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Summary. Identity of five poorly known SW Asian mustard species is revised. One, Aethionema bourgaei, is
proven not to be conspecific with Noccaea oppositifolia and recognized as N. bourgaei, comb. nova. Other four are
newly found to be synonymous with what follows them in parentheses: Noccidium tuberculatum (N. hastulatum),
Thlaspi inhumile and Th. maassoumii (Noccaea trinervia), and Th. kochianum (Th. huetii). Comments on the type
material or typification of some of the discussed taxa are provided where appropriate.

O BUI0BOIT cAMOCTOATEIHHOCTH HEKOTOPBIX YHAEMUYHBIX
ro-3anajaHoasnarckux kpecrousetHoix (Cruciferae). I. Thlaspi s. 1.

. A. Tepman 2

! Kagheopa 6uopasznoobpaszus u cucmemamuru pacmenutl, Llenmp uccredosanuii opeanuzmos, I eildenvbepeckuil ynusepcumen,
Hotienxaiimep @envo, 345, e. letioenvoepe, D-69120, ' epmanusa
2 FOxcno-Cubupcruti bomanuyeckuti cad, Aimatickuil 20cy0apcmeenmviil yHusepcument,
np. Jlenuna, 61, e. bapuayn, 656049, Poccus

Knroueswie cnosa: Brassicaceae, Coluteocarpeae, Noccaea, Noccidium, Thlaspideae, ipan, peikue BUIIbI, CAHOHHMBEI,
cucremaruka, Typuus.

Annomayusn. TlpoaHaau3npoBaHa caMOCTOSTEIBHOCTD TATH BUIOB KPECTOLBETHBIX, YE€ThIPE U3 KOTOPBIX, 10 Ha-
CTOSIILIETO MOMEHTA CUMTABILHECS JTOKATbHBIMU FOT0-3aMaIHOa3uaTCKIMH YHAEMHUKAMH, TIPEITIOKEHO PaCCMATPUBATh
B COCTaBE COOTBETCTBYIOIMX TaKCOHOB, YKa3aHHBIX IIOCIIE KaKIAOTO M3 HUX B cKoOkax: Noccidium tuberculatum
(N. hastulatum), Thlaspi inhumile w Th. maassoumii (Noccaea trinervia), Th. kochianum (Th. huetii). HanpoTus,
Aethionema bourgaei, 101TO€ BpeMsl YUCIUBILHNACS CPeIN CHHOHUMOB Noccaea oppositifolia, XOpouo oTIHYaeTcs
OT MOCJIEAHEr0 U BOCCTAHOBIICH 10/ Ha3BaHueM N. bourgaei, comb. nova. [IprBeieHbl KPUTHYECKHE 3aMEUaHUsI OT-
HOCHUTEITLHO THIIOBOTO MaTepuasa JIH00 THIH(HUKAIIMH HEKOTOPBIX M3 PACCMOTPEHHBIX Ha3BaHMI.

Endemic species sufficiently contribute to biodi-
versity and, being especially threatened due to their
limited distribution and often stenotopy, require ac-
curate assessment of their status in order to increase
the efficiency of nature protection worldwide. From
theoretical viewpoint, patterns of neo- or palaeo-
endemism are helpful for understanding the details

and driving forces of biota evolution and other bio-
diversity-related phenomena. However, it is not un-
common that information on the endemic species is
scarce and/or outdated and this decreases the quality
of knowledge on particular taxonomic groups and
relevant regional floras, also hampering adequate
practical biodiversity protection measures. Note-
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worthy, while with additional data becoming avail-
able, many poorly-known endemics prove to be dis-
tinct, “true” species, it is not rare that others turn
out to represent at best slightly unusual specimens
of previously discovered and often more widely dis-
tributed ones. Therefore, checking the taxonomic
status of such understudied entities is apparently a
useful task.

In the course of ongoing studies on the project
BrassiBase, it became possible to revise the identity
of some little-known Cruciferae species predomi-
nantly described from and known as local endemics
of certain regions of South-West Asia. Considerable
percent of them turned out to belong to the tribes
Coluteocarpeae V. 1. Dorof. and Thlaspideae DC.
representing the taxa of traditionally circumscribed
Thilaspi L. s. 1. Based on this common ground, they
are assembled together and included into the present
communication, the first of presumably two.

