotes and 14 pg in
plants (Knight et al. 2005; Olmo 2006). We therefore examined the nuwhipecies as a
function of genome size in three related groups: fish, frogs dachaaders. The genome size
of each species was obtained from the Animal Genome Size Database (@tedo?p07).

Figure 1 shows that ray-finned fish have an optimal genome letdeinds toward smaller
genomes between 1 and 2 pg. In contrast, cartilaginous fish and Havgsan optimal

genome size between 3 and 5 pg, and salamanders, which are tlspdeaste of the three
groups, tend to have an optimal genome size of 25 to 30 pg. Given thardithe most

species rich group (ray finned fish: ~24000 species, cartilaginous e8dfared to anurans
(~4000) and urodelae (521) these results support the earlier finbetgkutge genome size
negatively impacts species richness in different taxonomic groups.

Previous studies have shown that the variation in genome size irt fedbaspproximates a
lognormal distribution (Hardie and Hebert 2004). The dataset usedishéneited to ray-
finned and cartilaginous fish. In agreement with the earlier studa@h data sets fit a log
normal distribution (Figure 1); combined data sets for fish, howeverpxippate a power-
law distribution (Supplementary Figure 1). In contrast, the distributionfrogs is
approximately gaussian, while the urodelae distribution shows two peaksetoreen 25 and
30 pg and the second between 40 and 45 pg, both gaussian. In the fitbiepeak a slightly
higher proportion of Ambystomidae (13% vs 9% in the total population) ataim@ndriae
(45% vs 33%) and a decreased proportion of Plethodonitae (38% vs 47%), whiitutesns
the majority of the second peak.

A gaussian distribution indicates that the main mechanisms resgoifisgibbenome size
variation are additive (randomly occurring deletions and ampiidicgs), whereas lognormal
distributions indicate multiplicative effects of varying dexge(genome duplication and
polyploidization) (Hardie and Hebert 2004). The ancestral vertebregage is believed to
have experienced one or two whole genome duplication events. In conteast ish have
undergone an additional duplication event (the 3R hypothesis), which mightdatvduted
to their faster evolutionary rates compared to all other vergsb(&obinson-rechavi 1998).
Hence, genome size variation in the three different groups exarnare appears to follow
markedly different modes of genome evolution.

Evolutionary rates of ragl and POMC in fish, frogs and salamanders

The groups of species examined here diverged over widelyafifféime scales. The fish
lineages, for example, diverged between approximately 600 and IkGnnyears ago; the

frogs diverged about 200 to 60 million years ago; and the salamatiderged around 25-14
million years ago. Due to the large differences in divergenaestin different lineages and to
the large differences in evolutionary rates, we decided to use tigcedi genes to measure
synonymous and non-synonymous substitution raagd,andpomc.



The former is a relatively slowly evolving gemadl core: 79 % nucleotide identity between
sharks and mammals) that can be used for measuring the rateoafysyus substitutions
(Kapitonov and Jurka 2005). Non-synonymous substitutions between clostdy telaages,
however, are too few in this gene to assess accurately titeveedmounts of nucleotide
diversity. In contrast, thpomc gene is faster evolving: amino acid identity between human
and teleost ACTH is 74%—77% for POM@nd 59% for POM@ sequences (de Souza et al.
2005). This gene was therefore used to measure the rate of nowsapusnsubstitutions.
The rate of synonymous substitutions, however, is too high to be meastmedsame of the
lineages used here, because of their very old divergence timesoaodmitant saturation
effects that can obscure total amounts of nucleotide diversity over the givesctifes.

Low but heterogeneous substitution rates in the ragl gene in Salamanders

The ragl gene has the advantage that synonymous sequences are not saueatduk
evolutionary distances considered here. Phylogenetic analyseparésrmed and a neighbor
joining tree was generated using MEGAS. The number of synonymauscemsynonymous
substitutions per site was calculated using the method of Nei aejubd@i (Tamura et al.
2011). Sister lineages were then selected from the phyloganeds according to the
availability of their C-values in the Animal Genome Sizedbaste. Initially, five lineages of
salamander were identified, with C-values ranging from 20 pg (plethddehtto 76 pg
(hydromantes) (Sessions 2008).

