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Summary The following two proposals for modification of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature that relate particularly 
to algae are recommended for acceptance: Rec. 8B Prop. A (Taxon Prop. 138), Art. 9 Prop. H (219), and the following two are not 
recommended for acceptance: Art. 13 Prop. B (165), Art. 36 Prop. B (170). The Committee was undecided on Art. 45 Prop. A (150). 
In addition the Committee did not recommended acceptance of Gen. Prop. Prop. A (016). The Committee also recommended that 
the ICBN continues to be published in its entirely as a printed book (cf. Art. 14 Prop. G–I (098–100)).

The Nomenclature Committee for Algae (previous Report num-
ber 12 in this issue Taxon 60: 899–900. 2011) reports here on 
proposals to amend the Code that have particular relevance to algae.

The membership of fifteen is unchanged from Report 12, but 
only thirteen have expressed their votes on most of the recommenda-
tions in this report. The votes of the non-voting members are recorded 
as abstentions, while also other members abstained voting on some 
of the proposals. Under the 60% rule, nine “yes” votes are necessary 
for a proposal to be recommended and also nine for rejection. The 
vote is recorded in the order: yes : no : abstention.

Proposals to amend the Code referred to the Nomencla-
ture Committee for Algae by the Rapporteur-général of 
the Nomenclature Section, IBC2011

Rec. 8B Prop. A (Taxon Proposal 138 by Nakada). Votes 12 : 1 : 2 
(recommended).

The author proposed to add a new Rec. 8B.3 to read: “8B.3. 
When a culture is designated as a type, the status of the culture 
should be indicated, including the phrase ‘permanently preserved 

in a metabolically inactive state’ or an equivalent.” Several voting 
members suggested a change in the wording [changed phrase in 
bold] to “8B.3. When a culture is intended to serve as a type under 
Art. 8.4, the status of the culture should be indicated, including the 
phrase ‘permanently preserved in a metabolically inactive state’ or 
an equivalent.” One member, however, who has much experience 
with the use of cryopreserved material as type material, did not ac-
cept that the cryopreservation method has been described in such 
a way that it can be considered as unnecessarily vague and open to 
misunderstanding. “The crucial point for permanently preserved 
in a metabolically inactive state means what? If one cannot define 
and interpret the meaning of permanently preserved in a metaboli-
cally inactive state, then there is little reason to keep adding pages 
to the Code by repeating the statement.” Other members, however, 
suggest that the phrase did not aim at cryoconservation only, but 
was written in a rather vague way intentionally, in order that other 
possible (or future) means of preservation not be excluded. Some 
members thought that a special committee should be established to 
examine the issue.
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species name, H. quadrilabiatum Tode, which is therefore its original 
type (Art. 10.2). Tode (in Fung. Mecklenb. Sel. 2: V–VI, 4. 1791) again 
adopted the name Hysterium, published a new generic description 
and excluded H. quadrilabiatum, and so created a later homonym 
(Art. 48.1). Fries (in Syst. Mycol. 2: 594. 1823) also excluded H. 
quadrilabiatum and specifically cited Tode’s 1791 publication and 
so sanctioned Hysterium Tode 1791, non Tode 1784, which otherwise 
would have been illegitimate. Bisby (in Trans. Brit. Mycol. Soc. 8: 
186. 1923) designated Hysterium pulicare (Lightf. : Fr.) Pers. (in Mag. 
Bot. 1: 85. 1794), a species included by Fries in the sanctioning work, 
as ‘type’ of ‘Hysterium Fries’, an effective typification (Art. 7.8 and 
10.2) of Hysterium Tode (1791) : Fr. (1823), non Hysterium Tode 1784.”

Art. 9 Prop. L (232):
“Ex. 6bis. Rossman & al. (in Stud. Mycol. 42: 86. 1999) effec-

tively lectotypified the name Sphaeria rufa Pers. : Fr. (Persoon, Ob-
serv. Mycol. 1: 20. 1796; Fries, Syst. Mycol. 2(2): 335. 1823) when 
they designated the exsiccatum Fries Scler. n. 303 (UPS) cited by 
Fries (l.c.) to be the ‘neotype’ (see Art. 9.8).”

“Ex. 8ter. Hallenberg (in Mycotaxon 18: 182. 1983) proposed as 
a ‘neotype’ a modern specimen for Hericium coralloides (Scop. : Fr.) 
Pers. Illustrations published by Micheli (1729) and Schaeffer (1762) 

cited in the protologue of the basionym, Hydnum coralloides Scop.: 
Fr. (Fl. Carniol., ed. 2, 2: 472. 1772) and other illustrations cited by 
Fries (Syst. Mycol. 1: 408–409. 1821) eligible to serve as a lectotype 
were overlooked. The designation of a ‘neotype’ contravened Art. 9.6 
and so has no standing under the Code.”

