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Abstract

Felsébanyaite (1853) and basaluminite (1948) share the formula Al,(SO,)(OH),,-4H,0, and
were shown to be crystallographically identical in 1997, leading the IMA to discredit
basaluminite in 2006 in favor of the older name. This nomenclatural choice is not an issue.
Instead, this opinion article explores a more focused contemporary question: is the poorly
crystalline material that geochemists continue to refer to as basaluminite in acid mine
drainage (AMD) and acid sulfate soil (ASS) the same as the well-ordered felsébanyaite of
the type locality at all structural scales? In addition to nanoscale point flaws, XRD/PDF and

EXAFS study has revealed a pattern in which the two materials do not co-occur as a single
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species undergoing gradual ordering usually would. Rather than seeking to overturn the
2006 verdict, some researchers have acknowledged the similarity between the two materials
as possibly “fortuitous”. The evidence basis is actual but limited, primarily based on work by
a single research group. 97.6% of applied AMD/ASS articles employing either term as a
working identification still use basaluminite, according to a full-text literature count (using
Dimensions.ai, 2006—2025), which shows that the applied literature has, in practice, not
adopted the ruling after articles using both names in passing are set aside. In order to
resolve the issue, the present study compares the strength of the original crystallographic
case with the structural evidence, outlines what kind of findings would and would not elevate
the distinction to species status, and suggests a direct comparative study along with more

explicit reporting practices in the applied literature.

Keywords: felsé6banyaite; basaluminite; mineral nomenclature; acid mine drainage;

nanomineralogy

Introduction

Mineral nomenclature periodically confronts a recurring problem: two minerals, described
independently and often decades apart, are later shown to share a common structure, yet
each has already taken root under its own name in a different corner of the literature.
Resolving the resulting synonymy is, formally, the task of the IMA Commission on New
Minerals, Nomenclature and Classification, which applies the principle of priority to decide
which name a species should carry going forward (Nickel and Grice, 1998). The pair
fels6banyaite and basaluminite is a case in point: two names, given nearly a century apart
and in two different countries, to a mineral of the same reported formula,

Al,(SO,)(OH),,-4H,0 (Kenngott, 1853; Haidinger, 1854; Bannister and Hollingworth, 1948).
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This case raises two separate questions that are easy to run together. The first is
nomenclatural: which name has priority under IMA rules? This question is not being revisited
here because it was resolved in 2006 (Burke, 2006). The second is structural: are the
natural, poorly crystalline materials that environmental geochemists still call “basaluminite”
adequately represented by the well-ordered fels6banyaite whose structure was solved in
1997 (Farkas and Pertlik, 1997), or do they possess reproducible structural or chemical
differences that matter for mineral identity? That second question is less settled than the

nomenclature suggests, and it is the one this article is actually about.

The approach taken in this article is to weigh the evidence on each side as fairly as possible
rather than to argue toward a predetermined conclusion. That means giving the original
crystallographic case its due before turning to the newer nanoscale work; being explicit
about how narrow the evidence base for reconsideration actually is; testing the impression
that the applied literature has not followed the 2006 ruling against an actual literature count
rather than leaving it as an assertion; and setting out, concretely, what further evidence

would be needed to settle the question one way or the other.

A short history

Fels6banyaite was first described in 1853, from spherulitic crusts on baryte and antimonite at
the Baia Sprie mine in what was then Felsébanya, Hungary, and is now Baia Sprie, Romania
(Kenngott, 1853; Haidinger, 1854). Almost a century later, Bannister and Hollingworth (1948)
described a white, plastic, clay-like mineral from Old Lodge Pit, Northamptonshire, England,

and named it basaluminite, a contraction of “basic aluminum sulfate”. Both minerals carry the

same formula, Al,(SO4)(OH)y-4H,0.

The question of whether the two identified minerals belonged to the same species was not
directly tested until 1997. After solving their crystal structures, Farkas and Pertlik (1997)

discovered that they were the same. Because of this, basaluminite was discredited by the
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IMA in 2006 as part of a larger mass discreditation effort (Burke, 2006), and the earlier term,
fels6banyaite, was given priority. Under current nomenclature, this is settled: basaluminite is

not a valid species.

