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The previous report of this committee (Report 13, by
former Secretary, Walter Gams) appeared in "#$% 54:
828-831.2005. Those voting on one or more ballots covered
by this report were J.L. Crane (Urbana-Champaign IL), V.
Demoulin (Liege), W. Gams (Utrecht), D.L. Hawksworth
(Madrid), T. Iturriaga (Caracas), PM. Kirk (Egham), P.-G.
Liu (Kunming), T. May (Melbourne), J. Melot (Reykjavik),
L.L. Norvell (Portland OR), S.R. Pennycook (Auckland),
C. Printzen (Frankfurt), S.A. Redhead (Ottawa), S. Ryman
(Uppsala), G.J. Samuels (Beltsville MD), H.J. Sipman (Ber-
lin), and D. Triebel (Miinchen). The resignations of Gary
Samuels (December 2006), Harrie Sipman (May 2007), and
Walter Gams (September 2007) have reduced committee
membership from a post-Congress high of 17 to the current
14. A minimum of 11 (of 17 members total) or 10 (of 16) votes
were required for this committee to recommend a proposal
for conservation or rejection of a name.

Results are reported for three separate ballots. Special
ballots 1 (on Prop. 1078, returned 23 August 2005) and 2 (on
Prop. 1496, returned 15 December 2006) concerned unfinished
business referred by the General Committee. The results of
the third ballot (on 16 conservation proposals, returned 1 May
2007) were withheld until the present time as a courtesy to
one member who requested additional time for consideration.
Outcomes are reported as yes: no: more discussion : abstain.

Proposals published in Taxon to conserve or reject

names

(1078) Conserve the name &™"()(" Rchb. with a con-
served type against &"'()(*" Schltdl. (proposed by Jergensen
& Santesson in Taxon 42: 884. 1993). Votes — 0:11:0:6
(61% recommend that conservation is unnecessary).

There were two sets of results on the Prop. 1078 vote
reported in Taxon 45: 310. 1996: one showing a 10-vote ma-
jority for &"()(" and &"()(*" not being confusable and
the other with an 8-vote majority for superfluity of the pro-
posal. The General Committee did not recognize the latter
vote as sufficient (Taxon 48: 374. 1999), noting that a 9-vote
minimum was needed to obtain the required 60% major-
ity. After the GC Secretary alerted the committee to the
still-unresolved situation at the Vienna Congress, former
Secretary Gams sent out a special ballot asking the then
17 members whether they considered conservation of the
name &"'()(" with a conserved type unnecessary. All eleven
members who replied voted in the affirmative, agreeing that
conservation of &"'()(" was not needed. This establishes a
no vote on the proposal.

(1486) Conserve the name +$,(*%'- Pers. (."-*/*$012
3%$4) with a conserved type (proposed by Jergensen & al. in
Taxon 50: 909-910. 2001). Votes — 2:11:0:4 (65% no).

Prior to the Vienna Congress, Committee for Fungi Re-
port 12 (Taxon 54: 520-522. 2005) reported the above con-
troversial proposal as “not recommended” following lengthy
debate regarding the type of the well-known agaric generic
name, +$,(*%'-. Proposal 1486 was a counter-proposal to
Prop. 1474 (Taxon 50: 275. 2001), which sought to [a] reject
5-)66*$,7$("or [b] conserve +$,(*%$,-*- against 5-)66*$2
,7$(" (both with 89"(*3'-:"4("0)%4"(*'- as type). Although
only 47% (6:7:1:1) voted to reject Prop. 1486, it was not
illogical for CF Secretary Gams to recommend rejection
of Prop. 1486 based on 60% (9:3:2:1) support for recom-
mendation of Prop. 1474b.

Noting that the vote on Prop. 1486 had not reached even
a simple majority, the General Committee referred the pro-
posal back to the Committee for Fungi (Taxon 55: 799. 2006).
All 17 committee members returned the 24 November 2006
special ballot, with 65% voting not to recommend conserva-
tion of +$,(*%'- with +;:"4("0)%4"(*'- as type.

(1708) Conserve the name 5)()%%*,$(*"against 5712
-*-$("- with a conserved type (."-*/*$013$4" ) (proposed
by Decock & Stalpers in Taxon 55: 227. 2006). Votes —
14:1:0:1 (88% recommend).

