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COMMENTING PROCEDURES — 
All proposals for our action are numbered by IAPT as published in TAXON, and we assume 

that all members have TAXON available in its entirety. As Secretary, I will send 
whatever references are necessary (either articles in TAXON or elsewhere) to those who 
request them. COMMENTARIES contain the accumulated responses sent to the Secretary 
by CF members who wish to comment on TAXON proposals or a previous commentary. 
Before emailing input to the Secretary, members should edit for clarity & brevity and 
separate comments according to proposal number. Members are also encouraged to 
forward any published comments regarding proposals to the Secretary, who will 
forward them to all CF members. The Secretary will invite guest experts to provide 
background comments on more complicated or controversial proposals: these 
comments will precede member comments. Commentaries are emailed to Committee 
members as PDF attachments one to four times a year. Discussions are cumulative, so 
that members can safely refer to the most recent commentary, which will contain all 
discussion on a topic up to that date. Text pertaining to proposals that have been 
recommended or rejected by the Committee after a ballot will be removed from future 
commentaries. All commentaries, other committee correspondence, and formal reports 
can be accessed by members and non-members via the International Mycological 
Association website [http://www.ima-mycology.org/CFF].  

Discussions are presented in four sections in the following order: PROPOSALS TO CONSERVE 

OR REJECT NAMES, PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE, SPECIAL DISCUSSIONS & QUESTIONS (if 
present), and GENERAL REMARKS (if present). Proposal sections are organized 
numerically by proposal, with each proposal topic headed by proposal number, 
informal title, and reference citation. Where votes have been held, ballot tallies still 
appear in the second paragraph (see Ballots, below). When necessary, I will assign 
temporary CF numbers to topics or unassigned proposals; these discussions will stand 
at the end before GENERAL REMARKS and remain until reported in TAXON. 

Member comments are assigned alphanumeric codes that begin with the first four letters 
of the member’s name and end with a date-based number in (Y)YMMDD format that 
codes the date a comment was sent to the Secretary. For each proposal, comments are 
arranged in chronological order according to submission date. Comments circulated in 
previous commentaries are displayed in 10-pt font; new comments are displayed in 
slightly larger (11-pt) font with an arrow (! ) flagging the member code on the first line. 
Guest comments follow the guest’s name, location, and (Y)YMMDD.  

Ballots will be held one or more times as year as needed. Commentaries include a running 
tally of all Committee votes, which are reported as YES : NO : MORE DISCUSSION NEEDED : 
ABSTENTION. A 60% majority (9) of the complete Committee must vote YES or NO to 
remove a proposal from discussion. Members are urged to return every ballot and vote 
on every ballot issue, even when abstaining. Members “who, for three times in 
sequence over a period of nine months or more, fail to respond to requests for voting or 
subsequent reminders, are considered to have resigned” and will be replaced. Any 
qualified request for more discussion may outweigh a majority decision of the 
Committee and the respective proposal will remain open for further discussion. 

PROPOSALS TO CONSERVE OR REJECT NAMES — 

PROP. 1732, to conserve the name Pseudocercospora against Stigmina and 
Phaeoisariopsis (Hyphomycetes). Proposed by Uwe Braun & Pedro Crous. TAXON 
55(3): 803. 

VOTED MAY 1, 2007: 10 : 0 : 5 : 1 : 0. With 63% CF support but with five votes for 
discussion, this proposal has been temporarily retained for comment. 
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VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 10 : 2 : 0: 1 (71.4%). This proposal will be 
forwarded to the General Committee as recommended and thus removed from our lists. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1732:  

REDH 61130: This is one of the more controversial proposals and I am withholding 
judgment until I hear more from committee members more familiar with these fungi 
and genera. 

NORV 61215: Although the proposers’ statement that “it is inevitable that Stigmina, 
Phaeoisariopsis and Pseudocercospora be merged” might be challenged by those 
holding different TAXONomic opinions, their proposal to conserve a unified genus 
under the name Pseudocercospora is a pragmatic and welcome solution. Nonetheless, I 
need opinions from members who better understand the ramifications of such a 
proposal before making a final decision. 

GAMS 70223: Pedro Crous just informs me that the synonymy of the 3 genera is 
perfectly ascertained by cultural and molecular studies of the respective type species. 
While other genera of the cercosporoid fungi are still being debated, this situation 
seems perfectly settled. Other species placed in Stigmina must go into different genera. 
Pseudocercospora has become a very large and well-established genus. 

PRIN 70301: As far as I can see, a central argument for the merging of 
Pseudocercospora, Phaeoisariopsis and Stigmina is the phylogenetic tree presented by 
Crous et al., Stud. Mycol. 55: 165. On that tree, members of the three genera form a 
moderately supported monophyletic group. Within this group, which consists of only 
five species, there is a single, moderately supported node combining three samples of 
P. griseola. All other nodes within the clade are unsupported. If there really are more 
than 1000 species in Pseudocercospora, I cannot see that it is “inevitable that 
Stigmina, Pseudocercospora and Phaeoisariopsis be merged”. With a different (more 
comprehensive) taxon sampling, and a more comprehensive sampling of gene loci, 
Stigmina and Phaeoisariopsis might well end up as well supported sister groups to 
Pseudocercospora. Whether or not the anatomical details outlined by the authors 
support that the genera are merged, is beyond my expertise. Scott has already pointed 
out that others might hold different opinions. At present I would not support the 
proposal. 

PENN 70321: I support the Proposal. The molecular evidence for synonymy seems 
robust; and failure to conserve Pseudocercospora as the name for the combined genus 
would be nomenclaturally disastrous. 

REDH 70329: We should ask both authors if this is still the route they wish to take and 
to supply additional information. In asking my colleague, Keith Seifert, about the 
situation, he suggested we not rush to judgment (neither supporting nor not 
supporting it, but wanting more information on more taxa). If the authors still wish it 
to go forward, next time I will vote yes rather than more discussion as I voted this time 
(if still on the ballot). 

CRAN 70409: In considering the conservation of Pseudocercospora against Stigmina, a 
different interpretation of Fig. 2 (STUDIES IN MYCOLOGY 55:167) can be obtained if the 
node with the bootstrap value of 89, which includes all Pseudocercospora species of 
this study, is chosen. Then Stigmina becomes a sister group to Pseudocercospora and 
could remain as a closely related genus. We are asked to merge these two genera based 
on an excellent paper whose prime objective was the study of two distinct forms of 
Pseudocercospora griseola, the results of which I agree with. The bootstrap value of 
100 is obtained for Stigmina platani when only two GenBank sequences of this species 
are added. If the study had been centered on Stigmina with additional species 
sequenced and included in the clade, it is possible that the bootstrap value obtained 
would be less than 100, the node length shorter and the results may not support the 
merger of these two genera. 

MAY 70430: I would like further discussion because as pointed out by PRIN 70301 the 
molecular analysis only included five species from this very diverse group, and 
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taxonomic conclusions could change with better taxon sampling (and hence the 
potential nomenclatural actions required may be different). 

GAMS 70614: Additional information from Pedro Crous: PRIN 70301 requests more 
taxon sampling, but it is the type species of the 3 genera that have been analysed. The 
presence of synnemata (Phaeoisariopsis) and minute scar thickenings is common in 
the genus Pseudocercospora (for instance, the type P. vitis, commonly forms 
synnemata). Although Stigmina is characterized by having distoseptate conidia, several 
taxa with disto- and euseptate conidia have since been found in the 
Mycosphaerellaceae. Thus this feature also appears uninformative at generic level. 
Thus Stigmina can be accommodated in Pseudocercospora. It appears that these 
anamorph genera also cluster in the same clade within the Mycosphaerellaceae 
(although we consider the family to encompass several other genera as well). In an 
alignment of 200 additional taxa representing all Mycosphaerella anamorph genera 
known from culture (full LSU and SSU) species of these 3 anamorph genera cluster in 
the same clade with 99% bootstrap (unpublished data). 

! PRIN 90528: I have once more taken a closer look at the proposal. Although 
the authors refer to a molecular study, their main argument is based on 
morphological data. The molecular result provides no evidence for the merging 
of the three genera. On the contrary, fig. 2 shows that all included species of 
Pseudocercospora form a (poorly supported) monophyletic group that is 
separated from Stigmina and Phaeoisariopsis. If I ignore these results and rely 
only on the morphological argument I can support the proposal. If future 
studies show that species traditionally subsumed under Stigmina and 
Phaeoisariopsis really form monophyletic groups, the names might be restored 
again without causing too much confusion. 

PROP. 1739, to conserve the name Boletus applanatus against B. lipsiensis 
(Basidiomycota). Proposed by Scott A. Redhead, James Ginns & Jean-Marc 
Moncalvo. TAXON 55(4): 1029–1030. 

VOTED MAY 1, 2007: 15 : 0 : 1 : 0 : 0. With 94% CF support but retained for comment by 
request of the Chair. 

VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 12 : 0 : 1 : 0 (85.7%). This proposal will be 
forwarded to the General Committee as recommended and thus removed from our lists. 
A rebuttal by the Chair will be included in our formal report.  

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1739: 

NORV 70128: There is no doubt that the shifting the starting dates for fungal 
nomenclature in the 1910 and 1983 CODES has considerably complicated the tortuous 
nomenclatural path of the well-known ganoderma first published by Batsch (1796) as 
Boletus lipsiensis but more commonly accepted using the ‘applanatus’ introduced by 
Persoon (1800) four years later. Redhead & al. observe that current use of ‘applanatus’ 
is far more frequent than for the earlier named ‘lipsiensis’, but perhaps more 
persuasive is their discussion of the type designations for each name. I tend to support 
this proposal. 

GAMS 70223: I am really glad to see this proposal that will save the name of an 
extremely common forest pathogen. 

PENN 70325: A highly desirable conservation to regularise 200 years of almost universal 
nomenclatural usage. 

DEMO 70502: The proposal ignores a lot of literature and arguments for dropping G. 
applanatum. It does not even give reference to the comments by Demoulin, 
Hawksworth, Korf and Pouzar in TAXON 30: 59, 1981 in discussing the change in 
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starting point. The European literature is especially badly covered and the proposal so 
unsatisfactory I will publish a rebuttal in TAXON as soon as I find time. 

DEMO 80102: This proposal contains a large number of misinformations that need 
rectification. The situation cannot however be properly appreciated without knowledge 
of the taxonomic situation, a summary of which I gave at the XV Congress of European 
Mycologists (Saint Petersburg, Set. 16-21, 2007, Abstr. pp.35-36). 

From a nomenclatural standpoint the important thing is that the genus is 
notoriously taxonomically difficult (“the most difficult genus of all polypores”, 
Ryvarden and Gilbertson, European Polypores, p.268, 1993) with the result that the 
most popular species concept, that of Ryvarden and his followers is, at least for the 
tropical species, too broad. This situation also leads, and this is most relevant in the 
case of “G. applanatum”, to numerous misidentifications: “(G. lucidum and G. 
applanatum)…are probably two of the most poorly understood species of Ganoderma 
and two of the most frequently misapplied names”, Seo and Kirk, Ganodermataceae: 
Nomenclature and classification, in GANODERMA DISEASES OF PERENNIAL CROPS, Flood, 
Bridge and Holderness eds, 2000, p.5). 

Demoulin, Hawksworth, Korf and Pouzar thus analyzing the consequences of the 
change in starting point they were proposing (TAXON 30:52-63, 1981) wrote “ If 
Ganoderma applanatum is a well known name, it is however quite ambiguous for “it 
has been made a receptacle for quite a number of closely related or more or less similar 
species from all parts of the world. The resulting mess has not yet been sorted 
out…”(Donk, 1974, p. 218). In Europe the confusion with G. adspersum (S. Schulz.) 
Donk has been especially frequent. The loss of such a name is thus not very 
dramatic.”(p.59). 

The proposal thus starts with the incorrect statement that G. applanatum is one of 
the most easily identified and ubiquitous fungi in the Northern Hemisphere. It is true 
Ryvarden and Gilbertson (l.c. p.271) wrote that G. a. is easy to recognise in the field. 
This may sometime be true, especially when it is attacked by the specific gall-forming 
dipteran Aganthomya wankovici, but the insect is much rarer than the fungus 
(Audibert, BULL. MENS. SOC. LINN. LYON 74:5-10, 2005) and those authors contradict 
themselves on the following page where they write from G. australe (that is G. 
adspersum) that “the only reliable character separating young specimen of this species 
from G. applanatum is the larger spores”. The proposal uses as reference Overholts 
(1951), a reference ten years older than the characterisation by Steyaert of G. 
adspersum (as G. europaeum). I doubt nowadays any serious student of ganodermas 
would be certain “G.a.” is ubiquitous in the Northern hemisphere. 

The same criticism applies to the statement that it is a major cause of primary white 
decays. Neither the old Overholts reference nor more recent compilations can inform 
us on the real ecology of G. lipsiense (G. applanatum s. str.). With almost an half 
century of field experience with ganodermas, in the study of which I benefited from the 
guidance of R. L. Steyaert, I can concur with Butin (TREE DISEASES AND DISORDERS, 
pp.168-169, 1995) that “G.a. “lives principally as a pure saprotroph on old, already 
dead stumps” in contrast to the similar G. adspersum “which is a weak parasite”. If I 
have seen trees uprooted, with severe property damages, by a butt rot due to G. 
adspersum, I have never seen this with G. lipsiense and believe records of pathogenesis 
by this species are mostly due to confusions with G. adspersum (and even G. pfeifferi). 
G. adspersum is also the most common Ganoderma in western Europe, at least in 
parks and on alignment trees, which concurs with the statement of Lonsdale 
(PRINCIPLES OF TREE HAZARD ASSESSMENT AND MANAGEMENT, 1999, p. 103) that “Recent 
records suggest that G. adspersum is the more common species, at least in southern 
England, and that the two have been confused”. The comment GAMS 70223 is thus 
completely wrong and in fact shows how confusing the name G. applanatum is. 

Another misinformation is that G. a. is “In eastern Asia it is one of the traditional 
medicinal fungi”. It is true it is occasionally cited as such but “in therapeutic practices 
and literature citations, Lingzhi (Ganoderma) usually refers to the species G. lucidum 
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(Chang, Sh.-T. and Miles, Ph. G., MUSHROOMS/CULTIVATION, NUTRITIONAL VALUE, 
MEDICINAL EFFECT, AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT, Second ed., p. 357, 2004). 

From an economic standpoint, beside a possible use in biotechnology, the major 
importance of ganodermas of the subg. Elfvingia is their role in butt rot of alignment 
and park trees. The literature on this subject is not cited in the proposal, while it is 
there one may find the best recent information on those fungi, at least for Europe, type 
locality of the conflicting names. At first glance one may think this literature supports 
the proposal, for G. applanatum is the most frequently used name. At closer glance one 
however find that the tendency is to shift to G. lipsiense. This is logical for references 
using the confusing name G. applanatum do not convey reliable information, while the 
use of G. lipsiense indicates a more accurate modern concept. One should see for 
example the nice manual DYNAMIQUE DE DÉGRADATION DES ARBRES PAR DES 

CHAMPIGNONS LIGNIVORES edited by Hainaut Développement in 2004. Most 
significantly, if the English edition (TREE DISEASES AND DISORDERS, 1995) of the 
renowned treatise by Butin still uses G. applanatum, the third German edition (1996) 
adopted G. lipsiense. 

All this being said, one should not spend too much time trying to figure out what the 
authors who are cited for using G. applanatum had in mind. I stopped at the first one: 
Bessette et al., 1997: they give the spore size as 7-11 × 5-7,5 µm, values much too high 
for G. lipsiense. Many of those references are anyway uninteresting for being anterior 
to the time (1981) when G. lipsiense became the correct name. Nobody questions that 
G.a. has been a widely applied name and still is. The issue is whether this is desirable. 

The proposal also gives a distorted view of the post 1981 adoption of G. lipsiense. It 
does not give the reason advanced by Moncalvo and Ryvarden (1997) for abandoning 
G. lipsiense: that no authentic specimen remains. This, of course, is no 
nomenclaturally valid argument and is contradicted by the proposal, which refuses the 
neotype designated by Kreisel, insisting the plate is the holotype. One should be aware 
that the code (Sydney) in force when Kreisel designated his neotype could be 
considered as not making the illustration a mandatory holotype (Art. 9.3, the type may 
be a figure) and the concept of epitypes did not exist. As stated before, it can occur that 
G. lipsiense can be recognised on sight, and this is the case for the Batsch plate, which 
as usual is excellent. If the proposers had stuck to the Moncalvo and Ryvarden opinion, 
which unfortunately has been influential, for example in the establishment of the 
British checklist of Legon and Henrici (2005, p.394) which qualifies Boletus lipsiensis 
of nomen dubium, the proposal, which is based on the synonymy of Boletus 
applanatus and lipsiensis should not have been made. 

