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(248) Amend Ex. 1 under Art. 8.2 as follows (new text in bold):
“Ex. 1. “Echinocereus sanpedroensis” (Raudonat & Rischer in 

Echinocereenfreund 8(4): 91–92. 1995) was based on a “holotype” 
consisting of a complete plant with roots, a detached branch, an entire 
flower, a flower cut in halves, and two fruits that, according to the 
label, were taken from the same cultivated individual at different 
times and preserved, in alcohol, in a single jar. Since this material 
was collected at more than one time, it belongs to more than one 
gathering and cannot be accepted as a type. Raudonat & Rischer’s 
name is not validly published under Art. 40.2.”

This change is desirable to indicate more explicitly the situation 
to which this example applies.

(249) Add a new paragraph with new Examples under Art. 8.2 
as follows:
“8.2bis. For the purpose of Art. 8.2, a gathering (as to included 

elements) is defined by the original author (for holotypes, syntypes 
or other original material) or by the typifying author (for lectotypes, 
neotypes or epitypes).”

“Ex. 1bis. Ormerod (in Taiwania 51: 157. 2006) designated the 
right-hand plant of Hamer 178 in AMES as the holotype of Goodyera 
polyphylla Ormerod, whereas he considered the other plant on the 

same sheet as belonging to the similar G. brachyceras (A. Rich. & 
Galeotti) Garay & G.A. Romero.”

“Ex. 1ter. Deng & al. (in Nordic J. Bot. 32: 594–597. 2014) des-
ignated Wang & Deng 2358 as the holotype and cited Wang & Deng 
2359 as a paratype of the species name Spiradiclis coriaceifolia R.J. 
Wang. Both specimens were collected in the same place and at the 
same time; they belong to the same distylous taxon in the opinion of 
the original authors but represent different flower morphs. Art. 8.2 
notwithstanding, the two specimens are not part of the same gathering 
because of the effect of Art. 8.2bis.”

“Ex. 1quater. Ghazanfar (in Nasir & Ali, Fl. West Pakistan 113: 
4. 1977) designated Herb. Linn. No. 1123.1 (LINN) as the “type” (cor-
rectable to lectotype) of Myriophyllum spicatum L. (1753). Aiken & 
McNeill (in Bot. J. Linn. Soc. 80: 218. 1980) determined that only 
the sterile right-hand plants on that sheet belong to M. spicatum and 
designated Herb. Burser VII(1): 79 (UPS) as the lectotype. Ericsson 
(in Nordic J. Bot. 27: 139. 2009) recognised priority of Ghazanfar’s 
choice and restricted the type designation to the right-hand plants, 
which however are an admixture to the type specimen because the 
original diagnosis was based solely on inflorescence characters.”

“Ex. 1quinquies. Kirkbride (Biosyst. Monogr. Gen. Cucumis: 
104. 1993) designated a sheet of Mueller s.n. (K) with a single label as 
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the “neotype” of Cucumis jucundus F. Muell. (1859). The elements on 
this sheet are taxonomically different and comprise original material 
of both C. jucundus and C. picrocarpus F. Muell. (1859). Kirkbride’s 
usage of the term neotype is correctable to lectotype under Art. 9.9, 
and this type designation is to be restricted to the original material 
of C. jucundus (now K000634446) with exclusion of the element 
belonging to C. picrocarpus as admixture under Art. 9.14. A fur-
ther lectotypification by Telford & al. (in PhytoKeys 5: 23–24. 2011) 
on the same element, which was proposed because Kirkbride’s type 
indication was viewed to be referable to more than one gathering, 
was unnecessary.”

In the definition of specimen (Art. 8.2), one of the defining char-
acteristics (a specimen should belong to a single species or infraspe-
cific taxon) is subject to individual opinions. Taxonomic opinions of 
the original author and subsequent monographers may differ (and they 
frequently do). To avoid conflicts of taxonomic interpretations, a new 
paragraph is proposed to clarify that for the purpose of typification 
the content of the type specimen must match the original author’s 
circumscription of the taxon, and the elements that were not included 
in the original concept of the taxon cannot be added even if they are 
treated as taxonomically indistinct by later authors.