The authors noted the need for conservation of 5)()%2
%*,$(*"on discovering that the former lectotype, 5$61,$('-:
'%*4'- Pers., was neither conspecific nor congeneric with
.$6)4'-:0)/'66"2,"%*- Jacq., and that the current well-known
concept of 5)()%%*,$(*"did not include the actual type of the
generic name. The committee recommends conservation of
the widely established name 5)()%%*,$(*"against the avail-
able but not currently used 571-*-,$("- Chev., but asks that
the authority of 5)()%%*,$(*":0)/'66"2,"%*-—cited by the
proposers incorrectly as (Jacq.: Fr.) Murrill—be corrected
to (Jacq.: Fr.) Donk.

(1709) Conserve the name +7($$9%0,7'- against
("%*)66'6" (<$0,7*/*"3)") ,:89"(*3"6)-,:."-*/*$013$4")
(proposed by Aime & Miller in Taxon 55: 228. 2006). Votes
—16:0:0:0 (100% recommend).

+7($$9%$0,7'- is a well-known name for a common,
widely collected agaricoid genus of 5*%'--associated mush-
rooms, containing approximately 15 taxa, that sequence data
imply is congeneric with .("'%*)66'6", an earlier named,
little known genus of secotioid mushrooms most recently
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treated with two accepted species. The committee unani-
mously recommends conservation of +7($$9%$0,7'- over
.("'%*)66'6";

(1719) Conserve the name A,*6$0*'0:9(",7*/)$('0
with a conserved type to safeguard the current usage of the
generic names &)3"%$9(",7" and @*6%-,*'0 (M'%9¥ (pro-
posed by Hawksworth in Taxon 55: 528-529. 2006). Votes
—14:0:0:2 (88% recommend).

A well-written proposal that clarifies the Byzantine no-
menclatural history behind @*6$-,*'0:9(",7*/)$('0  (Nyl.)
D. Hawksw. and supports designation of a type based on the
lichenicolous hyphomycete. The committee recommends
conservation of the name to provide stability.

In discussion it was suggested that “9(",7*/)$('0  ” was
derived from <(",7*/)")  and should, therefore, be corrected to
“9(",7*/)"('0 . The specific epithet is, in fact, derived from
Nylander’s tribal name <(",7*/)* , making Nylander’s original
“9(",7*))$('0  ” linguistically correct, and to be maintained
under Art. 60.1. [Although names of tribes must now have the
feminine plural ending 2)"), Nylander consciously used the
masculine ending 2)* to agree with the gender of &*37)%as
Fries did to agree with the gender of M'%9'-]

(1730) Conserve the name A4(*9'6":-37*N$-,$(4gainst

A;: 9*00)($-(8-3$013%4"P: 51()%'6"6)-P: A4(*9'6"3)")

(proposed by Liicking in Taxon 55: 801. 2006). Votes —
14:1:0:1 (88% recommend).

The authors offer excellent arguments for conserving
the widely accepted A4(*9'6":-37*N$-,$(With a quality type
over an obscure name with a depauperate type. In the ab-
sence of any argument to the contrary, the committee readily
voted to recommend conservation of the later name.

(1731) Conserve the name &*37)%$37$(4gainst 5"(2
"6")-4"/*" (proposed by Hoffmann & al. in Taxon 55: 802.
2006). Votes — 14:0:0:2 (88% recommend).

The authors satisfactorily explained their reasons for
conserving a 17-year old name for a genus with 25 recog-
nized species over 5"("6")-4"/*" , a rarely used name first
proposed in 1921. No arguments were raised against the
proposal and the committee readily agreed to recommend
conservation of the more widely used &*37)%$373(";

(1733) Conserve the teleomorph name +7(1-$01#":
)0,)4(* against the anamorph homonym +7(1-$01#":)02
)A4(* (proposed by Crane in Taxon 55: 804. 2006). Votes
—11:2:2:1 (69% recommend).

(1734) Conserve the teleomorph name +7(1-$01#":,*,2
)(*"%" against the anamorph homonym +7(1-$01#": *,2
)(*"%" (proposed by Crane in Taxon 55: 804-805. 2006).
Votes — 11:2:2:1 (69% recommend).