According to Buzatu et al. (2016) and Papp (2004), Baia Sprie is not a small footnote in
mineralogy, but rather one of the most abundant type sites in Europe, home to six species,
including fels6banyaite. That matters for more than local color. Baia Sprie, which is still an
AMD-affected site today (Buzatu et al., 2016), provides a useful natural check on the
question this article is really about: does the well-ordered, type-locality phase ever form
under the conditions that produce the poorly crystalline material AMD geochemists call
basaluminite, or do the two occupy genuinely separate environmental niches? This is
because fels6banyaite in the strict, type-locality sense has not been reported from an active

acid mine drainage (AMD) setting (Lozano et al., 2018).

Two questions, not one

Since the arguments used for this article depends on maintaining them apart from the
structural question, it is worthwhile to state clearly the few concepts that underpin mineral
nomenclature. When two independently named minerals are shown to be structurally and
compositionally identical, the earlier-published name takes precedence regardless of which
is more well-known or commonly used; the later name is officially discredited. This is in
accordance with the IMA-CNMNC procedure, which defines a valid species against a type
specimen and a type locality (Nickel and Grice, 1998). An informal return to "basaluminite"
outside of that process would be incompatible with the way the system is intended to
function because the same Commission also manages the reference lists and authorized
abbreviations by which species are tracked once identified (Warr, 2021). Burke (2006)
documented the discrediting of basaluminite (1948) after Farkas and Pertlik (1997) proved

structural identity, which is what happened in this case. Nothing that follows challenges the
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fact that this process was carried out appropriately or that the 2006 decision was the best

one given the information at the time.

A more specific question remains unanswered: is the material that is still referred to as
basaluminite in studies of AMD and acid sulfate soils (ASS) (Adams and Rawajfih, 1977)
and sufficiently represented by the fels8banyaite described by Farkas and Pertlik (1997), or
does it have repeatable structural or chemical properties that call for different treatment?
That is not a dispute about which name has nomenclatural primacy; rather, it is a question
regarding material identity beyond the structural information determined in the 1997 study.
The first question was addressed by the IMA verdict. Because the analytical methods that
could address it, such as solid-state NMR, sulfur K-edge EXAFS, and XRD/PDF analysis,

were not included in the case in 2006, it did not and could not anticipate the second.

Why has the 2006 decision held up well?

Since a case for reconsideration is only as strong as the case it is revisiting, it is important to
treat the older material fairly before moving on to the more recent evidence. For more than a
century, mineralogy has used the working definition that two materials are the same species
if they produce the same space group, unit cell, and atomic coordinates within resolvable
error. Bulk crystal-structure determination has long been the standard and reasonably
decisive method for establishing mineral-species identity. Farkas and Pertlik (1997) found
that basaluminite and fels6banyaite matched the requirement. Carrero et al. (2017) clearly
confirmed the same Al-octahedral framework with outer-sphere sulfate coordination that
Farkas and Pertlik had hypothesized; nothing in the nanoscale literature listed below
contradicts their conclusion at the length scale they observed. The 2006 discreditation was
not a hurried or weak decision; it used the field’s standard procedure and produced a clear
result that was subsequently validated by nanoscale research. The only question this article

addresses is whether the normal approach, which is enough for the majority of applications,
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is adequate for a material whose environmentally significant behavior might be controlled by

structure at scales the approach is unable to resolve.

What the nanoscale evidence actually shows, and how much of it there is?

Rather than allowing the citations to suggest more independent confirmation than actually
exists, it is important to be clear that the justification for categorizing AMD basaluminite as
potentially separate from felsébanyaite is based on a tiny, closely related body of evidence.
The XRD/PDF and EXAFS results were presented by Carrero et al. (2017). In line with
Farkas and Pertlik (1997), they found that both natural and synthetic basaluminite share
short-range structural order with felsébanyaite; basaluminite also carries point defects and
sulfur-coordination features that were not resolved in 1997; and, according to the authors,
the similarity between the two "could be fortuitous." Neither they nor this article claimed to
have reversed the 2006 discreditation. A second piece of information is added by a partially
overlapping but methodologically distinct line of investigation. In their study of the local
structure and aging behavior of basaluminite in a variety of pH and sulfate conditions,
Lozano et al. (2018) point out two important points: first, basaluminite formed in AMD
settings is consistently very disordered, with no single crystals reported; second,
fels6banyaite in the strict sense is a rare mineral that has not, to our knowledge, been
reported from an AMD environment. They refer to the fortuitous-resemblance theory of
Carrero et al. (2017) as a possibility rather than a definitive conclusion. As things stand, the
evidence base for treating the two as possibly different is real but still limited: basically, the
synchrotron-based work of one active research group, published in two journals, has not yet
been verified by a different laboratory using other samples (Carrero et al., 2017; Lozano et

al., 2018.
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Why point defects might matter, and might not?

