Proposal from the floor (1)
[Art. 8 Prop. N was deferred on Monday. Has it been withdrawn and replaced by these proposals?] Yes
“8.3bis. For the purpose of typification an illustration comprises one or more drawings, paintings, photographs or other graphical works excluding movies that are referable to a single taxon and depict one or more morphological or anatomical features of an organism. If an illustration comprises more than one element, its elements should be organised in a single plate or its equivalent.”
“Ex. 5bis. The illustration of Gladiolus fistulosus Jacq. (Pl. Hort. Schoenbr. 1: t. 16. 1797) shows two plants, of which one (incomplete plant) is more typical of the taxon and the other (complete plant with three separate fragments) may be a hybrid. These two figures were apparently drawn from different plants, which may be taxonomically different; Goldblatt & al. (in Bothalia 43: 134. 2013) designated a single element, the left-hand plant on the illustration, as the lectotype of this name.” 

“Ex. 5ter. The lectotype of Chaetanthera pinnatifida Humb. & Bonpl. (Pl. Aequinoct. 2(17): 170, t. 136. 1817), designated by Vuilleumier (in Contr. Gray Herb. 199: 140. 1969), is the illustration published in the protologue, which consists of drawings of a complete plant with an analysis of eight details that were presumably drawn from the same plant.” 

“Ex. 5quater. Lawreymyces bogotensis Lücking & Moncada (in Fungal Diversity 84: 133, t. 7A. 2017) and seven other taxa were typified solely on diagrams published in the protologue that represent diagnostic ITS sequences. These are not depicting characters of morphology, and cannot be used for typification. 
Replace footnote 1 with definition

rej. section (with Prop. (2))
Proposal from the floor (2)

“8.3bis. For the purpose of typification an illustration comprises one or more drawings, paintings, photographs or other graphical works that are referable to a single taxon and depict one or more morphological features of an organism. If an illustration comprises more than one element, its elements should be organised in a single plate or its equivalent.” rej. section (with Prop. (1))
Proposal from the floor (3)

“8.3bis. For the purpose of typification an illustration comprises one or more drawings, paintings, photographs or other graphical works that are referable to a single taxon and depict one or more morphological features of an organism. Unpublished sketches[, which are not ready and presumably were not intended for publication,] cannot be designated as types.” withdrawn by proposer

[image: image1.emf]
Fig. 1. A sketch of diagnostic characters.

Proposal from the floor (4)
Amend Art. 9 Note 1 to read (new text in bold) (Text in red = changes already accepted.): [possibly editorial, but see comment below]

Note 1.  Any designation made by the original author, if definitely expressed at the time of the original publication of the name of the taxon, is final (but see Art. 9.11 and 9.15). If the author used only one element (i.e. specimen or illustration) when preparing the account of the new taxon, it must be accepted as the holotype. If a name of a new taxon is validly published solely by reference to a previously published description or diagnosis, the same considerations apply to material used by the author of that description or diagnosis (see Art. 7.7; but see Art. 7.8). passed section
Some authors have misinterpreted the verb “used” (deployed as a means of accomplishing a purpose) in this Note to mean “mentioned in the protologue”. The added words will make clearer that it is use in preparing the content of the protologue.  As it is a small modification to a Note, it is probably just editorial, but as the confusion has been troubling for diatomists and others, it seems worth having it approved by the Section. 

Proposal from the floor (5)
Amend Art. 9 Note 7 to read (new text in bold): [possibly editorial, but see comment below]:

John McNeill

19 July 2017

Note  7.  An epitype supports only the type to which it is linked by the typifying author. If the supported type is lost, destroyed or superseded, the epitype has no standing with respect to the replacement type. passed section
There was extensive discussion in Vienna on a proposal that suggested that “supported type” in the second sentence of this note be replaced by “lectotype or neotype”. The proposal was eventually, and correctly, defeated because an epitype may also support a holotype.  But as this is the case, the word “superseded” is misleading as the destruction or other loss of a holotype is not generally thought of as its supersession. The suggested additional words would clarify this and avoid the confusion engendered by the proposal in Vienna.