Taxonomically important references that adopted G. lipsiense are omitted: the 
monumental Dutch checklist of E. Arnolds, Th. W. Kuyper & M. E. Noordeloos (1995, 
p.475), accompanied by the equally impressive Atlas of Nauta & Vellinga, and the 
Russian flora of Bondartseva (1998). It is incorrect to place those nomenclaturally 
researched works on the same level as papers in medical journals where names are 
uncritically copied and where the persistent use of catchall names like G. applanatum 
contribute to widespread confusion. It is also incorrect to claim field guides use G. 
applanatum while the handiest one for Western Europe, Bon, has used G. lipsiense in 
his last edition (2004). 

There is one electronic source of information to which the proposers do not refer 
while it might give us the most cogent reasons to retain G. lipsiense, it is GenBank. 

To be certain of the interpretation of the deposited sequences, we have sequenced in 
my lab DNA extracted from fruitbodies or cultures for which I was certain of the 
identity. The sequences were the classical one in polypore phylogeny, including the two 
ITS, the 5,8S and a part of the 28S rRNA genes (from primer LR7). Most of the 
variation was to be found in the ITS and we have made trees by both maximum 
parsimony and maximum likelihood of the 233 ITSI+ITS2 sequences present in 
GenBank at the time, including with those our own sequences. Both MP and ML allow 
to retrieve two very distinct clades which include our references for G. adspersum and 
G. lipsiense. As expected the G. adspersum clade includes sequences labeled as such 
and labeled G. australe (but, and this is another story, G. australe appears in many 
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other places) and the G. lipsiense clade includes sequences labeled as such as well as G. 
applanatum and G. sp. There are however only 3 G. applanatum for 13 G. 
lipsiense. 

There are in fact few sequences labeled G. applanatum in GenBank, three correctly 
identified and one not. We thus have also used two sequences considered G. 
applanatum which are not in GenBank but answer identifications in reputable culture 
collections, one is MUCL 39327 (G.Castillo, unpubl. THESIS 2002) and IMI 157816, 
published but not deposited by Smith and Sivasithamparam (MYCOL. RES. 104: 943, 
2000). Both turned out to be G. adspersum which confirms this is frequently 
misidentified as G. applanatum and explains the anomaly in Smith and 
Sivasithamparam study, were the purported English G. applanatum was quasi 
identical to CBS 222.48 a culture of G. adspersum I had deposited there. It seems in 
fact no real sequence of G. applanatum has ever been used in the published studies I 
am aware of. 

In conclusion, if Ganoderma applanatum was a correct name it should be proposed 
for rejection like Lichen coeruleonigricans, Lichen jubatus, Betula alba, Crataegus 
oxyacantha, Drosera longifolia, Eriophorum polystyachion etc. Now that it is 
incorrect we should not let it come back while the taxonomy and nomenclature of 
Ganoderma is on its way to be clarified. 

REDH 80104: As Vincent noted, we did not cite his earlier publication (TAXON 30: 59. 
1981), which I would have preferred to have cited. In actuality it was noticed after our 
proposal was “in press” but I did not insist on it being inserted because I had already 
bothered John McNeill enough on this article and felt it could be mentioned in our 
discussions and also that times and the CODE had changed since 1981. Nevertheless, I 
sincerely apologize to Vincent for my oversight and thank him for including it in our 
discussions. The issue of G. applanatus vs. G. lipsiensis appears to be a passionate one 
for Vincent, and in the analysis by Demoulin, Hawksworth, Korf & Pouzar (1981) they 
concluded that the “..loss of such a name is thus not very dramatic.” However, as noted 
in our proposal (which initially was my idea – if anybody is to be blamed) is not borne 
out by the continued common use of the epithet “applanatum” versus the infrequent 
use of “lipsiense”. There is only a slight shift towards G. lipsiense (again we noted this). 
The issue seems forced and this is one of the reasons the Code allows for conservation 
of species epithets, an option not available in earlier times. Historically, B. lipsiensis 
and B. applanatus have been interchanged and listed as synonymy of one another. 
Fries (SYST. MYCOL. 1821: 374) stated under Polyporus fomentarius “b. dilatatus, 
planiusculus, rufescens. B. lipsiens. Batsch. C. I. f. 130. B. applan. Pers. l. c. p. 2”. In 
1836-38 (Epicr.: 465) and 1874 (HYMEN. EUROP.: 557-558) Fries lists Batsch f. 130 
under Polyporus applanatus. When Atkinson adopted “lipsiense” it was to replace 
“applanatum”. There seems to be no argument for distinguishing B. lipsiensis from B. 
applanatus. Therefore, they are synonymous and one name must prevail. If there are 
counter arguments then we should discuss them. 

It then remains for us to judge the wisdom of using one name over the other. 
Vincent has made several good points about the recent restricted applications of the 
name G. lipsiense, but I am not convinced that it really is being used in such a 
restricted fashion, rather than simply being substituted for G. applanatum. I 
respectfully disagree with Vincent. This surely is what a committee such as ours must 
do – debate, weigh options, decide, and make recommendations. My personal feeling is 
that it is doing a disservice to mycology to continue to use the two names as 
alternatives and the more commonly used named ought to be conserved. But if the 
committee overwhelmingly decides this is not the case, at least an effort will have been 
made and published making clear that such is not to be the case. 

One further comment is perhaps appropriate in consideration of Vincent’s desire to 
limit usage of an epithet to restricted versus broad historical application, and that is to 
say, that this type of problem is not new, as it repeatedly crops up. The case of 
Armillaria mellea comes to mind, where in the past essentially all annulate Armillaria 
species were called A. mellea, but today the application is restricted. 
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A poster was displayed at the International Mycological Congress in Cairns, 
Australia in 2006 outlining the proposed conservation proposals on Ganoderma 
applanatum among others, and no objections were raised by any of the participating 
mycologists. On the contrary, there was general support for all the proposals, which 
were seen as sensible. 

GAMS (ex officio) 80204: With this note I beg to disagree with Vincent’s 80102. The 
differentiation of G. applanatum against G. adspersum/europaeum has been worked 
out thoroughly i.a. by Hermann Jahn, WESTFÄLISCHE PILZBRIEFE 4: 19, 85–91, 1963. At 
least since this influential publication (if not since Steyaert 1961) any careful field 
mycologist should have been aware of the distinguishing features of these species. Very 
many mycologists will have used the correct identification of applanatum since then. If 
they were not able to make the distinction correctly, then a name change to lipsiense 
would not have brought about an improvement either. 

The case is somewhat comparable to that of Fusarium moniliforme and F. 
verticillioides (see Seifert et al., MYCOL. RES. 107: 643–644, 2003). When Helgard 
Nirenberg in 1976 revised the Fusarium section Liseola morphologically and 
phytopathologically, she found sufficient morphological features to distinguish the 
highly toxinogenic F. verticillioides (syn. F. moniliforme s. str.) from related, less 
toxinogenic species. She therefore reintroduced the older epithet verticillioides as a 
new combination, with my support, because a name change was indicative of a changed 
species concept. It has then taken 25 years until many of the leading Fusarium experts 
recognized the narrower species concept, a majority of whom had until then preferred 
to retain the younger epithet moniliforme in whatever broad sense, at best 
distinguishing some varieties. In 1995 conservation of the better known name F. 
moniliforme would have been possible but this possibility was at that date not 
envisaged any more at the Fusarium meeting in Martina Franca. This and further 
subdivisions of the group have since then become firmly entrenched in the Fusarium 
community by molecular work on the genus, and the epithet moniliforme is no longer 
to be used. 

The difference of the two cases lies in the fact that confusion around G. applanatum 
could only be the product of careless identification. The experts have agreed for a long 
time about its distinction from G. adspersum. In the case of F. moniliforme it was 
repugnance of the experts to accept a modified species concept and this long-lasting 
inertia has led to many regrettable misidentifications. 

I agree with Vincent that a number of relevant papers should have been included in 
the proposal, but its gist does not seem superfluous. 

REDH 90428: With regard to our proposal, I note that Niemelä & Miettinen (2008, The 
identity of Ganoderma applanatum (Basidiomycota). TAXON 57: 963-966, concluded 
that the designated type does represent the taxon usually called G. applanatum, and 
that they support the conservation proposal as a result. I thank them for undertaking 
their type study. 

! DEMO 90705: NOTE: I maintain this issue should remain open for discussion 
since I had not yet the opportunity to answer GAMS 80204 and REDH 90428. 
I, however, recognise that this Committee, where as far as I can judge nobody 
has his main interest in polypores, does not want to listen to my arguments and 
the suggestion by the Secretary to add my dissenting opinion to the report 
might get things moving. If this is done, the following rebuttal of the last 
comments should however be added (edited). 

To GAMS 80204. In the sixties and seventies I was in constant contact with 
both Jahn and Steyaert and quite involved in the distinction of what was then 
called Ganoderma applanatum and G. europaeum. It is true Jahn made the 
distinction clear, while Steyaert always pushed back the preparation of keys. 
Excellent as it was, Jahn work was, however, in German, not a problem for 
Gams or me but obviously for a lot of people outside Mitteleuropa. Further the 
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distinction is not as easy as Gams says, even for somebody like Leif Ryvarden. I 
constantly have doubts on specimens that are not fully typical when I do the 
tree surveying which is a major source of income of my lab. Anyway if in 
Europe the taxonomy is apparently clear, in the rest of the world many things 
still go under the name G. applanatum. Further the argument that a name 
should be retained if the taxonomy is settled is false. The distinction between 
Betula pendula and B. pubescens has been known for a much longer period 
than that between Ganoderma adspersum and G. lipsiense and this is not a 
reason to use Betula alba. 

The comparison to Armillaria mellea in REDH 80104 is more interesting. 
The difference is in the fact that there were not many options to disregard 
Agaricus melleus 25 years ago and thus careful workers must use it in a 
restricted sense, with the consequence a lot of bibliographic reference need 
checking to make sure what concept is used. 

In REDH80104 is a reference to a poster in the Cairns IMC congress of 
2006. I was registered for that congress and certainly would have manifested 
myself then if my plane was not supposed to leave from Heathrow at the time 
total disruption occurred there. Since my health was not too good my doctor 
advised me against a trip in such conditions and I could make my cancellation 
insurance work and resell my registration (I only lost my hotel deposit). I 
anyway doubt many people concerned with european polypores attended that 
congress and would like somebody with access to those data provide us with 
the number of people from each country who attended. This will also be 
relevant to other proposals where reference is made to this congress. I anyway 
presented my views at the European mycological congress in Leningrad in 
2007, which had probably more attendance by people concerned by European 
fungi. 

To REDH 90428. The paper by Niemelä and Miettinen only incidentally 
supports proposal 1739. In fact their presentation of the situation should rather 
lead to opposing it. «Both these names were described from Europe. They have 
been widely used, G. applanatum with very variable species concept and G. 
lipsiense (Batsch) G.F. Atk. more exactly for a common European taxon. For 
this reason we use the name G. lipsiense below, until the identity of G. 
applanatum becomes explained.» In fact, as said by Gams, there is no need to 
explain the identity of G. applanatum. The paper is just a description of a 
neotype but does not bring anything taxonomically new in comparison to the 
time of Steyaert and Jahn. I am presently working on typification especially of 
G. lipsiense, for which the specimen designated by Kreisel is indeed an epitype 
(Art. 9.8) and this is part of the reasons for my slow reaction to comments. 

PROP. 1742, to conserve the name Lyophyllum with a conserved type 
(Basidiomycota). Proposed by Scott A. Redhead, Valerie Hofstetter, Heinz 
Clémençon, Jean-March Moncalvo & Rytas Vilgalys. TAXON 55(4): 1034–1036. 

VOTED MAY 1, 2007: 11 : 1 : 4 : 0 : 1, With 69% CF support but with four votes for 

discussion, this proposal is retained for additional comment.  
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VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 10 : 0: 2 : 1 (71.4%). This proposal will be 
forwarded to the General Committee as recommended and thus removed from our lists 
unless there are additional requests that the proposal be retained for discussion. [Refer 
to proposed summary in the Report 15 draft.] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1742:  

Matheny via NORV 70131: Brandon Matheny, senior author of the “Major clades of 
Agaricales: a multilocus phylogenetic overview” for the 2006 AFTOL issue of 
MYCOLOGIA (98: 984–997), regards this proposal as sensible.  

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1742:  

NORV 70205: There is no question that applying Lyophyllum to brightly pigmented 
species and Calocybe to grey-brown species would confuse most agaricologists, and 
that including several currently accepted segregate genera into one mega-Lyophyllum 
genus would severely reduce the information carried with the generic name. I 
commend the authors for using both molecular and morphological characters to select 
an appropriate new type species of Lyophyllum. As the four stated advantages for 
selecting L. leucophaeatum as type far outweigh the three stated disadvantages, I 
support the proposal. 

GAMS 70223: Needed to retain the application of the generic name for some very 
common fungi. 

MAY 70228: Moving to a new type for Lyophyllum, based on relatively recent data needs 
to be considered very carefully. For the Coprinus example that was debated at length 
recently, further analyses of DNA (such as by Walther et al, MYCOL. RES. 109: 525) have 
changed the situation as to whether the segregates are monophyletic, especially in 
regard to Psathyrella (although not at all the basic fact that Coprinus sens. strict. is not 
related to all the other Coprinus).  

I wonder if the authors of the Lyophyllum proposal are going to publish the six gene 
phylogeny (referred to on p. 1035) soon and does this include species such as L. 
hypoxanthum, L. buxeum and L. musashiense, which are discussed by Hofstetter et al. 
(MYCOL. RES. 106: 1057) as possibly also belonging to the L. leucophaeatum + 
Calocybe clade. Because L. leucophaeatum is at the base of this clade, there remains 
the possibility that it might form a separate group to Calocybe with more taxon 
sampling, in which case a solution would be to leave the name Lyophyllum with it, and 
provide a new name for the ’major’ Lyophyllum clade. 

PENN 70325: The Proposal is a pragmatic solution, avoiding major dislocations of 
previous nomenclatural usage at the cost of minor nomenclatural changes. 

REDH 70329: (Re MAY 70228) Admittedly yes, another difficult and peculiar situation. 
The authors of the phylogenies had been prepared to bite the bullet (so to speak) and 
describe a new genus, for which they had coined Paralyophyllum, but were hesitant 
(primarily because of the Coprinus controversy). There was relief to propose 
conservation of a different type. As to why I choose to put this forward as option one, 
rather that favour retention of the type as it stands, whereas for Coprinus I seemingly 
went the other way, I can only say that in the case of Coprinus, the type was among the 
best known species even to non-mycologists, but in the case of Lyophyllum 
leucophaeatum, hardly anybody knows it, while many people know species in the L. 
decastes group. So it is not an identical case when options are weighed. Should the CF 
not support this proposal, the authors are quite prepared to describe a new genus. It is 
simply preferred that this not be forced upon them. The other species Tom May 
mentions I do not think are among the taxa in the current papers. 

MAY 70430: I have already indicated my concerns in MAY 70229, and would like 
further discussion on this proposal also. 

DEMO 70502: Too complex an issue for an early vote. 

DEMO 80102: The need for a conservation is linked to a taxonomic concept and I am 
not familiar enough with Lyophyllum to make myself an opinion on the correctness of 
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this taxonomy, less to convince people it would be so inadequate that it is not 
worthwhile taking into consideration. In so far as people will use a taxonomy, which 
makes a conservation useful we must accept it. I however still have a problem with the 
proposal. Why avoid L. decastes “a name far more familiar to mycologists than L. 
semitale, because of problems with the typification of the basionym”? I indeed know L. 
decastes and not L. semitale (not even pictured by Courtecuisse) and find that if there 
is a problem with its typification, let us solve that by conservation at this occasion. And 
if L. decastes is not what we thought why not come back to the even better known L. 
aggregatum? Scott please explain. 

