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Summary Revised procedures for the General Committee and the Permanent Nomenclatural Committees for particular groups are 
reported. Decisions are reported on: (1) two overlooked proposals from before the Melbourne Congress, one to conserve a name and the 
other to suppress a work; (2) thirty proposals to conserve and reject names recommended for acceptance in the Nomenclature Committee 
for Vascular Plants Report 64 and thirteen such proposals recommended for rejection in that Committee Report; (3) two conservation 
proposals for which the NCVP could not make a firm recommendation; (4) one recommendation from the NCVP to suppress a work; 
and (5) five recommendations from the NCVP on requests for binding decisions, four under Art. 38.4 (adequate description) and one 
under Art. 53.5 (parahomonymy).

The previous report of the General Committee for Botanical 
Nomenclature was published in August 2012 (Taxon 61: 878–879). 
The General Committee membership has been stable at 23 members 
until the recent resignation of Dr. Tony Orchard, who had been a 
member since 1981. There has also been a change in Secretary for 
the Nomenclature Committee for Fungi: Dr. Lorelei Norvell stood 
down and was replaced by Dr. Tom May. Both Dr. Norvell and Dr. 
Orchard are thanked for their very much valued contributions. The 
Committee currently stands at 22 members, so the “super-majority” 
(at least  60%) required to approve or reject recommendations from 
Permanent Nomenclature Committees is 14.

1. Procedures for the General Committee and Permanent 
Nomenclatural Committees for particular groups

These procedures relate to the roles assigned to the committees 
by the Code, namely, to consider (1) proposals to conserve or reject 
names under Art. 14 and 56 of the Code, (2) proposals to suppress 
published works (Art. 32.9), (3) requests to make binding decisions 
on whether a description or diagnosis is adequate (Art. 32.4), and (4) 
requests to make binding decisions on whether two or more names 
are likely to be confused (Art. 53.5).

Voting on (1) and (2) has required a “super-majority” (i.e., at 
least 60%) vote for or against a proposal. On the other hand voting 
on (3) and (4) required only a simple majority (> 50%). The General 
Committee decided unanimously (23–0–0–0) that all proposals in 
all four categories should require a “super-majority” vote, given their 
potential effect on nomenclature and stability of names.

The amended procedures can be stated as follows:

General Committee
(1) The General Committee awaits the recommendations of the 

Permanent Nomenclature Committees for particular groups but does 
not necessarily await publication of their recommendations since it, 
technically, is acting on the original published proposals.

(2) Opportunity for exchange of opinion within the Committee 
will be provided before a final vote is taken.

(3) In order to recommend for or against acceptance of propos-
als to conserve or reject names or to suppress works, or acceptance 
of requests for binding decisions, a majority of 60% of Committee 
membership is required.

(4) If the General Committee recommendation differs from that 
of the Permanent Nomenclature Committee(s) involved, its Report 
must include mention of the reason(s) for the recommendation (for or 
against) in terms of the rationale for conservation or rejection in the 
Code. If an entry is to be modified from what was originally proposed, 
the changes must be detailed.

(5) Except for ex officio members (such as the Secretaries of 
other Permanent Committees) Committee members who, for three 
times in sequence over a period of nine months or more, fail to respond 
to requests for voting or subsequent reminders, are considered to have 
resigned. They are to be replaced by co-option.

Permanent Nomenclatural Committees
(1) The Permanent Committees for each of the major groups 

covered by the Code make decisions on proposals to conserve or reject 
names only after a proposal has been published in Taxon and sufficient 
time has elapsed for interested botanists to comment.

(2) Opportunity for exchange of opinion within each Committee 
will be provided before a final vote is taken.

(3) In order to recommend for or against acceptance of propos-
als to conserve or reject names or to suppress works, or acceptance 
of requests for binding decisions, a majority of 60% of Committee 
membership is required.