In some circumstances, authors prefer to exclude morphologi-
cally deviating specimens from the type even if otherwise they may be 
treated as duplicates of a single gathering under Art. 8.2 and 8.3 (i.e. 
specimens that are collected in the same place and at the same time, 
and are taxonomically indistinct). If such deviating specimens are 
cited as paratypes in the protologue, or excluded without any mention 
in the protologue, one may still argue that this citation or exclusion is a 
technical error and the cited specimens are not paratypes but isotypes.

If this provision is not introduced, a logical difficulty remains. 
Regarding the example of Spiradiclis coriaceifolia R.J. Wang pro-
vided above, the paratype specimen may be treated as an isotype 
because it can be considered as part of the same gathering under Art. 
8.2; although under Art. 9.1 Note 1 any designation made by the origi-
nal authors is final, this provision concerns only designated holotypes 
because isotypes and paratypes are not designated but established 
by definition.

If the proposal is accepted, the definition of gathering in the 
Glossary needs to be amended editorially.

(250) If Prop. 249 is accepted, revise Footnote 2 under Art. 8.3 
as follows (new text in bold, deleted text in strikethrough):
“Here and elsewhere in this Code, the word duplicate is given its 

usual meaning in curatorial practice. A a duplicate is part of a single 
gathering of a single species or infraspecific taxon made by the same 
collector(s) at one time, unless the content of the gathering has been 
restricted by the original or a typifying author. The possibility of 
a mixed gathering must always be considered by an author choosing 
a lectotype, and corresponding caution used.”

I propose to delete part of the first sentence of this footnote 
because the curatorial practice tends to follow the circumscription 
of the gathering given by its collector and may be in conflict with 
a taxonomic opinion of the original or typifying author. The added 
text is supposed to cover the interpretation that may be given by the 
author of the taxon or, when appropriate, by the typifying author. 
If this proposal is not accepted, a number of paratypes (specimens 
intentionally listed as paratypes by the authors) will become iso-
types if collected on the same date and in the same place with the 
holotype, apparently contrary to the intention of those who assigned 
the types.

(251) Replace Footnote 1 under Art. 8.1 with a new paragraph 
(new text in bold) and add two new Examples:
“8.3bis. For the purpose of typification an illustration is a work 

of art or a photograph, e.g. a picture of a herbarium specimen or a 
scanning electron micrograph, depicting a feature or features of an 
organism. It may consist of a single figure, or of a group of figures 
that are assembled together and presumably derived from a single 
source (notwithstanding admixtures).”

“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 derived from different sources (plants); 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 derived 
from the same plant.”

Specimens that are elements eligible as types are defined in a 
separate paragraph, but the definition of illustrations is placed in a 
footnote. I propose to convert the present Footnote 1 of Art. 8 into a 
paragraph of Art. 8 and to add a sentence clarifying that an illustration 
may be represented by a group of logically connected figures that may 
therefore be eligible for type designation as a whole.

(252) Amend Art. 9.14 as follows (new text in bold, deleted text 
in strikethrough) and add three new Examples:
“ 9.14. When a type (herbarium sheet or equivalent preparation) 

contains parts belonging to more than one taxon (see Art. 9.11), the 
name must remain attached to the part (specimen as defined in Art. 
8.2) that corresponds most nearly with the original description or diag-
nosis an admixture (usually a minor ingredient) may be excluded 
without a separate nomenclatural act if it can be demonstrated 
that the validating description or diagnosis does not apply to 
the admixed elements; otherwise a type should be narrowed to 
a single element by way of a subsequent lectotypification or neo-
typification in conformity with Art. 9.11.”

“Ex. 11bis. On the slide with the holotype of the name Navicula 
latelongitudinalis R.M. Patrick (in Proc. Acad. Nat. Sci. Philadelphia 
111: 98. 1959) there are individuals of another diatom species that can 
be distinguished “only by smaller valves and slightly different shape 
of the conopeum”. Potapova (in Proc. Acad. Nat. Sci. Philadelphia 
162: 8. 2013) disregarded those individuals as admixture because it 
“is obvious from the valve dimensions” given in the protologue that 
Patrick did not consider them to belong to his new taxon.”