REDH 80104: With regard to the suggested choice of a conserved type, such as semitale 
vs. decastes, a name perhaps more familiar to mycologists, it seems from what Heinz 
Clémençon says, and Jean-Marc Moncalvo agrees, that the typification of Agaricus 
decastes Pers.: Fr. is a problem that could lead to that name being placed in 
Tricholoma because the name seems to have been misapplied almost consistently. 
However, I have not investigated that aspect thoroughly. A less problematic way to 
resolve the issue was to select as type, a species for which there existed reliable type 
material and L. semitale met those requirements. If that is a major concern of the 
majority of the committee, then I can go back and investigate the issue further. But if 
the major concern regards the shift, it is irrelevant. To me the main issue is whether or 
not Calocybe should become Lyophyllum and most of the Lyophyllum becoming 
something else, for which a new name would be needed. 

! DEMO 90705:I believe this should remain open for discussion. There was no 
answer to my comment 80102. Redh 80104 simply restated what was in the 
proposal, that is that typification of Agaricus decastes is problematic. I 
disagree. There is seldom a Friesian name so easy to typify, indeed Agaricus 
decastes was introduced for a single collection and not based on previous 
literature. I am sure Nordic agaricologists could recognise that fungus. It may 
very well be not what it is used for since Fries insist on the grey colour, while 
the common thing is brown. If, however, decastes is a misapplied epithet, then 
we should, I hope, come back to aggregatum and why not should this well 
known species be the type instead of a rare one that is disappearing from NW 
Europe ? This kind of problem would not occur if the nomenclature proposal 
came from a thorough taxonomic revision and not from a sequencing study. 

PROP. 1756, to conserve the name Roccellina against Roccellaria (lichenized 
Ascomycota). Proposed by Anders Tehler. TAXON 56(1): 254–255. (2007). 

VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 11 : 1 : 0: 1 (78.6%). This proposal will be 
forwarded to the General Committee as recommended unless there are additional 
requests that the proposal be retained for discussion. [Refer to proposed summary in 
the Report 15 draft.]  

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1756: 

NORV 70321: The author contrasts the widespread acceptance of Roccellina, proposed 
by Darbishire in 1898 and now represented by 27 taxa, to the monotypic and far less 
well-known Roccellaria, established a year earlier by the same author. I tend to 
support the proposal, which is motivated by the fact that molecular analyses now place 
Roccellaria nested within a paraphyletic Roccellina, but would welcome additional 
comments before voting to conserve a later name. 

REDH 70322: I support this seemingly reasonable proposal. 

DEMO 80102: This is the kind of proposal that I feel oblige to vote for, despite the fact I 
enrage that it has been made. Its only justification is that the proposer does not accept 
paraphyletic taxa. As a evolutionist, admirer of E. Mayr, and supporter of the call for 
paraphyletic taxa in TAXON 54, 5, 2005, it makes me sick that the ayatollahs who have 
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found in Hennig their prophet cannot accept that a genus originates in another one. 
However nomenclature must follow existing taxonomies and we are obliged to provide 
for the Taxonomy of cladists, like we must pass conservation proposals for the lumpers. 
I am however very anxious that similar proposals can come out in legions more and 
more paralyzing our work. 

REDH 80104: I still support this proposal. 

! PRIN 80528: My first inclination was to support the proposal. On second view 
I am not so sure. It is true that Roccellina is the second largest genus of the 
Roccellaceae, but the genus has only 35 names. The body of literature on 
Roccellaceae is relatively small. Roccellina and Dirina were monographed by 
Tehler (1983). “Recent Literature on Lichens” lists 22 publications. In BIOSIS 
and Biological Abstracts together there are only 14. All of them are smaller 
contributions (descriptions of new species, floristic accounts, a few smaller 
phylogenies etc.) mainly by Tehler and co-workers and Follmann. These 
databases are not comprehensive, but give a good overview. A search for 
Ramalina in RLL returns 961 references, Lecanora 947, even an exotic genus 
such as Phyllopsora gives 47 hits. Major lichen floras for the distribution 
centres of Roccellaceae (Pacific coasts of Peru and Chile, Socotra, 
Macaronesia) are missing. The “Lichen Flora of the Sonoran Desert Region”, 
another diversity centre, contains only two roccellinas. I believe that the 
nomenclatural confusion will be quite limited. Most lichenologists have 
probably never collected a Roccellina in their whole life. In addition, the 
conservation of Roccellina does not stop nomenclatural changes within the 
group. Tehler & Ihrested (2007) combine three fruticose Roccella spp. into the 
crustose Roccellina. I do not question their results but I dare say that this is far 
more confusing than the replacement of Roccellina with Roccellaria. I do not 
support the proposal. 

PROP. 1757, to conserve the name Psilocybe (Basidiomycota) with a conserved type. 
Proposed by Scott A. Redhead, Jean-Marc Moncalvo, Rytas Vilgalys, P. Brandon 
Matheny, Laura Guzmán-Dávalos & Gastón Guzmán. TAXON 56(1): 255–257. 
(2007). 

VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 13 : 0 : 0: 0 (92.9%). This proposal will be 
forwarded to the General Committee as recommended and thus removed from our lists. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1757: 

NORV 70321: Yet another difficult instance where molecular analyses support 
fragmentation of a large, polyphyletic genus, here into two main clades. The authors 
make an excellent case for modern recognition of the name Psilocybe through its 
(famously) hallucinogenic representatives. The currently accepted lectotype of the 
polyphyletic genus is the “common moss inhabiting, non-hallucinogenic species, P. 
montana,” a taxon that “does not produce psilocybin and … falls within the other main 
clade, which when separated generically, leaves the hallucinogenic species without a 
generic name.” Unfortunately, the lectotypification of P. montana [by Donk in 1949, 
1962] was preceded by an earlier lectotypification [of P. merdaria by Clements & Shear 
in 1931] that “cannot be superseded except by conservation.” The authors therefore 
follow an admittedly novel approach by proposing to conserve the name Psilocybe with 
yet another proposed lectotype, the well-known hallucinogenic P. semilanceata 
(accepted as lectotype between 1938-1968 by many authors), leaving the name 
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Deconica (typified by Agaricus physaloides Bull.) available for the non-hallucinogenic 
clade. 

The authors also offer a second option [B, ‘not recommended’] that would “leave the 
typification as generally, but incorrectly, accepted until now”, with P. montana as type, 
after explaining that the previously proposed P. merdaria is atypical of the clade and 
noting that then a new name would be needed for the hallucinogenic clade. In view of 
the nomenclatural arguments and that the often legally controlled hallucinogenic 
compounds psilocin and psilocybin are named after the genus, I tend to support 
Proposal A with P. semilanceata as type and reject Proposal B with P. montana as type. 

PENN 70821: I support the main proposal to conserve Psilocybe as the name for the 
/psychedelia clade, with P. semilanceata as conserved type. A manuscript I have 
recently reviewed (shortly to be submitted for publication) will add another element to 
the mix — the type of the polyphyletic genus Weraroa, W. novae-zelandiae, lies within 
the /psychedelia clade and is reputed (according to various web postings) to be 
hallucinogenic. This raises the possibility that, if Psilocybe is retained as the name of 
the non-hallucinogenic clade (“option B”), the earliest available generic name for the 
/psychedelia clade will be Weraroa, typified by a secotioid New Zealand endemic 
species. It is not desirable that such a well-known clade/genus should be typified by 
such an anomalous species of limited distribution. 

DEMO 80102: I would have preferred to see this proposal based on a more specific 
taxonomic revision of Strophariaceae than the general tree of Matheny and al. 2006, a 
consensus tree that does not allow to judge the branch lengths and do not accept the 
ref. Walther et al. 2005 as demonstrating polyphyly (short branch length and a 
situation that could well be paraphyly). Nonetheless if people want to split Deconica 
from Psilocybe it is better to fix the type of Psilocybe with the best known species. The 
intricate typification story, not quite objectively told in the paper, might thus be 
forgotten. 

REDH 80104: This proposal is based upon the consistent trend seen in phylogenetic 
research, both published and on going. Conservation is required in any event because 
nobody is using the correct lectotype. Additionally, we can ensure stability by the 
suggested choice. Notably I had the various authors, who are experts on Psilocybe all 
agree on this proposal. Gastón Guzmán is the world’s expert on Psilocybe. Laura 
Guzmán-Dávalos, his daughter and now molecular systematist, obviously supports the 
move. 

PROP. 1769, Proposal to conserve the name Cortinarius speciosissimus against C. 
rubellus, C. orellanoides, and C. rainierensis (Basidiomycota). Proposed by 
Bruno Gasparini, Stig Jacobsson & Karl Soop. TAXON 56(2): 596–597. (2007). 

VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 4 : 4 : 4 : 1. No consensus having been reached, 
this proposal is retained for further discussion. 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1769:  

Joe Ammirati (Seattle WA) 80131: [Response to secretarial invitation to comment] 
There is some difficulty with the interpretation of the name ‘rubellus’, as indicated in 
the proposal. [That interpretation] does not bother me however. ‘Rainierensis’ is not a 
good name to use because the protologue is incomplete. Speciosissimus’ is fine; Favre 
was a good worker and just used a name that was taken (‘speciosus’). He likely did not 
know about Earle; few people did. ‘Orellanoides’ is not more useful or helpful than 
‘speciosissimus.’ What a whole lot of ferment over one species — or is it one? who 
knows? — one morphological species. It has always struck me as odd that Fries did not 
name this as a distinct species; he must have seen hundreds of [representatives] 
around Femsjo. I hope this is settled: I think I have written about this species under all 
four names. 
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Ursula Peintner (Innsbruck) 80201: [Response to secretarial invitation to comment]. 
The problem of synonymy: Synonymy of C. rubellus and C. speciosissimus is 
currently commonly accepted, and synonymy with the other below mentioned taxa is 
strongly suggested based on morphological characters. However, it would be nice to 
have a study confirming synonymy with phylogenetic methods; both geographical 
separation, and adaptation to a range of hosts can be strong drivers for speciation. 

Based on my restricted, partly unpublished rDNA ITS dataset on this group (see 
Figure), sequences named “C. rubellus” (mainly from Scandinavian sources) form a 
well-supported clade that is sister group to a sequence of “C. orellanoides” (IB 
19980157) collected and identified by Moser from Sweden (Femsjo) in association with 
Picea. I doubt that this epithet was applied to this latter collection in the original sense 
(broad-leafed forests). C. orellanus and C. eartoxicus Gasparini (2004) are clearly 
distinct. No sequences of C. speciosissimus or C. rainierensis are available from public 
databases. Thus, based on this dataset, synonymy issues cannot be clarified. 

The following hypothesis need still to be proofed based on Type material or material 
from Type localities 

i) Is C. speciosissimus a synonym of C. orellanoides? (conifer associated spp: C. 
rubellus, C. speciosissimus; broad leafed trees: C. orellanoides) 

ii) Is C. rainierensis from U.S.A. synonym of C. rubellus? 
These issues can be solved by studying 

i) Henry´s type material in PC and recent material of C. orellanoides from broad-
leafed forests. 

ii) Study C. rainierensis (typus or other) material from U.S.A. with morphological 
and molecular methods. 

As this is a group of very important toxin producing fungi, it would be worth to 
carry out these studies. The resulting data would put the synonymy discussion on a 
solid base. 

What is the most commonly used name? A search in four public databases 
(see table below) showed that C. speciosissimus is the most commonly used name by a 
broad public, followed by C. rubellus. 

epithet Medline Google ITS GenBank
 UNITE 

C. orellanoides 1 953 1 1 
C. speciosissimus 26 6650 0 0 
C. rubellus 0 4930 2 3 
C. rainierensis 0 369 0 0 

Should C. speciosissimus be conserved? C. rubellus is the oldest valid epithet 
for this taxon and has priority over C. speciosissimus. Having C. rubellus as valid 
epithet has the advantage that this is the oldest name having priority over all other 
(later) synonymous epithets (e.g. C. orellanoides, C. rainierensis). Therefore there is 
no need to reject one (or two) earlier epithets. 

Having C. speciosissimus conserved has the advantage that this is a commonly used 
name for an important toadstool. However, what happens if C. orellanoides or C. 
rainierensis turn out to be distinct taxa? Can these epithets still be applied, even if they 
were rejected as proposed in this proposal 1769? [Secretarial note: the names are 
rejected only when treated as synonyms of the conserved taxon. They remain 
available for taxa not regarded as synonymous.] 

A final decision has to be taken by the committee based on a careful evaluation of 
pros and cons, and of potential consequences. 

Joe Ammirati (Seattle WA) 80203: (Responding to the phylotree included by Peintner 
80201): I am not at all surprised by the result of the phylogeny. They don't always turn 
out to be so well divided but it has to be checked, [which] is why I put in the comment 
that there could be several "taxa", phylogenetically/biogeographically. I think with this 
information in hand I would not make a name change at the moment: fungus species 
are not about priority, but rather about relationships and change over time. One thing 
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that needs to be done is extensive sampling across populations to be sure that variation 
within species is not greater than between species. I would stick with ‘rubellus’ for the 
time being, Gasparini notwithstanding. 

Egon Horak (Innsbruck) 80215: For obvious reasons, I agree with the three authors of 
the proposal to conserve Cortinarius speciosissimus. I disagree, however, with the 
arguments, e.g.:  

1. Cort. speciosissimus K. & R. (1953): a) Is the combination valid? b) Have the 
authors re-examined Favre’s type material (GC) and were the morphotaxonomic 
characters compared with 3) and 4)?  

2. Cort. rubellus Cooke. - Was the authentic material collected in conifer or 
broadleaf forest? — In my opinion, the material for a selected lectotype (rather 
neotype!, cf. Brandrud & al.) must be based on fully documented specimens collected 
at or near the type locality (situated in conifer or broadleaf forest?).  

3. According to the authors the type material of C. orellanoides Rob. Henry is 
characterized by the lectotype 80767, found in association of Fagus (?). The specimen 
reportedly is kept in PC and I see no reason why it is not available for analysis. Try 
again and I am confident that the Curator will help to locate the specimen(s).  

4. Cort. rainierensis A.H. Smith & Stuntz. Who has re-examined the 
microcharacters of the type material, and is the vegetation (ectomycorrhizal host tree) 
at the type locality actually known? 

Summing up:  
1. The authors are requested to present a comparative study relating to all relevant 

microcharacters found on type material ref. to 1,3,4.  
2. In addition data of pigment analysis are necessary to back up the identity of 1,3,4, 

before synonymy actually can be taken into consideration and qualify for proposal.  
3. More emphasis must be directed to the ecology, i.e. which ectomycorrhizal host 

tree(s) is (are) in association with the species of Cortinarius enumerated above. It is 
unlikely that any one of these taxa of Cortinarius routinely enter ectomycorrhiza both 
with conifers (subalpine) and broadleaf trees (lowlands).  

4. In the proposal no references or discussions are found ref. further taxa belonging 
to the „Orellani“-complex.  

5. My guess: in depth analysis will probably reveal that C. rainierensis is contaxic 
with C. speciosissimus, and C. orellanoides is a later synonym of C. rubellus.  

There are good and practical reasons to conserve C. speciosissimus but the proposal 
must present convincing facts first before the before mentioned 4 species actually 
represent the same taxon.  

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1769:  

DEMO 80102: I support the proposal but would like to see clarified the situation of the 
type of C. orellanoides. There is a contradiction in what Henry did publish and what 
was accepted by Høiland in 1985. The original description of 1937 is clearly based on 
material from Fontainebleau (BSMF 53, p.61, under C. orellanus one reads that a 
neighbouring species exists and that “L’ayant rencontré en abondance cette année dans 
la Forêt de Fontainebleau, nous allons en donner une description détaillée”, p.64 
“trouvé en grande abondance en 1936 dans la Forêt de Fontainebleau (Route de la 
plaine de Macherin)…de juillet à octobre sous les hêtres” and p.65 , Fontainebleau 
figures again in the Latin description. When in 1981 Henry writes again on the species 
and mentions “Holot. N°80767 in herb. cons.” This logically should mean that from 
several collections made between July and October at the same spot in Fontainebleau, 
one numbered 80767 is the holotype. How then is it possible that Henry did send as 
type to Høiland a collection 3258 from Frasne, knowing that this locality is in the Jura 
region several hundred km from Fontainebleau? Even if the Henry collection is not 
available for loan, I am sure Bart Buyck could answer the proposers on how many 
collections of orellanoides are in the Henry herbarium and how they are labeled. He 
may also know if Henry had some peculiar concept of types and would name ‘holotype’ 
something that is not a holotype. 
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REDH 80104: This proposal had many, many delays and problems with it as it was 
being edited, and therefore it was published with the type problem around C. 
orellanoides not being fully resolved. We can ask the authors to further investigate or 
we can approach the curator directly. I suggest further discussion for now. 