(4) Committee reports must include mention of the reason(s) 
for the recommendation (for or against) in terms of the rationale for 
conservation or rejection in the Code. If an entry is to be modified 
from what was originally proposed, the changes must be detailed.

(5) Committee members who, for three times in sequence over a 
period of nine months or more, fail to respond to requests for voting 
or subsequent reminders, are considered to have resigned. They are 
to be replaced by co-option following consultation between the Com-
mittee’s Secretary and the General Committee Secretary.

2. Overlooked proposals from pre-Melbourne Congress period

Two proposals had been overlooked in pre-Melbourne discussion 
and reporting by the General Committee. (Voting figures are reported 
in the order (Yes–No–Abstain–More discussion) here and below.)

(1828) Conserve Aspicilia aquatica against Lichen mazarinus. 
Nomenclature Committee for Fungi Report 16 in Taxon 60: 223. 2011.
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The General Committee voted (21–0–1–0) to accept the recom-
mendation of the Nomenclature Committee and conserve the name 
Aspicilia aquatica.

(Unnumbered) Add J. de A. Pinto da Silva, Diccionario de 
Botanica Brasilieira, 1873, to the list of suppressed works in App. VI 
and to reject all generic and specific names included in it. Nomencla-
ture Committee on Vascular Plants Report 62 in Taxon 60: 231. 2011.

The previous General Committee had voted (22–0–0–0) in April 
2011 to accept the recommendation of the NCVP but the result of the 
vote was not included in General Committee Report 11 (F. Barrie 
pers. comm.). The present Committee re-affirmed the acceptance 
of this recommendation and this book has been added to the list of 
suppressed works in App. VI of the Code.

3. Report 64 from the Nomenclature Committee on Vascular 
Plants (NCVP) (Taxon 61: 1108–1117. 2012)

The General Committee agreed unanimously to accept (22–0–
0–0) or reject (0–22–0–0) nearly all recommendations in this Report. 
The voting figures are shown against any proposal where they differ 
from these general voting figures.

Proposals to conserve or reject names
(under Art. 14 and 56) recommended by the NCVP are approved 

(i.e., the names are conserved or rejected as indicated) as follows:
(1975) cons. Onychium japonicum; (1976) rej. Oncidium mirabile 

[rather than conserving Lockhartia oerstedii]; (1977) rej. Maxillaria 
ramosa; (1980) cons. Croton arboreus (21–1–0–0); (1981) rej. Croton 
citrifolius; (1983) rej. Viola montana; (1984) rej. Viola persicifolia; 
(1985) cons. Viola elatior; (1990) cons. Pteris arachnoidea; (1991) 
cons. Pandanus pervilleanus; (1993) cons. Alyssum montanum (typ. 
cons.); (1994) cons. Codariocalyx orth. cons.; (2002a) cons. Lepisorus 
against Belvisia, Drymotaenium and Paragramma [see under rejected 
proposals for 2002b; that is, Lepisorus is conserved against Belvisia, 
Drymotaenium and Paragramma but NOT conserved against Lem-
maphyllum and Neocheiropteris]; (2003) cons. Acrostichum ebeneum 
(typ. cons.); (2006) cons. Amomum villosum; (2012) rej. Heptallon 
simplex; (2014) cons. Mespilus tomentosa; (2015) cons. Morinda citri-
folia; (2016) cons. Physalis (typ. cons.); (2019) cons. Sobralia (typ. 
cons.); (2022) cons. Spermacoce capitata Ruiz & Pav.; (2024) cons. 
Solidago doronicum (typ. cons., emend.) (21–1–0–0); (2026) cons. 
Dehaasia orth. cons.; (2028) cons. Stichorkis (typ. cons.); (2029) cons. 
Meiogyne; (2036) cons. Brasiliorchis; (2040) rej. Sophora lupinoides; 
(2041) cons. Hibiscus simplex (typ. cons.); (2042) rej. Solanum ferox; 
(2043) rej. Solanum fuscatum.

