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Abstract. A commented list of 42 centipede species from order Geophilomorpha present in Romania, 
is given. This comes to complete the annotated catalogue compiled by Negrea (2006) for the other 
orders of the class Chilopoda: Scutigeromorpha, Lithobiomorpha and Scolopendromorpha. Since 1972, 
when Matic published the first monograph on epimorphic centipeds from Romania in the series “Fauna 
României” as the results of his collaboration with his student Cornelia Dărăbanţu, the taxonomical 
status of many species has been debated and sometimes clarified. Some of the accepted modifications 
were included by Ilie (2007) in a checklist of centipedes, lacking comments on synonymies. The main 
goal of this work is, therefore, to update the list of known geophilomorph species from taxonomic and 
systematic point of view, and to include also records of new species.
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introduction

Among centipedes, the Geophilomorpha order is the richest in species number, 
with 40% of all known species, distributed all over the world (with some exceptions, 
Antartica and Artic regions) (Bonato et al., 2011a). From the approx. 1250 geophilomorph 
species, a number of 179 valid species in 37 genera were recently acknowledged to be 
present in Europe, following a much needed critical review of taxonomic literature 
(Bonato & Minelli, 2014).

With 116 species, Romania ranks among the European countries with a 
high number of species (Fig. 1), being surpassed only by Italy (Minelli & Foddai, 
2007). Although Romania, compared to other countries or regions from Europe, 
has been benefiting from a published monograph by Matic (1972), the outdated 
taxonomy is much in need of complementing work (Negrea, 2006; Bonato et al., 
2014). Following taxonomical reviews on type specimens from collections or based 
on original descriptions of different species and subspecies, authors like Bonato 
(2008–2014), Christian (1996), Dányi (2006–2010), Minelli (2007–2014), Stoev (2002), 
Spelda (2005), Zapparoli (2002–2012), made valuable updates towards clarifying 
the taxonomical status, as well as distribution, of some geophilomorph species that 
are present in Romania. This includes also reassignments of taxa to other genus, 
acceptance or rejection of synonymies for species, including taxa described by Matic 
or Căpuşe. Some of these changes were taken into account by Ilie (2007) in a checklist 
of centipedes published within a larger work on Romanian fauna, without making 
any comments on synonymies. For three orders from Chilopoda (Scutigeromorpha, 
Lithobiomorpha and Scolopendromorpha), Negrea (2006) published a first thorough 
review, with comments on taxonomic value of present species and needs of re–



18 Constanța–Mihaela ION

evaluation of different material from collections. Later on, he reviewed some species 
from Lithobiomorpha, and published two more papers (Negrea, 2010a, b). However, 
since the monograph on epimorphic centipedes (Matic, 1972), almost nothing has 
been made to update the knowledge on order Geophilomorpha in Romania. In the 
last decades, several papers regarding the fauna of centipedes in different areas in the 
country were published, some containing confirmations of species presence, others 
accounting new species for Romanian territory (Dányi, 2006, 2007, 2010; Gava, 2004).

Considering all these aspects, and the need to establish a base of knowledge 
for further faunistic and ecological research in the country, the main goal of this work 
is to make an annotated catalogue of geophilomorph species, meant to complete the 
work of Negrea.

materials and methods

Literature published from 1847 (Koch) to present was used to collect all species 
records from Romania. Based on the most recent available taxonomical publications, 
the status of these species and synonymies were updated. The catalogue presents all 
the species recorded on the territory of Romania, in alphabetical order. Uncertain 
species, from taxonomical point of view or species with doubtful presence are also 
included, together with specific explicit remarks.

All species, belonging to six families from the order Geophilomorpha, are 
presented in a similar structure as published by Negrea (2006). The following type 

Fig. 1. Centipede species number, at country level in Europe (adapted from Minelli & Foddai, 2007)
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of information is provided for each species: first report in Romania, the way it was 
presented by Matic (1972), taxonomical status, chorotype and remarks on nomenclature, 
taxonomy and whether the material needs to be revised (for more details see Negrea, 
2006). Classification of species follows Bonato & Minelli (2014). Due to the uncertainty 
in species identifications in Daday work, when the first report was found in one of 
his monographs (Daday, 1889a, b), a second report is also presented. Also, when first 
report is referring to an historical area that is now included in Romania, but also in 
other neighbouring countries (for example “Hungaria orientalis”), the same solution 
was applied. Chorology and other notes on general distribution were obtained, when 
available, from Dányi (2008b), Stoev (2002), Zapparoli (2002) and Zapparoli & Iorio 
(2012), or were derived based on chorotypes classification proposed in Taglianti et 
al. (1999).

results and discussions

From the screening, a list of 42 geophilomorph species reported from Romania 
was obtained. Geophilus arenarius Meinert, 1870, a species present only in the 
Algerian coast, was excluded, as all European records are considered doubtful. The 
carpophagus species complex, to which this species belongs, is a “widespread Western 
Palaearctic species–complex whose internal taxonomy is still largely unresolved” 
(Bonato & Minelli, 2011). Ten species from the list were subject of nomenclatural 
changes or synonymies. Some of them need confirmation as their presence in Romania 
is doubtful, while for others, the taxonomic value is still uncertain and review is 
needed. Four new species were recently added to Romanian fauna.