NORV 80115: I also feel more discussion is needed. (80201 addition: I welcome the 
comments from Joe Ammirati and Ursula Peintner above and look forward to what 
additional insights Jacques, our own ‘resident’ expert, can provide.) 

Conservation of C. speciosissimus seems premature, given the increasing number of 
researchers adopting the earliest name, C. rubellus. The nomenclator shows that Melot 
(1987) followed the Code by adopting the 1887 Cooke name, C. rubellus, over the 1937 
Henry (‘orellanoides’), 1950 Smith & Stuntz (‘rainierensis’), and the 1953 Kühner & 
Romagnesi (‘speciosissimus’, nom. nov. for Favre’s 1948 illegitimate later homonym, 
‘speciosus’) epithets. PROP. 1769 contends that C. speciosissimus is the name “more 
commonly used in popular parlance, at public exhibitions, and in herbaria in Europe” 
but the list of supporting references is not convincing. Granted, in his 1980 Norwegian 
monograph on subg. Leprocybe, Høiland did use ‘speciosissimus’ (which he then 
considered close to C. orellanoides and possibly synonymous with ‘Telamonia’ 
rubella). But Høiland later (1985) adopted the earlier name, ‘orellanoides’, after 
demonstrating that there was no statistically significant spore-size difference between 
his two ‘speciosissimus’ and ‘orellanoides’ lectotypes. Most recently, Høiland & Holst-
Jensen (2000) use ‘rubellus’ when referring to the taxon in their phylogenetic 
Cortinarius paper. 

Moser’s use of ‘speciosissimus’ is somewhat parallel. The Moser 1978-1983 volumes 
treat ‘speciosissimus’ and ‘orellanoides’ as names of different taxa. Later, Moser & 
Jülich (FARBATLAS III: Cortinarius 4, 1985) and Keller & Moser (DIE CORTINARIACEAE 

ÖSTEREICHS: 21, 2001) adopt ‘orellanoides,’ listing ‘speciosissimus’ as a synonym. 
While Keller & Moser include ‘? = C. rubellus Cooke 1881’ [sic] in the nomenclator, 
they refer to Høiland for additional information (“Zur taxonomischen Abgrenzung 
dieses Schleierlings vgl. HØILAND (1985). Alle angeführten Belege des Herbars WU als 
C. rubellus COOKE”). 

The other papers listed in PROP. 1769 provide little support for conserving 
‘speciosissimus’. Four toxicological papers were written before the full synonymy was 
known, and three other references (by Bresinsky & Besl, Thorn & Malloch, Horak) cite 
at least two of the names for independent taxa. A cursory search of my library did 
uncover 10 additional C. speciosissimus citations: [1] Ryman & Holmåsen (SVAMPAR, 
1984), citing the three other epithets as synonyms; [2–9] Phillips (MUSHROOMS & 
OTHER FUNGI … 1981: 134), Ammirati & Traquir (POISONOUS MUSHROOMS OF THE 

NORTHERN UNITED STATES AND CANADA, 1985: 99), Singer (AGARICALES, 1986: 651), Bon 
(MUSHROOMS & TOADSTOOLS …, 1987: 24), McKnight & McKnight (MUSHROOMS, 1987: 
293), Buczacki (FUNGI OF BRITAIN & EUROPE, 1989: 133), Pegler & Spooner (MUSHROOM 

IDENTIFIER, 1992: 47), and Courtecuisse (MUSHROOMS OF BRITAIN & EUROPE, 1999: 
459), of which none include synonyms, and [10] Benjamin (MUSHROOMS: POISONS & 
PANACEAS, 1995: 246-247), citing C. orellanoides and C. rainierensis as independent 
taxa. 

There nonetheless appears to be a steady shift over the past two decades toward 
adopting C. rubellus as the preferred synonym. PROP. 1769 cites 7 references that use 
‘rubellus’. My personal library search uncovered 8 more: W.G. Smith (BRITISH 

BASIDIOMYCETES 1908), Kibby (MUSHROOMS & OTHER FUNGI, 1992: 119; MUSHROOMS & 
OTHER FUNGI OF NORTH AMERICA, 1993: 118), Laessøe & al. (THE MUSHROOM BOOK, 
1996: 167), Laessøe & Lincoff (MUSHROOMS 1998: 72), Breitenbach & Kränzlin (5: 158, 
2000), Iliffe (FIELD MYCOLOGY 4: 75-76, 2003), and Shibata (MYCOSCIENCE 45: 395, 
2004). Five fewer publications compared to those using ‘speciosissimus,’ to be sure, 
but of the 14 published in the ‘post-Melot era,’ 10 provide synonyms while another 
treats two ‘synonyms’ as independent taxa. 

PROP. 1769 quotes Gasparini (2004), who “pointed out that C. speciosissimus, C. 
orellanoides, and C. rubellus have at times all been placed in synonymy with each 
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other and concluded that C. rubellus should be considered a ‘nomen incertum,’ and 
therefore C. orellanoides had priority.” I do not follow. This implies that a name listing 
synonyms that elsewhere are treated as independent challenges that name, but such is 
not the case. Following this line of reasoning, the fact that many authors (including 
Ryman & Holmåsen) cite C. rubellus as a synonym of C. speciosissimus would make C. 
speciosissimus a ‘nomen incertum.’ Gasparini’s argument is, at best, unconvincing.  

A sentence in the proposal’s final paragraph warrants clarification. The statement 
“Conservation was also suggested by Brandrud & al….” is true, but we should note that 
they wanted to conserve C. rubellus over C. speciosissimus, not the other way around. 
As ‘rubellus’ already had priority, there was no need to pursue conservation. 

While there has been, and still is, a high degree of taxonomic confusion regarding 
the names C. orellanoides, C. rainierensis, C. rubellus, and C. speciosissimus, 
conservation should not be used to solve a demonstrably taxonomic issue. For the time 
being, I have no problem with referring the earliest name, C. rubellus, to a unified 
species concept. 

REDH 90428: As noted by Secretary Norvell, conservation of one name against others 
still allows for the usage of the other names if they subsequently are found to be 
different taxa. Hence, although there is debate about the number of taxa involved, 
when lumped together it may seem to be preferable to use the more commonly 
accepted name. I tend to weakly support the proposal now. If after a committee vote it 
takes only one shift to resolve the proposal I will consider changing my vote, but for 
now I will vote yes. All of the taxonomic issues do not need to be resolved to somewhat 
stabilize the usage of the names in the literature. 

! PENN 90527: I would like to hear more discussion to clarify the taxonomic 
uncertainties indicated by the Invited and Guest Commentators, and to resolve 
the omissions and inaccuracies in the Proposal. 

! DEMO 90705:Many people ask for a clarification of the typification of C. 
orellanoides I rather agree with Redh. 90428 but would prefer to see that 
settled first. If the authors of the proposal do not do it, could the secretary 
contact Bart Buyck in PC. Forwarding just my comments would be enough for 
him to see what material there is from Henry. 

PROP. 1770, Proposal to conserve Calvatia nom. cons. (Basidiomycota, 
Lycoperdaceae) against an additional name, Lanopila. Proposed by Johan 
Coetzee & Abraham E. van Wyk. TAXON 56(2): 598–599. (2007).  

VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 13 : 0 : 0: 0 (92.9%). This proposal will be 
forwarded to the General Committee as recommended and thus removed from our lists. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1770: 

DEMO 80102: I was a lector of Coetzee’s thesis and know the issue well. The proposal is 
OK. 

REDH 80104: I support this proposal. 

NORV 80115: The proposal logically outlines support for conservation of the well-known 
name, Calvatia, for a cosmopolitan genus represented by >35 medium- to large-sized 
puffball species that dehisce through irregular fragmentation of the peridia. Typified by 
Lanopila wahlbergii (now a synonym of Calvatia argentea), the earlier named 
Lanopila was incorporated into Langermannia 44 years ago, during which time the 
name fell from common use. Kreisel’s 1992 widely accepted reincorporation of 
Langermannia into Calvatia leaves Lanopila as a nomenclatural threat to Calvatia. I 
support conserving Calvatia over Lanopila, agreeing with the authors that it is a logical 
next step to the previous conservations of Calvatia over Omalycus, Langermannia and 
Hippoperdon. 
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PROP. 1792, Proposal to conserve the name Phaeographis, with a conserved type, 
against Creographa, Ectographis, Flegographa, Hymenodecton, Platygramma, 
and Pyrographa (Ascomycota: Ostropales: Graphidaceae), along with notes on 
the names Graphina and Phaeographina. Proposed by Robert Lücking, Klaus 
Kalb, Bettina Staiger & John McNeill. TAXON 56(4): 1296–1299. (2007). 

VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 12 : 0: 0 : 1 (85.7%). This proposal will be 
forwarded to the General Committee as recommended and thus removed from our lists. 

GUEST COMMENT ON PROP. 1792:  

Alan W. Archer (Sydney) 80203: [response to secretarial invitation to comment] I 
have read the proposal to conserve the name Phaeographis and I agree with the 
proposal. Many species have been legitimately published under that name and it would 
create some considerable confusion if the name was now changed.  

I see that the name Graphina was lectotypified in the paper. I think it would be a 
good idea to retain this name within the Graphidaceae to prevent the genus Graphis 
becoming a large genus like Parmelia and later needing splitting into smaller genera. 

It is to be hoped that the position of Phaeographina/Thecaria/Thecographa will 
soon be settled so as to provide a useable name for species in that genus (whichever it 
turns out to be!) 

Urmila Makhija (Pune, India) 80214: [response to secretarial invitation to 
comment] I have gone through the arguments to support the conservation and the 
related literature and I am convinced that the name Phaeographis should be urgently 
conserved against Creographa, Ectographis, Flegographa, Hymenodecton, 
Platygramma, and Pyrographa (Ascomycota: Ostropales: Graphidaceae) and give 
my consent for conserving the widely used name Phaeographis.  

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1792: 

REDH 80104: I support this proposal. It is complex and a similar proposal failed earlier 
because of the absence of monographic and phylogenetic research, but now that seems 
to have been solved. The additional time bought by the earlier failures allowed these 
authors to also uncover the differences in publication dates that result in a different 
interpretation of some typifications. 

NORV 80125 : PROP. 1792 is indeed complex. Fortunately, the authors deliver a well-
composed tour de force that (in hindsight) illustrates the wisdom in waiting to 
conserve a name until the taxonomy is more or less settled. Lücking & al. clarify a 
previous nomenclatural morass, yet still evoke the confusion caused by botched 
reprints so vividly that even non-lichenologists become curious as to how the Gordian 
knot will be sliced. With the fates of 4 Graphidaceae generic names (originally 4-
ascospore based) inextricably intertwined, they cover Graphina, Phaeographina, and 
Phaeographis sufficiently to clarify only the last name requires conservation. The three 
names were twice proposed for conservation (in 1930 and 1981) but rejected due to 
their ‘uncertain taxonomic application.’ The 1981 proposal was debated for 11 years, 
rejected due to unsettled taxonomy, reopened for further debate for 6 years, and twice 
more rejected, at which point then Secretary Gams did note “negative votes … should 
not encourage displacement of these names by older ones.” 

The new proposal addresses Staiger’s concept of the Graphidaceae that for the first 
time sorts out (morphologically and molecularly) taxonomic relationships between the 
genera while providing ‘a solid framework to establish synonymies and resolve 
resulting nomenclatural problems.’ The ensuing presentation leads me to support 
conservation of the name Phaeographis with the conserved type (Opegrapha 
dendritica Ach.) over 6 earlier names. However, as I have not read background or 
opposing materials, my decision is not yet firm. 
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PROP. 1810, Proposal to conserve the name Hemipholiota against Nemecomyces 
(Agaricales, Basidiomycota). Proposed by Stig Jacobsson & Jan Holec. TAXON 
57(2): 641–642. (2008). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; additional discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1810: 

SUMMARY: Pholiota destruens (Brond.) Gillet (–> Hemipholiota populnea (Pers. : Fr.) 
Bon) and Nemecomyces mongolicus Pilát represent two names with conspecific types. 
Hemipholiota (Singer) Bon was proposed as a subgenus of Pholiota in 1951 (validated 
in 1962) and as genus in 1980 (validated in 1986). Nemecomyces was proposed in 1933 
for a fungus collected in Mongolia that Pilát did not recognize as a mushroom already 
well known in Europe and North America. Noting that Nemecomyces was ‘published 
by mistake,’ Jacobsson & Holec propose to conserve the name Pholiota destruens, the 
basionym of the type species for Hemipholiota, a genus supported as distinct from 
Pholiota by DNA sequence analyses. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1810:  

NORV 80923: As the name Nemecomyces appears restricted to type studies and 
Hemipholiota is a name less likely to confuse, I support this proposal. 

REDH 90428: I support this proposal and if it had not been proposed by the authors, I 
would have proposed it in any event. 

! DEMO 90706: Lack of cystidia and some base changes offers little support for 
a genus, but insofar as people do it, we have to accept the change. I would have 
been happier if this had offered the opportunity to conserve Agaricus 
destruens. (This is very different from Boletus applanatus as the name here is 
not ambiguous.) 

PROP. 1828, Proposal to conserve Aspicilia aquatica against Lichen mazarinus 
(Ascomycota: Pertusariales: Megasporaceae). Proposed by Anders Nordin & Per 
M. Jørgensen. TAXON 57(3): 989. (2008). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; additional discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1828:  

SUMMARY: Aspicilia aquatica (Fr.) Körb. (1855) is the currently accepted name for a 
widely distributed crustose lichen. Du Rietz (1915) transferred the oldest name 
available for the species (Lichen mazarinus Wahlenb., 1812) to Lecanora, citing A. 
aquatica among the synonyms. Unfortunately Du Rietz also cited as synonyms names 
now associated with species accepted as distinct from L. mazarina. Conflicting 
opinions regarding the integrity of the species name and its application have led to a 
confused species concept. Nordin & Jørgensen propose to conserve Aspicilia aquatica 
(‘the generally accepted and less often misapplied name’) to prevent replacement by 
the ‘obscure and taxonomically misused epithet mazarina.’ 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1828:  

NORV 81115: I usually prefer to retain the earliest valid name for a taxon when its 
original author has clearly designated its type, regardless to confusion resulting from 
misunderstanding by later workers. Nonetheless, I tend to support this proposal, 
provided that the name Aspicilia aquatica is, in fact, the name more commonly 
accepted. 

REDH 90428: I support this proposal. 

! DEMO 90706: OK. 
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PROP. 1829–1830, Proposals to reject the names Verrucaria thelostoma (1829) 
and Pyrenula umbonata (1830) (lichenized Ascomycota). Proposed by Per M. 
Jørgensen. TAXON 57(3): 990–991. (2008). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; additional discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROPS. 1829–1830:  

SUMMARY: The species now accepted as Pyrenocarpon flotowianum (Hepp.) Trevis. (1855, 
bas. Verrucaria flotowianum Hepp. 1853) was earlier referenced by two other species 
epithets, ‘thelostoma’ (Verrucaria thelostoma J. Harriman in Winch, 1807) and 
‘umbonata’ (Pyrenula umbonata Ach..1810) — the first based on a ‘rather poorly 
developed’ specimen’ that has ‘puzzled lichenologists for centuries’ and the second on a 
duplicate retained by Acharius in his herbarium, similarly undeveloped and 
misunderstood. Jørgensen notes that conservation of Pyrenocarpon flotowianum, a 
name that has remained constant since established as the type species, would preserve 
nomenclatural stability more than selection of two earlier names based on poor and 
difficult material. Rejection of the older names should reduce the impact caused by the 
taxonomic confusion resulting from the poor state of the original material. 
[Secretary note: Coppins & Aptroot located good type material in Newcastle 
of V. thelostoma after the above proposal was written. See new note by Brian 
Coppins below.] 

Per. M. Jørgensen (Bergen, Norway) 80909: [information received in general 
letter] I have just received my copy of the most recent volume of THE LICHENOLOGIST 
where I to my surprise find that two more specimens of the original collection of 
Verrucaria thelostoma has been discovered in an obscure old herbarium in Newcastle. 
That is good news, particularly since they are better developed than the lectotype in 
BM and the authors (Coppins& Aptroot) confirm that they are identical with 
Pyrenocarpon flotowianum, so that problem is solved, though the question of which 
epithet is best used remains for the committee to decide on. Coppins & Aptroot transfer 
the oldest epithet [thelostoma] to Pyrenocarpon. There were no clues concerning the 
Acharian role in the naming on these specimens either. 

