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According to Art. 9.11 of the Melbourne Code (McNeill & al. 
in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012), a lectotype may be designated in the 
following three cases: (1) if no holotype was indicated by the author 
of a name of a species or infraspecific taxon; (2) when the holotype 
or previously designated lectotype has been lost or destroyed; or (3) 
when the material designated as type is found to belong to more than 
one taxon. According to Art. 9.19, the author who first designates a 
lectotype must be followed (so long as the exceptions stipulated in 
Art. 9.19 do not apply). Moreover, in Art. 9.12 there are clear rules on 
precedence in designating a lectotype:

“9.12. In lectotype designation an isotype must be chosen if such 
exists, or otherwise a syntype if such exists. If no isotype, syntype 
or isosyntype (duplicate of syntype) is extant, the lectotype must be 
chosen from among the paratypes if such exist. If no cited specimens 
exist, the lectotype must be chosen from among the uncited speci-
mens and cited and uncited illustrations that comprise the remaining 
original material, if such exist.”

We propose that in the case when a previously designated lec-
totype has been lost or destroyed, the replacement lectotype must be 
designated from among the isolectotypes (duplicates of lectotypes), 
if such exist, or otherwise according to Art. 9.12 (see above). In this 
way, existing isolectotypes have precedence over all other kinds of 

types and other original material listed in sequence in Art. 9.12. The 
proposed procedure parallels the requirement to designate a lectotype 
firstly from among isotypes, if such exist (Art. 9.12) and accords 
with the rule that the author who first designates a lectotype must 
be followed (Art. 9.19). This proposal will strengthen nomenclatural 
stability, as the replacement lectotype will be a duplicate specimen 
(if such exists) of the previous lectotype. This proposal also parallels 
Prop. 045 (Ferrer-Gallego & al. in Taxon 64: 650. 2015), in which a 
substitute neotype must be designated firstly from among isoneo-
types, if such exist.

(259) Add a new Article after Art. 9.15 and include a reference 
to it at the end of Art. 9.12:
“9.15bis. When the previously designated lectotype has been 

lost or destroyed, the replacement lectotype must be designated 
from among the isolectotypes (Rec. 9C.1), if such exist, or otherwise 
according to Art. 9.12.”

“9.12. […]. See also Art. 9.15bis.”
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