It is now widely known that mineralogical characteristics can actually alter with nanoscale
particle size in ways that go beyond measurement noise surrounding a particular bulk
structure (Hochella et al., 2008). However, it is possible to argue that many valid mineral
species also have defects, vacancies, stacking disorder, or nanocrystalline domains, which
do not distinguish them from their more ordered counterparts. Within a species, disorder is
prevalent and does not necessarily indicate a second phase. Point defects in AMD
basaluminite are indicative of scale-dependent activity that can sometimes, but not always,

differentiate a true nanomineral from its bulk counterpart rather than a distinct phase.

Since the current evidence does not clearly lead to one possibility, it is helpful to be clear
about what kind of finding would alter that assessment: (i) The discreditation in 2006 may
simply indicate that basaluminite has ordinary, non-systematic disorder; (ii) it may represent
a distinct, reproducible crystallinity state of the same species, similar to how some minerals
have well-recognized poorly-crystalline and well-crystallized varieties without being
reclassified (e.g., 2-line and 6-line ferrihydrite); (iii) it may carry a distinct,
formation-environment-specific defect population without yet warranting species status; (iv) it
may represent a truly distinct formation pathway that just so happens to converge on a
similar local structure; or (v) it might be an example of accidental structural similarity
between two materials that shouldn't be regarded as identical at all, as suggested by Carrero
et al. (2017). Based on the strength of the non-co-occurrence pattern that will be described
later, the existing data may be more in line with (iii) or (iv) than (i), but they do not yet

differentiate (iii), (iv), and (v) from one another and cannot rule out (ii).

A defect population that tracks systematically with the formation environment instead of
acting as random noise around a particular structure, along with a failure to grade
continuously between the disordered and ordered forms, would argue in the direction of
(iii)-(v). This is essentially what the non-co-occurrence observation provides: if AMD

basaluminite were merely poorly crystalline, nanoscale fels6banyaite that was precipitated
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early in a single ordering pathway, then it would be reasonable to anticipate at least sporadic
co-occurrence, or at least to demonstrate a gradational relationship, wherever that pathway
operates. Rather, basaluminite in AMD settings is universally disordered with no single
crystals observed, according to Lozano et al. (2018), whereas fels6banyaite is mainly limited
to its uncommon, orderly occurrences and unreported from AMD. It is more difficult to
reconcile a straightforward one-precursor, gradual-ordering concept with the failure to show
a gradational link between the two materials across the settings examined thus far.
Nevertheless, this absence cannot be interpreted as evidence against such a pathway due

to the current sampling base's limitations.

Literature-search methodology

To evaluate the extent to which the applied literature has adopted the IMA-approved name, a
full-text search was performed using the Dimensions.ai database. Searches were conducted
in August 2026 and covered publications indexed between 2006, the year of the IMA
discreditation of basaluminite (Burke, 2006), and 2025. Records containing the terms
"basaluminite” and "fels6banyaite" were identified using full-text indexing. Because spelling
variations occur in the literature, searches for felsébanyaite included both "felsébanyaite”

and "felsobanyaite”.

To focus on environmental applications, results were further restricted to records containing
at least one of the terms "acid mine drainage”, "AMD", or "acid sulfate soil" in conjunction
with the mineral name. Publication counts were extracted separately for each mineral name
and subsequently cross-referenced to identify records containing both terms. This allowed
the calculation of (i) studies mentioning only basaluminite, (ii) studies mentioning only

fels6banyaite/felsobanyaite, and (iii) overlapping studies containing both terms.
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Because full-text database searches may return false positives arising from acronym
matches, bibliographic references, nomenclature lists, or incidental mentions, the results are
interpreted as indicators of terminology usage rather than as exact counts of studies
reporting mineral identification. Representative records from the "felsébanyaite only"

category were manually inspected to assess the frequency of such effects.

Does it change how the environmental literature should be read?