To assess evolutionary rates, we ascertained the period ofiticeetise sister lineages had
diverged. Divergence times were obtained from TimeTree (Hedges2€0&l) or from values
reported in the literature (Table 2). Plethodonton and hydromantexdmpte, diverged an
estimated 14 million years ago (Mya) according to the fossdrce Figure 2A reveals that
when divergence times are accounted for, the hydromantes lineayehsng up to 3X
slower than the plethodontidae. When compared to frogs and toads, genetsitydiger
substantially lower in both salamander lineages. Accounting for diveegémes, however,
reveals that the plethodontontidae and anuran lineages consideretehamrelang at similar
rates.

Very high rates of diversification in fish with small genomes

Several earlier studies revealed that teleost fish have vghyraies of molecular evolution,
while the more ancient lineages of cartilaginous fish have amontpwest evolutionary
rates yet identified (Martin et al. 1992; Wang et al. 2009). Usirgagl gene, we repeated
the above analyses on tetraodontiformes, cypriniformes and elasciubfakates, rays and
sharks). Our findings confirm the earlier observationsr#géd gene in tetraodontiformes (C
value: 0.3 to 0.5 pg) is evolving at very high rates compared to thaiégpnes (C value:
0.5 to 2.7 pg), while the batoidea and etmopteridae (skates and rayses] slith some of
the largest genomes (1.9 to 12 pg) are evolving at the slowest(Fagure 2B). Strikingly,
theragl gene in tetraodontiformes is evolving at a rate up to 3X fedserin cypriniformes
and up to 6X faster than in cartilaginous fish.

Comparing rates of diversification between closely related dieeaevealed that substitution
rates in theagl gene are highly conserved in the course of evolution. This strong lineage
dependent effect is revealed by the similar dS values forglesea different groups. The
tetraodontidae, for example, all have a very similar, high sateubstitution whereas the
cartilaginous fish have less variable and much slower rates ditstibs independently of



genome size. These observations suggest that mutation ratdsem®elives evolving as
lineages split, and might therefore coincide with speciation ev€aisversely, speciation
events might be driving changes in mutation/substitution rated{seassion) (Venditti and
Pagel 2010).

Our studies also revealed a proportional increase in dN with tesp@8, which is consistent
with earlier findings (Stoletzki and Eyre-Walker 2011): dN/dS valmeragl are positively
correlated and remain largely constant over all lineages examire@ugplementary Figure
2). This suggests that positive selection has not been an importamtifagoverningragl
substitution rates in these lineages. The proportional increadd ims dS values increase
might indicate an effect of chromosomal location (Chuang and Li 2004hromosomal
context on substitution rates for both synonomous and non-synonomous ratatatdm
(Stoletzki and Eyre-Walker 2011). Together, these observations sugdedt t
mutation/substitution rates are co-evolving with genome size htdyotonomous and non-
synonomous sites simultaneously.

C-value and the rate of evolution of the POMC protein

Earlier studies revealed that protein coding sequences iarishvolving at a similar rate to
frogs, chicken and opossum, while the substitution rate in elephantwharkignificantly
lower (Wang et al. 2009). These studies, however, were conductedge sét of genes that
do not account for positional effects (271 genes), and consequentlyergpegenome wide
average in substitution rates. We therefore measured the amountveojedice in the
proopiomelanocortin (POMC) coding sequences in those species with knoangs. The
POMC gene was selected because the protein is conserved aatebsates and is not
directly involved in specifying morphological features that can fiected by external
selective forces (Lee et al. 2006; Dores and Baron 2011).

The comparison of the distribution of distances found within each group shdeseasing
mean and variance in genetic distance as a function of inugeaggnome size
(Supplementary Figure 3). The species within each group wereuhdivisied into different
subgroups according to their respective genome sizes. The distangesirs of species
within each subgroup were then plotted as a function of the subgroupgg@wy@nome size
(Supplementary Figure 4). The data points in this figure are cblaceording to their
divergence times (Hedges et al. 2006). As expected from a narlextotk-like model, the
percent difference in amino acids increases with increasugggdince time. In addition, the
distance also decreases with increasing genome size. Thst@wdibat, in addition to lineage
specific effects, genome size influences the amount of divexsityn the same period of
divergence. These distances, however, do not report directly on the rates of evolution.