Family Dignathodontidae Cook, 1896
Dignathodon microcephalus (Lucas, 1846)

1. Verhoeff (1899: 3) as Dignathodon microcephalum Lucas; one site: one 
male under the rocks on the Slimnic river side, in Shilea, Râmnicul–Sărat 
county (now Vrancea county);

2. Matic (1972: 132) as Dignathodon microcephalum (Lucas, 1846);
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: Mediterranean – MED;
5. Remarks: very rare species, present in warm, rocky forests. Since Matic 

(1972), it was never published again; we found it recently in a deciduous 
forest in Muntenia (S. Romania);

Henia bicarinata (Meinert, 1870)
1. Daday (1889a: 85) as Scotophilus bicarinatus Meinert; sites: Moldova 

Veche and Sichevița from Caraș–Severin county;
2. Matic (1972: 127) as Henia bicarinata Meinert;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: Mediterranean – MED;
5. Remarks: Matic (1972) considers the presence of the species in Romania 

uncertain and probable mistaken with Henia pulchella Meinert 1870. 
However, the later one’s actual taxonomic value is still uncertain (Bonato 
& Minelli, 2014). Daday’s reports for the species in present territory of 
Hungary (Daday, 1889a) are also considered questionable by Dányi (2008a) 
taking into account that in the past 75 years it was not once again found. 
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This situation is similar to Romania, so, only new collected material could 
confirm its presence.

Henia illyrica (Meinert, 1870)
1. Daday (1889a: 85) as Scotophilus illyricus Meinert; sites: Baziaș, Becheni, 

Dej, Orșova, Plavişeviţa (now destroyed, due to the construction of the 
Iron Gate Hydroelectric Power Plant), Sfânta Elena, Sviniţa. Only Becheni 
and Dej are mentioned in Daday (1889b); Verhoeff (1899: 3); sites: Shilea, 
Râmnicul–Sărat county, Comana forest;

2. Matic (1972: 129) as Henia illyrica Meinert;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: S–European – SEU. In Romania, it is common.

Henia vesuviana (Newport, 1845)
1. Daday (1889a: 84) as Chatechelyne vesuviana Newport; sites: Coronini/

Pescari (Caraș–Severin), Dej (Cluj), Maramureș, Moldova Veche (Caraș–
Severin), Pir (Satu Mare);

2. Matic (1972: 135) as Chatechelyne vesuviana Newport;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: S–European – SEU;
5. Remarks: The specie is reported for Romania only by Daday (1889a) and 

Matic repeats one of the sites – Moldova Veche (1971, 1972). Matic collected 
centipede material from this site but does not state that he had identified 
the species (1971). Daday identifications are rather unreliable (Dányi, 
2008b), so the presence is doubtful until new records will be available.

Family Geophilidae Leach, 1815
Clinopodes carinthiacus (Latzel, 1880)

1. Dărăbanţu (1971: 108) as Clinopodes trebevicensis Verhoeff, 1898; site: 
Feleac (Cluj);

2. Matic (1972: 91) as Clinopodes trebevicensis (Verhoeff, 1898);
3. Bonato et al. (2011b: 180): new status at species rank of G. flavidus var. 

carinthiacus (Latzel, 1880), according to the principle of priority over C. 
trebevicensis (Verhoeff, 1898) with the synonyms “Geophilus flavidus 
trebevicensis Verhoeff, 1898: n. syn.”, “Geophilus rodnaensis strasseri 
Verhoeff, 1938: n. syn.”, “Geophilus balcanicus Kaczmarek, 1972: n. syn.”; 
1 ♀, holotype; from “Kärnten” = Carinthia, Austria;

4. Chorotype: S–European – SEU;
5. Remarks: Dărăbanţu (1971): 3 ♀♀ material needs to be re–examined, as 

no other records were made for this species in Romania since, and it is 
outside the species range. Until then, we consider the presence in Romania 
doubtful, unless other material is collected and identified.