“Ex. 11ter. The name Tetrapterys alternifolia Cuatrec. (in Web-
bia 13: 435. 1958) of Malpighiaceae was published with Dugand & 
Jaramillo 2850 (US) as the designated holotype, the parts of which 
were considered taxonomically identical by Cuatrecasas. Anderson 
(in Contr. Univ. Michigan Herb. 25: 91. 2007) discovered that this type 
was mixed and the sterile stem with alternate leaves, to which the 
epithet refers, does not belong to Malpighiaceae; in order to maintain 
the application of the name, Anderson designated the flowering stem 
as the lectotype.”

“Ex. 11quater. Snogerup (in Davis & al., Fl. Turkey 9: 20. 1985) 
designated Herb. Linnaeus 449.27 (LINN) as the lectotype of Juncus 
bulbosus L. (1753). Two plant fragments on that sheet, one sterile and 
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the other in fruit, both agree with the original description stating 
“foliis linearibus canaliculatis, capsulis obtusis” and thus belong to 
the original material of the name. Proćków (in Taxon 51: 551. 2002) 
made a restricting choice and designated the fragment in fruit because 
the sterile plant appeared to belong to a species of Carex.”

Originally Art. 9.14 was intended to cover the cases when a type 
specimen that was found to be taxonomically mixed contains admix-
tures, and it instructs that such admixtures are to be disregarded 
(Art. 8.2). The present wording of Art. 9.14 is in agreement with this 
intention and serves the purpose well. However, Ex. 11, which is to 
illustrate that Article, tells us that part of the mixed specimen should 
be designated as a lectotype, and selecting a lectotype from discordant 
elements is a procedure that is different from treating admixtures.

I propose to introduce a distinction between treating admixtures 
(parts of a specimen that became unknowingly immixed contrary 
to the intention of the author) and parts of an originally heteroge-
neous specimen (when elements belonging to more than one taxon 
were knowingly added by the author). The procedure in each case 
is different. Admixtures can be handled in the same way as already 
ruled by Art. 9.14; no change is proposed here except for the following 
rewording. I suggest to replace the requirement of corresponding “most 
nearly with the original description or diagnosis” by applying the same 
provision as used for determining original material (Art. 9.3): part of a 
specimen is admixture if the validating description or diagnosis does 
not apply to it. The new Example of Navicula latelongitudinalis is 
provided to illustrate how admixtures can be identified and excluded.

If there are taxonomically different elements of a type specimen 
that cannot be treated as admixture, such a type can be subject to 
subsequent lectotypification or neotypification because the provision 
of “corresponding more nearly” is often impossible to apply in cases 
when the description is applicable to more than one part of a mixed 
specimen. Which of those parts corresponds “more nearly” is a matter 
of opinion, as some characters in the validating description or diag-
nosis may be borrowed from one taxon and the other characters from 
another taxon. To avoid ambiguity and logical difficulties, all parts 
of a mixed type specimen (disregarding admixtures) may be techni-
cally treated as syntypes if they match the validating description or 
diagnosis (i.e. if they were basis of certain statements in the validat-
ing description or diagnosis). The cases of Tetrapterys alternifolia 
and Juncus bulbosus are provided as Examples to demonstrate the 
situations when a holotype (the first case) or a lectotype (the second 
case) appeared to be taxonomically mixed and neither of their parts 
may have been excluded as admixture.

(253) Amend Art. 9.11 as follows (new text in bold):
“9.11. If no holotype was indicated by the author of a name of 

a species or infraspecific taxon, or when the holotype or previously 
designated lectotype has been lost or destroyed, or when the material 
designated as type is found to belong to more than one taxon (but see 
Art. 9.14 for admixtures), a lectotype or, if permissible (Art. 9.7), a 
neotype as a substitute for it may be designated.”

A reference to the procedure of dismissing admixtures is also 
required in Art. 9.11.

(254) If Prop. 252 is accepted, amend the revised Art. 9.14 as 
follows (new text in bold):
“9.14. When a type (herbarium sheet or equivalent preparation, 

or illustration) contains parts belonging to more than one taxon, 
the admixture (usually a minor ingredient) may be excluded with-
out a separate nomenclatural act if it can be demonstrated that the 

validating description or diagnosis was not based upon the admixed 
elements; otherwise the type should be narrowed to a single element 
by way of a subsequent lectotypification or neotypification in con-
formity with Art. 9.11.”

Since illustrations may also consist of several figures (e.g. those 
which may serve in place of validating descriptive matter under Art. 
38.7–38.9), these portions may be accidentally mixed and represent 
more than one taxon. Such cases are proposed to be included in Art. 
9.14 by analogy with designation of lectotypes from a mixed specimen.

