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Du Puy & Rabevohitra (in Du Puy, Legum. Madagas-
car 121. 2002) cited the type of Bauhinia monandra Kurz 
as “SE Asia, Burma, Martaban, Brandis ; holo: CAL, n.v.” 
but despite a thorough search we could not locate the said 
type specimen at CAL. We are of the opinion that it would 
have been better if the authors had stated whether they had 
cited CAL on the basis of (1) an earlier publication, (2) fol-
lowing TL-2, (3) receiving information from the Curator, 
Central National Herbarium, Howrah, West Bengal, India, 
(4) knowing that the types of Kurz’s names are likely to be 
at CAL, or by any other means, because then we could have 
been able to assess how likely it was that the specimen is 
actually conserved at CAL and thus chance of its being found 
here. Hence we are proposing a new Recommendation as 
follows:

(028) Insert a new Rec. 9A.6.
“9A.6. It is recommended that if authors cite a herbarium 

as the place of conservation of the type of a name without 
actually examining that type, then the basis for the citation 
should be stated, e.g., an earlier published typification, a 
reference work such as TL-2, information from the Cura-
tor of the herbarium concerned, an assumption on the basis 

submitted (Hepper in Taxon 11: 226–227. 1962), with the 
combination B. paradoxum (C.F. Gaertn.) Hepper made in 
anticipation of the acceptance of the proposal. The proposal 
failed (McVaugh in Taxon 16: 229. 1967) and the currently 
correct name is Vitellaria paradoxa. Going by the results of a 
“Google” search (http://www.google.com), Butyrospermum 
parkii is comfortably the better-known name, even today, 
so it is worth going into some detail, explaining how a seed 
came to be holotype.

(025) In Art. 9.5 replace “a specimen” by “any 
specimen”, so that Art 9.5 reads as follows:
“9.5. A paratype is any specimen cited in the proto-

logue that is neither the holotype nor an isotype, nor one of 
the syntypes if two or more specimens were simultaneously 
designated as types.”

This will bring Art. 9.5 in line with Art. 9.3 and 9.4. 
Also, adjust the Glossary accordingly.

(026) Add a new Recommendation, to follow 
after Art. 32 (or Art. 34):
“Authors who have discovered, or recognized, a new 

taxon of plants should publish a name for it under this Code 

as soon as reasonably possible. Prior to valid publication, 
they should avoid circulating a name they intend to publish, 
especially in print.”

This has been part of the Code since the Vienna Rules 
(Briquet, Règles Int. Nomencl. Bot. 1906, where it was Rec. 
XX), up to and including the Saint Louis Code (Greuter & 
al. in Regnum Veg. 138. 2000, where it was Rec. 45A.1), 
although the wording was adjusted over time. Initially it 
formed a pair with what was Rec. XIX in 1906 and is now 
Rec. 34A.1, on unpublished names and the undesirability 
of mentioning them. It was eliminated at the XVII IBC in 
Vienna, apparently because of too-archaic wording; hence 
it is rephrased here.

(027) In Art. 53 Ex. 18, delete “extant” and 
“fossil”:
Copying the decision of the General Committee as pub-

lished (Voss in Taxon 36: 429. 1987), Ex. 18 assumes Cathaya 
to belong to “fossil Pinaceae”. Although there appear to be 
several combinations for fossil species in Cathaya, the type 
of the generic name is the extant Cathaya argyrophylla (see 
the listing in the ING at http://botany.si.edu/ing/ingForm.cfm). 
Thus, Cathaya is not a fossil taxon (see Preamble 7, footnote).
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of the working practices of the author of the name, or any 
other basis.”

This new Recommendation, if sincerely followed, 
would help future workers to assess how certain it is that the 
type specimen is actually conserved in the stated herbarium 
and the probabilities of its being found there. It would also 
help to arrive at a conclusion that it was ‘missing’ if it was 
stated to have been examined earlier but was presently un-
traceable.

We have seen that even in some detailed taxonomic 
publications authors cite a lectotype, epitype or neotype of 
a name designated by others but do not mention the name 
of the author(s) by whom the type has been designated and 
the place of its publication. It would be very convenient to 
future workers if authors mention by whom the type has 
been designated and the reference to the publication and also 
whether it has been corrected under Art. 9.8. Hence we are 
proposing a new Recommendation as follows:

(029) Insert a new Rec. 9A.7:
“9A.7. It is recommended that when citing a lectotype, 

epitype or neotype designated by others, the name of the 
author(s) designating the type should be cited along with 
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the place of publication and also if the designation has been 
subsequently corrected under Art. 9.8”.