The basis for the study was herbarium specimens
deposited at B, JE, LE, and W; high-quality digital
images available via the Global Plants portal (http://
plants.jstor.org); and photos kindly provided by col-
leagues. For one taxon, no material was found and
its identity could only be established based on the
interpretation of original description. As a result,
four out of five revised species are found conspecific
with other, much more broadly distributed members
of SW Asian Cruciferae. Use of an inadequate mate-
rial (e. g., a single and poor specimen or gathering),
overemphasizing the value of certain characters, and
sometimes failure of finding the proper relationship
are the main reasons of description of these taxa. On
the other hand, in view of the fact that many groups
of mustards are taxonomically problematic in which
morphological discrimination of species is very dif-
ficult [and Thlaspi s. 1. is just the case], it can be
admitted that some solutions presented in this com-
munication might not be final, e. g., with respect to
the status of Aethionema bourgaei Boiss., the single
taxon restored here at the rank of distinct species
from long-accepted synonymy. In any case, it seems
reasonable to provide new considerations on the dis-
cussed taxa rather than keep treating them as either
enigmatic narrow endemics of uncertain taxonomic
and conservation status or synonyms of what they
definitely not conspecific with.

All newly synonymized names were already in-
cluded as such into the recently released “Brassi-
Base checklist version 1.0 (issued August 1, 2017)
[http://brassibase.cos.uni-heidelberg.de/?action
=tax; downloadable for registered users] but without
any comments and evidences which are provided
herein.

1. Coluteocarpeae: Noccaea and Noccidium

1a. Noccaea

Noccaea bourgaei (Boiss.) D. A. German, comb.
nov. = Aethionema bourgaei Boiss., 1867, F1. Or. 1:
344.

Syntypes:  “[Turkey C2  Mugla/Antalya:]
Plantae Lyciae. Mt. Ak-Dagh. Région alpine su-
périeur dans les pierrailles. 5 Juillet 1860. E.
Bourgeau” (P 00428103 [http://plants.jstor.org/
stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.specimen.p00428103],
P 01817608 [http://plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/
10.5555/al.ap.specimen.p01817608]).