Basaluminite is treated as a separate named phase in standard mineralogical references on
acid sulfate waters (Bigham and Nordstrom, 2000; Jambor et al., 2000), and it is still
mentioned in mine-drainage hydrogeochemistry reviews as a control on dissolved Al and
trace-element mobility across the acidic-to-circumneutral transition (Nordstrom, 2011;
Nordstrom et al., 2015). A reproducible full-text search of the Dimensions.ai database
(2006-2025; see Methodology) identified 556 publications containing the term basaluminite
and 71 containing fels6banyaite or felsobanyaite. Restricting the results to AMD/ASS-related
contexts yielded 425 and 36 records, respectively (Table 1). By directly cross-referencing the
two applied-context sets rather than just comparing their totals, this is further explained: just
10 of the 399 articles that use basaluminite only exhibit the reverse, a 97.6% share after
articles mentioning both are set away. The basaluminite applied-context collection contains

26 of the 36 fels6banyaite applied-context pieces (Table 1).

Table 1. Full-text mention counts, Dimensions.ai, 2006—2025.

Term All articles AMD/ASS context only

“basaluminite” 556 425
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“fels6banyaite” / “felsobanyaite” 71 36

Overlap (applied-context studies 26

mentioning both)

“Basaluminite” only (applied-context, 399

no felsébanyaite)

“Fels6banyaite” only (applied-context, 10

no basaluminite)

Share of disjoint applied-context 97.6%

studies using “basaluminite”

The two sets of 425 and 36 articles are not disjoint; a cross-referencing of the underlying
publication records reveals that 26 of the 36 applied-context “felsébanyaite” articles (72%)
also appear in the applied-context “basaluminite” set. This is consistent with an article that
cites Carrero et al. (2017)'s synonymy statement once in passing while using “basaluminite”
as its own working term throughout. After eliminating that overlap, there are 399 articles that
use "basaluminite” without also matching "felsébanyaite" in this context, compared to 10
articles that exhibit the opposite trend. This is a 97.6% share, which is greater than the about
92% number calculated straight from the two totals. A closer examination of those ten further
reduces the case for "fels6banyaite" as a truly independent working choice: some are
keyword-collision false positives (an IMA-CNMNC mineral-symbol list matching on "AMD" as
an unrelated abbreviation, Warr, 2021; a battery-recycling article on fluoride removal with no
connection to either mineral, Aliyev et al., 2025) rather than articles that identify their own
AMD samples as fels6banyaite. One of the ten is Buzatu et al. (2016), which was previously
mentioned as the Baia Sprie type-locality research. This is a valid mineralogical usage of the

name, but it focuses on the type locality rather than a competing applied identification.

10
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Taken together, the number of applied AMD/ASS articles that treat felsébanyaite as their
own working identification for environmental material, independent of basaluminite, is small
enough to be examined individually and does not obviously exceed one or two. That said, a
roughly eight-fold difference in raw mentions (556 vs. 71) and a disjoint-count share above
97% is a large enough gap that residual keyword noise is an unlikely full explanation, and it
is consistent with the impression that originated this article: the applied literature has not
widely adopted the IMA-approved terminology, at least as measured by full-text usage within

the Dimensions.ai corpus.

The question a skeptical reader should ask is direct: does the felsébanyaite/basaluminite
distinction actually change how this environmental-geochemistry work should be interpreted,
its sorption behavior, its thermodynamic treatment, its stability field, its XRD fingerprint in
field samples? As far as we are aware, this has not been directly tested, and we do not
present our own recent articles on rare earth elements or U(VI) immobilization in AMD
systems (Liu et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2026) as having tested it either; those studies use the
material under the conventional name, as does the rest of the field. That gap is not a
rhetorical dodge; it is the honest state of the evidence, and it is why the question matters
rather than why it can be set aside. If AMD-precipitated basaluminite and type-locality
felsébanyaite behave identically with respect to trace-element sorption and stability, the
terminological question is mostly a matter of correct citation. If they do not, a substantial
applied literature has been treating two materials as interchangeable on the strength of a
1997 bulk-structure result that later nanoscale work has since complicated. Which of these is

true remains an open empirical question.

What would settle it?