John McNeill

19 July 2017

Proposal from the floor (6)
Add to the end of Art. 14.3: 'Application of conserved and rejected names of nothogenera is determined by a statement of parentage (Art. H.9.1).' passed section
Explanation: The intent of the Article is to establish that a name may not be conserved or rejected under Art. 14 unless its application is established explicitly. For all names except those of nothogenera (and of hybrids between subdivisions of genera), this is established by designation of a type. This proposal aims to clarify that Art. 14.3 does NOT preclude conservation of a nothogeneric name, despite such names being defined by parentage and not by a type. 
The General Committee became aware of this lack of clarity in Art. 14.3 when it was considering a case to reject a nothogenus. Rejection of a nothogenus is, of course, allowed by the Code, and the GC considered that conservation of a nothogenus should also be possible since it is defined by the names of its parents. 

Proposed by: Karen Wilson, John McNeill, David Mabberley, Fred Barrie, Vicki Funk

Proposal from the floor (7)
Proposal on Art. 20.2 and 20.4 (following from Art. 20 Prop. A, defeated, and unsuccessful amendment proposed to it). Delete Art. 20.2 and Ex. 2–6Delete Art. 20.2 and Ex. 2–6; insert text shown in bold:
20.4. The following are not to be regarded as generic names:

[…]

(c)
Some words that have been widely used in the pharmacopoeia or as descriptive morphological terms: Balsamum, Bulbus, Cortex, Caulis, Flos, Folium, Fructus, Herba, Lignum, Oleum, Radix, Rhizoma, Spina, Semen, Lanceolatus, and Lobata. rej. section
Note: underlined items are transferred from the former Ex. 4 & 6 [proposed for deletion]. All non-underlined items in (c), not now in the Code, are from a list of frequent pharmacopoeia designation ferreted out by Valéry.

The rationale as heading clause (c) reflects the presumed origin of current Art. 20.2 + Ex. 6; pharmacopoeia items were often used in form of apparent Latin polynomials d, if associated with descriptive matter, might be construed to be validly published generic names. To avoid inadvertent re-validation of such “names” through deletion of Art. 20.2, likely candidates not now explicitly mentioned in Ex. 6 were therefore included in the clause (c) enumeration.

Acceptance of the proposal makes valid the recently proposed name Solitaria (McNeill) Sadeghian & Zarre (in Bot. J. Linn. Soc. 178: 667. 14 Jul 2015), based on Arenaria subg. Solitariae (‘Solitaria’) McNeill (in Notes Roy. Bot. Gard. Edinburgh 24: 128. 1962). [data provided by K. Gandhi].

Vicky Funk, convener/chair

Werner Greuter, acting as secretary

John McNeill

Valéry Malecot

Pat Herendeen, consultant
Proposal from the floor (8)
The following proposal was accepted with a friendly amendment (shown in red), with the wording “format” versus “layout” to be decided by the Editorial Committee:
Art. 30 Prop. D (265 – Turland & Knapp in Taxon 65: 653) Amend Art. 30.2 as follows (new text in bold, deleted text in strikethrough):

“30.2. An electronic publication is not effectively published if there is evidence within or associated with the publication that its content and format [layout] is merely a preliminary version that and was, or is to be, replaced by a version content that the publisher considers final, in which case only the version with that final version content is effectively published.”

New proposal from the floor by Turland and Knapp:

In the amended Art. 30.2, delete the words “and format [layout]”. passed section
Proposal from the floor (9)
Insert a new article following Article 30.7:
Article 30.7 bis
The distribution on or after 1 January 2019 of unpublished printed matter, without an ISBN or ISSN, to botanical institutions and their libraries, does not in itself constitute effective publication. rej. section 
By Jim Miller (MO)
With five seconders:
Michelle Price (G), Pierre-André Loizeau (G), Alan Paton (K), Roy Gereau (MO) and Martin Callmander (G)    

Proposal from the floor (10)
30.8. Publication on or after 1 January 1953 of an independent non-serial work stated to be a thesis (including the separately distributed abstract of thesis or similar material) submitted to a university or other institute of education for the purpose of obtaining a degree does not constitute effective publication unless the work includes an explicit statement (referring to the requirements of the Code for effective publication) or other internal evidence that it is regarded as an effective publication by its author or publisher. rej. section
This amendment will partly solve concern about effective publication of abstracts of dissertation (usually distributed within country only) which is important for Russia and several other countries.