Among all critical taxa considered in this com-
munication, Ae. bourgaei is the only one which has
been synonymized previously, but that synonymy
cannot be retained and needs to be corrected. Hedge
(Davis et al., 1965; Hedge, 1965) broadly circum-
scribed Ae. oppositifolium (Pers.) Hedge to include
both Ae. rubescens Boiss. [currently Noccaea rube-
scens (Boiss.) F. K. Mey.] and 4e. bourgaei as syn-
onyms. Meyer (1973, 2006) disagreed with regards
to Ae. rubescens, transferred by him to Noccaea
Moench, and this viewpoint gradually became dom-
inating (Greuter, Burdet in Greuter, Raus, 1983 [as
Thlaspi rubescens (Boiss.) Greuter et Burdet]; Mar-
hold, 2011; Al-Shehbaz, 2014) though Hedge’s con-
cept can still be found in rather recent sources (e. g.,
Ertugrul, 2012; The Plant List, 2013). Unlike Ae. ru-
bescens, Ae. bourgaei was not revised by Meyer and
it is still found exclusively among the synonyms of
Ae. oppositifolium [nowadays Noccaea oppositifolia
(Pers.) Al-Shehbaz et Menke] (Zohary et al., 1980;
Greuter et al., 1986; Warwick et al., 2006; Marhold,
2011; Ertugrul, 2012; Tropicos.org; etc.). However,
Ae. bourgaei has also to be excluded from synony-
my of N. oppositifolia because, unlike the latter spe-
cies, it apparently does not form dense mats and has
bright-green [badly dried specimens disregarding]
(vs. grayish-green) leaves of “normal” (vs. rigid)
texture and obscure (vs. prominent) venation, those
of vegetative shoots and lowermost cauline ones at-
tenuate into a narrow petiole (vs. all sessile) and not
persistent (vs. persistent and becoming dark) upon
withering. Hence, despite a superficial resemblance,
Ae. bourgaei is clearly distinct from N. oppositifolia
and differs from the latter by the same characters as
N. rubescens. Therefore, it should be compared with
N. rubescens and its closest relative, N. sintenisii
(Hausskn. ex Bornm.) F. K. Mey. [Thlaspi sintenisii
Hausskn. ex Bornm.] with both of which it looks ex-
tremely alike. Similarity to Ae. rubescens was men-
tioned yet in the protologue of Ae. bourgaei where it
was distinguished solely by opposite [stem] leaves
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vs. alternate in the prior species (Boissier, 1867:
344). In fact, the character of leaf arrangement can-
not be taken with full reliance since original materi-
al of Ae. bourgaei includes plants with both opposite
and alternate leaves on flowering/fruiting stems and
some individuals combine both states. Furthermore,
according to the recently published key (Al-Sheh-
baz, 2014), Ae. bourgaei can be only determined
as N. rubescens due to short (to 0.7 mm) styles and
relatively broad silicles (to 3.8 mm vs. to 3.0 men-
tioned for in N. sintenisii [although this character
seems to be badly reliable since in some syntypes
of the latter species the silicles are also almost 4 mm
wide]). On the other hand, N. rubescens [incl. Thlas-
pi crassum P. H. Davis] is only known thus far from
the eastern part of Central Taurus (Davis, 1988;
Parolly, 1995; Meyer, 2006) and the plants of Ae.
bourgaei are somewhat more elegant and possess
in general narrower (predominantly narrowly ovate
to rhomboid-obovate vs. ovate or obovate in N. ru-
bescens), minutely and obtusely (vs. more promi-
nently and acutely to obtusely) auriculate or even
partly non-auriculate stem leaves, and in this respect
they resemble N. sintenisii in which, besides, middle
stem leaves are also sometimes opposite (not so in
N. rubescens). Furthermore, N. sintenisii is the only
species out of the discussed two which is reported
for Ae. bourgaei area. It was long know as a rare
plant endemic to the north-eastern part of Turkey
(Bornmiiller, 1936; Hedge, 1965; Meyer, 2006) un-
til several gatherings from Western and westernmost
Central Taurus including Lycian Akdag [the type lo-
cality of Ae. bourgaei] were assigned to this species
(Parolly, 1995; Parolly, Eren, 2006). Relevant speci-
mens (B!) indeed remind N. sintenisii though they
are characterized by generally slightly shorter styles
(0.8-1.1 vs. (0.8)1.2-2.1 mm in plants from locus
classicus). Unfortunately, collection from Akdag
(Ddoring et al., No. 6217 — B 10 0274435!) consists
of plants with first flowers only and style length can-
not be checked, but in the gathering from Davraz
Dag1 (Eren & Parolly, No. 7646 — B 10 0208568!)
among numerous medium-length-styled plants there
is one with all styles being just 0.4-0.5 mm, i. e.
corresponding both Ae. bourgaei and N. rubescens
but not N. sintenisii. Thus, Ae. bourgaei (and in gen-
eral collections from Western/westernmost Central
Taurus) appears somewhat intermediate between
the two discussed Noccaea species and with such
uncertain picture at hand it is uneasy to make sound
conclusion regarding its status. Therefore, it is only
excluded from synonymy of evidently neither con-
specific nor closely related N. oppositifolia and kept

as a separate species at least until more material and
desirably molecular phylogenetic information is
available in order to re-evaluate diagnostic charac-
ters and properly maintain its relationship and status
with regards to N. rubescens and N. sintenisii.

Noccaea trinervia (DC.) Steud., 1841, Nomencl.
Bot., ed. 2, 2: 197. = Hutchinsia trinervia DC.,
1821, Reg. Veg. Syst. Nat. 2: 387. = [beridella tri-
nervia (DC.) Boiss., 1842, Ann. Sci. Nat., Bot. Sér.
2, 17: 188. = Aethionema trinervium (DC.) Boiss.,
1867, Fl. Or. 1: 342. = Eunomia trinervia (DC.)
Prantl, 1891, Nat. Pflanzenfam. 3(2): 165. = Thlaspi
trinervium (DC.) Mozaff., 1996, Iranian J. Bot. 7:
139. = Vania trinervia (DC.) Khosravi et al., 2009,
Ann. Missouri Bot. Gard. 96(4): 570, comb. illeg.