! Brian Coppins (Edinburgh, UK) 90529: [information received in 
response to spelling of flotowiana vs. flotoviana] In the cases of flotov- and 
flotow- as orthographic variants (not errors), the original spelling should be 
followed. ....  

Lecanora flotoviana Spreng., Neue Entd. 1: 221 (1820). Sprengel used the –v- form. 
Verrucaria flotowiana Hepp (1853) (=Pyrenocarpon flotowianum = P. 

thelostomum). Hepp used the –w- form. 
On the subject of Prop. 1829—1830, I see no reason to reject Verrucaria 
thelostoma Ach ex J. Harriman, and if not rejected, there is no need to reject 
Pyrenula umbonata Ach. The combination, Pyrenocarpon thelostomum (Ach 
ex J. Harriman) Coppins & Aptroot was made in Lichenologist 40: 372 (2008). 
Per Magnus was under the impression that this name was based on a very poor 
type specimen in BM. This is not so. The BM specimen is a scrappy duplicate 
from Harriman’s herbarium in HAMU [Newcastle], where there are two 
excellent specimens, which I have examined. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1829–1830:  

NORV 81115: Many thanks to Per Magnus for generously making available later 
information. He has made a persuasive case for rejecting two earlier names based on 
the poor type specimens and the confused concepts surrounding both names. 
However, because Coppins & Aptroot [LICHENOLOGIST, 2008, 40: 363–374] have now 
selected the oldest name after close examination of newly discovered material from the 
original type, which provided more information, I tend to reject the proposal. I 
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encourage input from our lichenologists regarding whether the use of Pyrenocarpon 
thelostoma does threaten nomenclatural stability for the species.  

REDH 90428: Verrucaria thelostoma was recently transferred to Pyrenocarpon in the 
following publication based upon isotypes in better condition: New species and 
combinations in The Lichens of the British Isles . Brian J. Coppins and André Aptroot. 
2008. THE LICHENOLOGIST 40: 363-374. 

I re-examined the conservation proposal in light of this new combination based on 
the discovery of presumed isotype materials in HAMU. Notably the specimens in 
HAMU mention “Whinstone,” which is not a place name but a description of a type of 
hard rock. Also, the datum is a better match to the protologue information than the 
“holotype.” 

“V.C. 66, Durham: ‘‘On Whinstone near Eggleston, D[urham], [J.] H[arriman]’’ 
(HAMU—isotypes, two specimens).” 

There being better information on the identity of the type for Verrucaria 
thelostoma (and by inference Pyrenula umbonata), I think it would be preferable to 
conserve Verrucaria flotowiana Hepp, Flecht. Eur.: no. 92 (1853) against V. 
thelostoma and P. umbonata, rather than outright rejection of the two names. This 
hedges the bet against future molecular work that might demonstrate that the two are 
not conspecific. 

! DEMO 90706: I confirm the comment by Coppins that flotov- and flotow- are 
orthographic variants for which the original spelling is to be retained. 

PROP. 1831, Proposal to conserve the name Mixia against Phytoceratiomyxa 
(Basidiomycota). Proposed by Junta Sugiyama & Ken Katumoto. TAXON 57(3): 
991–992. (2008). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; additional discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1831:  

SUMMARY: Mixia C.L. Kramer (1959) was introduced to accommodate Taphrina 
osmundae Nishida (lectotypified by Sugiyama & Katumoto, 2008). Molecular analyses 
place the species in Pucciniomycotina (Basidiomycota), not Taphrinales 
(Ascomycota). The species has been associated with Mixia and exemplified as an 
enigmatic fungus in systematic and phylogenetic papers since first introduced. The 
type species of monotypic Phytoceratiomyxa Sawada (1929), P. osmundae — based on 
a single collection thought to be a myxomycete fern parasite and listed by Greuter & al. 
(1993) as a generic myxomycete name in current use — was treated as a ‘nom dub?’ in 
the DICTIONARY by Kirk & al. (2001). Discovery that both names represent the same 
basidiomycete species gives the earlier named genus, Phytoceratiomyxa, 
nomenclatural priority. Conservation of the better known Mixia would prevent the 
disruption that would be caused by adoption of the lesser used name, 
Phytoceratiomyxa. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1831:  

NORV 81115: I support this proposal. 

REDH 90428: I support this proposal. Its importance is self-evident. 

! DEMO 90706: OK. 

PROP. 1852, Proposal to conserve the name Olivea tectonae (T.S. Ramakr. & K. 
Ramakr.) R.L. Mulder against Olivea tectonae (Racib.) Thirum. (Basidiomycota). 
Proposed by Andrew M. Minnis, Hye Young Yun & Amy Y. Rossman. TAXON 
57(4): 1355–1356. (2008). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; additional discussion needed] 
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BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1852:  

SUMMARY: Uredo tectonae Racib. (1900), described for the uredinial state (anamorph) of 
the teak fungus without designation of type specimen and specific type locality, is 
lectotypified from exsiccatae of original material received by BPI in 1899. Its telial state 
was described ‘nearly concurrently’ in Ramakrishnan & Ramakrishnan (1949) and 
Thirumalachar (1949). Chaconia tectonae T.S. Ramakr. & K. Ramakr. (1949), a validly 
published species name for the teleomorph based on a missing holotype, is 
lectotypified by a K collection sent in 1949 by the Ramakrishnans and which matches 
‘in all regards’ the type description. 

Olivea tectonae (Racib.) Thirum. (1949) was introduced as a teleomorph name but 
is derived from the anamorphic type of Uredo tectonae (Art. 59.3) and so cannot stand 
as a teleomorphic new name (Art. 59.6) because it lacks the necessary Latin diagnosis 
(Art. 36.1). Mulder proposed O. tectonae (T.S. Ramakr. & K. Ramakr.) R.L. Mulder 
(1973) based on C. tectonae for the teleomorph because he believed the Thirumalachar 
name not to be validly published. The Mulder name, however, represents an 
illegitimate later homonym (Art. 53.1) of Thirumalachar’s name for the teleomorph. 

The authors stipulate that the fungus should be classified in Olivea but point out 
that as ‘O. tectonae’ is not available for the teleomorph, with no other epithets 
available, a new name is required for the teleomorph. They further note that a 
replacement name based on a teleomorphic type would disrupt current usage and that 
currently ‘O. tectonae’ is used indiscriminately as the correct name for the teak rust 
fungus with each authorship cited equally, indicative of the currently confused state. 
They note finally that O. tectonae (Racib.) Thirum is not the correct name for the 
anamorphic state, which belongs to the uredinial form genus Uredo rather than the 
telial genus Olivea. In keeping with Art. 14, the telial based O. tectonae (T.S. Ramakr. & 
K. Ramakr.) R.L. Mulder is proposed for conservation against O. tectonae (Racib.) 
Thirum. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1852:  

NORV 90323: The authors demonstrate that a legitimate name is needed for the 
teleomorph and present convincing logic for conservation of the telial-based name to 
remove the current nomenclatural confusion. I support this proposal. 

REDH 90428: I support this proposal. 

PROP. 1861, Proposal to conserve the name Aspicilia farinosa (Ascomycota: 
Pertusariales: Megasporaceae) with a conserved type. Proposed by Anders 
Nordin & Claude Roux. TAXON 58(1): 292. (2009). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1861:  

SUMMARY: Aspicilia farinosa (Flörke) Hue (1910; ≡ Urceolaria calcarea var. farinosa 
Flörke, 1810) represents a crustose lichen species with 8-spored asci and small spores 
closely related to A. calcarea with 4-spored asci and larger spores. In the absence of 
Flörke’s original material, Arnold (who listed farinosa at the subspecific level in 
Aspicilia) and Hue based their species concepts on the small-spored taxon, a concept 
followed by Nylander (1872) before them and accepted by lichenologists since. 
Sipman’s 2007 discovery of original Flörke material with large spores in B labeled 
Urceolaria calcara var. farinosa challenges the small-spored concept for A. farinosa. 
The poor condition of the rediscovered material, however, prevents establishing 
whether the material represents A. calcarea or a distinct species. The authors propose 
conserving the name with the Nylander collection so as to continue the current concept 
for the species as originally presented by Hue and Arnold. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1861:  

NORV 90412: I support conservation of the name Aspicilia farinosa with Nylander’s 
collection Herb. Lich. Paris No. 127 as type. Selection of material on which Hue based 
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his transfer of Urceolaria calcara var. farinosa to Aspicilia at species rank where it is 
accepted today will ensure continued nomenclatural stability. 

REDH 90428: I support this proposal. 

! DEMO 90706: My impression is that an epitype would be more adequate. 
Could our lichenologists comment on that? 

PROP. 1862, Proposal to conserve the name Psoroma versicolor (Degeliella 
versicolor) against Psoroma subdescendens (lichenized Ascomycota, 
Pannariaceae). Proposed by Alan M. Fryday & Brian J. Coppins. TAXON 58(1): 
293. (2009). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1862:  

SUMMARY: In combining Degeliella versicolor (Müll. Arg) P.M. Jørg. (2004), Jørgensen 
originally cited as basionym Lecanora versicolor Hook. f. & Taylor (1844), which Lamb 
(1963) had previously declared an illegitimate later homonym of Lecanora versicolor 
(Pers.) Ach. (1810). As Müller of Argau (1888) had combined Hooker & Taylor’s name 
into Psoroma, under Art. 58.1, it was available as Psoroma versicolor Müll. Arg. 
(1888). Unfortunately, Müller’s name was published in December, while Psoroma 
subadscendens Nyl. (1888) had been published earlier in the year for a South American 
collection now thought to represent the same taxon. Nonetheless, all recent floras have 
used either [after 2004] Degeliella versicolor or [pre-2004] Psoromidium versicolor 
(Müll. Arg.) D.J. Galloway (1983), with Psoroma subadscendens last used in 1953. 
Conservation of the name Psoroma versicolor will leave Psoroma adscendens available 
to represent the South American collection, should future research determine it to 
represent a separate species. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1862:  

NORV 90412: I support the conservation of Psoroma versicolor to preserve 
nomenclatural stability, thereby leaving Psoroma subdescendens available to serve for 
the name of a possibly distinct taxon. 

REDH 90428: I support this proposal. 

! DEMO 90706: OK. 

PROP. 1863, Proposal to conserve the name Craterellus cinereus (Pers. : Fr.) Donk 
with a conserved type against Craterellus cinereus Pers. (Basidiomycota). 
Proposed by Ibai Olariaga, Isabel Salcedo & Luis A. Parra. TAXON 58(1): 294–295 
(2009). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1862:  

SUMMARY: Craterellus cinereus (Pers. : Fr.) Donk (1933, ≡ Cantharellus cinereus Pers., 
1794 : Fr. 1821) is now accepted in Craterellus, where it is supported by molecular 
analyses, stipe morphology, and possession of aliphatic carotenes. Donk’s citation of 
Craterellus cinereus (Fr.) Quél. (Maire, l.c.: 89) was misleading, as both Quélet (1888) 
and Maire (1902) cite Cantharellus [not Craterellus] cinereus Pers. Donk seems to 
have attributed the Craterellus combination to Quélet by mistaking the generic 
abbreviation “C.” [intended by Quélet for Cantharellus] as Craterellus due to the 
name’s proximity to Quélet’s Craterellus section. Donk did refer indirectly to the 
basionym (i.e., ‘Fr.’), so that Craterellus cinereus (Pers. : Fr.) Donk is considered as 
validly published (Art. 33.2) but with a corrected authorship. That name, however, is 
an illegitimate later homonym (Art. 53.1) of Craterellus cinereus Pers. and has no 
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special protection against the earlier (even if sanctioned) homonym. The earliest 
available species epithet in Craterellus could be based upon the synonym Helvella 
hydrolips Bull. (1790), except that the combination ‘Craterellus hydrolips’ has never 
been made. 

The two Persoon ‘cinereus’ names above refer to two taxa with different types: 
Craterellus cinereus Pers. (1825) is based on a fungus described by Micheli that Fries 
(1832) regarded as a synonym of C. cornucopioides and which Micheli’s illustration 
strongly resembles. Merulius cinereus (Pers. : Fr.) Pers. (1825) is based on 
Cantharellus cinereus.  

Absent a correct name for Craterellus cinereus (Pers.: Fr.) Donk [Helvella 
hydrolips not yet combined under Craterellus] and considering the wide use of 
Craterellus cinereus (Pers. : Fr.) Donk for a well known species, Olariaga & al. propose 
to conserve Craterellus (Pers. : Fr.) Donk against the earlier homonym Craterellus 
cinereus Pers., a name last used more than 170 years ago by Fries as a synonym for the 
now well-established C. cornucopioides. The authors designate as type a specimen 
from Lundell & Nannfeldt’s FUNGI EXSICCATI SUECICI. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1862:  

NORV 90422: I support this well-researched and logical proposal.  

REDH 90428: I support this proposal. Investigation during editing confirms the 
confusion in the literature. 

! DEMO 90706: OK. 

PROP. 1888, Proposal to conserve the name Glomus (Fungi, Glomeromycota, 
Glomerales) as being of neuter gender. Proposed by Ibai Olariaga, Isabel Salcedo 
& Luis A. Parra. TAXON 58(2): 647 (2009). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROP. 1888:  

SUMMARY: With 70 species, Glomus Tul. & C. Tul. (1845) comprises the largest genus in 
the phylum Glomeromycota, a monophyletic group of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi 
thought to represent the sister group of Ascomycota + Basidiomycota. Art. 62 lists 
three criteria (‘in descending order of importance’) — botanical tradition, the author’s 
original usage, and classical usage — that govern gender conventions. Unable to find 
examples of botanical usage (which he equates with ‘pre-Linnaean’), Kuyper notes that 
the masculine gender assigned by the Tulasnes should prevail over the neuter classical 
Latin. Although the masculine gender was used for Glomus from 1844–1982 in 
accordance with the Tulasnes’ original usage, since 1982 mycological usage has 
consistently treated Glomus as a neuter noun, in accordance with classical tradition 
following Trappe’s 1982 formal correction of all adjectival epithets to neuter. Kuyper 
further notes that the introduction of the neuter stem ‘Glomer–‘ by Schüssler & al. in 
2001 has also been adopted (over the previously used Glom-), that ‘changing gender 
(again)’ seems to serve no useful purpose, and that the neuter gender is best conserved 
in accordance with Art. 14.11. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROP. 1888:  

! DEMO 90706: I think the proposal is superfluous, for Kuyper has 
misunderstood what was meant by botanical tradition. I still need to check the 
archives of the editorial committee and consult with the General Rapporteur 
(John McNeill) but the best place for this would be as an addition to Ex. 1. 

! NORV 90706: My original thought was to support this proposal. However, if 
Vincent is correct and information relating to botanical tradition can be 
invoked, it would be better to add this as an Example.  
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PROPOSALS TO AMEND THE CODE — 
[only those directly pertaining to fungi (in the broad sense) are cited below for the 
present. Anyone wishing to comment on other proposals is invited to do so, and the 
proposal will be added to the Commentary.] 

PROPS. (016–020), proposals to amend the CODE to make clear that it covers the 
nomenclature of fungi, and to modify its governance with respect to names of 
organisms treated as fungi. Proposed by David L. Hawksworth, Pedro W. Crous, 
José C. Dianese, Marieka Gryzenhout, Lorelei L. Norvell & Keith A. Seifert. 
MYCOTAXON 108: 1–4; TAXON 58(2): 658–659. (2009). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROPS. 016–020:  

SUMMARY: Hawksworth & al. propose necessary text changes to clarify that Fungi, now 
regarded as belonging to same superkingdom as Animalia, are still covered by the 
ICBN. Among several changes requested are changing the title of the CODE to the 
INTERNATIONAL CODE OF BOTANICAL AND MYCOLOGICAL NOMENCLATURE and providing 
for election of the Permanent Nomenclature Committee for Fungi by an International 
Mycological Congress. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROPS. 016–020:  

NORV 90423: As I favor evolution over revolution, I support this proposal, particularly 
given the historical presence of fungi within the botanical code. Despite the growing 
support for an independent mycological code, most supporters do not realize the time 
and effort it would take to write, edit, and govern. Likewise, there are still too many 
problems to consider launching a unified code at this time. 

