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numbers and often grows intermingled with P. persicaria, occasionally with plants of the two species
actually touching.

The features which made the plant conspicuous in the field were the decumbent habit and
narrow, interrupted inflorescence as in P. minus, and the blotched leaves as in P. persicaria. Although
a careful search of the site was made, no other plant of the same kind was seen. As the plant was
branched from the base and rooting at the lower nodes, a portion was removed and potted in
compost kept moist by standing in a pan of water, where it grew vigorously.

Further observations on this plant showed that it was intermediate between the putative parents
in a number of characters. A comparison of it with P. minus and P. persicaria from the same locality
is shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF POLYGONUM MINUS HUDS., P. PERSICARIA L.,
AND THE PUTATIVE HYBRID

P. minus Hybrid P. persicaria
Habit Decumbent Decumbent Upright or ascending
Stem Slender Intermediate Stout
Inflorescence Very slender (¢ 3 mm Slender (¢ 5 mm wide); Stout (¢ 7-9 mm wide);
wide); interrupted at interrupted at base scarcely interrupted at
base base
Leaf width Up to 7°5 mm Up to 9 mm Up to 12 mm
Leaf length:width ratio  7-8 4-5-5-5 4-5-2
Leaf venation Inconspicuous beneath  Fairly conspicuous Conspicuous beneath
beneath
Leaf marking None Blotched Usually blotched
Perianth colour Pink Greenish, tinged with Greenish, tinged with
pink pink
Seed length and breadth  1-7x 1 mm 2:1x1-3 mm 2:6x2-1 mm

(mean of ten seeds)

The pollen appeared to be normal, though the pollen grains were smaller (¢ 40 pm diameter)
than in either of the parents (¢ 50 pm in P. minus; ¢ 44 pm in P. persicaria). Seed production also
seemed to be normal, but the seeds were intermediate in size and shape between those of the
parents.

Herbarium specimens taken from the plant later in the season were sent to Dr J. Timson of the
Department of Medical Genetics, University of Manchester, who (Timson in litt. 1975) agreed
that ‘it may well be the hybrid since all the characters are intermediate’. The specimens have been
deposited in NMW.

Timson (1965) has pointed out that interspecific hybrids in Polygonum Section Persicaria appear
to be extremely rare in Britain; out of seven herbarium sheets of putative P. minus x P. persicaria
examined by him, only one could be identified as the hybrid and that rather uncertainly. This
specimen (BM) was collected by B. Welch in September 1955, on Ham Common, Richmond,
Surrey, v.c. 17. There are unsubstantiated records of this hybrid from v.c. 11-14, 22 and 23
(Timson 1975), but, apparently because of his uncertainty, Timson (1975) did not cite the Surrey
record.

The chromosome numbers of P. minus and P. persicaria are very close to one another: P. minus
has 2n = 40, P. persicaria has 2n = 44. It is possible, as Timson (1965) has suggested, that their
hybrid may be capable of some satisfactory meioses and thus account for the production of the
normal-looking pollen and seeds.
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VULPIA HYBRIDA (BROT.) PAU, NOMEN AMBIGUUM

In an earlier note (Stace & Cotton 1976) we pointed out that the plants which occur in this country
as wool aliens under the name Vulpia australis (Steudel) Blom are in fact identical with the southern
European V. broteri Boiss. & Reut., for which the correct name is V. muralis (Kunth) Nees. Our
reasons for using the name V. muralis were not, however, stated adequately, and the purpose of
this note is to rectify the omission.

The basionym of V. muralis (Festuca muralis Kunth) was published in 1822, and easily predates
the publication of V. broteri Boiss. & Reut. in 1852. However, the name V. hybrida (Brot.) Pau,
based on Festuca hybrida Brot., published in 1804, has also been used for the same plant and, of
course, if it could be typified accordingly it would be the correct name. There is, unfortunately,
uncertainty as to the application of the name Festuca hybrida, as indicated by Boissier & Reutei’s
(1852) unwillingness to use it for the plant they named V. broteri. As pointed out by Hackel (1880)
and by Kerguélen (1975, p. 285), it seems that Boissier & Reuter considered that Brotero confused
two plants, or that his description and type did not match.

It appears that Brotero’s herbarium has been lost or destroyed (Paunero 1964, p. 94; A. Fernandes
in litt. 1973) and, in view of this and the uncertainty of the application of the name F. hybrida, we
(like Paunero) prefer to treat it as a nomen ambiguum. Until such time as Festuca hybrida can be
typified, the name used for the plant in question must be V. muralis (Kunth) Nees.
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