Clinopodes escherichii (Verhoeff, 1896)
1. Attems (1929: 204) as Geophilus flavidus escherichii Verhoeff, 1896; one 

site: Dobrogea. Dărăbanţu & Matic (1969a: 104) reported it from over 10 
sites from Banat and Transylvania, as Clinopodes escherichii (Verhoeff, 
1896);

2. Matic (1972: 81) as Clinopodes escherichii Verhoeff;
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3. Bonato et al. (2011b: 186) after studying specimens confirms it as a distinct 
species from Clinopodes flavidus (former Geophilus flavidus) supporting 
Matic (1972) opinion;

4. Chorotype: East Mediterranean – EME.

Clinopodes flavidus C.L. Koch, 1847
1. Koch (1847: 184) as Clinopodes flavidus; one site: Oravița, Banat;
2. Matic (1972: 76, 79) as Clinopodes flavidus C.L. Koch and Clinopodes 

polytrichus (Attems 1903);
3. Bonato et al. (2011b: 188): valid; conserved over senior synonym 

Arthronomalus hopei Newport, 1845 (ICZN 1999: Art. 23.9); 1 ♀, holotype; 
from “Oravitza” = Oraviţa, Romania;

4. Chorotype: Turano–European – TUE;
5. Remarks: Matic (1972) does not take into account the older published 

data for Romania, as he claims uncertainty over cited subspecies identity. 
Zapparoli (2002) was first to propose synonymy of Clinopodes polytrichus 
with C. flavidus, accepted by Dányi (2008a) for Hungarian fauna. As the 
holotype of G. flavidus polytrichus seems lost (Ilie, et al. 2009), Bonato & 
Minelli (2014) discuss the identity of the two species based on the original 
description and subsequently identified specimens.

Clinopodes intermedius Dărăbanţu & Matic, 1969
1. Dărăbanţu & Matic (1969a: 104) as Clinopodes intermedius Dărăbanţu & 

Matic; one site Măcin, Romania;
2. Matic (1972: 86) as Clinopodes intermedius Dărăbanţu & Matic;
3. Bonato et al. (2011b: 190) and Bonato & Minelli (2014): “taxonomic value 

uncertain”, “maintained here provisionally as distinct species”;
4. Chorotype: endemic species to Dobrogea – END;
5. Remarks: for confirmation, it is necessary to be found again; male description 

from terra typica is also mandatory.

Clinopodes rodnaensis (Verhoeff, 1938)
1. Verhoeff (1938: 342): as Geophilus (Clinopodes) rodnaensis; sites: Bistrița, 

Brașov, Culmea Codrului (north to Bicaz–Maramureș) Sighișoara, Valea 
Vinului;

2. Matic (1972: 88) as Clinopodes rodnaensis Verhoeff;
3. Bonato et al. (2011b: 191): valid;
4. Chorotype: endemic species to Romania – END;
5. Remarks: Verhoeff (1938) also described a subspecies and a variety, later 

synonymised. Bonato et al. (2011b) stated “Geophilus rodnaensis strasseri 
Verhoeff, 1938: n. syn.” for Clinopodes carinthiacus (Latzel, 1880), and 
Bonato & Minelli (2014) recognized, based on the original description, that 
“Geophilus (Clinopodes) rodnaensis strasseri var. fiumaranus” belongs to 
C. rodnaensis. The male described as fiumaranus by Verhoeff was collected 
from near Rijeka, Croatia, but this old record is, to our knowledge, the 
only one outside Romania.
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Clinopodes verhoeffi Bonato, Iorio & Minelli 2011
1. Dărăbanţu & Matic (1969a: 104) as Clinopodes porosus (Verhoeff, 1934); 

sites: Baia de Arieș, Ceahlău, Cheile Turzii, Cluj, Făget, Hoia, Lacul Sf. 
Ana, Pădurea Neagră, Satu–Mare, Scărișoara–Belioara, Traniș, Valea 
Nucșoarei;

2. Matic (1972: 83) as Clinopodes porosus Verhoeff;
3. Bonato et al. (2011b: 192): “Clinopodes verhoeffi n. nom.” as Geophilus 

flavidus porosus Verhoeff, 1934 is a primary junior homonym of Geophilus 
porosus Porat, 1894;

4. Chorotype: Turano–European – TUE;
5. Remarks: the status of this species (described as a subspecies of Geophilus 

flavidus) was long debated. Matic (1972) considered Clinopodes porosus 
as a valid species, different from C. flavidus. Even after the renaming, 
Bonato & Minelli (2014) consider the validity of the species still uncertain.