In order to assess rates of evolution, we measured the amoime o tmillions of years for
a 1% divergence in amino acid sequence (UEP) (Figure 3) (Doms £999). While the
magnitude of sequence divergence as a function of divergence tireareg@o support a
molecular clock model, here we find that more recently diverggeties appear to be
evolving more rapidly, in agreement with previous observations (Ragel 2006; Venditti
and Pagel 2010). We then examined two box plots for two differegesaof divergence
times (Supplementary Figure 5). As shown in Figure 3, mean UERsvahe significantly
different (P < 0.05) for the pairs 1.3 to 2.2 pg (fish-fish), 4.5 to 6 jpg-fish), 4.5 to 35 pg
(frog-salamander) and 6 to 35 pg (fish-salamander). Hence, evolytiatas and genome



size are closely associated: species with larger genanestd evolve more slowly than
species with smaller genomes.

Discussion

We investigated the association of genome size with substitidtes m three vertebrate
groups using two separate approaches. Substitution rates at retgsaldS/My) were
assessed between sister lineages forrdlgé gene and compared to genome size. We also
assessed the difference in the frequency of substitutions in nhonysynos sites of thpomc
gene from species within each group, and then divided the spedediffetent subgroups
according to their respective genome sizes. We then determined Wig values, which
reflect the amount of time in Myr for a one percent divergence in amino acid sequenc

Both approaches-- lineage specific and lineage non-specificalerl a clear association of
substitution rate with genome size: larger genomes have lowesr ghdiversification in the
ragl gene and the POMC amino acid sequence. These observations suppanetgsedier
and Rosen hypothesis that fish with large genomes are evolvingsioardg than fish with
smaller genomes; and suggest that genome size and mutation/sohstigdés are co-
evolving in vertebrates. Genome size increases in a passive nwetinéhe mutation rate,
and evolves according to a number of different processes includetgods, amplifications
and the proliferation of transposable elements (TE) (Lynch and C@08%, Oliver et al.
2007; Sun et al. 2012). What, however, are the molecular mechanismsghiéxplain the
variation in substitution rates found here and their corresponding a@$sonsiwith genome
size?

The hypothesis that genome size co-evolves with and can have avedg#tience on

mutation/substitution rates appears to conflict with the longbkstted fact that larger
genomes are more prone to mutations induced by ionizing radiationterdagents (Heddle
and Athanasiou 1975). The hypothesis also appears to be inconsisterttenmibtablished
view that large genomes impose a mutation hazard on the organmssamably because
large genomes are more genetically unstable, and are assowidite smaller effective

population sizes (Lynch 2011). Recently, however, studies have demongtedteautation

rates vary significantly across the eukaryotic genome inaaner dependent on DNA
replication timing: rates of mutation increase with replicattoning in all eukaryotes
examined so far (Herrick 2011). Hence mutation/substitution ratekighly heterogeneous
and compartmentalized both spatially and temporally in the eukaryotic cell.

The variation in mutation rates within the genomes of higher eulesyagpears to coincide
with an increase in both TLS and NHEJ activities toward the erkdeo$ phase of the cell
cycle (Mao et al. 2008b; Diamant et al. 2012). In yeast, knocking o8t dlolishes the
association between mutation rates and DNA replication timingg(land Murray 2011),
while abrogating RNR activity suppresses the elevated rontatites associated with TLS
(Lis et al. 2008). RNR and dNTP pool sizes also play an importaninroietermining which
repair pathway (HR or NHEJ) is used during the cell cyofdsgher eukaryotes (Burkhalter
et al. 2009). In late S/G2 phases of the cell cycle, proteasomietetk degradation of RNR
results in declining dNTP pool sizes (Herrick 2010), and hence a camaobnmcrease in the
activity of mutagenic NHEJ. Together, these observations supportapesat that cell cycle-
dependent fluctuations in dNTP pools differentially contribute to mutatades in late
replicating DNA when error-prone TLS and NHEJ acivities rise.



As genome size expanded during evolution, different species are HeteJeave relied

increasingly on NHEJ compared to error-free homologous recondin@tdR). NHEJ and

related repair pathways in the human germline, for example, adoowart important fraction

of copy number variants (CNV) (Gu et al. 2008; Conrad et al. 2010), Stuggéehat these
error-prone pathways underlie many genomic alterations thagreitnprove or diminish

genetic fitness during the course of evolution. In contrast, onhedigible fraction of

germline DNA is repaired by NHEJ in the wor@aenorhabditis elegans (C-value: 0.1 pg)

(Lemmens and Tijsterman 2011). Consistent with an increase in Ideikvity as genome
size expanded, the average number of introns per gene also in@sasdanction of the
fraction of the genome repaired by NHEJ (Farlow et al. 2011). NBlElso involved in

transposition (Suzuki et al. 2009), suggesting it directly partiegp@t the TE driven genome
expansions that occurred, for example, in salamanders (Sun et al. P04s8. observations
support the proposal that NHEJ and related repair systems etdian the underlying
mechanisms that drive genome size evolution in the vertebrate germline.