(255) Amend Art. 9.17 as follows (new text in bold):
“9.17. A designation of a lectotype or neotype that later is found 

to refer to a single gathering but to more than one specimen must 
nevertheless be accepted (subject to Art. 9.19), but may be further 
narrowed to a single one of these specimens by way of a subsequent 
lectotypification or neotypification (for taxonomically mixed type 
designations, see Art. 9.14).”

When a designated type belongs to one taxon but is represented 
by more than one specimen, a further choice between such specimens 
is possible under Art. 40.2 (for holotype designations) and Art. 9.17 
(for lectotype and neotype designations). If a designated type belongs 
to more than one taxon, such situations are dealt with under Art. 9.14. 
A reference to Art. 9.14 is desirable in Art. 9.17 in order to reflect 
this difference.

(256) Amend Art. 40.2 as follows (new text in bold), and add a 
new Note after Art. 40.2 Note 1:
“40.2. For the name of a new species or infraspecific taxon, indi-

cation of the type as required by Art. 40.1 can be achieved by reference 
to an entire gathering, or a part thereof, even if it consists of two or 
more specimens as defined in Art. 8 (see also Art. 40.7) or is found 
to be taxonomically mixed.”

“Note 1bis. When the type specimen is found to be taxonomically 
mixed, its parts are syntypes unless the admixture can be excluded 
under Art. 9.14.”

These changes are proposed to clarify the status of taxonomically 
different parts of a type specimen, in cases when a holotype specimen 
is found to be taxonomically heterogeneous.

(257) Delete Ex. 11 under Art. 9.14.
The present Ex. 11 under Art. 9 is supposed to illustrate a situa-

tion when a [nomenclatural] type, originally indicated or later desig-
nated, is found to contain more than one taxonomic element. In such 
cases Art. 9.14 prescribes the selection of an element of the type that 
corresponds most closely with the original description or diagnosis.

However, the protologue of Tillandsia bryoides Griseb. 
ex Baker (in J. Bot. 16: 236. 1878), also available at http://www.
biodiversitylibrary.org/item/35887#page/254/, demonstrates a situa-
tion where the name was originally introduced (as nomen nudum) by 
one author (Grisebach) on labels of specimens collected by Lorentz 
in Argentina, and then validly published by another author (Baker) 
with citation of Lorentz 128 and four other gatherings kept “in the 
London herbaria”. All five gatherings cited by Baker are syntypes of 
T. bryoides under Art. 9.5, and the specimen originally identified by 
Grisebach has no other status because Baker did not designate a holo-
type and more than one specimen was cited in the protologue. Without 
regard to the original description, which was presumably based on 
mixed elements, Smith (in Proc. Amer. Acad. Arts 70: 194. 1935) 
designated part of the Lorentz gathering by the residue method (the 
present Rec. 9A.4) because the other taxon mixed in this collection 
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had already been named as T. tricholepis Baker (18. However, a fur-
ther examination of the original collections of T. bryoides (Donadío 
in Darwiniana 49: 131–138. 2011) revealed only plants referable to 
T. tricholepis rather than what was assumed to be T. bryoides s.str.; 
consequently, the latter name was synonymised and the species was 
redescribed under a new name.

For this reason the case of T. bryoides cannot exemplify Art. 9.14, 
and Ex. 11 of Art. 9 should be deleted as erroneous.

(258) Add a new Recommendation to Rec. 9A with a new 
Example:
“9A.5. When a specimen (as defined in Art. 8.2) consists of sev-

eral individuals or parts of individuals and is preserved in a single 
preparation, lectotypification should not be narrowed to an element 
of that preparation unless there are taxonomic or historical grounds 
to do so.”

“Ex. 1. Price (in Candollea 57: 50. 2002) designated the left-
hand specimen in the upper row on the sheet of Swartz s.n. (G) as the 
lectotype of Weissia calycina Hedw. because in Hedwig’s herbarium 
multiple individuals or groups of individuals “may have been attached 
to sheets at different times”.”

This Recommendation is to discourage unnecessary restrictive 
type designations made e.g. from fragments of a single specimen 
mounted on a single herbarium sheet when the fragments are homo-
geneous both taxonomically and historically.
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