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The unfair, disloyal and discourteous paper published by Schorr & Snegovaya (2022)
in IDF report 168, proves, upon reading, to have no sound basis and to rely on a super-
ficial look only.

The minimum to criticize a paper is to read it instead to just looking at the images, and
I wil l l ist hereafter the wrong statements it contains.

(1) Contrari ly to your statements, the reasons of the omission of Gomphus vulgatis-

simus and other doubtful taxa in the area covered are perfectly explicated in the
atlas. Just read the taxonomy section page 10. I t is not the place in such Atlas to
discuss more and to resolve systematic and taxonomic uncertainties.

(2) Your statement that Bartenev was able to differentiate G. vulgatissimus from G.

schneiderii is far from being convincing as Bartenev is known to have described
many species and subspecies which don't actually exist in terms of distinct taxa (Aeshna
juncea atshischgho, A. undulata, Leucorrhinia circassica, L. ussuriensis, Lindenia

inkiti, Sympetrum matrix, S. verum. . .etc. ), confounding intraspecific variabil ity and
interspecies differences. Prior to Morton's paper on the Odonata of Constantinople
(1915) these two Gomphus were mostly separated by colour characters of strong
variabil ity as the structural characters we can use now, which originate from Selys
(1850, 1857, 1887) had never been published with drawings, making likely that Bartenev
could not use them reliably. Three years after Bartenev's papers, Morton (1915)
published drawings of the male abdominal appendages of one G. vulgatissimus and
two G. schneiderii to allow a reliable identification of these two taxa. However the
two G. schneiderii specimens were so different that one is equally different of the other
than it is different from the drawing of G. vulgatissimus. Natural variabil ity of each
taxon was not accounted for by this paper, raising the issue of how representative
actually they are and making their use unreliable.

(3) Claiming that larval determination of Gomphus vulgatissimus by Kasymov (1965)
is correct is particularly naive as anybody know that a large part of purely larval papers
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published by general l imnologists include basic aberrations (can we accept because
that has been published that Macromia splendens and Boyeria irene reproduce in
Oman, that Somatochlora arctica and Coenagrion armatum reproduce in temporary
wadi in Algeria, that Ophiogomphus cecilia and Coenagrion lunulatum are plentiful in
the rivers of Central Anatolia, and that New World Odonata species are common in
Iran ?). Any identification of a species out of its known range basing on only larvae
or exuviae should be carefully evaluated and often rejected. Prior to Seidenbusch
(1995), Suhling & Müller (1996) and Brochard & Van Ploeg (2013) there was no way
to separate the exuviae/larvae of G. vulgatissimus and G. schneiderii and the pro-
posed criteria remain sti l l to be validated at the continental scale throughout the range
of both taxa (the same criteria of the occurrence or the absence of lateral spines on
the 6th segment of the larvae or the exuviae has been proved to fail to separate re-
l iably the larvae/exuviae of Onychogomphus f. forcipatus and O. f. unguiculatus, due
to a number of exceptions (Julian & Julian; 1994)). Kasymov's work could not there-
fore separate reliably these Gomphus species at the larval stage.

(4) Claiming that Skvortsov's book (2010) is the gold standard to study Odonata and
their larvae in the Caucasus is a dream, being the number of basic errors it contains
besides useful information (Cordulegaster princeps doesn't l ive in the Caucasus
but in Morocco; etc).

(5) The apparent absence or rarity of Gomphus vulgatissimus from the North Caucasus
countries can hardly be due to a gap of field investigation, as Ciscaucasia had been
enough covered in the past to take the absence or rarity of this species in Ciscaucasia
for true, and consequently, Azerbaijan, as geographically the easternmost part of
Anatolia, is clearly out of the range of G. vulgatissimus sensu stricto. This is the reason
for which Skvortsov (2010) mapped G. schneiderii (p. 583) and not G. vulgatissi-
mus (p. 557) in Azerbaijan, adopting with care the most reasonable point of view as
possible in this respect. This is now confirmed by the emendation of a former record
of Gomphus vulgatissimus by Snegovaya (2020) from Northeast Azerbaijan, which
is now turned into G. schneiderii (Snegovaya, 2022). Being the obvious difficulty of
the local odonatologists to separate both taxa (and the same is true for anybody in
Northern Greece), a previous record of G. vulgatissimus by Skvortsov & Snegovaya
(2014) in the Northwest of the country cannot be accepted as reliable any more.

(6) Ketenchiev's (e.g. Ketenchiev 2021) papers are no help as their taxonomic nomen-
clature is largely obsolete and ignore nearly all recent updates

(7) Any paper can be criticized, but critics published with the aim to destroy by people which
described previously (Skvortsov & Snegovaya 2015) two so-called new species which
were actually known since a long time as C. charpentieri don't agree with the usual
standard of scientific behaviour, courtesy and politeness.

(8) Rather than publishing such an unpleasant paper ful l of false claims, missing of
substantiated statements and attacking slyly authors' Atlas I t would have been more
correct to e-mail to the first author at the valid e-mail address indicated in the work
incriminated.
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