Lectotype (Khosravi et al., 2009b: 570): “[Iran.
Alwand Kuh:] Mont Elwind. [Olivier et Bruguiére],
[ex] herb. Olivier [obtained in] 1822” (G-DC: G
00131229! [http://plants.jstor.org/stable/view-
er/10.5555/al.ap.specimen.g00131229], isolecto — P
00633350).

= Thlaspi inhumile Ponert, 1972, Preslia 44(3):
272, syn. nov.

Type: “Iran. Montes Elborz, pars meridionalis,
inter oppida Gachsar et Mazan-abad, declive bo-
reale argillosum, 2650 m supra mare. 25 VII 1970.
J. Ponert, No. 38408/58” (BATU? PR?, iso — ?).

Note 1. The type material of Th. inhumile (holo-
and isotype) was said to be deposited in BATU:
“Typi in herbario Horti botanici Batumensis con-
servatur” (Ponert, 1972). However, it was not found
there and no relevant information is available in the
herbarium database (Nino Memiadze, pers. comm.
by e-mail, April 20, 2017). Some gatherings of J.
Ponert are stored in PR but they are not yet prepared
for inclusion into the collection and therefore inac-
cessible for study (Jifi Danihelka and Otakar Sida,
pers. comm. by e-mail, April 24, 2017). Thus, mate-
rial of Th. inhumile might theoretically be found in
future in PR but for the moment its identification
is only possible via the protologue which is fortu-
nately informative enough and includes leaf, fruit,
and seed illustrations.

Description of Thlaspi inhumile was published
by the time of submission of Meyer’s (1973) first re-
vision and the species was not included in either that
or any of his subsequent works. To my knowledge,
it was also not treated critically by other authors and
appears accepted in all relevant sources (Zohary et
al., 1980; Akhani, 2003; Warwick et al., 2006; The
Plant List, 2013; GBIF; Tropicos.org; etc.).

The species was initially assigned to Thlaspi
sect. Apterigium Ledeb. and, due to its long, to 4.5
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mm, style, compared with Th. rostratum N. Busch
[Noccaea rostrata (N. Busch) Al-Shehbaz] and dis-
tinguished from the latter by stout, suffrutescent
habit, amplexicaul leaves, longer pedicels, etc. In
fact, by very characteristic life form, leaf shape,
pattern of venation and further features, the descrip-
tion perfectly matches N. trinervium s. 1. with the
only exception of the number of ovules per locule
(2, rarely 3 vs. strictly 2) and cotyledonary position
(accumbent vs. incumbent). However, with the fol-
lowing considerations in mind, these deviations do
not seem to be critical to refute the proposed iden-
tification of Th. inhumile. Although the number of
ovules (2 in a locule) and character of placentation
(apical) are constant in N. trinervium and allied spe-
cies, occasional abnormalities are possible. For ex-
ample, locules with 3 ovules were detected by the
present author in the specimen of N. oppositifolia
collected by I. Hagemann et al. (No. 2815) on 12 X
1984 in Bursa, Uludag (B 10 0157870!). Interest-
ingly, placentation of all 3 locules left apical, and
Ponert also mentioned “semina ... ab funiculis in-
aequilongis ex angulo superiore loculi pedentia”. It
is likely that he observed the same aberration as was
found in the above specimen of N. oppositifolia. As
for cotyledonary position, although all specimens
of N. trinervium studied by me are characterized by
exclusively incumbent radicle, it is known that this
feature is variable in Noccaea s. 1. and sometimes
show variability among closely related congeners or
even within a species (Hedge, 1961). As indicated
by the latter author, this is particularly true for 7h.
kurdicum Hedge s. 1. later recognized as three spe-
cies of Vania F. K. Mey. (Meyer, 1973) to which N.
trinervium was found to be closest morphologically
and phylogenetically (Khosravi et al., 2009b).