How does the cell compartmentalize mutation rates within the gexdonmng its duplication?
In eukaryotes, the intra-S phase checkpoint pathway (ATR-Chkl)atesdbetween DNA
replication and DNA repair and slows or stops replication wherA ldmage occurs
(Despras et al. 2010). During normal S phase, the checkpoint systemaalEipates in

mediating the rate at which DNA replication origins fire, and keinfluences the rate of
progression through S phase (Herrick 2010). Error-free HR repair depirectly on the

checkpoint effector Chkl (Sgrensen et al. 2005), and increasesysta#diChk1 activity at

the beginning of S phase until HR peaks at mid-S phase (Karanam 2812hk1-dependent
HR activity declines during late-S phase, error prone NHEUTAS activities steadily rise
and persist through mitosis until the beginning of the next S-gMee et al. 2008b). Thus,
the intra-S phase checkpoint plays an important role in jpaitiy mutation rates in the
genome between early and late replicating DNA.

The relationship between checkpoint activity and generation timaims to be investigated,
but differences in generation time might also reflect a vanain checkpoint activity and
differential chromatin content between different species {velaimounts of HC and EC). In
species with relatively small genomes but long generationvadteand low diversification
rates, such as those found among some of the cartilaginous figlreg(FAB), a relatively
proficient or strong checkpoint function in conjunction with other chranragulators might
account for the low rates of diversification in those lineages pitdposal, however, remains
to be demonstrated.

Indeed, the frequently reported lower incidence of cancerherks and salamanders
compared to other vertebrates might reflect longer generation tntbégse species and/or
more proficient checkpoint/repair systems: large genomes, or organmismslower S phases
(longer GT), provide error free HR and other repair systemsiawalali time to repair errors in
gene rich early replicating DNA (Wintersberger 2000; Maale2008a; Herrick 2011). This
proposal is consistent with the observation in cancer cells that ofaiie oncogenes that
drive tumourigenesis are located in early replicating DNA, apemance lower rates of non-
selectable, or neutral, mutation (De and Michor 2011; Woo and Li 201@owgh sharks
and salamanders do get cancer, the question remains whether or logtethencidence of
cancer compared to other species is due to correspondingly lowatianutates in early
replicating oncogenes. With the advent of fully annotated and sequegecetnes from
higher eukaryotes, addressing these and other questions has now become feasible.



Methods

POMC analysis. The POMC gene consists of a reading frame of 160 to 260 aming aatis
contains four to five highly conserved domainsMSH, a-MSH/ACTH, B-MSH and p-
ENDO) and three domains that are more conserved within each grougs (Bxad Baron
2011). Amino acid sequences for the POMC gene for 73 species and hersdaoiouse and
lamprey) were obtained in the UniProt database (The UniProt Camspuww.uniprot.org).
Sequences were aligned in ClustalW and Mega5 and manually ddryfieomparison with
the previously published alignments (Supplementary Figure 6) (DawdsBaron 2011).
Evolutionary divergence between each pair of sequences within eaghvgasiestimated by
pairwise deletion analysis, and was used to construct a treadbrlineage (Supplementary
Figure 7). The species within each group were then subdivided intrediff subgroups
according to their respective genome sizes. The distances fergbaspecies within each
subgroup were then plotted as a function of the subgroup’s aveyageme size
(Supplementary Figure 3). In order to assess rates of evolutiomeasured the amount of
time in millions of years for a 1% divergence in amino acid secpi€UEP) (Dores et al.
1999).

Ragl analysis. We obtained theagl gene sequences from popsets on the PubMed database
(See Table 2 for reference numbers and citations of originalcptibis). One sequence for
each species was used. When more than one sequence was presenetisetprance was
selected. The sequences were aligned by codon in Mega5 witlamiaput to verify the
presence of stop codons and the correspondence with the amino acid sefubedeagl
protein from the same popset. These alignments were used to create a @tigldigenby the
Neighbor-Joining method (Saitou and Nei 198hHe confidence probability (multiplied by
100) that the interior branch length is greater than 0, as estinnging the bootstrap test
(1000 replicates) is shown next to the branches (Supplementary Big{Rehetsky and Nei
1992; Dopazo 1994)The evolutionary distances were computed using the number of
differences method (Nei and Kumar 2000) and are in the units ohuhwer of base
differences per sequence (Supplementary Table 3).