! DEMO 90706: I find that some silly people are resurrecting the idea of a 
mycological code that I had hope had been abandoned at the International 
Congress in Tampa (1977, certainly a more presentative Congress than that in 
Cairns in 2006). What we need is a unified Biocode, not a multiplication of 
codes. If we keep on that way, I will ask for a CODE FOR POLYPORES!  

If, however, it is the price to pay for peace, I can go with Props. 16 [establish 
more clearly that the CODE covers mycology] and 17 [replacing ‘plant(s)’ by 
‘plant(s) or fungus/fungi’ where needed]. I hope, however, that we will not end 
up with a CODE OF BOTANICAL, MYCOLOGICAL, ALGOLOGICAL, AND NON-ANIMAL 
PROTISTOLOGICAL (EXCLUDING MICROSPORIDIA) NOMENCLATURE. 

I am more reticent to 18 [provision for electing the Committee for Fungi by 
an International Mycological Congress] because of the way the 2006 IMC was 
instrumented. 

To 19 [to allow decisions on fungal proposals to be taken at an International 
Mycological Congress] I am definitely opposed. Nomenclature is a highly 
technical matter and people dealing with it should congregate at the 
nomenclature sessions. Mycologists were not that badly represented at the last 
sessions. Further suppressing institutional votes is opening the door to all kind 
of demagogic moves. 

Something outside nomenclature, but the proposers should not have 
considered Opisthokonts supported by overwhelming evidence. Treat me to a 
beer at the next Congress I am able to attend and I shall explain why to you. 

! NORV 90706: For the time being, I include the discussion points for all 
proposals within one section. The proposals will, however, be presented 
separately on our next ballot to be distributed in early September. If necessary, 
this commentary section will be reorganized at that time. 
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PROP. (048–051), proposals to exclude the phylum Microsporidia from the CODE. 
Proposed by Scott A. Redhead, Paul M. Kirk, Patrick J. Keeling & Louis M. Weiss. 
MYCOTAXON 108: 05–507 & TAXON 58(2): 669. (2009). 

[To appear on the October 2009 ballot; discussion needed] 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON PROPS. 048–051:  

SUMMARY: The consensus inferred from molecular phylogenies that the phylum 
Microsporidia is related to Fungi has resulted in recent papers treating the 
Microsporidia as fungi. Redhead & al. point out that carrying the taxonomy ‘into the 
realm of nomenclature’ may result in unwanted consequences, as virtually all 
microsporidian species and genera lack Latin diagnoses, making them invalid under 
ICBN rules. In view of their long protozoon historical association, the authors propose 
that microsporidian names be returned to their ‘pre-2005’ status by excluding them 
from the CODE. 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON PROPS. 048–051:  

NORV 90425: I support this proposal. 

! DEMO 90706: I have not thought much about that but my reaction is to allow 
publication in another code as for algae.  (I worked much on that, especially for 
the blue green algae at Sydney, and an experienced bacteriological 
nomenclaturist (Oren) told me that what we accomplished then was really 
excellent.) 

SPECIAL DISCUSSIONS & QUESTIONS — 

Forward [NEW]: Ascomycota 70125 & Blastocladiomycota 70425&731 
REDH 90428: Following discussions preceding publication of Hibbett et al. (A higher-

level phylogenetic classification of the Fungi. MYCOL. RES. 111: 509–547) the names 
Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith and Blastocladiomycota T. James were accepted in that 
landmark paper and subsequently have been adopted in the 10th edition of the 
DICTIONARY OF THE FUNGI. 

Confusingly Blastocladiomycota of both Doweld (2001) and T.Y. James (2007) are 
accepted by MYCOBANK as being “current,” but at least Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith is 
accepted. 

The purpose of the two proposals, one to recommend acceptance of Ascomycota 
Cav.-Sm. and one to reject Blastocladiomycota Doweld, is to establish limits under Art. 
32.1(d) and examples for Art. 32.4. I urge the Committee to approve the 
recommendations based strictly on technical grounds rather than misgivings regarding 
overall fairness. Whether such higher-level names should require Latin at all is also a 
separate issue. If it is decided that Latin is not required for validation of phylum 
names, then both these proposals become moot. 

Ascomycota 70125, to advise the General Committee for Botanical Nomenclature 
(as allowed by Art. 32.4.) whether the Nomenclature Committee for Fungi 
considers that the phylum name Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith, BIOL. REV. 73: 247 
(1998), meets minimal standards for validation. Input requested by GC Secretary 
Barrie. For background information, see Letter4 Ascomycota.pdf (sent to 
Committee members by CF Secretary on 22 February 2007).  

May 1, 2007, Poll (nonbinding): 11 feel the description is valid & no further discussion 
needed; 3 want additional discussion; 5 (some voting for additional discussion) 
abstained. 

VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 11 : 1 : 1 : 0 (78.6%). The name Ascomycota 
will be forwarded to the General Committee as considered by the Committee as 
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meeting minimal standards for valid publication. The discussion will be removed from 
the next commentary. 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS: 

Eriksson via NORV 70222: Since my previous mail to you we have had some further 
discussions in the AFTOL group, which may be of interest to the Nomenclature 
Committee for Fungi. 

To Scott Redhead 2007-02-16: I sent a short synopsis of our discussions to Lorelei 
Norvell, as you suggested. I suppose the Committee for Fungi will decide that CS´s 
description was acceptable. But, there are cases when a description is not acceptable - 
when it is a nonsense description ("fructus delicatus" for a Malus sp.), when it is wrong 
(ascomata almost always blue, for Ascomycota) or when it does not distinguish a group 
from its sister group (ascomata of septate hyphae). In our case Ascomycota was 
described "sporae intracellulares", which is correct, but does it distinguish the 
ascomycetes from the basidiomycetes? It depends on how we interpret basidiospores. 
The double investing membranes surrounding the nucleus in young ascospores have 
not been seen in any basidiomycetes (Franz Oberwinkler, in litt.). I would like to see 
the following Note in our manuscript under Phylum Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith (but 
modify or correct it if you find errors): 

 Cavalier-Smith gave a very short description in Latin of the new phylum 
Ascomycota: "sporae intracellulares". This description is correct. Ascospores are 
formed within two investing membranes in young asci. No investing membranes have 
been seen in basidia, but the basidiospores have often been interpreted to consist of an 
outer layer of "basidial remnants" and an inner "spore proper" (for a comparison 
between different terms for the basidiospore wall-layers, see Kirk et al. 2001: 61). 

Any mycologist studying Fig. 8 in Dictionary of the Fungi must wonder 
whether ascospores and "spore proper" in basidiospores are homologous or not, 
despite the latter lack investing membranes, and by that Basidiomycota, in fact, have 
intracellular spores (enclosed in "basidial remnants"). Whether this is the case or not is 
not important, but it is important that we inform about this uncertainty, and that we 
aware of it have accepted CS´s description. It would have been better if CS had 
separated the two phyla as John Walker did in Fungi of Australia (1996): Teleomorphic 
spores ascospores > Ascomycota [vs.] Teleomorphic spores basidiospores > 
Basidiomycota. 

From Scott Redhead 2007-02-16: Firstly, Ove, I think that your extra paragraph would be 
a good addition, but because the manuscript has been submitted, reviewed, revised, 
and accepted (and maybe even revised slightly since, such as removing "Bold"), it may 
be asking too much to add it. But that would be between the senior author and the 
editor[author]. Certainly, the paper will be published before the Committee for Fungi 
has debate and recommended things unless something drastic happens.  

Secondly, Robert, I agree there is not yet consensus, but I disagree with regard to 
the elevation of Ascomycetes Berk. It has already been noted that that basionym, if that 
is what it was supposed to be, was not fully cited (not supplied with a full bibliographic 
citation), and that the spelling of Ascomycetes would not necessarily change at 
different ranks because it is not an automatically typified name, and thirdly that 
Berkeley did not include all Ascomycota, he specifically excluded lichenized 
Ascomycota, that distinction being a higher level choice for him before he allowed the 
choice of ascus presence to influence him. It would be a step backwards to go back now 
in this group to discuss that scenario. 

To Scott Redhead 2007-02-19: Thank you for the comments. It was also my conclusion 
that CS did not fully cite Berkeley and, therefore, only his description should be 
discussed. It may be argued that morphologically the ascomycetes have intracellular 
spores, the basidiomycetes have not (as we have now been informed that there have 
never been found any investing membranes in basidia). Evolutionarily, however, 
possibly also the forerunners of the basidiomycetes had intracellular spores (judging 
from the terminology based on TEM graphs in Fig. 8 in Kirk et al. 2001), but that can 
not be referred to when we discuss the validity of the name Ascomycota Cavalier-
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Smith. So, I think we can withdraw our questions to the Committee for Fungi and just 
accept the name. 

From Scott Redhead 2007-02-19: Thank you once again for the insight. I think we can 
proceed on the assumption that Ascomycota CS is valid, but it is not necessary to 
withdraw the request. There were no examples in the Code for that article, and nobody 
had ever tested the rule. This could be a test case. Lorelei Norvell (secretary of the 
Committee for Fungi) had been prepared to ask about it in a expeditious fashion in the 
up coming circular, I am told. 

GAMS 70223: 1. With his minimalized diagnoses, Cavalier-Smith is obviously making a 
fool of the sacred Art. 36 of the CODE. A similar case is the order name Mortierellales, 
which he introduced with a quite inappropriate diagnosis but which is now generally 
recognized (e.g. AFTOL). The only question that remains is its relationship to the 
Endogonales, a name that of course is older but probably refers to a distinct order. 

2. The division name Ascomycota is much older than Cavalier-Smith 1998. It has 
only not been formally introduced with a Latin diagnosis. The question remains about 
the basionym, whether such a raise in rank can be recognized. E.g., while compiling 
recent taxonomic mycological literature, Gams & Jülich in PROG. BOT. 46: 279, 1984 
changed from Ascomycotina (used in the preceding 1982 issue of the series) to 
Ascomycota, following M. E. Barr in MYCOLOGIA 75: 1-13, 1983, where she uses the 
division rank without explicit diagnosis and author citation; Müller & Loeffler, 
MYKOLOGIE, 5th edn, p. 216, 1992, also use the rank of division (without author citation, 
only a German text). 

3. I feel it is too much honour for the minimalistic approach by Cavalier-Smith to 
ascribe the name Ascomycota to him. We should find a way of recognizing the simple 
raising of rank by, e.g. Margaret Barr, in the authorship. 

TRIE 70223: In reading all the comments on /Ascomycota /Cavalier-Smith I think that 
the two Latin words have to be treated as a correct description and therefore the name 
should be regarded as validly published. We should make a recommendation for that to 
the General Committee. 

Eriksson via NORV 70223: I was much against Cavalier-Smith’s validation of the 
name Ascomycota as his concept of the phylum seemed to be based on old literature 
(SYLLABUS DER PFLANZENFAMILIEN, and other works) and did not consider molecular 
data and modern literature. But I had to give up as I was told there were formal ICBN 
reasons for accepting Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith. I can now see two alternatives: 

1. FOLLOW THE ICBN STRICTLY and accept Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith. Do 
then not use that name in practice but Ascomycota sensu NN & NN 200x, 
which should be the first published version of the concept that is currently 
accepted (i.e. its subdivision into subphyla and classes). 

2. DO NOT FOLLOW THE ICBN, but the Committee for Fungi decides that 
Ascomycota starts with a publication with a modern concept of the phylum. 

We have the following list to begin with, but you can certainly find more. 
Berkeley M.J. 1857. INTRODUCTION TO CRYPTOGAMIC BOTANY. H. Bailliere, London. The 

name was Ascomycetes and not Ascomycota. His group did not include the lichens. 
Bold H.C. 1957. MORPHOLOGY OF PLANTS. Harper & brothers Publ., New York. The first 

time the name Ascomycota is used (for a division), but a nomen nudum and 
without a modern subdivision of the phylum: one class and 5 orders (pp. 196-197: 
Class: Ascomycetes [comprising the following orders and families]: Endomycetales 
(Endomycetaceae), Aspergillales (Aspergillaceae), Sphaeriales (Fimetariaceae), 
Erysiphales (Erysiphaceae), Pezizales (Pezizaceae) 

Whittaker R.H. 1959. On the broad classification of organisms. THE QUARTERLY REVIEW 

OF BIOLOGY 34: 220 (nomen nudum). Without a modern subdivision of the phylum. 
Barr M.E. 1983. The ascomycete connection. MYCOLOGIA 75: 3 (nomen nudum) with a 

classification of classes and subclasses that is not based on molecular data and that 
is very different from the one we have in the AFTOL paper. 
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Eriksson O.E. & Winka K. 1997. Supraordinal taxa of Ascomycota. MYCONET 1: 4. 
(http://www.fieldmuseum.org/myconet/printed.asp). The Ascomycota and 
Basidiomycota were discussed as follows (signatures in nSSU rRNA, numbering 
according to Van de Peer et al. 1996, 1997): Ascomycota: There are usually no 
problems to determine whether a fungus belongs to the phylum Ascomycota or to 
the Basidiomycota, but some yeasts, endophytes, and fungi that do not produce any 
kind of diaspores can be difficult to identify to phylum. There are, however, a 
number of molecular signatures that are diagnostic (see Basidiomycota). 

Basidiomycota: The following sites in our matrix of SSU rRNA showed 
differences between Basidiomycota and Ascomycota: *Signatures in 
Basidiomycota: 8 114c:a; 303u:a. 8/9 126a:g. 9 140u:a; 150c:u. 11/8' 291g:c. 12 
335u:a. 13 369u:a. 17 480g:a (exc. Coprinus). 23/23-1 638c:u; 640u:c (exc. u in 
Boletus, Ustilago). 23-2 699u:c. 23-2/23-5 704c:u. 23-7 785u:c; 792c:u. 23-9' 
848c:u. 25 883c:u. 23' 970g:a. 23'/27 978a:g. 27 993g:a; 1009c:u. 27/28 1021c:a 
(but u in Sporobolomyces, Leucosporidium); 1022a:g. 37 1239g:u. 41 1306c:g; 
1313g:c. 46 1482a:g (exc. a in Ustilago, Tilletia, Udenomyces). 46'/45' 1521u:g. 48 
1589c:u (exc. c in Ustilago). 1590a:g (exc. a in Ustilago). 1602u:c (exc. u in 
Ustilago). 

Cavalier-Smith T. 1998. A revised six-kingdom system of life. BIOLOGICAL REVIEWS 73: 
247. With a Latin description of two words (“sporae intracellulares”). His 
classification of Ascomycota is quite unacceptable and resembles old “practical” 
systems. 

Hibbett D. et al. 2007. A higher-level phylogenetic classification of the fungi. 
MYCOLOGICAL RESEARCH 111: 509–547.. The classification of subphyla and classes 
follows that in Eriksson & Winka 1997 with some exceptions: ASCOMYCOTA : 
subphylum Taphrinomycotina O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997 [with classes] 
Neolectomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997, … Pneumocystidomycetes O.E. Erikss. 
& Winka 1997, … Schizosaccharomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997, … class 
Taphrinomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997; subphylum Saccharomycotin O.E. 
Erikss. & Winka 1997 (class Saccharomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997); 
subphylum Pezizomycotina O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997[with classes] … 
Arthoniomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997, … Dothideomycetes O.E. Erikss. & 
Winka 1997, … Eurotiomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997 (incl. class 
Chaetothyriomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997) , … Laboulbeniomycetes A. Engl. 
1897 (class accepted after 1957) , … Lecanoromycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997, … 
Leotiomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997, … Lichinomycetes V. Reeb, Lutzoni & C. 
Roux (new class after 1997) , … Orbiliomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Baral 2003 (new class 
after 1997) , … Pezizomycetes O.E. Erikss. & Winka 1997, … Sordariomycetes O.E. 
Erikss. & Winka 1997 

If the Committee for Fungi decides to choose alternative 2, I think the best solution 
would be Ascomycota Hibbett et al. 2007. There are several reasons to choose that 
solution. 

1. The paper is published in a journal that is widely distributed and available 
electronically. 

2. It contains the current classification of Ascomycota, based on both molecular and 
morphological data 

3. Many in the AFTOL group have been involved in the discussion on the 
nomenclature of the name Ascomycota. 

For a description a reference may be made to the molecular differences identified by 
Eriksson & Winka 1997. 