11
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A direct comparative study, using consistent methods on samples held side by side, would
do more than further isolated characterizations of one material or the other, and would

ideally come from more than one laboratory. At minimum this would mean examining:

e historical or topotype felsébanyaite from Baia Sprie;

e well-characterized natural AMD-precipitated “basaluminite” from multiple,

independently sampled localities;

e synthetic basaluminite prepared under controlled conditions, ideally by a

research group not involved in the original XRD/EXAFS work;

e their long-range structure (as in Farkas and Pertlik, 1997) alongside their

short-range, defect-sensitive structure (as in Carrero et al., 2017);
e hydration and dehydration behavior under comparable conditions;
e chemical composition and defect chemistry; and

e where possible, direct evidence of formation and transformation pathways, rather

than inference from non-co-occurrence alone.

In the meantime, authors working on AMD and ASS systems can improve the usefulness of
the applied literature without waiting for that study by simply reporting what they actually
measured instead of the name by convention: whether the identification is based on XRD,
EXAFS, or another spectroscopic method; whether an indication of crystallinity or particle
size is available; and whether "basaluminite" is being used as a working, historical label for a
poorly crystalline AMD precipitate or as a claim about species identity with felsébanyaite.
This would enable readers in the future and any potential comparative analysis to identify the

precise content that each article is discussing.

Where does this leave things?

12
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Nothing is disputed here either. The 1997 structural determination demonstrated equivalency
at the length scale it assessed, and the 2006 discreditation appropriately followed from that
outcome. That conclusion was not refuted by the nanoscale work conducted in 2017-2018.
It added structural information at shorter length scales from a still-limited and partially
overlapping body of evidence, which raises a valid but unanswered question about whether
fels6banyaite adequately represents all material historically referred to as basaluminite or
whether some AMD material has repeatable properties that call for distinct treatment. For
reasons unrelated to the IMA-CNMNC process, we do not believe the field should go back to
using "basaluminite" as a species name by informal consensus. However, unless a
comparison analysis is conducted, which, as far as we can tell, hasn't been done yet,
authors should reasonably be more precise and specific in their reporting about which

material they mean.

Acknowledgements

The authors thank Digital Science for access to the Dimensions.ai database.

References

Adams, F. and Rawajfih, Z. (1977), Basaluminite and Alunite: A Possible Cause of

Sulfate Retention by Acid Soils. Soil Science Society of America Journal, 41:

686-692. https://doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1977.03615995004100040013x

Aliyev, A., Gray, D., Bedrossian, S., Azimi, G. (2025). Fluoride removal from NMC
black mass leachates during Lithium-lon battery recycling via aluminum sulfate
precipitation. Waste Management, 207, 115136.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2025.115136

Bannister, F.A., Hollingworth, S.E. (1948). Two new British minerals. Nature,

162(4119), 565. https://doi.org/10.1038/162565a0

13


https://doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1977.03615995004100040013x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2025.115136
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2025.115136
https://doi.org/10.1038/162565a0

Preprint - Not peer-reviewed

Bigham, J.M., Nordstrom, D.K. (2000). Iron and aluminum hydroxysulfates from acid
sulfate waters. Reviews in Mineralogy and Geochemistry, 40(1), 351-403.

https://doi.org/10.2138/rmqg.2000.40.7

Burke, E.A.J. (2006). A mass discreditation of GQN minerals. The Canadian

Mineralogist, 44(6), 1557-1560. https://doi.org/10.2113/gscanmin.44.6.1557

Buzatu, A., Dill, H.G., Buzgar, N., Damian, G., Maftei, A.E., Apopei, A.l. (2016).
Efflorescent sulfates from Baia Sprie mining area (Romania) — acid mine
drainage and climatological approach. Science of the Total Environment, 542,

629-641. https://doi.ora/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.10.139

Carrero, S., Fernandez-Martinez, A., Pérez-Lépez, R., Lee, D., Aquilanti, G., Poulain,
A., Lozano, A., Nieto, J.-M. (2017). The nanocrystalline structure of basaluminite,
an aluminum hydroxide sulfate from acid mine drainage. American Mineralogist,

102(12), 2381-2389. https://doi.org/10.2138/am-2017-6059

Farkas, L., Pertlik, F. (1997). Crystal structure determinations of fels6banyaite and
basaluminite, Al4(SO4)(OH)10-4H20. Acta Mineralogica-Petrographica, Szeged,

38, 5-15.

Haidinger, W. (1854). Handbuch der bestimmenden Mineralogie. Braumdiller, Wien.