We verified that the lineages in the tree were consistehttid previously published results.
The divergence times were obtained either in Time Tree (Hedges al.
2006)(www.timetree.org) or from published data (see references inebugmtiary Table 2).
For the lineages for whom we found divergence times we measbheechumber of
synonymous substitutions per synonymous site (dS) and the number of nonsynsnym
substitutions per nonsynonymous site (dN) from between sequenceshesiNgiiGojobori
model (Nei and Gojobori 1986). All ambiguous positions were removed forseaglence
pair. Evolutionary analyses were conducted in MEGAS (Tamura 204l) (Supplementary
Table 1).

The species pairs for which both dS and divergence times araldeailere used to calculate
dS/Mya. The C-values for the different species were obtainedtirerAnimal Genome Size
Database (Gregory, T.R. (2013). Animal Genome Size Database.
http://www.genomesize.com). The statistics of the dS/Mya asalgge shown in
Supplementary Table 1.
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Figure legends

Figure 1. Distribution of C-valuesin fish, frogs and salamanders. A) Frogs (anura) exhibit
a 14 fold range in genome size between one and fourteen pictogrginm (@ Gaussian
distribution. B) and D) Both cartilaginous and ray finned fish exhitbganormal distribution
of C-values. Ray-finned fish exhibit a significantly narrowergenf genome size of 0.4 to 5
pg. C) Salamanders (urodela) exhibit a more complex distrib@tnah display two clear
peaks. The peaks are centered at 27 and 38 pg correspond to distinahdatdineages. The
C-values in each peak fit a Gaussian distribution (See Supplem&atale 1 for the statistics
of the distributions).

Figure 2. A) Evolutionary rate (ds/Myr) for frogs, toads and salamandensoi@e size was
obtained from the Animal Genome Size Database. Genome size @ardgnedian values
are shown in Supplementary Table 1. Genetic distances were obtaomdafigned
sequences (see Supplementary Figure 8 for phylogenetic tree)digargence times
ascertained from the literature (Supplementary Table 2). Althoogk &ind toads (3 and 7 pg
respectively) presented substantially greater genetic diyetbey diverged less recently.
Salamanders, in contrast diverged more recently from each otlieough frogs (3 pg) and
plethodontidea (20-40 pg) appear to have similar evolutionary rateonmgdres with a
substantially larger genome (42-76 pg) are evolving at a signify lower rate. B) Similar
analyses were performed on tetraodontiformes (T) (averageu€-va5 pg), cypriniformes
(1.5 pg), skates and rays (SR) (4 pg) and lantern sharks (S) (12 ptparAdifference in
evolutionary rates associated with genome size is apparent.hdbtekates, rays and sharks
all have exceptionally low and similar evolutionary rates. Insettriogsformed data indicates
a power law relationship between evolutionary rates and genomacsass these samples.
The exponent is -0.39, suggesting significantly different modes afittemolin fish with small
genomes compared to fish with larger genomes.

Figure 3. Box plot of evolutionary rates (EUP) versus genome size. Units of Evolutionary
Period, which reflect the rate of evolution in the POMC gene, aseravith genome size,
indicating that lineages associated with larger genomesduaxespondingly slower rates of
evolution. The box corresponds to the middle 50% of the data, and the whisB&e%; the
small square to the mean and the line to the median. Mean UER \ahiesignificantly
different (P < 0.05) for the pairs 1.3 to 2.2 pg (fish-fish), 4.5 to 6 jpg-fish), 4.5 to 35 pg
(frog-salamander) and 6 to 35 pg (fish-salamander). Recentlygdivesalamanders (far right)
appear to be evolving faster than other salamanders that divemjed eecently diverged
fish (2.2 fish, salmonidae) are also evolving faster than otherHehdiverged earlier, see
(Pagel et al. 2006). Note, however, that salamanders are evolving sioovly than
salmonidae despite the lineage having diverged at about the sameAticlear trend of
slower rates of evolution in older lineages is also apparent im ggacp. Lineage specific
effects on evolutionary rates are also apparent independently of gesman salmonidae (C-
value 2.2 pg) are evolving at a faster rate than other fish Bseagewise, cartilaginous fish
(Heterodontus francisci) and different members of the Actinopectags (C-value between 5
and 7 pg) are evolving much more slowly than the other lineages,ssingginat Acipensers
gualify as living fossils.
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