PRIN 70301: If I understood everything correctly, Scott Redhead outlined three possible 
ways to interpret Cavalier-Smith’s description of Ascomycota. (1) Recombination of 
Berkeley’s (1857) name to a different rank (“new status of something published by 
Berkeley” as Scott put it), (2) new description of “Ascomycota” validated by reference 
to Berkeley (1857) or (3) new description of “Ascomycota” validated by a Latin 
diagnosis. The fact that Berkeley’s name was “Ascomycetes” and not “Ascomycota” 
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could perhaps be interpreted as an error in the citation of the basionym (33.5). But 
both (1) and (2) require direct reference to Berkeley (1857) which is clearly not the case 
here. Missing page numbers are an omission according to Article 33.5, which would 
make the name invalid. 

It remains to clarify whether the Latin diagnosis fulfills the requirements of Article 
32.2. Ove Eriksson indicated that the important point is whether the two-word Latin 
description “defines the Ascomycota versus Basidiomycota”. However, in light of Art. 
32.2, it is not relevant whether the description objectively does so. For a valid 
description of the name “Ascomycota,” it suffices that the description is distinctive “in 
the opinion of its author.” This is clearly the case here. The example of “fructus 
delicatus” given by Ove Eriksson is not a good example, because it is purely aesthetic 
and therefore, according to Article 32.3, would not validate a description. 

I think that Cavalier-Smith published a valid new name. 

REDH 70301: While I continue to appreciate and am sensitive to the discomfort in 
accepting Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith because of the reasons given by Ove Eriksson, I 
do not think that the Committee for Fungi currently has the mandate to make a 
decision on option 2 in Ove’s email of Feb. 23/07. Firstly, the General Committee was 
asked for a clarification under Art. 32.4 as to whether a descriptive statement satisfies 
the requirements of Art. 32.1(d). Note that 32.1(d) does not specify Latin. It is Art. 36 
that specifies Latin requirements and that special provision is covered by Art. 32.1(e). 
Nonetheless I think we can assume that we should be looking at the Latin. For this we 
must look at Art. 32.2, and ask did the author publish a statement that in his opinion 
distinguished the Ascomycota from the Basidiomycota (the only two taxa he 
compared). And the answer is yes, in his opinion he did that. In fact he was purposely 
trying to validate many higher level taxa by fulfilling the requirements of the Code. We 
are not being asked to judge whether in the opinion of others, whether the diagnosis 
was accurate or whether he used correct terminology. In his mind, he did it correctly. 

That being said, I will feel obliged to say yes, the name Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith 
is valid. However, illegitimacy based upon homonymy only extends to family level (Art. 
53.1). Illegitimacy because of being superfluous is also restricted to those names with 
types (Art. 52.1). Descriptive names such as Ascomycota do not have types (Art. 16.1). 
And the principle of priority does not apply above the rank of family (Art. 16, Note 2). 
One could create a second Ascomycota (which would need a Latin diagnosis or 
description to be valid), and use it rather than Ascomycota C-S. It would be difficult to 
argue for conservation of it over the other given that there is no priority issue. The 
question would be, why do it? But I am willing to go along with whatever is the 
majority decision by the CF in their suggestion to the GC. 

HAWK 70326: As the Code specifies “in the opinion of the author”, not whether the 
author is right or wrong or makes any scientific sense, we are stuck with this though I 
would still insert “Bold ex” and will propose altering the next Code to enable that to be 
done where authors have blatantly validated already in-use names in works they cite 
but do not mention in the citation. In this case Cavalier-Smith clearly had the 1995 
DICTIONARY OF THE FUNGI (which he quotes) and used “Ascomycota” but just did not 
want to give any credit to earlier authors, which is what so annoyed Ove! OK, the 
DICTIONARY did not mention Bold, but his usage is traceable back through Whittaker’s 
papers. 

GAMS 70410: I gather that it should be possible one way or the other to retain Bold as 
author of the division name. To me the correct inclusion of the relevant subtaxa has 
much more impact, independent of a Latin diagnosis, than a however poorly written 
“Latin” diagnosis. 

PENN 70415: [I] abstain [on the ballot vote], but I believe further discussion is needed. 

CRAN 70424: I hope we have a little more discussion on the validity on the name 
Ascomycota. There is a lot of discussion going on about Cavalier-Smith's work but it 
seems to be taking place outside the committee and there is rumor of another 
phylogeny of the fungi to be published in MYCOLOGICAL RESEARCH. In older literature, I 
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have seen diagnoses at the species level of one Latin word and a measurement as: 
Sporae 12-25 X 4-8 micrometers. At the level of Ascomycota, Cavalier-Smith should 
have included the terms ascus and ascospores. 

NORV 90428: I agree (somewhat reluctantly) that Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith does 
fulfill the requirements of Art. 32 and will vote accordingly. 

Blastocladiomycota 70425&731: to advise the General Committee for Botanical 
Nomenclature (as allowed by Art. 32.4) whether the Nomenclature Committee for 
Fungi considers that the phylum name Blastocladiomycota Doweld, Prosyllabus 
Tracheophytorum tentamen systematis plantarum vascularium (Tracheophyta)” p. 
LXXVII (2001) to be validly published by meeting minimum standards for valid 
publication. Input requested by GC Secretary Barrie on July 31 to review the 
question of whether or not Doweld's Latin diagnosis meets the minimal standards 
for publication. in conjunction with the previous discussion on the validity of 
Ascomycota Cavalier-Smith.  

VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 2 : 9 : 0 : 2 (64.3%). The General Committee 
will be advised that a 64% majority of the Committee considers the name 
Blastocladiomycota Doweld not to meet minimum standards for valid publication. The 
discussion will accordingly be removed from the next commentary. 

Scott Redhead’s text below provides the necessary background information (see also 

Doweld2001.pdf) and Fred Barrie’s text adds questions that should be addressed.  

REDH 70425: Once again, on the behalf of a group of mycologists involved in phylogeny 
and the classification of fungi at higher level ranks, I am formally asking for the 
General Committee as outlined in Art. 32.4 to help resolve whether a name is valid 
under Art. 32.1(d) and Art. 32.2. Previously we had questioned whether Ascomycota 
was valid and we are still debating that issue. However, now we have run into an even 
more marginal case that I believe does not meet the standard, hence in my mind is 
invalid. 

In 2001, Alexander Doweld published a 110-page book in English and Russian (with 
considerable Latin content), the PROSYLLABUS TRACHEOPHYTORUM TENTAMEN 

SYSTEMATIS PLANTARUM VASCULARIUM (TRACHEOPHYTA), which was reviewed in TAXON 
53:231-232 (2004), and which escaped notice by mycologists until this year because 
the title did not reflect a mycological content. The book was published in advance of an 
upcoming publication, a new syllabus, intended to replace or update Engler & Prantl’s 
opus. Prof. Doweld, who served on the Special Committee on Higher Level names that 
reported to the Vienna Congress, is well versed in nomenclature. In the Prosyllabus he 
presented an overall classification of the tracheophytes that included automatically 
typified names at all ranks, including kingdom level. In the section, “Conspectus 
dispositionis Tracheophytorum” (pgs. I-LXIII), bryophytes, flowering plants, conifers, 
ferns, club mosses, etc were covered, and many new names were proposed, almost all 
with their own Latin diagnoses, and typifications noted in linked footnotes. 
Occasionally Prof. Doweld changed the status of a previously published name, such as 
creating subclass Juncidae (p. LXII) by elevating the order Juncopsida Bartl. (1830). 

However, Prof. Doweld went further than just publishing on tracheophytes, and 
published an appendix, “Conspectus dispositionis dominii Eucaryota” (pgs. LXVII-
LXXIX) in which he treated algae, protozoans, fungi, sponges, and miscellaneous other 
groups. In the appendix he relied heavily upon previously published synopses, and for 
the fungi, he particularly relied upon two sources: one restricted to Ascomycota, 
namely Eriksson, O.E. & Winka, K. (1997), Supraordinal taxa of Ascomycetes, 
MYCONET 1(1): 1-16; and the other, Cavalier-Smith, T. (1998) A revised six-kingdom 
system of life, BIOL. REV. Cambridge Phil. Soc. 73: 203-266. The latter is the same 
publication being discussed in regard to the name Ascomycota. In the Prosyllabus 
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Appendix, the many new names are mainly based upon changed status and borrowed 
(cited) Latin published for other names. For example, Doweld simultaneously 
proposed the names Phyl.: Developayellomycota, Class: Developayellomycetes, Order: 
Developayellales, and Family: Developayellaceae (p. LXXI) by reference to the exact 
same Latin diagnosis published by Cavalier-Smith (1998) for the subphylum name 
Bigyromonada. The nested taxa do not differ in circumscription from one another 
except in rank. 

Questionable as that honesty may be, in the case of Blastocladiomycota, he 
proposed to validate that name as a nomen novum for the infra-phylum name 
Allomycotina Cavalier-Smith 1998: 246, via reference to the Latin under that name. 
Allomycotina was typified by the genus Allomyces, but there is no family name 
Allomycetaceae, and following Art. 16.1 (although not cited) Doweld replaced all such 
higher-level names not based upon legitimate family names, with names based upon 
those with legitimate family names. However, it cannot be interpreted as a nomen 
novum (there potentially being two different types, Blastocladia versus Allomyces) and 
therefore the name Blastocladiomycota can only be interpreted as a wholly new name, 
requiring a Latin description or diagnosis. 

It is the inadequacy of the Latin as a diagnosis, as defined by Art. 32.2, that is at 
question, because we do not believe that Doweld at all understood the fungi or what he 
was trying to classify. The lamentably brief Latin diagnosis provided by Cavalier-Smith 
(1998, p. 266) for Allomycotina read “zoospora cilio unico instructa”, which means 
“with uniciliate zoospores”. Within the framework of Cavalier-Smith’s classification, 
this diagnosis made sense (to Cavalier-Smith the way he presented it, although it may 
be disputed by more knowledgeable mycologists). Cavalier-Smith classified 
Allomycotina in subphylum Melanomycotina which was within the phylum 
Archemycota within subkingdom Eomycota. Cavalier-Smith differentiated the 
subphyla within Archemycota by features of the Golgi apparati. Within this framework, 
it made sense to differentiate infra-phylum Allomycotina from infra-phylum 
Zygomycotina by the presence of uniciliate zoospores (in fact any zoospores), because 
the other uniciliate taxa in Archemycota were in another subphylum, namely 
Dictyomycotina, where the class Chytridiomycetes was placed. 

Prof. Doweld took an appropriately worded Latin diagnosis (within a classification 
framework by one author) and applied it to a distinct classification of his own, where it 
is woefully inappropriate and inadequate (in my mind) and couldn’t possibly have 
served to differentiate Blastocladiomycota from Chytridiomycota. The proposed 
classification places phylum Blastocladiomycota seemingly in a list of Incertae sedis on 
par with phylum Chytridiomycota in the same subkingdom, Mucorobiotina, and which 
has many taxa producing uniciliate zoospores. There is no discussion on the 
differentiation of the phyla from one another, there being only reliance on Cavalier-
Smith’s classification but also the abandonment of Cavalier-Smith’s hierarchy. Taken 
out of context, the cited Latin fails to be a “statement of that which in the opinion of its 
author [Doweld] distinguishes the taxon from other taxa” (Art. 32.2). The author, 
Doweld, failed to distinguish the phyla in subkingdom Mucorobiotina from one 
another, and therefore it is not a diagnosis (despite being in Latin) as defined by Art. 
32.2. As such it fails to fulfill Art. 32.1d – i.e. it is not a diagnosis. The Latin phrase 
cited is simply nonsense in this case. 

We mycologists therefore do not recognize Blastocladiomycota as having been 
validly published in 2001. Nonetheless, we would like a formal ruling on this issue, to 
ensure it is a correct decision. Addressing this issue in combination with that on the 
Ascomycota will help define the limits of Art. 32.1 and perhaps provide examples for 
Art. 32.4. 

Please find attached several pages from Prof. Doweld’s 2001 publication. Previously 
you had available the publication by Cavalier-Smith. 

We are also entertaining the idea of suppressing the entire Appendix (all fungal, 
protozoan and algal names). For this reason, perhaps the committee dealing with algal 
names could also be consulted, in addition to that for fungi. 
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GC Secretary BARRIE 70731: Several points the committee may wish to consider in its 
debate are: a) To what degree need we worry about names published above the rank of 
family, where the principle of priority does not apply? and b) even if Doweld's 
statement is not diagnostic, as defined in Art. 32.2, is it a description? Must a 
description be diagnostic? 

[CF SECRETARY NOTE: I had assumed it was necessary to present such ‘extra-ordinary’ requests 
only after direct request by the GC Secretary. Barrie’s explanation clarifying the usual protocols 
is retained here for the committee’s benefit, although not pertaining to Blastocladiomycota 
directly.] As to protocol: Article 32.4 was deliberately worded similarly to Art. 53.5, 
stating that a request for a decision may be submitted to the General Committee for 
consideration. Article 53.5 goes back a long way, and, as far as I know, in practice most 
queries have been sent not to the Secretary of the GC but directly to the Secretary of the 
relevant Permanent Committee [CF Secretary note: the term “permanent committee” 
here refers to nomenclature committees such as the Committee for Fungi, for Vascular 
Plants, etc.]. The Secretary for the Committee for Vascular Plants, for example, has 
received many requests under Art. 53.5, and probably, now, a few under Art. 32.4, that 
neither I nor my predecessor learned about until we received a copy of his circular. As 
with proposals published in taxon, the GC has never demanded that a PC refrain from 
reviewing such a proposal until a formal, written request from the GC Secretary has 
been sent. In cases where the request has been sent exclusively to me, obviously I 
would refer it, since the PC Secretary would be unaware that the request had been 
submitted. However, unless there is a question as to whether or not the proposal is 
appropriate for the committee, or if you'd like some weight behind refusing to consider 
a proposal, please consider any submission under Art. 32.4 or 53.5 sent to the PC 
Secretary as a submission to the General Committee and a request by the GC that the 
proposal be reviewed. 

NORV 80125: Discussion of Blastocladiomycota should also cover two publications not 
alluded to above. In their discussion, “A molecular phylogeny of the flagellated fungi 
(Chytridiomycota) and description of a new phylum (Blastocladiomycota), James et 
al. (MYCOLOGIA 98: 860–871) erect Blastocladiomycota T.Y. James with a Latin 
diagnosis and no reference to Doweld’s 2001 work.  

The name Blastocladiomycota T.Y. James was subsequently adopted in “A higher-
level phylogenetic classification of the Fungi by Hibbett et al. (MYCOL. RES. 111: 509–
547), although the authors, unlike James et al., were at that time aware of Doweld’s 
(2001) publication. Although, not stated, it was the opinion of the authors that Doweld 
failed to meet minimum standards, which precipitated this request to the Committee 
for Fungi.  

! DEMO 90705:I believe (Greuter convinced me from that) one cannot judge 
how adequate a description is. I however do not feel strongly on this issue. 

ORTHOGRAPHY RECOMMENDATION 1 
To the root of the R~RR~RH~RRH problem/ 

KIRK 70727 [Orthography] ‘Correct’ spelling of epithet containing '...riz...' or 
'...rriz...' or '...rhiz...' or '...rrhiz...'  

VOTED 1 JUNE (EXTENDED TO 3 JULY) 2009: 1 : 5 : 7 : 0 (No consensus). The ballot proposal 
was poorly written, leading to understandable confusion by those who responded. 
Additionally, Vincent’s important and pertinent comment was inadvertently omitted 
from the April Commentary. This is retained for further discussion and will appear on 
the October ballot. 

KIRK 70727: I am now in discussions with a 'third party' as to what the correct spelling 
of Pisolithus arrhizus should be (I use this form only because it gets the most hits on 
Google - not the best way to make decisions but ...). 
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Lycoperdon arhizon Scop. - as cited in Persoon in the synonymy in the Synopsis - 
but with 'arrizon' cited in Index Fungorum as the original orthography (can someone 
check this in the original?).  

Scleroderma arhizum Scop.: Pers. - the sanctioned spelling 
Pisolithus arhizus (Scop.: Pers.) Rauschert 
So, should we stick with the sanctioned spelling of 'arhizus' or adopt the 'botanical 

Latin' spelling of 'arrhizus'? 

GAMS (ex officio) 80204: Ancient Greek had the rule that in cases of composite words 
where the second part starts with letter rho (ρ) this rho is duplicated, the second one 
carrying a spiritus lenis and a spiritus asper (= h). This usage has been adopted in 
many names and terms (e.g. mycorrhiza). With some training in classical languages I 
am very much in favour of having general rules rather than memorizing the 
application or refusal of the rule with every name separately. Such a rule, if 
incorporated in the Code, would thus demand the spelling arrhizus. Contrary to this 
rule we have names like Metarhizium and Zygorhynchus, which as generic names are 
not to be altered from the original spelling. With species epithets the indexing 
authorities apply rules of grammar much more liberally to correct originally misspelled 
names. So why not have a ruling that applies to arrhizus and similar cases. 