Geophilus alpinus Meinert, 1870
1. Attems (1929: 356): as Geophilus insculptus Attems, 1895; Romania, no site;
2. Matic (1972: 113) as Geophilus insculptus Attems;
3. Dányi (2008b: 193) considers explicitly G. insculptus as junior synonym 

of Geophilus alpinus Meinert, 1870. Spelda (2005) was the first to take 
into account the identity between the two species, without introducing a 
formal synonymy, which was further discussed and accepted by Bonato 
& Minelli (2014); syntype: Razzes (Italy);

4. Chorotype: European – EU;
5. Remarks: in the case of the species group G. alpinus (insculptus) – G. 

proximus – G. oligopus existed a various number of conflicting views 
between authors, regarding both nomenclature and description. After a 
series of reviews and redescriptions (Jeekel, 1999; Christian, 1996; Spelda, 
2005), the synonymy between G. insculptus and G. alpinus was accepted. 
There is a need of a review of the material cited for Romania, after the 
current accepted description of the species;

Geophilus carpophagus Leach, 1815
1. Dărăbanţu et al. (1969: 154) as Geophilus carpophagus Leach; sites: Gura 

Dobrogei, Casian;
2. Matic (1972: 109) as Geophilus carpophagus Leach;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Overall range of the carpophagus – complex includes Middle and Near 

East, most part of Europe, Maghreb and Macaronesia;
5. Remarks: three species have been clearly distinguished, G. carpophagus s. 

str., G. easoni Arthur, Foddai, Kettle, Lewis, Luczynsky & Minelli, 2001, 
both from Great Britain, and G. arenarius Meinert, 1870, from Algeria (see 
Bonato & Minelli, 2011 and references included). For continental Europe, 
taxonomic diversity is still unsolved within the Geophilus carpophagus 
species complex, so different authors group all records for a certain 
region/country, within the generic species G. carpophagus (sensu lato), 
(Zapparoli & Iorio, 2012; Dányi, 2008a). Until further development, we 
choose to do the same, with the exception of the records for G. arenarius, 
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for which Bonato & Minelli (2011) stated that it could be misidentified 
with G. electricus.

Geophilus electricus (Linnaeus, 1758)
1. Tömösváry (1879a: 154) as Geophilus electricus L; site: Cluj;
2. Matic (1972: 111) as Geophilus electricus Linne;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: European – EU. In Romania, it is rare.

Geophilus flavus (De Geer, 1778)
1. Tömösváry (1879a: 154) as Geophilus hortensis Leach; site: Deva;
2. Matic (1972: 101, 168, 170) as Necrophloeophagus longicornis (Leach, 1814); 

Pachymerium tristanicum Attems, 1928 and Pachymerium folkmanovae 
Dobroruka, 1966;

3. The valid name for Geophilus hortensis C.L. Koch, 1838 and Geophilus 
longicornis Leach, 1815 is Geophilus flavus (De Geer, 1778) (Stuxberg, 
as cited in Bonato & Minelli, 2014);

4. Chorotype: Sibero–European – SIE;
5. Remarks: the validity of Pachymerium tristanicum Attems, 1928 was long 

debated, but after Tuf & Laška (2005) the synonymy was established, while 
further remarks on the morphological diagnostic character were made 
by Bonato & Minelli (2014). In the same paper, “Pachymerium flavum 
Folkmanová, 1949 = Geophilus flavus (De Geer, 1778) new syn.” which 
implicates the synonymizing of Schizotaenia folkmanovae Dobroruka, 
1966. With these synonymies, the knowledge about species distribution 
in Romania increased.

Geophilus oligopus (Attems, 1895)
1. Dányi (2007) as Geophilus oligopus (Attems, 1895); site: Maramureş, 

Munţii Piatra (Piatra Mts.), Săpânţa (Szaplonca), near Cabana Colibi;
2. Matic (1972) did not report G. oligopus;
3. Christian (1996): valid species; syntype; Austria, Mount Hochschwab;
4. Chorotype: Central–European – CEU;
5. Remarks: recently known in Romania (only one male). Being a very small 

species, the extent of distribution is unknown, due to lack of records, 
“caused by the difficulties of its collecting and identifying” (Dányi, 2007).

Geophilus promontorii Verhoeff, 1928
1. Dărăbanţu cited by Matic (1972: 116) as Geophilus promontorii Verhoeff;
2. Matic (1972: 116) as Geophilus promontorii Verhoeff;
3. Bonato et al. (2011b: 190) and Bonato & Minelli (2014): “taxonomic value 

uncertain”;
4. Chorotype: unknown;
5. Remarks: in France, terra typica, it has not been found again and Geoffroy 

& Iorio (2009) consider that it is a possible junior synonym of Geophilus 
insculptus. Possible presence in Slovenia (Kos, 1992). Until further study, 
we consider it doubtful species in Romania.
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Geophilus proximus C.L. Koch, 1847
1. Daday (1889a: 87) as Geophilus proximus C.L. Koch; sites: Cluj, Dej, 