Under a narrow species concept not followed
here, Th. inhumile due to its profoundly auriculate
leaves would have been assigned to Aethionema
sagittatum (Boiss.) Boiss.; the same is true for the
following taxon.

= Thlaspi maassoumii Mozaff., 1996, Iranian J.
Bot. 7(1): 135. = Noccaea maassoumii (Mozaff.)
Al-Shehbaz, 2014, Harvard Pap. Bot. 19(1): 41,
syn. nov.

Type: “Flora of Iran. Prov. Mazandaran: S
of Ramsar, Siemam (Mt. 3620 m). Alt. 3600
m. N exposed cliffs. 13. 08. 1976. Runemark &
Maassoumi, No. 21825” (TARI, photo!).

This species was published without a diagnosis
(Mozaffarian, 1996) and, similarly to most of
the taxa discussed here, has not been formally
synonymzied yet, although Akhani (2003) noted

that it is “very close to the very polymorphic
Aethionema trinervium (DC.) Boiss. and probably
conspecific with it”. According to the recent sources,
Th. maassoumii is still known from the locus
classicus only (Noroozi, 2014) and differs from
N. trinervia in 1-veined (vs. 3-veined) leaves and
petals 5 (vs. 6-10) mm long (Al-Shehbaz, 2014). In
fact, leaves of N. trinervia often have more than 3
(5—7-9) veins of which central and nearest lateral
ones are the longest and most prominent. Although
the quality of the photo of the type I have studied
is moderate and most of leaves are longitudinally
folded (or with involute margins) after drying, it is
discernable that they are definitely several-veined.
The petals are absent on the type and apparently
were described from the paratype (Runemark &
Maassoumi, No. 21819 [TARI]) which I have not
seen. According to the drawing (Mozaffarian,
1996: 136), the latest flowers only could be studied
which are know to be of minimal size in various
representatives of the family. Hence, there is clearly
no possibility to distinguish 7h. maassoumii from
N. trinervia based on the mentioned characters and
no other aspect of the description seems to justify
it as well. A condensed, subpulvinate habit agrees
with the appearance of high-mountain specimens
of the species (Khosravi et al., 2009b), enormous
morphological variability of which is beyond the
scope of the present communication.

1b. Noccidium

Noccidium hastulatum (DC.) F. K. Mey., 1973,
Feddes Repert. 84(5-6): 456. = Hutchinsia hastulata
DC., 1821, Reg. Veg. Syst. Nat. 2: 388. = Noccaea
hastulata (DC.) Steud., 1841, Nomencl. Bot., ed.
2, 2: 196. = Carpoceras hastulatum (DC.) Boiss.,
1849, Diagn. Pl. Or. Nov., ser. 1, 2(8): 38. = Thlaspi
hastulatum (DC.) Hedge in Rechinger, 1968, Fl.
Iranica 57: 115.

Lectotype (Meyer, 2003: 117): “[Azerbaijan:]
Lepidium chalapense Gmelinianum. Nonne genus
distinctum ob apicem siliquo? Num vera siliqua?
An silicula elongata? Lenkheran. [Hansen, ded.]
mr. Fischer.” (G-DC: G 00202416 [http://plants.
jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.specimen.
£00202416]).

= Noccidium tuberculatum F. K. Mey., 1973,
Feddes Repert. 84(5-6): 456, syn. nov.

Type: “[Iran:] Persia borealis: Kandavan (El-
burs), trockene Hinge, alt. 2400 m. s. m. 9 VI 1937.
D. E. Gauba, No. 1336” (B!, iso — JE 0004199!
[http://plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.
specimen.je00004199]).
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This species has also been described without a
diagnosis (Meyer, 1973) based on the single gather-
ing from the middle (interpreted as upper) belt of El-
burs range. Later (Meyer, 2003), another three col-
lections, all from Elburs as well, were added (JE!,
W), and the characters distinguishing N. tubercu-
latum from N. hastulatum were clarified (modified
from Meyer, 2003):