The following conservation or rejection proposals were not rec-
ommended by the NCVP and are declined: (1982) cons. Euphrasia 
kaliformis (1–21–0–0); (1986) cons. Viscum serotinum; (1992) cons. 
Enicosanthum; (2002b) cons. Lepisorus against Lemmaphyllum and 
Neocheiropteris (1–21–0–0); (2009) cons. Filago vulgaris; (2010) 
rej. Senecio gerardi; (2020) cons. Isidrogalvia; (2021) rej. Echino-
cactus acanthodes; (2025) cons. Senecio paucifolius; (2034) cons. 
Blechnum hawaiianum; (2035) cons. Oreochloa blanka; (2037) cons. 
Gymnadenia rubra (1–21–0–0); (2039) cons. Acalypha alnifolia J.G. 
Klein ex Willd.

Proposal 1915 (cons. Melianthaceae against Francoaceae – a 
“superconservation” proposal) for which the NCVP, after two rounds 
of voting, failed to reach a clear majority, and so requested the General 
Committee to resolve the matter. The General Committee voted by a 
clear super-majority (4–18–0–0) to reject the proposal.

Note: The colloquial term “superconservation”, not used in the 
Code, was apparently coined by Bullock (in Taxon 9: 161. 1960) to 
describe the situation where one conserved family name listed in 
what is now App. IIB is proposed for conservation against another 
conserved name in that Appendix, i.e., family names of Bryophyta 
and Spermatophyta that, unlike all other conserved names, are con-
served against unlisted names (Art. 14.5, final clause). The procedure 
is exactly the same as any other conservation procedure, except that if 
the proposal is successful the “superconservation” status is indicated 
in App. IIB, by a Note below the entry for each of the relevant names.

Proposal 2004 (cons. Zamia integrifolia with conserved type) 
came with mixed recommendations from the NCVP. They summed 
the matter up: “As there is no provision for binding decisions on legiti-
macy, conservation is recommended unless the General Committee 
is convinced that the name’s legitimacy will not be questioned in 
future.” After considerable discussion, the General Committee agreed 
with this statement. Members (with one dissenting voice) considered 
that the name was not legitimate and therefore voted (21–0–0–1) to 
conserve the name and maintain stability.

Proposal 1978 (to reject Corispermum orientale) was accidentally 
left off the ballot paper and will be dealt with in the next report.

Proposals to suppress works 
Proposal 8 (to suppress under Art. 34 E. Delpy, Tabulae Her-

barii L. Pierre), for names of genera and species, all the illustrations 
published by Delpy in this series) is accepted (21–1–0–0), i.e., this 
publication is to be listed in App. VI “Suppressed Works” of the 
Code. As Prop. 8 incorporated Prop. 6 and 7, no separate votes on 
these proposals needed to be taken.

Requests for binding decisions under Art. 38.4
Requests for decisions on whether the descriptive statements 

accompanying Echinodorus, Podocarpus cunninghamii, Primula 
thearosa, and Toulicia eriocarpa were adequate to treat them as 
validly published were considered by the NCVP and the Commit-
tee recommended that the first three be treated as validly published 
names, but that the last (“Toulicia eriocarpa”) be treated as not validly 
published. These recommendations were approved.

Request for binding decision under Art. 53.5
Proposal 2007 (to conserve Trigonotis) raised the question of 

whether the names Endogonia and Endogona should be considered 
as homonyms. So the NCVP decided to treat this as a request for 
a decision under Art. 53.5 and voted that the names were confusa-
ble and recommended that they be treated as homonyms. The Gen-
eral Committee agreed (20–2–0–0) that Endogona Raf. (1837) and 
Endogonia (Turcz.) Lindl. (1846) should be treated as homonyms. 
Since Endogonia is thus illegitimate, no action is needed to preserve 
the use of Trigonotis.