Gherla, Oravița, Pir, Vlădeasa; and Verhoeff (1901: 175) site: Grecului 
valley (Azuga);

2. Matic (1972: 116) as Geophilus proximus C.L. Koch, 1847;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): for G. proximus (belonging to a problematic 

G. alpinus (insculptus) – G. proximus – G. oligopus group – see also G. 
alpinus) the original description is “too vague to allow fixing the actual 
identity of this nominal species and the type material is most probably 
lost”. The use of the name is maintained provisionally;

4. Chorotype: European – EU;
5. Remarks: Dányi (2008a) revised the Daday specimen from Pir and Gherla, 

which turned to be G. flavus. This is a good example for the fact that all 
Daday’s data must be questioned, if not confirmed by revision (Dányi 
2008a, in litt.). Taking into account that there is only one record (Azuga) 
for the species except Daday’s, the presence in Romania is doubtful, unless 
other material is collected and identified.

Geophilus pygmaeus Latzel, 1880
1. Ion (unpublished data) as Geophilus pygmaeus Latzel, 1880; site: Balotești 

(15.06.2007), Ștefănești (Ilfov) (29.11.2012);
2. Matic (1972) did not report G. pygmaeus;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species; syntypes; Austria, “Kärnten 

(Loiblthal)” – missing from Natural Hisory Museum in Vienna collection 
(Ilie et al., 2009), Slovenia, “österr. Küstenlande (Tarnowaner Wald)”;

4. Chorotype: Central–European – CEU;
5. Remarks: reports on the species are very rare, in Hungary it was not 

found during the last decades (Dányi, 2008a), while in Czech Republic it 
was collected in 2007 from Hodonín, this being the second record for the 
Czech Republic after 100 years (Riedel, 2008). Taking into account that 
site locations from Romania are in periurban forests, in order to confirm 
the presence of a population, it is necessary to find more individuals, a 
difficult task due to the minute size and rarity of the species.

Pachymerium antipai Căpuşe, 1968
1. Căpuşe (1968: 716): as Pachymerium antipai Căpuşe, 1968; site: Ciucea 

(16.08.1964);
2. Matic (1972: 166) as Pachymerium antipai Căpuşe;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): “taxonomic value uncertain”;
4. Chorotype: endemic species to Romania – END–RO;
5. Remarks: since its description, it was cited again only once, from Meledic 

(Buzău) salt karst area (Nitzu et al., 1999) but no remarks were made on 
the taxonomic validity.

Pachymerium atticum Verhoeff, 1901
1. Căpuşe (1968: 708): as Pachymerium atticum Verhoeff, 1901; site: Valea 

Cernei (01.07.1964) Ciucea (16.08.1964);
2. Matic (1972: 164) as Pachymerium atticum Verhoeff;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
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4. Chorotype: unknown;
5. Remarks: based on the analysis of the European species descriptions, Bonato 

& Minelli (2014) reject the synonymy with P. ferrugineum (Zapparoli, 
2002). However, it was not found again in Romania.

Pachymerium ferrugineum (C.L. Koch, 1835)
1. Tömösváry (1880: 619) as Geophilus paradoxus from “Hungaria orientalis”– 

Eastern Hungarian Kingdom; Daday (1889a: 88) as Geophilus ferrrugineus 
Koch; site Cluj, Gherla, Pui, Șimișna, Traniș, Vârghiș; and Verhoeff (1901: 
175) sites: Chitila, Mogoșani;

2. Matic (1972: 160, 172) as Pachymerium ferrugineum Koch and Pachymerium 
tabacarui Căpuşe, 1968;

3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species; also “Pachymerium tabacarui 
Căpuşe, 1968 = Pachymerium ferrugineum (C.L. Koch, 1835) new syn.”;

4. Chorotype: West–Palaeartic – WPA;
5. Remarks: it is a common species with wide distribution. Recently, P. tabacarui 

described from Scroviștea was treated as a synonym for P. ferrugineum. 
The same authors commented and considered correct synonymies those 
proposed by Matic (1972) for two subspecies Pachymerium ferrugineum 
helveticum Verhoeff, 1902 and Pachymerium ferrugineum insulanum 
Verhoeff, 1902, with P. ferrugineum (Bonato & Minelli, 2014).