There is now even a new rule that determines all –botrys names to be masculine, 
while the large fungal genera Arthrobotrys, Blastobotrys, Stachybotrys and some 
others have always been feminine in accordance with the similar genus Botrytis. We 
shall need proposals to treat these genera as feminine in the future, after my efforts to 
prevent acceptance of the masculine proposal at Vienna have failed. 

PENN 80211: I am opposed to all such attempts to ‘correct’ an author’s original 
orthography, except where it can be clearly demonstrated that the original spelling was 
the result of a “typographical or orthographical error”. Otherwise ICBN (Vienna) Art. 
60.1 + Ex. 1 expressly forbids any correction, including those intended to achieve a 
“philologically preferable” orthography. 

Latinisation of Greek epithets is neither an exact nor a prescriptive process. Of 
course it is desirable that referees and editors persuade authors (while their names are 
still in manuscript) to follow a Latinisation standard such as that presented by Stearn, 
Botanical Latin 4th Ed., p. 254. But once a name has been published, ICBN Article 60.1 
must be followed. Stearn, p. 255, commenting on ‘r-’ versus ‘rh-’, states: “the original 
spelling of an author should be accepted”; and on p. 261, commenting on ‘-rh-’ versus ‘-
rrh-’, states: “as many reputable authors, Linnaeus among them, have omitted this 
additional r, it is best regarded as optional and an author’s original spelling . . . should 
be accepted.” 

The Pisolithus example introduces additional complications: 
(1) Assuming the Index Fungorum entry is correct that Scopoli’s original spelling 

was ‘arrizon’, this is a Greek neuter epithet that has NOT been Latinised — it has (I 
believe) been faithfully transliterated, letter by letter, from the Greek alphabet to the 
Latin alphabet. Following ICBN 60.1, the Greek spelling and grammar of such epithets 
ought to be preserved by subsequent authors, and an appropriate Greek termination 
should be used if the taxon is transferred to a genus of a different gender. The correct 
epithet for the Pisolithus combination based on Lycoperdon arrizon is ‘arriz-’ + the 
appropriate Greek masculine termination. {Could a Greek scholar please elaborate.} 

(2) Persoon (1801) transferred the basionym, Lycoperdon arrizon, to Scleroderma. 
The epithet orthography should have remained as ‘arrizon’, but Persoon Latinised it as 
‘arhizum’ (a correctable error, I would argue). {Persoon’s index entry ‘Lycoperdon 
arrhizon’ refers to both Batsch’s L. arrhizon (p.137; correctly transcribed but not 
sanctioned) and Scopoli’s L. arrizon (p.152).} 

(3) I cannot find any reference in ICBN to “sanctioned spelling”; it is names that are 
sanctioned, not orthographies. In my opinion, the sanctioning authors should be under 
the same obligation as us lesser mortals to preserve the original basionym orthography, 
and their “typographical and orthographical errors” should be subject to correction 
(Art. 60.1). 
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(4) Proponents of “sanctioned spelling” need to explain why this putative principle 
is not uniformly applied. Many orthographies that Fries published in the sanctioning 
works are routinely corrected; e.g., Agaricus ‘cepastipes’, Hydnum ‘cinnabarrinum’, 
Polyporus ‘cinnabarrinus’, Sphaeria ‘cinnabarrina’, Bulgaria ‘inquians’, Dothidea 
‘nervisequia’, Polyporus varius var. ‘numularius’, Sclerotium ‘pustulla’, Peziza 
‘pustullata’, Hydnum ‘septemtrionale’, etc. What exactly is the distinction between a 
“sanctioned spelling” and a correctable error in the sanctioning works? 

PENN 80212: I should make it clear that my comments of 12 February 2008 refer only 
to epithet stems, not to incorrect terminations and inappropriate compounding forms 
(both subject to correction; Articles 32.7, 60.8). 

! DEMO 80422 [This was inadvertently omitted from the previous 
commentary]: In his Synopsis Fungorum (1801) which has been the starting 
point book for the nomenclature of GASTEROMYCETES until the Sydney 
Congress (1981), and now is the sanctioning book (ICBN Art.13), Persoon 
recognises two species for the northern hemisphere Pisolithus. One is named 
Scleroderma tinctorium, with reference to Micheli’s T.93, f.1, and the other S. 
arhizum, with reference to Lycoperdon arhizon (sic) Scop., Delic. Insubr. 1. P. 
40. 

Until Rauschert (1959) demonstrated that for homonymy reasons the name 
Pisolithus tinctorius (Pers.) Coker and Couch could not be used, this has 
probably been the most popular. In fact while the taxonomic literature has 
rapidly accepted the correct name Pisolithus arhizus, the community of 
mycorhiza researchers has frequently ignored it. Given the ecological and 
economical importance of the fungus, if conservation of species name had been 
available in 1959, one could have argued then for the conservation of P. 
tinctorius. With more than 40 years of correct usage by taxonomists it is now 
too late for such an action and the only thing to do is convince the mycorhiza 
workers to use correct nomenclature. This would also have a practical 
advantage insofar as by using P. arhizus authors show they are aware of 
nomenclatural actuality but hopefully also taxonomic actuality and only refer 
to the northern hemisphere taxon, while P. tinctorius has usually be used in a 
broad sense including every species of the genus. 

With the nomenclature of Pisolithus there is not only an unusual problem of 
homonymy, but also some orthographical problems. The original publication is 
to be cited “Lycoperdon arrizon Scop., Delic. Fl. Faun. Insubr. I: 40, tab. 
XVIII, 1786”. The sanctioning was however in the form “Scleroderma arhizum 
(Scop. : Pers.) Pers., Syn. Meth. Fung.: 152, 1801”. In the citation of the 
basionym, Persoon wrote Lycoperdon arhizon. It is probable that Persoon 
considered rho with spiritus asper could equivalently be transcribed rh or rr. 
He however overlooked that in compounding, when the first word element 
ends in alpha rr is the norm. The adjective arrizos existed in classical greek 
(Aristotle). The best transliteration would be arrhizos as in the homonym of 
Scopoli’s name Lycoperdon arrhizon Batsch, Elench. Fung. Continuatio prima: 
239, 1786 (a synonym of Bovista plumbea, the priority between those names is 
uncertain but without importance given the sanctioning of Scopoli’s name). 
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The other difference between Persoon’s and Scopoli’s spelling that of the 
termination comes from the fact greek adjectives in –os are generally 
transcribed in –us in latin. 

The most correct spelling would be Lycoperdon or Scleroderma arrhizum 
and indeed both Fries (1832) and Hollos (1904) automatically corrected 
Scopoli and Persoon variants to that spelling. 

In the application of the code one should first decide if any of those spelling 
is an orthographical error to be corrected under art. 60.1. My opinion is that 
even if some of those spellings are more correct than others none is a true 
orthographical error and all can be considered orthographic variants( in the 
code the transcription of the spititus asper by h is for example just a 
recommendation, 60A/.2). 

This means that without sanctioning one would have to write Pisolithus 
arrizos. Sanctioned names are however treated as if conserved (art.15.1) and 
the spelling used by the sanctioning author should thus be retained. This is not 
explicit in the code but is part of the logic of sanctioning which aims at using a 
1753 starting point without disturbing the nomenclature of names which were 
part of the former starting point books. The jurisprudence of the Special 
committee for Fungi has indeed been to consider orthography is sanctioned. 
An explicit statement in the code or at least an example would however be good 
and I will propose it for the next edition.  

The correct citation for the northern hemisphere Pisolithus is thus 
Pisolithus arhizus (Scop. : Pers.)Rauschert. 

! PENN 90527: I would like more clarity and precision in the wording of the 
proposition; the current wording is sufficiently loose/ambiguous for me to be 
unsure how to represent my opinion with Yes/No vote. 

! NORV 90527: I agree with Shaun and apologize for the ambiguous choice 
offered to the Committee. [Ballot 2009-1 offered the choice: The sanctioned 
spelling of a name containing the element ‘rhiz’ is recommended over a more 
common or botanical spelling.]. I was somewhat unsure of how to word the 
discussion on the ballot and invite Paul to send in a clearly rewritten sentence 
to be considered on our fall ballot. Should, for instance, we recommend that 
the spelling ‘rhiz’ be regarded as preferred (and thus warranting correction) 
over the other alternative spellings of the element meaning ‘root’, regardless of 
the spelling proposed by the original author of a taxon?  

! PRIN 90603: I don’t really understand the meaning of the recommendation 
as it appears on the ballot. What is a sanctioned spelling (spelling of a 
sanctioned name, original spelling?), what is a botanical spelling 
(grammatically correct spelling?)? Could this be re-worded to make it more 
clear for me how to cast my vote? 

ORTHOGRAPHY RECOMMENDATION 2 — [TO BE REMOVED FROM FUTURE 

COMMENTARIES] 
Should ‘graphideorum’ be corrected to ‘graphidearum’? [No!] 

SECRETARY NOTE (90706): Chair Demoulin has reminded me that this discussion 
became moot on February 15, 2008, in an Email message by John McNeill. 
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The matter was dispensed with in our formal CF Report 14 in the sentence 
after Prop. 1719: 

 “In discussion it was suggested that ‘graphideorum’ was derived from 
Graphideae and should, therefore, be corrected to ‘graphidearum’. The 
specific epithet is, in fact, derived from Nylander’s tribal name Graphidei, 
making Nylander’s original ‘graphideorum’ linguistically correct, and to be 
maintained under Art. 60.1. [Although names of tribes must now have the 
feminine plural ending -eae, Nylander consciously used the masculine ending 
-ei, to agree with the gender of Lichen, as Fries did to agree with the gender of 
Fungus.” 

Unfortunately a hard drive crash in late 2008 resulted in my losing the 
version of the Commentary where I indicated that the discussion below be 
removed from our Commentary. I include this here only so that Christian’s 
correct summary statement can be read. This will disappear from our list. I 
apologize for any confusion this may have caused. 

BACKGROUND & GUEST COMMENTS ON THE SPELLING OF ‘GRAPHIDEORUM’:  

BACKGROUND: On our last ballot, 88% of the Committee voted to recommend PROP. 1719, 
to conserve the name Spilomium graphideorum with a conserved type to safeguard the 
current usage of the generic names Lecanographa and Milospium (Fungi) as proposed 
by David L. Hawksworth in TAXON 55(2): 528-529, 2006. The only discussion points 
raised regarded the spelling of ‘graphideorum.’ Our recommendation to support 
conservation was included in Report 14, but there is continued controversy 
surrounding the spelling issue. That discussion continues below. 

John McNeill (Edinburgh, Royal Botanic Gardens) 80207: If the spelling 
graphideorum is incorrect, it can just be changed editorially — either by adding a few 
words even before this paper gets to proof stage - or when the Code Appendices are 
being updated. I suppose it might also be derived from Graphis in the plural, which I 
see is feminine, so the correction may indeed be appropriate, but Nylander's original 
publication would need to be checked The alternative is to hold back the 
recommendation, which hardly seems necessary. As I see that only "graphideorum" 
appears in, for example, Index Fungorum, there needs to be some clearer (i.e. Code 
based) argument for changing it. What does your orthography expert (Vincent) think? 

COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON THE SPELLING OF ‘GRAPHIDEORUM’:  

GAMS 70410: although all the literature concerned speaks of graphideorum, I strongly 
recommend to take the opportunity of this conservation to correct the epithet 
linguistically to graphidearum, the genitive plural of Graphideae, to which the name 
obviously refers. 

REDH 80104: Although we voted to approve this, Walter Gams raised the issue of 
orthography (graphideorum vs. graphidearum). Does the proposer, David 
Hawksworth agree with Walter’s suggestion? Does the CF agree then to make this 
change? If both Walter and David agree, I suggest we put forward the ‘correction’. 

HAWK 80210: I suspect Nylander was much better at Latin than any of us and knew 
precisely what he was doing using "graphideorum" as it was used in many publications 
so was deliberate and no spelling error. To make the change to "graphidearum" to me 
is a totally unnecessary obfuscation which could only serve to add confusion for those 
who look for the familiar spelling in database searches. I would rather take the 
opportunity to also conserve the spelling "graphideorum" even if viewed as incorrect by 
some 21st century Latin "scholars". To change this seems to be a change in no-ones' 
interest apart from satisfying a pedant or two and so me me the case falls. 
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The sooner we get away from the idea that scientific names are at all linked with 
Latin and realize that they are just collections of letters that are labels like numerical 
codes the better! 

NORV 80210: We cannot assume that just because Nylander was consistent, he made no 
spelling errors. 

DEMO 80210: I certainly disagree on the idea our nomenclature should not be Latin but 
can agree on the conservation of an incorrect orthography. Could somebody fax me the 
protologue to make myself an opinion on what Nylander might have had in mind? I 
however have doubts that graphideorum could be correct. If it is supposed to be the 
genitive plural of Graphis (a classical Greek word passed into latine) it should rather be 
Graphidum, which is so far away from graphideorum that conservation would be the 
best thing. 

PENN 80212: The suggested change from ‘graphideorum’ to ‘graphidearum’ appears, at 
first glance, to be an unexceptional Article 32.7 correction to a termination of incorrect 
gender. However, this very much begs the question: What was Nylander’s stated 
etymology? Until someone enlightens us about the contents of the protologue, we are 
speculating about Nylander’s intentions and cannot reach an informed decision. If 
Nylander’s etymology clearly indicates a feminine epithet, the correction to 
‘graphidearum’ should be accepted. However, if Nylander did not publish an 
etymology, or if his etymology is ambiguous, the original orthography ‘graphideorum’ 
should be retained. 

! PRIN 90603: I do not support the proposal to change the epithet 
“graphideorum” to “graphidearum”. The epithet does not refer to Graphis but 
to the “tribe Graphidei”. According to modern rules, this is not the correct 
ending for a tribe, but tribe and family names such as Graphidei, Lecidei, 
Parmeliacei, Roccellei, etc. were used by many 19th century authors, among 
them Colenso, Crombie, Darbishire, Leighton, Nylander, Tuckerman. 

GENERAL REMARKS — 

ARTICLE 59 
The Special Committee on Names for Pleomorphic Fungi (Chair Rossman, 

Secretary Redhead, and members Bischoff, Gams, Grgurinovic, Hawksworth, 
Hosoya, Kirk, Sampaio, Seifert, Spiegel & Wingfield) has been formed. 
Members are instructed to evaluate the impact of modifications (or elimination 
of) Art. 59, and forward recommendations to the Nomenclature Committee 
for Fungi and General Committee for further input before presentation to the 
Nomenclature Section at the 18th Botanical Congress in Melbourne.  

REDH 81103 (7th circular cover letter) and 81105 (7th circular): During 2007 Cheryl 
Grgurinovic & Tsuyoshi Hosoya resigned, to be replaced by Pedro Crous and Jack 
Simpson, with current membership remaining at 12. 

12 votes were returned for the special ballot held prior to the 2007 MSA Baton 
Rouge meeting with 21 % voting to return to the St. Louis Code version of Art. 59 
(before epitypification by a teleomorph), 16.5% to delete Art. 59, and 62.5% to modify 
Art. 59. Hawksworth later polled MSA and two other meetings, where most returning 
votes preferred that mycologists work toward a unified nomenclature.  

Work continues within the committee regarding status and modification of Art. 59. 
Please contact Scott Redhead for additional information. 

NOTE: Prop. 1854, proposal to conserve the name Teesdalia (Cruciferae). 
Proposed by Al-Shehbaz & Warwick. TAXON 57: 1357-1358, by 
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REDH 90428: It should be noted that this proposal to conserve a vascular plant name 
results from an unanticipated consequence of sanctioning of the fungal name Guepinia 
Fr. : Fr. (Syst. Orb. Veg. 1: 92. 1825 : Elench. Fung. 2: 30. 1828), which made Guepinia 
Bastard (Suppl. Essai Fl. Dépt. Maine-et-Loire 35. ante 31 Jul 1812) unavailable but did 
not prevent Teesdalia W.T. Aiton, Hortus Kew., ed. 2., 4: 83. Dec 1812 from becoming 
illegitimate. A note from our committee that the Committee for Vascular Plants has our 
sympathy and support on this proposal may be appropriate. 