(1735) Conserve the teleomorph name +7(1-$01#":
6)/*3$6"against the anamorph homonym +7(1-$01#":6)/*2
3%$6"(proposed by Crane in Taxon 55: 805. 2006). Votes —
10:2:3:1 (63% recommend).
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These three linked proposals were recommended by
63%—69% majorities on the May ballot. Time for further input
was granted in response to the votes for additional discussion
and in consideration of on-going controversy surrounding Ar-
ticle 59 (currently being evaluated by the Special Committee
for Names of Pleomorphic Fungi). With the time for comment
ended and with only one comment (supporting the proposals)
received during the past 9 months, all three conservations are
now recorded as recommended by the Committee.

(1738) Conserve the name 5$(*":3$3%-against Q")/"6)":
V#4)%-"(."-*/*$013%4" ) (proposed by Redhead & Ginns
in Taxon 55: 1027-1028. 2006). Votes — 15:0:0:1 (94%
recommend).

The Committee in general agreed that the nomenclatural
confusion surrounding dual nomenclatures running in paral-
lel—the correct one using “)#4)%-" and the popular one
using “3$3$” needed resolution, although those who com-
mented were less than enthusiastic about “bowing” to popular
opinion. The proposal received an 88% recommendation on
the May 1 ballot, with extra time for deliberation requested
by the Chair, who subsequently sent in a vote in support.
Conservation of 5$(*":3$3$-is accordingly recommended.

(1740) Conserve the name 89"(*3'-:6),*/)'-  against
8;:-'==('4)-3)%-(."-*/*$013%4" ) (proposed by Redhead &
al. in Taxon 55: 1030-1032. 2006). Votes — 16:0:0:0 (100%
recommend).

When Fries proposed 8;:6),*/)'- , the basionym of the
widespread and well-known “train-wrecker” (now >)$6)%4*2
%'-:6),*/)'- ), he regarded the older named 8;:-'==('4)-3)%-
as a distinct species. Most modern mycologists, however,
treat the lesser-known “-'==('4)-3)%? as a synonym of
“6),*/)'- ”; This situation continues to the present day even
though May & Wood (1995) treated “6),*/)'- ™ as a synonym
of their new combination, >)$6)%4*%'-:-'==('4)-3)%t the
time correctly following the Sydney Code (1983). This con-
fusing nomenclatural situation has been exacerbated by the
fact that some authorities list the two names as synonyms
while others continue to treat them as independent species.

Redhead, Ginns & May noted, “Adoption of >;:-'==('4)2
-3)%e-is also historically unusual in that its basionym is not
the oldest validly published name, but enjoys a special status
because of a series of unanticipated repercussions of changes
to the Code otherwise designed to stabilize nomenclature.”

Normally when there are two competing, sanctioned
names, the older should be chosen (Art. 15, Note 1). The
committee voted unanimously instead to recommend con-
servation of the fungus in question under the well-known
“6),*/)'- ” epithet.

(1741) Conserve the name 56)'($4'-:R",$%*3'- against
89"(*3'-:9"),*%**=$(0*- (“9"),*%*=$(0*2’) and 56)'($4'-:
7"(0"%/** (."-*/*$013%4" ) (proposed by Redhead & Neda
in Taxon 55: 1032-1033. 2006). Votes — 15:0:1:0 (94%
recommend).

The committee readily voted to recommend conserva-
tion of the well-known and widely used 56)'($4'-:R",$%*3'-
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over two obscure earlier synonyms. The first element of
“9"),*%**=$(0*? is derived from the generic name <'),*%*" |
and so the original spelling “9"),*%**=$(0*” is correct under
Art. 60.8 with Rec. 60G1.(a). The spelling ‘9'),*%*=$(0* in
the proposal was an error.

(1743) Conserve the name S19($,7$("-:7'/-$%*"%'-
against T%/$3"(,$%:B*(*/and >$(0"%/*%":/"B*/*- (lichen-
ized ."-*/*$013%$4") (proposed by Redhead & Jorgensen
in Taxon 55: 1036-1037. 2006). Votes — 14:1:1:0 (88%
recommend).

This proposal completes unfinished business from the St.
Louis Congress. A widely used name for one of the three most
common agaricoid basidiolichens in the northern hemisphere
also known as DO, 7"6*%":7'/-$%*"%"and &*37)%$0,7"6*":
7'1-$%*"%"is nomenclaturally threatened by two earlier but
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obscure names based on sterile thalli. The committee voted to
recommend conservation of S19($,7$(-:7'/-$%*"%'- over
T%/$3"(,$%:B*(*/and >$(0"%/*%":/"B*/*-.