Stenotaenia linearis (C.L. Koch, 1835)
1. Tömösváry (1879a: 154) as Stenotaenia linearis Koch; site: Retezat, and 

Tömösváry (1879b: 246) as Geophilus foveolatus Bergsøe & Meinert; 
site: Cluj;

2. Matic (1972: 93, 100, 122) as Clinopodes linearis Koch and Nesogeophilus 
ormanyensis Attems, 1903, and Insigniporus acuneli Căpușe, 1968;

3. Bonato & Minelli (2008): valid species, and also “= Geophilus ormanyensis 
Attems, 1903 syn. nov., after lectotype designation; = Insigniporus acuneli 
Căpușe, 1968 syn. nov.)”;

4. Chorotype: European – EUR;
5. Remarks: quite rare, forest species. Bonato & Minelli (2008) commented 

on the morphology of Insigniporus acuneli and Geophilus ormanyensis 
(both described from Romania) and based on the description made by the 
authors they considered them to be synonyms with Stenotaenia linearis. 
However, from the two G. ormanyensis syntypes, only the female is 
designated as lectotype, while the male is considered “probably closer 
to other nominal species, such as S. antecribellata or S. cribelliger” (see 
also S. rhodopensis);

Stenotaenia rhodopensis (Kaczmarek, 1970)
1. Dányi (2010: 1028) as Stenotaenia rhodopensis (Kaczmarek, 1970); site: 

Runcu (Oltenia);
2. Matic (1972) did not report Stenotaenia rhodopensis;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): “taxonomic value uncertain” due to unclear 

differences between this species and two others: S. antecribellata or S. 
cribelliger; type male specimen it seems to be lost (Dányi, 2010); Devin 
in the Rhodope Mts.;
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4. Chorotype: unknown;
5. Remarks: in his review on the species, Dányi remarks that based on the 

description and locality, the male paralectotype of G. ormanyensis (which 
was not reported again after description) might be S. rhodopensis. Also, 
taking into account the differences reported by Dărăbanţu (1971) for the 
individuals identified as “Clinopodes abbreviatus (Verhoeff, 1925)” (from 
Romania: Feleac, Ghiriş, Şapca Verde), the same author considers that it 
could be in fact S. rhodopensis and not Stenotaenia sorrentina (as it might 
be after C. abbreviatus synonymy with S. sorrentina) (Dányi, 2010);

Stenotaenia sorrentina (Attems, 1903)
1. Dărăbanţu (1971: 110) as Clinopodes abbreviatus (Verhoeff, 1925); sites: 

Feleac, Ghiriş, Şapca verde;
2. Matic (1972: 95) as Clinopodes abbreviatus Verhoeff;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2008): valid species, and also “= Geophilus linearis 

abbreviatus Verhoeff, 1925 syn. nov.)”;
4. Chorotype: unknown;
5. Remarks: while the material collected by Dărăbanţu (1971) seems to belong 

to S. rhodopensis (see above), two more sites for Clinopodes abbreviatus 
were published by Gava (2004) from Argeș (Romania). This material 
needs to be examined, before removing Stenotaenia sorrentina from the 
list of species present in Romania.

Family Himantariidae Bollman, 1893
Himantarium gabrielis (Linnaeus, 1767)

1. Daday (1889a: 83) as Himantarium gabrielis L.; sites: Mehadia, Orşova 
and Verhoeff (1897: 4) site: Mangalia;

2. Matic (1972: 29) as Himantarium gabrielis Linne;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: mediterranean – MED;

Family Linotaeniidae Cook, 1899
Strigamia acuminata (Leach, 1815)

1. Tömösváry (1879a: 154) as Linotaenia subtilis C.L. Koch and Stenotaenia 
acuminata Leach; site: Cluj;

2. Matic (1972: 146) as Strigamia acuminata Leach;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: European – EUR;
5. Remarks: a common species in forests. Bonato et al. (2012) states that 

Scolioplanes engadinus banaticus Verhoeff (1935) is a junior synonym 
of S. acuminata (new synonymy), contrary to Matic (1972), who listed it 
as S. engadina.

Strigamia crassipes (C.L. Koch, 1835)
1. Daday (1889a: 89) as Scolioplanes crassipes C.L. Koch; sites: Cisnădioara, 

Cluj, Dej, Deva, Gherla, Praid, Suceag (Cluj), Tîrgu Mures, Zalău;
2. Matic (1972: 141) as Strigamia crassipes Koch;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: European – EUR.
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Strigamia crinita (Attems, 1929)
1. Attems (1929: 363) as Scolioplanes crinitus; site: Retezat Mts. (Sibiu);
2. Matic (1972: 154) as Strigamia crinita Attems;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): “taxonomic value uncertain”;
4. Chorotype: endemic species to Romania – END–RO;
5. Remarks: Matic mentions that it is closely related to Strigamia acuminata, 

from which it differs by the number of leg pairs and setae on trunk 
metasternites;

Strigamia engadina (Verhoeff, 1935)
1. Verhoeff (1935: 15) as Scolioplanes engadina rodnaensis Verhoeff; site: 

Ineu Peak (Rodna Mts.);
2. Matic (1972: 150) as Strigamia engadina Verhoeff;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): “taxonomic value uncertain”;
4. Chorotype: Central European – CEU;
5. Remarks: due to the range of variation in the number of leg pairs, Bonato 

suggested that some records (from Pyrenees, central Appennines, regions 
in the Balkan Peninsula) are possibly misidentified S. acuminata or S. 
transsilvanica (Bonato et al. 2012). This could be possible also in Romania.