From the rewordings of the Redhead & al. examples given above 
it can be seen that accepting Art. 7 Prop. J (221) and Art. 9 Prop. I 
(220), rather than Art. 7 Prop. I (224), Art. 9 Prop. J (225) and asso-
ciated proposals by Redhead & al., would not materially change the 
examples, as in all cases the same element would be designated as 
the type. The only change that would be required if these proposals 
were accepted would be the substitution of terms such as “lectotype” 
and “lectotypified” for “sanctiotype” and “sanctiotypified” in Art. 9 
Prop. J (225) “Ex. 3ter.”, Art. 9 Prop. L (232) “Ex. 6bis.”, Art. 9 Prop. 
L (232) “Ex. 8ter.” The use of such terms in the examples dealing with 
generic names (Art. 9 Prop. J (225) “Ex. 3bis.”, Art. 9 Prop. K (228) 
“Ex. 2bis.” and Art. 15 Prop. B (229) “Ex. 4bis.”) was not appropriate 
anyway as the Code only uses “type” and “typification” when refer-
ring to generic names. This would seem to support the conclusion that 
the problems surrounding the typification of sanctioned names can 
be resolved without the introduction of a new term.
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Art. 9 Prop. H (Taxon Proposal 219 by Perry). Votes 13 : 0 : 2 
(recommended).

This proposal, which is part of an effort to clarify “original ma-
terial”, would add a note stating that for names validly published by 
a reference to a previously and effectively published description or 
diagnosis, “the original material comprises only those specimens and 
illustrations available to or indicated by the validating author” if the 
taxon in question is assigned to a group with a nomenclatural starting 
point later than 1 May 1753. The proposed wording is a narrowing of 
the present wording (Art. 7.7, second sentence), which states that the 
type of the validated name “is to be determined in accordance with 
the indication or descriptive and other matter accompanying its valid 
publication”. About this Art. 7.7 and related articles there has been 
much discussion during earlier IBCs and the new wording would not 
change too much. Some members of the Committee wondered what 
“indicated” does mean here, while others see an earlier introduced 
syntactical error by changing “description” to “descriptive” in the last 
sentence of Art. 7.7. Others stated that “the problem is not a confu-
sion between “descriptive” and “description”, but rather between “or” 
and “of  ” so that the corrected sentence would become: “… with the 
indication of descriptive and other matter …” Nevertheless all vot-
ing members of the Committee agreed with this proposal, although 
several insist that the wording of Art. 7.7 (last sentence) should be 
corrected.

Art. 13 Prop. B (Taxon Proposal 165 by our chairman, P.C. Silva). 
Votes 3 : 9 : 3 (not recommended).

This proposal would eliminate later starting points for the no-
menclature of blue-green algae (cyanoprokaryotes). A majority of 
members of our Committee feared that deleting this exception will 
be more disruptive of current usage of the names in this group of or-
ganisms than maintaining it in the Code, especially because the most 
recent Floras concerning this group try honestly to implement this 
rule. It is stated that the proposal has to be delayed until the Special 
Committee on the harmonization of cyanophyte nomenclature has 
been formed and has published new proposals.

Art. 36 Prop. B (Taxon Proposal 170 by Williams & Brodie). 
Votes 0 : 11 : 4 (not recommended).

This proposal is a provisional amendment to Art. 36.4, which cur-
rently postpones the requirement of a Latin diagnosis or description 
for valid publication of the name of a non-fossil alga from 1 January 
1935 to 1 January 1958. This amendment, which adds 31 December 
2012 as an end-date to the requirement for Latin would be effective 
only if the requirement for Latin is eliminated for all organisms cov-
ered by the ICBN. The members do not think that replacing Latin by 
any other language for valid publication of new taxa would be very 
convenient and they would oppose Art. 36 Prop. A (Taxon Prop. 115). 
However, if that proposal were to be accepted, Art. 36 Prop. B could 
also be accepted, because the members cannot imagine that Latin 
would remain mandatory only for Algae. Most members will vote 
against acceptance of Art. 36 Prop. B if Art. 36 Prop. A is rejected.

Art. 45 Prop. A (Taxon Proposal 050 by Redhead & al.). Votes 
5 : 6 : 4 (undecided).

This proposal would explicitly remove the jurisdiction of the 
nomenclature of the phylum Microsporidia from the ICBN, transfer-
ring it to the ICZN. Some members stated that, because have never 
been assigned to algae, the opinion of the NCA seems irrelevant. 
Other members disagreed strongly and stated that it is a mistake to 

decide which groups explicitly do NOT fall under the jurisdiction 
of the ICBN. In future, with new methodologies, classification of 
organisms can change considerably again. It is still possible to give 
a natural definition of algae, viz. chloroxygenic organisms which 
photosynthesise using “chlorophyll a”. If terrestrial plants belong to 
this natural group is another discussion. Anyway, there are very few 
members who want to vote for attempts to exclude groups of “protists” 
from ICBN, as if a nomenclatural blockade is wanted.

