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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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(215) Amend Art. 9 Note 2 as follows:
In clause (a), replace “(both unpublished and published either 

prior to or together with the protologue)” with “(both unpublished 
and published prior to publication of the protologue)”.

After clause (a), insert a new clause to read: “(a bis) those illus-
trations published as part of the protologue even if not used by the 
author of the validating description or diagnosis;”.

Although it is generally assumed that an illustration published 
as part of the protologue, is original material, a strict interpretation 
of the present definition of original material would, as pointed out by 
Ross (in Taxon 51: 523–524. 2002), suggest that such an illustration 
is original material only if it can be shown that the author used the 
illustration itself and not just the specimen or specimens portrayed.

At the Tokyo Congress Silva (in Taxon 42: 167–168. 1993) pre-
sented two proposals, one that would exclude illustrations published 
in the protologue as original material, the other specifically stated 
that such illustrations were original material, and it was the latter 
that was accepted. Presumably the Editorial Committee considered 
that as the author would almost certainly have seen an accompany-
ing illustration, if only in proof, it could be assumed that the illustra-
tion was used and that the matter was covered by “(both unpublished 
and published either prior to or together with the protologue)”. The 
proposal above would make it explicit that an illustration, published 
in the protologue, is original material even if it cannot be shown 
to have been used by the author of the validating description or 
diagnosis.

(216) Add a footnote to Art. 8.1 to read as follows:
“Here and elsewhere in the Code an illustration is a work of 

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.”

Historically an illustration was a work of art, e.g., a painting, 
drawing or woodcut, however, with changes in technology, a proto-
logue may now also include photographs of specimens, habitat pho-
tographs and scanning electron micrographs. It has been suggested 
that only illustrations showing features of the taxon described should 
be considered original material and the proposed footnote attempts 
to achieve this.

(217) Amend Art. 9 Note 2 as follows:
In the first line, after “For the purposes of this Code,” add “except 

for the situations covered by Art. 7.7 & 7.8,” and in the last line delete 
“(but see also Art. 7.7, second sentence, and 7.8)”.

in the absence of the specimen(s) from which it was figured on 
which the validating description was based, is the illustration 
referred to associated with that description i.e. “Clypeariae ru-
brae” Rumphius, Herbarium Amboinense 3: 177, t. 112 (1743). 
It is not the specimen, at Kew, collected by Moon and labelled 

“Adenanthera bicolor”, since Moon did not definitely designate 
the latter as the type.”

It would appear that the first effective designation of this lecto-
type was in Art. 32 Ex. 3 of the Sydney Code (i.e., by Voss & al. in 
Regnum Veg. 111: 32. 1983).

(215–222) Proposals on original material
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The present Note does not adequately address the question of 
what is original material for names published under the provisions 
of Arts. 7.7 and 7.8. Proposal 217 above, if accepted, would restrict 
the present Note to the more normal situation. Proposals 218–220 
below cover the situation for names published under the provisions 
of Arts. 7.7 and 7.8.

(218) Add a new Note after Note 2 to read as follows:
“Note 2bis. For names falling under Art. 7.7 first sentence, the 

original material comprises (a) those specimens and illustrations 
(both published and unpublished) upon which it can be shown that the 
description or diagnosis validating the name was based; (b) those il-
lustrations published with the validating description or diagnosis even 
if not used by the author of the validating description or diagnosis; (c) 
those specimens which even if not seen by the author of the description 
or diagnosis were cited with the validating description or diagnosis; 
(d) the holotype and the duplicates of the holotype (isotypes).”

(219) Add a further new Note after Note 2bis to read as 
follows:
“Note 2ter. For names falling under Art. 7.7 second sentence, the 

original material comprises only those specimens and illustrations 
available to or indicated by the validating author.”

(220) Add a further new Note after Note 2ter to read as 
follows:
“Note 2 quarter. For names falling under Art. 7.8, the original 

material comprises only those specimens and illustrations associated 
with the name in the sanctioning work and can be an element not as-
sociated with the protologue.”

The apparent intent of Art. 7.8, when it entered the Code in 
Sydney, was to regard the treatment for a particular name by the 
sanctioning author as if it were the protologue, for the purpose of type 
designation, thus ensuring minimal nomenclatural changes when the 
sanctioning works ceased to be starting date works. Authors, however, 
have been reluctant to lectotypify a name on an element not associ-
ated with the protologue because of the belief that original material 
can only be material associated with the protologue and so Art. 7.8 
conflicts with both Art. 9.2 and Art. 10.2. That this is not the case 
was made clear by the editorial addition of “(but see also … and 7.8)” 
to Art. 9 Note 2 to the Vienna Code. The acceptance of Proposal 220 
would make it quite evident that original material of a name published 
under the provisions of Art. 7.8 can, and often will, include material 
not associated with the protologue.
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