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It is necessary to read the following proposals alongside the re-
port of the Special Committee on Electronic Publication (Chapman 
& al. in Taxon 59: 1853–1862. 2010 – this issue), in which the Com-
mittee’s discussions and the arguments both for and against the issues 
on electronic publication are documented.

The Special Committee conducted extensive negotiations and 
discussions on a wide range of issues of allowing electronic publica-
tion to be effective under the Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 
146. 2006), including discovery, access, immutability, and archiving. 
The Vienna Congress agreed to amend the Code to include Recom-
mendations on electronic publication. We now believe that it is time 
to take another step toward acceptance of electronic publication, and 
we therefore make the following proposals.

The current Special Committee was re-established by the XVII 
International Botanical Congress (IBC) in Vienna in 2005 (McNeill 
& al. in Taxon 54: 1057–1064. 2005), with the mandate to consider 
on the issues regarding the electronic publication of nomenclatural 
novelties and to report to the XVIII IBC in Melbourne in 2011.

The Committee comprises 25 members, as follows: Mary E. 
Barkworth (UTC), Bernard R. Baum (DAO), William R. Buck (NY), 
Katherine M. Challis (K), Arthur D. Chapman (Toowoomba, Queens-
land, Australia), Laurence J. Dorr (US), Renée H. Fortunato (BAB), 
Susan Fraser (NY), Hugh F. Glen (NH), Martin J. Head (Brock 
University, St. Catharines, Ontario, Canada), Elvira Hörandl (WU), 
Douglas Holland (MO), Victoria C. Hollowell (MO), Paul M. Kirk 
(IMI), Joseph H. Kirkbride, Jr. (NA), Sandra Knapp (BM), Pierre-
André Loizeau (G), Karol Marhold (PRC/SAV), Peter Phillipson 
(MO/P), Peter A. Schäfer (MPU), Peter F. Stevens (MO), Nicholas 
J. Turland (MO), Mark F. Watson (Secretary, E), Karen L. Wilson 
(Convener, NSW), and Richard H. Zander (MO).

There are also two ex officio, non-voting members: John McNeill 
(E), the Rapporteur-général of the Vienna and Melbourne Congresses, 
and Richard L. Pyle (Bishop Museum, Honolulu, Hawaii, U.S.A.), 
representing the zoological community.

The Committee voted on each of the following proposals. The 
results are presented in the format “Votes—[for] : [against] : [abstain-
ing] ([percentage] in favour).”

(203) Reword Art. 29.1 as follows (new text in bold) and 
add a new Article 29.2 following it:
“29.1. Publication is effected, under this Code, by distribution of 

printed matter (through sale, exchange or gift) to the general public or 
at least to botanical institutions with libraries accessible to botanists 
generally. Publication is also effected by electronic distribution of 
material in Portable Document Format (PDF; see also Rec. 29A.0) 
in an online serial publication with an International Standard Se-
rial Number (ISSN). Publication is not effected by communication 

of new names at a public meeting, by the placing of names in collec-
tions or gardens open to the public, by the issue of microfilm made 
from manuscripts, typescripts or other unpublished material, or by 
distribution electronically other than as described above.”

“29.2. For the purpose of this Article, “online” is defined as ac-
cessible electronically via the World Wide Web.”

Votes—25 : 0 : 0 (100% in favour). This is the core proposal on 
electronic publication. Article 29.2 could alternatively be made a 
footnote to the word “online” in Art. 29.1.

(204) If Prop. (203) is accepted, in Art. 29.1 replace “se-
rial publication with an International Standard Serial 
Number (ISSN)” with “publication with an International 
Standard Serial Number (ISSN) or an International Stan-
dard Book Number (ISBN)”.
Votes—19 : 5 : 1 (76% in favour). This is our alternative option 

to allow a broader range of material to be effectively published elec-
tronically, i.e., not only serial publications with an ISSN but also 
publications with an ISBN.

If it were thought necessary, footnotes could be added to ISSN 
and ISBN noting that the prefix “e” or “e-” (e.g., eISSN, e-ISSN) is 
sometimes used for electronic publications, but that such designations 
represent the same standards.

(205) Add a further new Article to Art. 29:
“29.3. The content of a particular electronic publication must 

not be altered after it is first issued. Any such alterations are not 
themselves effectively published. Corrections or revisions must be 
issued separately to be effectively published.”

Votes—25 : 0 : 0 (100% in favour). See the discussion under “Im-
mutability” in the supporting documentation (Chapman & al. in Taxon 
59: 1856–1857. 2010 – this issue).

(206) Add a new Article to Art. 30:
“30.n. Publication by distribution of electronic material does not 

constitute effective publication before 1 January 2013.”
Votes—25 : 0 : 0 (100% in favour). This provides a starting date 

for electronic publication. Without it, an unknown amount of material 
would retroactively become effectively published.

(207) Add a new Article to Art. 30:
“30.6. An electronic publication is not effectively published if 

there is evidence that it is merely a preliminary version that was, or 
is to be, replaced by a version that the publisher considers final, in 
which case only that final version is effectively published.”