However, referring Art. 45, Prop. A (Prop. 050) to our Commit-
tee was a mistake by the Rapporteur-général, who had meant Art. 45 
Prop. B (Prop. 190 proposed by Demoulin). However, the members of 
our Committee have not been asked to make recommendations about 
this proposal. Nevertheless, those few members that have expressed 
their ideas about Art. 45 Prop. B (Prop. 190) have all recommended 
acceptance.

Other proposals to amend the Code

General Proposals Prop. A (Taxon Proposal 016 by Hawksworth 
& al.). Votes 0 : 10 : 5 (not recommended).

The authors want to establish more clearly that the ICBN covers 
Mycology, the study of Fungi, as well as Botany, commonly defined as 
“the study of plants”. To do that, the proposers suggest to insert “and 
Mycological” after “Botanical” in the title of the Code and, moreover, 
in another Proposal (General Proposals Prop. B, Taxon Proposal 017) 
to instruct the Editorial Committee to replace “plant(s)” by “plant(s) or 
fungus/fungi” throughout the Code where this is intended to include 
all organisms covered by the Code. The members of our Committee 
are “not amused”. Even the suggestion to propose that “Botanical 
and Mycological “ could be altered into adding “including Mycology 
and Phycology” between brackets in the title of the ICBN got only 
five “yes” votes and six “no” votes, showing that the members of our 
Committee are not happy with Gen. Prop. Prop. A and B (016 and 017). 
More positive is the recommendation (6 : 3 : 6, thus still indecisive) 
that, in the footnote to Preamble 1, a cross-reference to Pre. 7 could 
be enough, as in the Vienna Code.

Art. 1 Prop. A (Taxon Proposal 048 by Cleal & Thomas). Votes 
0 : 8 : 7 (indecisive).

The authors want to remove the concept of “morphotaxa” from 
the Code. Our Committee will not interfere in that discussion, but 
since in the original Art. 1.2 is stated that diatoms are excepted, the 
NCA should have been asked about their comments on the proposal. 
Not all taxa of diatoms based on a fossil type are fossil-taxa. In Art. 
11.8 it is stated that “Names of plants (diatoms excepted) based on a 
non-fossil type are treated as having priority over names of the same 
rank based on a fossil (or subfossil) type.” Thus in diatoms genera 
may include both species with a recent type and others with a fossil 
type, and the type of the generic name can be either recent or fossil, 
because in diatoms normal priority rules are in force. If the type of 
such a diatom generic name happens to be indicated by a species with 
a fossil type, the diatom genus does not necessarily become a fossil-
genus. Thus, if this proposal is accepted, the position of the diatoms 
has to be settled. None of the members of our Committee has voted 
in favour of accepting Art. 1 Prop. A (048).

Art. 8 Prop. A (Taxon Proposal 216 by Perry) Votes 4 : 5 : 6 (in-
decisive).

The author wants to add a footnote to Art. 8.1. reading as fol-
lows: “Here and elsewhere in the Code an illustration is a work of 
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Summary The following three sets of proposals for modification of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature that relate 
particularly to fossil plants are recommended for acceptance: Gen. Prop. Prop. C, Art. 1 Prop. A & B (Taxon Prop. 101–103), Art. 
9 Prop. H (219), and Art. 38 Prop. A (192), and the following three sets are not recommended for acceptance: Art. 1 Prop. C & D 
(175–176), Art. 8 Prop. B, Art. 9 Prop. U, & Art. 38 Prop. C (135–137), and Art. 38 Prop. B (193). In addition the Committee considered 
a number of proposals of general impact and recommended acceptance of Art. 29 Prop. A–C, Art. 30 Prop. A–B, Art. 31 Prop. A–B, 
Rec. 29A Prop. A–B, & Rec. 30A Prop. A–B (203–213), the proposals on electronic publication, and Div. III Prop. B–C (199–200), 
but the Committee was undecided on the associated proposals Div. III Prop. D–E (201–202). Although not directly affecting names 
of fossil plants, the Committee also discussed Art. 36 Prop. A–E (115, 170, 186–188) on the language requirements for the validation 
of names of new taxa. The members had a positive view of the experience of the restrictive language requirement of either English or 
Latin for names of fossil plants and would not wish to see a return to allowing any language for validating diagnoses or descriptions.