This new Recommendation would help to establish more 
clearly whether a particular typification has priority, as is 
essential for effectiveness under Art. 9.17 and 9.18.
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(030) In Art. 16.1 insert “(but see Art. 16.4)” 
before “or (b) descriptive names”.
Art. 16.1 recognizes two kinds of names of taxa above 

the rank of family: (a) automatically typified names and (b) 
descriptive names. It specifies that automatically typified 
names are to be formed from the name of an included fam-
ily. However, in the cases detailed in Art. 16.4, names are 
formed differently: this was in accord with Art. 16.1 up to 
the Tokyo Code (Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 131. 1994), 
when all automatically typified names were directly based 
on generic names. As it is, Art. 16.4 is somewhat at odds 
with Art. 16.1: this proposal provides for these exceptions.

(031) In Art. 16.2 replace “the same type” by 
“the same family name (or same generic name; 
see Art. 16.4)” so that the last part reads:
“… are to be based on the same family name (or same 

generic name; see Art. 16.4) as the corresponding higher-
ranked name.”

The automatically typified names governed by Art. 16 are 
formed from other names, and are thereby typified, not vice 
versa. Compare Rec. 19A.2 for a similarly worded provision.

(032) In Art. 18.1 replace “of a name of an 
included genus” by “of a generic name (see Art. 
10.6)”, so that it starts:
“18.1. The name of a family is a plural adjective used as 

a noun; it is formed from the genitive singular of a generic 
name (see Art. 10.6) …”

In Art. 18.1, the phrase “name of an included genus” is 
unfortunate. An automatically typified name of a family and, 
by analogy (Art. 19.1 and 19.3) of a subdivision of a family, 
may be formed from any generic name. The type of that 
generic name, either a specimen or an illustration, thereby 
becomes the type of the new name (Art. 10.6). It is not a re-
quirement that there actually be a currently recognized genus 
by that name, or that there ever has been one. The family 
Caryophyllaceae does not include a genus named Caryo-
phyllus, and from a nomenclatural perspective it never did: 
as Caryophyllus is a later homonym and thus illegitimate, it 
never was the correct name of a genus in that family. In addi-
tion to improving the wording of Art. 18.1, this proposal may 

help clarify Art. 16.1 (and, perhaps, Art. 16.4) which also uses 
the same word included, in “included family” (and “included 
genus”, respectively). As it is now written (since the Saint 
Louis Code, Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 138. 2000) Art. 
16.1 is notably different in structure from Art. 18.1: it requires 
the new name to be formed from a legitimate name of a fam-
ily. The logical way to read Art. 16.1 (when read in isolation) 
is that it requires the name of a taxon above the rank of family 
(say, Ranunculales) to be formed from the legitimate name 
of an included family, that is, a currently recognized family 
(Ranunculaceae). In itself, it would appear to be quite desir-
able to read it thus, and entirely within the spirit of Art. 16: 
this would promote uniformity among suprageneric names, 
across all ranks (Rosidae, Rosales, Rosaceae, Rosoideae, 
etc.). This would mean that the name Huerteales (now used 
occasionally) would only be allowable for an order circum-
scribed so as to include an actual, currently recognized family 
Huerteaceae (which would appear not to be the case, now).

(033) Change the layout of Art. 18.1, subdividing 
it into an opening sentence, and four clauses (cf. 
Art. 13.1 and 20.4), with some rewording of the 
opening sentence and the first clause, so that it 
reads:
“18.1. The name of a family is a plural adjective used 

as a noun and is written with an initial capital letter; it is 
based on a generic name (see Art. 10.6) and ends in -aceae 
(but see Art. 18.5):

(a) For generic names of classical origin, and for generic 
names that can be treated as such, by analogy, a family name 
is formed from the genitive singular of the generic name by 
replacing the genitive singular inflection (Latin -ae, -i, -us, 
-is; transliterated Greek -ou, -os, -es, -as, or -ous, and its 
equivalent -eos) with the termination -aceae.

(b) For generic names of non-classical origin, when anal-
ogy with classical names is insufficient to determine the 
genitive singular, -aceae is added to the full word.

(c) Likewise, when formation from the genitive singular 
of a generic name results in a homonym, -aceae may be 
added to the nominative singular.

(d) For generic names with alternative genitives the one 
implicitly used by the original author must be maintained, 
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