Dmitry Geltman
Proposal from the floor (11)
Proposal on Art. 36.2 (following from a proposed but discarded amendment to Art. 36 Prop. B) deleted text in strike-through; added text in bold
36.2. When, on or after 1 January 1953, two or more different names based on the same type are propoused accepted simultaneously for the same taxon by the same author (so-called alternative names), none of them, if new, is validly published. This rule does not apply in those cases where the same combination is simultaneously used at different ranks, either for infraspecific taxa within a species or for subdivisions of a genus within a genus (see Rec. 22A.1–2 and, 26A.1–3), nor to names provided for in Art. 59.1. passed section (as amended)
Rationale: this amendment, originally accepted as friendly by the proposer of Art. 36 Prop. B, was correctly ruled by the Section President to be inadmissible as it presents an entirely new proposal, to be submitted on its own.

The proposed rewording widens the coverage of the provision to pairs of alternative names that are not both new. It reflects the meaning that in the past has often been inappropriately given to the provision, to cover a situation no presently covered in the Code.

Vicky Funk, convener/chair

Werner Greuter, acting as secretary

John McNeill

Valéry Malecot

Pat Herendeen, consultant

The Committee met during the lunch break, July 19, 2017

Proposal from the floor (12)
Add a new Recommendation to Article 46 with an Example:

“46E.1 Once an identifier issued by a recognized repository of fungal names (see Art. 42.2; see also Art. 22.1 and 26.1) is available, it may be used in place of an author citation in an electronic publication for a name subsequent to the valid publication of that name.

“Ex.1: Carlosrosaeavrieseae (M.F. Landell, L.R. Brandão, S.V. Safar, F.C. Gomes, C.R. Félix, A.R. Santos, D.M. Pagani, J.P. Ramos, L. Broetto, T. Mott, M.H. Vainstein, P. Valente & C.A. Rosa) A.M. Yurkov, X.Z. Liu, F.Y. Bai, M. Groenew. & Boekhoutmay be cited as Carlosrosaeavrieseae #814757. rej. section
Art. 46 Proposal from the floor (Rambold, Bensch, Kirk, Yao, Robert, Sanz & Triebel)

Proposal from the floor (13)
Add new text and an example to Art. 54.1 to read  (new text in bold):

54.1. Consideration of homonymy does not extend to the names of taxa not treated as algae, fungi, or plants, except as stated below:

(a) Later homonyms of the names of taxa once treated as algae, fungi, or plants are illegitimate, even when the taxa have been reassigned to a different group of organisms to which this Code does not apply.

(b) A name originally published for a taxon other than an alga, fungus, or plant, even if validly published under this Code (Art. 32–45), is illegitimate if it becomes a homonym of an algal, fungal, or plant name when the taxon to which it applies is first treated as an alga, fungus, or plant (see also Art. 45.1).

(c) A name of a taxon treated as belonging to the algae or fungi but originally assigned to a group not covered by this Code and that is unavailable for use under the provisions of the other Code1, usually because of homonymy, is illegitimate under this Code.
[Footnote: 1Such names are termed “objectively invalid” in the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature and “illegitimate” in the International Code of Nomenclature of Prokaryotes (formerly the International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria).

[New example:]

Ex. 1. Cribrosphaerella Deflandre ex Górka (in Acta Palaeontol. Polon. 2: 239, 260, 280. 5 Sept 1957) was published under the provisions of the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature for the Cretaceous coccolith algae, previously known as Cribrosphaera Arkhang. (in Mater. Geol. Rossii 25: 411. 1912), an objectively invalid (equivalent to illegitimate) name under that Code, being a later homonym of Cribrosphaera Popofsky (in Ergebn. Plankton-Exped. 3(L.f.β): 22, 32, 63. 1906) a genus of Radiolaria. Although Cribrosphaera Arkhang. is not a later homonym under this Code, it is illegitimate as it is not available for use according to the provisions of the Code under which it was published; consequently Cribrosphaerella is the correct name for the genus under both Codes. passed section
Note 1. The International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria provides that a bacterial name is illegitimate if it is a later homonym of a name of a taxon of bacteria, fungi, algae, protozoa, or viruses.

It has been suggested that the new provision could be incorporated into the current wording of Art. 54.1(b) (see below) and that should be considered by the Editorial Committee, but I believe that the separate presentation above makes the purpose clearer for the members of the Nomenclature Section.