Votes—25 : 0 : 0 (100% in favour). Proposal (207) is to prevent 
electronic material issued merely as a preliminary version from being 

(203–213) Proposals to permit electronic publications to be effectively published 
under specified conditions
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Adenanthera bicolor Moon (Cat. Pl. Ceylon: 34. 1824) is vali-
dated solely by reference to the description associated with the il-
lustration, “Rumph. amb. 3: t. 112.”, cited by Moon. The intent of 
Art. 7 Ex. 7 is to show that, as Moon did not designate a type, the 
lectotype of A. bicolor must be either a specimen on which Rumphi-
us’s description of “Cylpeariae rubrae” Rumphius (Herb. Amboin. 
3: 176–177, t. 112. 1743) was based or the illustration published with 
that description, and not material available to Moon, unless it was 
also part of the above.

However, as Ex. 7 states “is validated solely by reference to 
Rumphius (Herb. Amboin. 3: t. 112. 1743)”, some have concluded that 
Herb. Amboin. 3: t. 112 is the holotype of A. bicolor believing that the 
name is validated by reference to the Rumphian illustration itself. This 
is obviously incorrect as not only does the Rumphian illustration not 

fulfil the requirements of Art. 42.4 for an illustration with analysis, 
an illustration with analysis can, under Art. 44.1, validate a name 
only if it is part of the protologue. Others, while apparently accepting 
that the Rumphian description is the validating description, seem to 
believe that “Herb. Amboin. 3: t. 112” is the holotype because it “is 
the illustration referred to” by Moon, whereas it is just eligible to be 
designated as lectotype because of its association with the validating 
description.

(214) Amend Art. 7 Ex. 7 as follows (new text in bold:
“Ex. 7. Since the name Adenanthera bicolor Moon (1824) is 

validated solely by reference to Rumphius (Herb. Amboin. 3: t. 112. 
1743) the description associated with the illustration, “Rumph. 
amb. 3: t. 112”, cited by Moon, the type lectotype of the name, 

effectively published. See the discussion under “Preliminary and final 
versions” in the supporting documentation (Chapman & al. in Taxon 
59: 1860. 2010 – this issue).

(208) Amend Art. 31.1 as follows (new text in bold):
“31.1. The date of effective publication is the date on which the 

printed or electronic matter became available as defined in Art. 29 
and 30. In the absence of proof establishing some other date, the one 
appearing in the printed or electronic matter must be accepted as 
correct.”

Votes—25 : 0 : 0 (100% in favour). These are simply modifica-
tions that would be needed if Prop. (203) was accepted.

(209) Replace Art. 31 Note 1 with a new Article:
“31.n. When a publication is issued in parallel electronic and 

printed versions, these must be treated as effectively published on 
the same date unless the dates of the versions are different according 
to Art. 31.1.”

Votes—25 : 0 : 0 (100% in favour). See the discussion under “Date 
of effective publication” in the supporting documentation (Chapman 
& al. in Taxon 59: 1860. 2010 – this issue).

Regardless of the outcome of Prop. (209), Art. 31 Note 1 would be 
deleted as an editorial consequence of Prop. (203) being accepted. In 
addition, Art. 31 Ex. 4 would cease to be useful and could be deleted 
or amended as the Editorial Committee saw fit.

(210) Add a new Recommendation to begin Rec. 29A:
“29A.0. Publication electronically in Portable Document For-

mat (PDF) should comply with the PDF/A archival standard (ISO 
19005–1:2005).”

Votes—24 : 0 : 1 (96% in favour). Because of the impracticality of 
mandating the PDF/A standard, rather than simply requiring the mate-
rial to be in PDF, this strong Recommendation is proposed instead. 
See the discussion under “Immutability” in the supporting documen-
tation (Chapman & al. in Taxon 59: 1856–1857. 2010 – this issue).

(211) Replace Rec. 29A.1 with the following:
“29A.1. Publishers or authors should ensure that effectively pub-

lished electronic material is archived, satisfying the following criteria 
as far as is practical (see also Rec. 29A.0):

“(a) The material should be placed in multiple online digital 
repositories;

“(b) Digital repositories should be in more than one area of the 
world and preferably on different continents.”

Votes—24 : 0 : 1 (96% in favour). See the discussion under “Ar-
chiving” in the supporting documentation (Chapman & al. in Taxon 
59: 1858–1859. 2010 – this issue).

(212) Add a new Recommendation to Rec. 30A:
“30A.n. Preliminary and final versions of the same electronic 

publication should be clearly indicated as such when they are first 
issued.”

Votes—25 : 0 : 0 (100% in favour). Proposal (212) is to promote 
best practice with respect to the proposed rule of Prop. (207).

(213) Reword Rec. 30A.2 as follows (new text in bold, 
deleted text in strikethrough):
“30A.2. To aid availability through time and place, authors pub-

lishing nomenclatural novelties should give preference to periodicals 
that regularly publish taxonomic articles., or else printed copies Oth-
erwise, a copy of a publication (whether published as printed or 
electronic matter) should be sent to an indexing centre appropri-
ate to the taxonomic group,(even if also distributed electronically) 
and publications that exist only as printed matter should be depos-
ited in at least ten, but preferably more, botanical or other generally 
accessible libraries throughout the world including a name-indexing 
centre appropriate to the taxonomic group.”

Votes—25 : 0 : 0 (100% in favour). These changes would adjust 
Rec. 30A.2 to account for effective electronic publication if Prop. 
(203) was accepted, while preserving the existing intent of the Rec-
ommendation.

(214) Proposal to amend the wording of Article 7 Example 7
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