(1744) Conserve the name &*37)%:7"9)%{&)3"%$(":
7"9)%*f with a conserved type (lichenized 8-3$013%4)
(proposed by Sliwa & Hawksworth in Taxon 55: 1038-1039.
2006). Votes — 14:1:0:1 (88% recommend).

The authors of Prop. 1744, which seeks to conserve the
current name of a widespread taxon, wisely selected a type
with samples already distributed in an exsiccatum to “pre-
serve the current usage of the name &;:7"9)%**and “avoid
the nomenclatural confusion that adoption of the name &;:
'00(*%" would cause”. The Committee agreed with the
persuasive arguments, voting to recommend “7"9)%** for
conservation over ““00(*%"".
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Niels Klazenga
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The previous report of this committee appeared in
Taxon:54: 525-526. 2005. In June 2007 Gea Zijlstra retired
as Secretary, a role she had fulfilled for more than twenty
years. This role was taken over by Niels Klazenga. At the
end of 2007 Ray Stotler and Gea Zijlstra, valued members
of the committee since the Leningrad Congress in 1975 and
since 1984 respectively, retired from the committee.

The committee voted on one proposal on which no con-
clusion could be reached before the Vienna Congress and
on three new proposals. Votes were taken in one final ballot
in the second half of 2007. Members that voted in this bal-
lot were: W.R. Buck (New York), D. Glenny (Christchurch,
New Zealand), L. Hedends (Stockholm), P. Isoviita (Helsinki,
chair), N. Klazenga (Melbourne, secretary), M. von Konrat
(Chicago), R.E. Magill (St Louis), J. van Rooy (Pretoria),
R.E. Stotler (Carbondale, IL), B.C. Tan (Singapore), J. Vaia
(Prague), R.-L. Zhu (Shanghai) and G. Zijlstra (Utrecht).
Votes are recorded in the order accept : reject : abstention.

(1666) Conserve 5-)'/$3($--*/*'0:()B$6'4'0  (Schrad.
ex Brid.) R.H. Zander with a conserved type [@'-3*]
(proposed by M.J. Cano in Taxon 54: 189-190. 2005).
Votes: 13:0:0 (recommended but with ."(O'6": ()B$6'4"
Brid. conserved instead).

5-)'/$3($--*/*'0:()B$6'4'0  (Brid.) R.H. Zander and
5; 7$(%-37'37*'%'0(Schultz) R.H. Zander, are two com-
mon and distinct species, whose identity has never been
questioned. ."(0'6":()B$6'4" Brid. was not typified from
the beginning and all original material tracked down by the
author of the proposal was found to be referable to 5;:7$(%2

-37'37*"%'0. Hence the proposal to conserve 5;:()B$6'4"
with a conserved type, in order to preserve current usage of
the names 5;:()B$6'4'0 and 5;:7$(%-37'37*"%'0

First, the committee concluded that it is the basionym,
"(0'6":()B$6'4", that requires conservation, then in App.
IV the later combination can be listed in italics with a cross-
reference. The proposer agreed with this amendment to the
proposal. Then, the committee ascertained whether ."(O'6":
()B$6'4"was validly published. ."(O'6":()B$6'4" was pub-
lished by Bridel (J. Bot. (Schrader) 1800(1): 299. 1801) as
“"(0'6":()'$6'4" Schraderi”, without description. The com-
mittee established that “Schraderi” constitutes a reference
under Art. 32.6 to a pre-Hedwigian description by Schrader
(Syst. Samml. Krypt. Gew. 1: 12—-13. 1796) of 1$(4'6":()B$2
6'4", and therefore that .;:()B$6'4" was validly published
under Art. 32.1(d). The committee further concluded that
the authorship must be cited as “Brid.” and not “Schrad.
ex Brid.”, as “Schraderi” is a reference to Schrader’s use of
“Tortula revoluta” and hence not ascription under Art. 46.3
(analogous to Ex. 18). As Schrader did not actually publish
“Barbula revoluta”, also under Art. 46.6 the inclusion of
“Schrad. ex” in the author citation is not admissible.

As ."(0'6" ()B$6'4"was validly published by refer-
ence to a description by Schrader, the author of the proposal
looked for original material among the Schrader exsiccata
(there is no illustration in Schrader’s book). As we are deal-
ing with a group with a starting date later than 1 May 1753,
it was not immediately clear whether this procedure is valid
under Art. 7.7, but since there is not any “indication or de-
scriptive and other matter” in Bridel’s validating publication,
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