(b) A name originally published for a taxon other than an alga, fungus, or plant, even if validly published under this Code (Art. 32–45), is illegitimate if it (i) becomes a homonym of an algal, fungal, or plant name when the taxon to which it applies is first treated as an alga, fungus, or plant (see also Art. 45.1) or (ii) is unavailable for use under the provisions of the other Code1, usually because of homonymy.

John McNeill, 19 July 2017

Proposal from the floor (14)
Proposal to amend Art. 60.9
The use of a hyphen in a compound epithet is treated as an error to be corrected by deletion of the hyphen. A hyphen is permitted only when the epithet is formed of words that usually stand independently. or when the letters When the vowels before and after the hyphen, excluding connecting vowels, are the same, the hyphen is to be maintained; if the hyphen is missing, it is to be inserted (see also Art. 23.1 and 23.3); in these instances, a missing hyphen is treated as an error to be corrected by insertion of a hyphen. rej. section
Article 60.9 includes an example (26) that states “Hyphen to be inserted”, but the article itself does not include this provision. The added text would clearly state that a missing hyphen should be added and would remove any ambiguity introduced by “permitted”, which indicates that a hyphen is allowed but not that a missing hyphen should be treated as an error. 

Schori & Wiersema, support from Mac Alford, Paul Peterson, John McNeill, Helen Hartley, Heather Lindon, Kanchi Gandhi

Proposal from the floor (15)
Add a new Note under Art. H.2.1:
“Note 1. Because a species name is a binary combination (Art. 23.1) hybrid formulae are expressed in the following manner: Kunzea linearis (Kirk) de Lange × Kunzea robusta de Lange & Toelken or Kunzea linearis (Kirk) de Lange × K. robusta de Lange & Toelken, not as Kunzea linearis (Kirk) de Lange × robusta de Lange & Toelken.” passed section
Basis: The current Code consistently implies, but does not make implicit, that hybrid formulae should be expressed in the following manner: Kunzea linearis (Kirk) de Lange × Kunzea robusta de Lange & Toelken or Kunzea linearis (Kirk) de Lange × K. robusta de Lange & Toelken (see for example, H.2.1, Ex.1, H.3.1 Ex. 1.). However, there appears to be no clear ruling on how hybrid formulae should be expressed. The lack of stated preference has sometimes resulted in hybrids being expressed as Kunzea linearis (Kirk) de Lange × robusta de Lange & Toelken. This is incorrect because Art. 23.1 states ‘the name of a species is a binary combination consisting of the genus followed by a single specific epithet’. 

Because no clear stated preference is evident in the Code, this has meant some authors and international websites e.g., DYNTAXA (http://www.slu.se/en/collaborative-centres-and-projects/dyntaxa/), iNaturalist (https://www.inaturalist.org/), Nature Watch NZ (http://naturewatch.org.nz/), USDA-Plants database (https://plants.usda.gov/core/profile?symbol=QUAL3) have expressed hybrid formulae contrary to how it is implied in the Code, and they have argued that as the Code makes no rulings they are entitled to do so. In the absence of a clear ruling this has necessitated some journals to indicate their preference (following what is implied in the Code) in their instructions to authors.

For consistency and clarity, it is recommended that the Code spells out exactly how hybrid formulae should be expressed.

Proposer: Peter J. de Lange

Seconders:

Francis Nge

Fred Barrie

Quentin Groom

Lena Struwe

Mark F. Watson
Proposal from the floor (16)

Melanie Schori, Scott Redhead, Valéry Malecot, Alan Paton, Karen Wilson, Heather Lindon, Quentin Groom, Wolf-Henning Kusber, Helen Hartley
Proposal to amend 40.5 and add a Note

For the purpose of Art. 40, the type of a name of a new species or infraspecific taxon of microscopic algae or microfungi (fossils excepted: see Art. 8.5) may be an effectively published illustration if there are technical difficulties of preservation or if it is impossible to preserve a specimen that would show the features attributed to the taxon by the author of the name. For microscopic algae and all fungi, it may be a specimen that consists of more than one gathering as long as they represent the same isolate from a single source or an isolate derived from a single sexual cross.
Note 1. Type designations for taxa other than fungi and microscopic algae that include citation of more than one gathering (such as a wild gathering and a cultivated gathering or multiple cultivated gatherings) are by definition separate gatherings and do not meet the provisions of Art. 8.1 and 8.2; the proposed names are not validly published. Referred to sp.c. (types)
Section established sp.c. on virtual participation in Nomenclature Section
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