630 p.

Hochella, M.F., Lower, S.K., Maurice, P.A., Penn, R.L., Sahai, N., Sparks, D.L.,
Twining, B.S. (2008). Nanominerals, mineral nanoparticles, and Earth systems.

Science, 319(5870), 1631-1635. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1141134

Hollingworth, S.E., Bannister, F.A. (1950). Basaluminite and hydrobasaluminite, two
new minerals from Northamptonshire. Mineralogical Magazine, 29(208), 1-17.

https://doi.org/10.1180/minmaqg.1950.029.208.03

14


https://doi.org/10.2138/rmg.2000.40.7
https://doi.org/10.2138/rmg.2000.40.7
https://doi.org/10.2113/gscanmin.44.6.1557
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.10.139
https://doi.org/10.2138/am-2017-6059
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1141134
https://doi.org/10.1180/minmag.1950.029.208.03
https://doi.org/10.1180/minmag.1950.029.208.03

Preprint - Not peer-reviewed

Jambor, J.L., Nordstrom, D.K., Alpers, C.N. (2000). Metal-sulfate salts from sulfide
mineral oxidation. Reviews in Mineralogy and Geochemistry, 40(1), 303-350.

https://doi.org/10.2138/rmqg.2000.40.6

Kenngott, G.A. (1853). Konigliche Akademie der Wissenschaften, Vienna, Sitzber.,

10, 294.

Liu, H., Guo, H., Pourret, O., Wang, Z., Liu, M., Zhang, W., Li, Z., Gao, B., Sun, Z.,
Laine, P. (2022). Geochemical signatures of rare earth elements and yttrium
exploited by acid solution mining around an ion-adsorption type deposit: Role of
source control and potential for recovery. Science of the Total Environment, 804,

150241. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.150241

Liu, H., Fan, M., Pourret, O., Zhen, W., Qin, G., Lu, B., Gu, X., Zhou, Z., Zhanxue, S.,
Guo, H. (2026). Sorption of uranium(VI) from aqueous solutions onto
basaluminite and schwertmannite: Implication for uranium(VI) immobilization in

AMD environment. SSRN Preprint http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7317624

Lozano, A., Fernandez-Martinez, A., Ayora, C., Poulain, A. (2018). Local structure
and ageing of basaluminite at different pH values and sulphate concentrations.

Chemical Geology, 496, 25-33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemge0.2018.08.002

Nickel, E.H., Grice, J.D. The IMA Commission on New Minerals and Mineral Names:
procedures and guidelines on mineral nomenclature, 1998. Mineralogy and

Petrology 64, 237-263 (1998). https://doi.org/10.1007/BE0122657 1

Nordstrom, D.K. (2011). Mine waters: Acidic to circumneutral. Elements, 7(6),

393-398. hitps://doi.ora/10.2113/gselements.7.6.393

Nordstrom, D.K., Blowes, D.W., Ptacek, C.J. (2015). Hydrogeochemistry and
microbiology of mine drainage: An update. Applied Geochemistry, 57, 3—16.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeochem.2015.02.008

15


https://doi.org/10.2138/rmg.2000.40.6
https://doi.org/10.2138/rmg.2000.40.6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.150241
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.7317624
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemgeo.2018.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01226571
https://doi.org/10.2113/gselements.7.6.393
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeochem.2015.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeochem.2015.02.008

Preprint - Not peer-reviewed

Papp, G. (2004). History of minerals, rocks and fossil resins discovered in the
Carpathian Region. Studia Naturalia 15. Hungarian Natural History Museum,

Budapest. 216 p.

Warr, L.N. (2021). IMA-CNMNC approved mineral symbols. Mineralogical Magazine,

85(3), 291-320. https://doi.org/10.1180/mam.2021.43

16


https://doi.org/10.1180/mgm.2021.43

	Revisiting the felsőbányaite-basaluminite question : nomenclatural synonymy and unresolved structural issues 
	Abstract 
	  
	A short history 
	  
	Two questions, not one 
	Why has the 2006 decision held up well? 
	What the nanoscale evidence actually shows, and how much of it there is? 
	 
	Why point defects might matter, and might not? 
	Literature-search methodology 

	 
	Does it change how the environmental literature should be read? 
	What would settle it? 
	Where does this leave things? 
	References 