The Nomenclature Committee for Fossil Plants comprises the 
following 11 members (as of 15 December 2011): M.J. Head (Canada) 
Chair, P.S. Herendeen (U.S.A.) Secretary, D.J. Batten (U.K.), C.J. 
Cleal (U.K.), S. Feist-Burkhardt (Germany), R.A. Fensome (Canada), 
P. Gerrienne (Belgium), H. Anderson (South Africa), J. Kvaček (Czech 
Republic), J.E. Skog (U.S.A.), A. Traverse (U.S.A.). Three positions 
are vacant. Report 7 of the Nomenclature Committee for Fossil Plants 
dealt with proposals to conserve and reject names and also appears in 
this issue (pp. 902–905). The Nomenclature Committee for Fossil 
Plants has established a policy that Committee members who are 
authors of proposals may provide comments and respond to queries, 
but do not vote on their own proposals. Thus, in this report I specify 
numbers of votes in favor, opposed, no response, and abstentions by 
authors, in that sequence. The percentage for the majority vote based 
on the number of Committee members minus any disqualified from 
voting is also provided.

The Nomenclature Committee for Fossil Plants has considered 
eight sets of proposals for modification of the International Code of 
Botanical Nomenclature since the Vienna Botanical Congress.

(101–103) (Gen. Prop. Prop. C and Art. 1 Prop. A & B in the Syn-
opsis of Proposals in Taxon 60: 243–286. 2011) Proposals to modify 
the provisions in the Code for naming plant fossils (proposed by Cleal 
& Thomas in Taxon 59: 312–313. 2010). Votes Proposal 101: 10 : 0 : 0 : 1 

(recommended; 100% in favor); Proposals 102–103: 9 : 1 : 0 : 1 (recom-
mended; 90% in favor).

This set of proposals seeks to make more precise how plant fos-
sils (vs. fossil plants) are referred to in the Code, and how they are 
named. There is an accompanying review article by Cleal & Thomas 
(Taxon 59: 261–268. 2010) that expands on the issues dealt with in 
these proposals, and provides useful background information.

Gen. Prop. Prop. C (101) makes uniform the use of the phrase 
“plant fossil” (and “plant fossils”) and eliminates occurrences of “fos-
sil plant” and “fossil plants” in the Code. Often a “fossil plant” is a 
concept of a whole plant that is assembled from multiple fossil organs. 
Names for these whole plant concepts are not regulated by the Code 
and rules of priority, for example, do not apply. Avoiding the use of 
“fossil plant” in the Code provides precision and hopefully will reduce 
confusion in understanding what is being named. The Committee 
voted unanimously (with one abstention by one of the authors of the 
proposal) to support this proposal.

Art. 1 Prop. A (102) would eliminate the concept of “morpho-
taxa” from the Code, and Art. 1 Prop. B (103) provides an additional 
example for the use of the term “fossil-taxa”. The proposal text plus 
accompanying review paper provide background and history on mor-
photaxa and other taxonomic concepts that preceded it in paleobo-
tanical nomenclature. The authors argue that eliminating the concept 
of “morphotaxa” from the Code will remove ambiguity and provide 

Herendeen • Report of the Committee for Fossil Plants

art or a photograph depicting a feature or features of the new taxon 
described, e.g. that of a herbarium specimen or a scanning electron 
micrograph.” Some of our members, however, have problems with this 
proposal. Adding a photograph or another illustration to a description, 
etc., never occurs accidentally; it is the author’s attempt to illustrate 
how the new species looks. Of course it has to show “a feature or 
features of the new taxon”, but the additional phrase “, e.g. that of a 
herbarium specimen or a scanning electron micrograph” is less ac-
ceptable. We did not search for examples, but since most of the illus-
trations of microalgae are taken from living specimens, the sentence 
“ruling out habitat photographs and the like” in the comments of the 
Rapporteurs has made several of our NCA members rather uneasy 
(especially the addition “and the like” is felt as threatening. The same 
for photographs of macroalgae made in situ (thus under water) by 

divers, etc. A solution could be to delete the phrase “, e.g. that of a 
herbarium specimen or a scanning electron micrograph”. Generally, 
in phycology, all pictures recorded in a protologue are considered to 
be illustrations and will belong to the “original material”.

The size of the current ICBN and its method of publication (cf. 
Art. 14 Prop. G–I (098–100)).

The Committee has discussed this topic already several times. 
The clearly decisive conclusion was already (see NCA Report 11) that 
the ICBN has to be published in a printed version and simultaneously 
on the internet (vote 12 : 1 : 2, thus recommended). The Committee, in 
a new ballot, recommended to keep ICBN published as a single printed 
book (votes: 9 : 3 : 3), thus including all exceptions in the Appendices 
II–VI, as well as their index.