1. Plant annual to perennial, taproot slender. Stem
9-50 cm high, usually ascending and branched, gla-
brous throughout. Style 0.7-1.3 mm long; seeds
1.35-1.5 x 0.85—-1 mm. Rocky, gravelly, and sandy
habitats as well as forests of montane belt ..............
........................................................... N. hastulatum

+ Plant perennial, taproot stout. Stems to 12 cm
high, erect, simple, basally covered with papilloid
tubercles. Style 0.5-0.7 mm long; seeds 1.55-1.75 x
1.1-1.25 mm. Dry slopes of alpine belt ..................
........................................................ N. tuberculatum

Based on these data, N. tuberculatum appears a
rare species confined to the eastern portion of the
distribution area of the genus Noccidium F. K. Mey:.,
occurring in general at higher elevations than more
widely distributed N. hastulatum (1600-2400 vs.
1250-1900 m a. s. 1.), much more stenotopic com-
pared to its congener and peculiar for a combination
of the above-mentioned morphological characters.
Revision of sufficient material ruins this picture and
demonstrates that neither relevant character com-
bination always holds nor there is any correlation
of such features with geography and ecology. For
example, the following specimens: “Prov. Masanda-
ran: in valle fluvii Talar, in silvis. F. Starmiihlner,
No. 299. 20 X1 [19]49” (W 1963-4065!); “Prov. Gi-
lan (olim Talysch): in silvis prope Astara. F. Star-
miihlner, No. 273. 16 X [19]49” (W 1963-4064!);
“Masanderan mts., northern slope, near Germ-Ab-
da...[unclear], mixed forest. 9 X 1903. G. Gadd,
No. 36” (LE!); “Reliq. Fischer. Persia. Hutschinsia”
(LE!) have stems in lower part (and branches proxi-
mally) clearly covered with numerous tubercles and
thus possess the most characteristic feature of N. fu-
berculatum. At the same time, they are annuals with
moderately to abundantly branched stems 20 c¢m alt.
and taller (67 cm in Gadd’s specimen) collected in
the forest and in this respect corresponding N. has-
tulatum (both specimens at W bear relevant iden-
tification of Meyer and were cited by him in 2003
under this name). All have styles mainly exceeding
0.7 mm long (predominantly ca. 1 mm to slightly
longer), but in the specimen from Astara some styles

are just 0.5 mm long; noteworthy, it originates from
the western portion of the generic distribution area.
Interestingly, in its duplicate from LE, also charac-
terized by varying style length, stems are smooth.
These evidences clearly show that N. tuberculatum
represents a portion of morphological variability of
N. hastulatum and taxonomical recognition of re-
spective unstable assemblage of characters is unjus-
tifiable.

Noccidium is nowadays being treated as a mem-
ber of the tribe Camelineae DC. (Al-Shehbaz, 2012,
2014; Sagun, Auer, 2017). Such viewpoint is based
on some phylogenetic studies (e. g., Khosravi et
al., 2009a; Warwick et al., 2010) utilized previ-
ously published (Koch, Mummenhoff, 2001) ITS
sequence (AF336164-AF336165) attributed to
N. hastulatum. This placement apparently contra-
dicts morphological evidences because members of
Camelineae are characterized, in particular, by pres-
ence of indumentum of branched (sometimes mixed
with simple) trichomes, actinomorphic flowers, and
lack of papilloid tubercles. By contrast, unequal pet-
als occur in some members of Coluteocarpeae as
well as tubercles which are also known in the close-
ly related Conringieae D. A. German et Al-Shehbaz.
Phylogenetic placement within the Coluteocarpeae
clade found by Couvreur et al. (2010) based on the
analysis of a mitochondrial marker (nad4 intron 1)
looked therefore more reliable and it agrees with
subsequently obtained signal from both nuclear
(ITS) and chloroplast (t#7nL-F) markers (German,
Koch, in prep.). Thus, the tribal assignment of the
single species of Noccidium should be changed to
Coluteocarpeae and it is a matter of further studies
to decide whether it is reasonable to keep it separate
from Noccaea or merge with the latter. Infraspecific
variability of degree of development of tubercles re-
vealed in N. hastulatum is not surprising and can
be found in some representatives of both above-
mentioned related tribes, such as Noccaea iberidea
(Boiss.) Al-Shehbaz et Menke or Zuvanda crenulata
(DC.) Askerova. This may lead, as in case of Noc-
cidium, to redundant description of some variants
as species like, for example, Malcolmia glaber-
rima Rech. fil. et Esfand., a less tuberculate form of
Z. crenulata synonymized with the latter by its au-
thor when more material became available for study
(Rechinger, 1968, as M. crenulata (DC.) Boiss.).