Strigamia lutea Matic, 1985
1. Matic (1985 :12) as Strigamia lutea Matic; sites: Retezat Scientific Reserve;
2. Matic (1972) did not report Strigamia lutea;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): “taxonomic value uncertain”;
4. Chorotype: endemic species to Romania – END – RO;
5. Remarks: it is necessary the review of the material, as it was never cited 

again. Matic (1985) states its similarity to S. perkeo (a synonym of S. 
pusilla), but from the description of both species, it differs by the aspect 
of the ultimate leg–bearing segment pleuropretergite.

Strigamia paucipora Matic, 1985
1. Matic (1985:12) as Strigamia paucipora Matic; sites: Retezat Scientific 

Reserve;
2. Matic (1972) did not report Strigamia paucipora;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): “taxonomic value uncertain”;
4. Chorotype: endemic species to Romania – END – RO;
5. Remarks: the review of the material is necessary, as it was described from 

one female and it was never found again.

Strigamia pusilla (Sseliwanoff, 1884)
1. Dányi (2006: 44) as Strigamia pusilla (Seliwanoff, 1884); sites: Borșa, 

Romania;
2. Matic (1972) did not report Strigamia pusilla;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: unknown;
5. Remarks: Bonato et al. (2012) confirms Scolioplanes perkeo Verhoeff, 

1935 as a synonym to Strigamia pusilla Seliwanoff, see also S. lutea.
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Strigamia transsilvanica (Verhoeff, 1928)
1. Verhoeff (1928: 278) as Scolioplanes transsilvanicus Verhoeff; site: Sibiu 

(forest in Sibiu County) Verhoeff (1935: 17) sites: Ineu Peak (Rodna Mts.), 
Banat, Brașov;

2. Matic (1972: 152) as Strigamia transsylvanica Verhoeff;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: S–European – SEU;
5. Remarks: several subspecies described by Verhoeff, were subsequently 

ignored by other authors and Matic (1972) listed them as synonyms. Bonato 
discussed and accepted seven of them, like var. franconius cited also from 
Romania, among others (Bonato & Minelli, 2014). Spelda (2005) stated 
his doubts on the differences from S. crassipes, referring to all records in 
southern Germany of S. transsylvanica to S. crassipes;

Family Mecistocephalidae Bollman, 1893
Dicellophilus carniolensis (C.L. Koch, 1847)

1. Tömösváry (1880) as Mecistocephalus hungaricus Tömösváry, 1880, from 
“Hungaria orientalis”; Daday (1889a: 90) as Mecistocephalus carniolensis 
Koch; sites: Cluj, Mehadia, Retezat Mts., Seini, Vlădeasa;

2. Matic (1972: 66) as Dicellophilus carniolensis Koch;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: Central–European – CEU;
5. Remarks: in Romania, it is a frequent species mainly in mountain forests, 

but it was also found in urban habitats (Ion, 2009). Type material of 
Mecistocephalus hungaricus is currently lost (Bonato et al., 2010), making 
impossible the validation of the synonymy proposed by Daday (1889a);

Family Schendylidae Cook, 1896
Schendyla capusei (Dărăbanţu & Matic, 1969)

1. Dărăbanţu & Matic (1969b: 359) as Brachyschendyla capusei; site: Comana 
forest;

2. Matic (1972: 55) as Brachyschendyla capusei Dărăbanţu & Matic;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): Brachyschendyla capusei Dărăbanţu & Matic, 

1969 = Schendyla capusei (Dărăbanţu & Matic, 1969) new comb.;
4. Chorotype: endemic in the lower part of the Danubian valley, END–RO;
5. Remarks: there is a need of an assessment of its actual distinction from 

S. tyrolensis (Bonato & Minelli, 2014) and/or other specimen to be found 
in the field.

Schendyla carniolensis Verhoeff, 1902
1. Brölemann & Ribaut (1911: 222) as Schendyla zonalis Brölemann & 

Ribaut; general report from Romania, no site. Brölemann, & Ribaut (1912: 
149–152) mention Comana (Vlașca) as site for Romania;

2. Matic (1972: 43) as Schendyla (Echinoschendyla) zonalis Brölemann & 
Ribaut, 1911;

3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species. The nomenclature for the species 
is not yet clarified;

4. Chorotype: S–European – SEU;
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5. Remarks: Bonato & Minelli (2014) argument the identity of Schendyla 
zonalis and S. carniolensis, the later ignored due to uncertain taxonomic 
status, but used as valid name for the species (by different authors) in 
recent papers (e.g. Minelli et al., Stoev, as cited in Bonato & Minelli, 2014).