2. Thlaspideae: Thlaspi

Thlaspi huetii Boiss., 1856, Diagn. PI. Or. Nov.,
ser. 2, 5: 39.
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Syntypes: “[Turkey A8 Erzurum:] Arme-
nia. Circa Tortum. Jun. 1853. Huet du Pavillon”
(G00371929,G-BOISS: G00371966, GOET 002659
[http://plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.

specimen.goet002659], JE 00000226! [http://
plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.
specimen.je00000226], JE 00000227! [http://

plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.spe-
cimen.je00000227], JE 00000228! [http://plants.
jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.specimen.
j€00000228], JE 00000229! [http://plants.jstor.org/
stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.specimen.je00000229],
K 000484287 [http://plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/
10.5555/al.ap.specimen.k000484287], K 000484288
[http://plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.
specimen.k000484288], LE (2x)!, P 01817546
[http://plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.

specimen.p01817546], WAG 0004281 [http://
plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.speci-
men.wag0004281]).

Note 1. The G-BOISS specimen and unspeci-
fied material from G was cited by Meyer (2001: 21,
“holotypus”) and Dorofeyev (2012: 455, “typus”),
respectively but, as long as Boissier (1856) referred
to exsiccates and did not specify the herbarium, no
holotype exists. As both citations do not meet the
requirements of ICN Arts. 7.10 and 9.23 (McNeill
et al., 2012), lectotypification is still needed for 7.
huetii.

= Thlaspi kochianum F. K. Mey., 1973, Feddes
Repert. 84(5-6): 451, syn. nov.

Type: “[Turkey A8 Erzurum:] Kisil-Kilissa, 8/9
43[=81X 1843]. K. Koch,No.2002” (B 100249988!
[http://plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.
specimen.b 10 0249988], iso — JE 00000231!
[http://plants.jstor.org/stable/viewer/10.5555/al.ap.
specimen.je00000231]).

Like other species described by Meyer in his first
treatment of Thlaspi s. 1., Th. kochianum lacks the
diagnosis, but later (Meyer, 2001) the author provid-
ed the characters distinguishing it from Th. huetii.
These included style length (0.9-1.2 vs. 0.6-0.7
mm), fruit shape and size (orbicular, ca. 6 vs. sub-
orbicular, 7-9 mm long) along with differences in
the morphology of cells of the septum (from Meyer,

2001). It should be mentioned that, except for the
styles, comparison of fruit characters of the two spe-
cies is improper because material of Th. kochianum
studied by Meyer includes the only plant (isotype is
represented by its fragments) with flowers and few
immature silicles. As for the style, a study of ample
material (LE!, W!) shows that in Th. huetii it varies
from 0.3 to 1.3 mm long and nearly complete range
(0.4-1.1 mm) is demonstrated already by Huet’s
classical gathering(s). With this arguments and hav-
ing in mind full coincidence in other characters (of
leaves, pedicels, flowers), there is clearly no way to
accept Th. kochianum as distinct from Th. huetii.
The type of Th. kochianum is supplied with collec-
tor’s label with the name “Thlaspi glaucophyllum
C. Koch” and description but it was never published
and the species remained undescribed until it was
done by Boissier (1856).

In contrast to the data of Meyer (2001), a wide
distribution in southern and south-eastern Turkey is
reported for Th. kochianum by Mutlu (2012). This
information is also incongruent with the geographic
pattern of Th. huetii confined to north-eastern Tur-
key and adjacent Georgia and Armenia (Grossheim,
1950; Hedge, 1965; Meyer, 2001; Mutlu, 2012); ap-
parently, relevant records belong to another species.
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