Schendyla mediterranea Silvestri, 1898
1. Dărăbanţu in Matic (1972: 46) as Schendyla mediterranea Silvestri, 1898, 

site: Niculițel (Valea cu Tei) Dobrogea;
2. Matic (1972: 46) as Schendyla (Echinoschendyla) mediterranea Silvestri;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: Mediterranean – MED;
5. Remarks: As Niculițel is the only record for the species, it should be found 

again to confirm its presence in Romania.

Schendyla monoeci Brölemann, 1904
1. Attems (1929: 64) as Brachyschendyla monoeci Brölemann; general report 

from Romania, without site. Dărăbanţu et al. (1969: 153); site: Horia in 
forest (Dobrogea);

2. Matic (1972: 50) as Brachyschendyla monoeci (Brölemann, 1904);
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: unknown;
5. Remarks: it should be found again to confirm its presence in Romania.

Schendyla negreai (Dărăbanţu & Matic, 1969)
1. Dărăbanţu & Matic (1969b: 361) as Brachyschendyla negreai; site: Cetățuia 

forest near Luncavița (Dobrogea);
2. Matic (1972: 57) as Brachyschendyla negreai Dărăbanţu & Matic;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): taxonomic value is still uncertain because the 

morphology is inadequately known;
4. Chorotype: endemic species to Romania – END–RO;
5. Remarks: for confirmation, it is necessary a reassessment of type specimen 

and also to describe the female in terra typical.

Schendyla nemorensis (C.L. Koch, 1837)
1. Verhoeff (1899: 3) as Schendyla nemorensis Koch; site: Comana forest;
2. Matic (1972: 38) as Schendyla nemorensis Koch;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: European: EUR. Rare in Romania, only in 4 locations. Presence 

in Romania was considered uncertain by Matic (1972) as well as by Zapparoli 
(2002), but new records were published by Gava (2004) and Dányi (2006);

5. Remarks: Matic (1972) reports Geophilus tyrolensis as a synonym for 
Schendyla nemorensis. However, this synonymy was proved erroneous, 
see more at S. tyrolensis.

Schendyla tyrolensis (Meinert, 1870)
1. Verhoeff (1899: 3) as Schendyla montana Attems, 1895; site: Comana forest;
2. Matic (1972: 52, 55) as Brachyschendyla montana (Attems, 1895); Matic 

(1972) considers the subspecies herculis described from Romania and 
Hungary as a variety;
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3. Spelda (2005): G. tyrolensis (Meinert, 1870) = S. montana Attems, 1895 
new syn.; Bonato & Minelli (2014) Schendyla montana herculis Verhoeff, 
1938 = Schendyla tyrolensis (Meinert, 1870) new syn; Brachyschendyla 
dobrogica Matic & Dărăbanţu, 1970 = Schendyla tyrolensis (Meinert, 
1870) new syn.;

4. Chorotype; S–European – SEU.

Schendyla walachica Verhoeff, 1900
1. Verhoeff (1900: 486): as Schendyla walachica; site Comana forest;
2. Matic (1972: 41) as Schendyla walachica Verhoeff;
3. Bonato & Minelli (2014): valid species;
4. Chorotype: S–European – SEU;
5. Remarks: considered endemic for Romania by Matic in 1972, now known 

to occur also in Bulgaria, Greece, N–W Turkey (Zapparoli, 2002; Stoev, 
2002). In Romania, rare, present in Muntenia and Dobrogea but also in 
two locations in Transylvania (Dărăbanţu, 1971), not taken into account by 
Matic (1972). The subspecies Schendyla (Schendyla) walachica rhodopensis 
Kaczmarek, 1969 is considered a synonym for the species by Bonato & 
Minelli (2014), hence the larger distribution in Europe;

A total of 42 geophilomorph species are provisionally recognized to be 
present in Romania. Out of them, 21 species have a clear taxonomic identity and their 
presence in Romania is certain. For 15 of these species, either the actual taxonomic 
identity is uncertain, because of incomplete descriptions, or the material reported 
from Romania might have been misidentified. These are in need of more research. 
Another six species need confirmation, as their presence in Romania is doubtful or 
have not been confirmed since the first record.
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