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exclusis generibus (excl. gen.), exclusa specie or exclusis specibus (excl. sp.), exclusa 
varietate or exclusis varietatibus (excl. var.), sensu amplo (s. ampl.), sensu stricto 
(s. str.), inclusive (incl.), etc. Such a note with the citation of the author's name has 
the character of a literary quotation and should not be connected with the preceding 
name of a taxon in the sense of Art. 46." 

In taxonomic studies it is often necessary to quote errors and misinterpretations, 
especially in citing synonymy. In these cases some ambiguous citations can be cleared up 
in taxonomic practice by the use of the expression sensu; therefore it should be useful to 
include it in the Code as an independent recommendation (to Art. 46) as follows: 

Proposal 55: "When it is necessary to cite a mistinterpretation exclusive of the type, 
the name of the responsible author should be placed after the name of the original 
author, using the word sensu. In this case, priority is connected with the date of 
publication of the misinterpretation." 

The author expresses his thanks to Dr. J. Holub (Praha) and Dr. J. Ruzicka (Pfsek) 
for their critical remarks. 

PROPOSALS TO THE LENINGRAD CONGRESS ON 
THE NOMENCLATURE OF HYBRIDS 

These proposals from various sources have been assembled by P. F. Yeo, as 
Secretary of the Committee for Hybrids [University Botanic Garden, Cambridge, 
G.B]. A first and a second draft were circulated to the members of the committee 
and some others, several of whom have provided helpful comments and sugges- 
tions. Nevertheless, the proposals cannot be said to represent the collective view 
of the committee, and direct opposition by anyone who has seen the proposals 
is indicated here where necessary. 

Proposals which seem to be of a mainly editorial nature have been put last. 

Proposals for Changes in Appendix I 

ARTICLE H. 4 

This article rules that certain designations used for hybrids are considered to 
be formulae and not true epithets. The epithet davimottiae in the Example to H. 6 
is composed of two epithets with the ending of one, and the beginning of the other, 
removed. The wording of H. 4 line 2 ("with the ending of only one epithet chan- 
ged") would therefore appear to apply to davimottiae, yet surely such compounds 
are epithets and not formulae? The matter can be set right by changing the position 
of the word "only". An example of a similar epithet in which the ending of one 
is changed and the other is unaltered is found in Acaena xanserovina (anser- 
inifolia x ovina), but here again, this is surely an epithet, not a formula. The 
kind of change of ending which the Code has in mind is clearly shown by the 
example of Verbascum nigro-lychnitis, where the stem is intact. In Article 73 
the part of an epithet after the stem is called a termination. The following 
alteration to H. 4 is proposed (opposed by E. L. Little on the ground that pro- 
posal 3, or failing that, proposal 4, is preferable). 

Proposal I[56]. Art. H. 4, line 2, alter the clause between commas to read: or with 
only the termination of one epithet changed. 

Proposal 2[57]. Add to the examples: The following names include true epithets: 
Acaena xanserovina Orchard (from anserinifolia and ovina), Micromeria xbenthamineolens 
Svent. (from benthamii and pineolens). 

There are, however, disadvantages in recognizing any of these compounds as 
epithets. If it proves that there was a mistake about the parentage, or if a name- 
change affects the parents, they become misleading. Examples are Narcissus 
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xminicycla (N. asturiensis [minima] x N. cyclamineus) and possibly Acaena 
xanserovina, both parents of which are now thought of by the author as com- 
plexes consisting of several species (A. E. Orchard in Rec. Auckland Inst. Mus. 
10: 97-107. 1973). It might be better, therefore, to rule that these are not epithets 
but formulae. The disadvantage of making this change is that some accepted 
epithets of this type would have to be replaced if epithets were needed. On the 
other hand, some such epithets in circulation in the horticultural world are in any 
case not validly published. 

The following proposal is an alternative to proposals 1 and 2. If it is accepted 
proposal 7 becomes obligatory. 

Proposal 3[58]. Art. H. 4, delete the first two lines and substitute: Designations 
proposed for hybrids and consisting of the epithets of the names applied to the parents, 
combined either in unaltered form or in altered but recognizable form, or consisting of. 
Add to examples: Micromeria xbenthamineolens (from benthamii and pineolens). 

If proposal 3 is unacceptable, the following proposal for a new recommenda- 
tion should be considered. 

Proposal 4[59]. Add a new recommendation H. 4A: In forming epithets for hybrids, 
botanists should avoid combining parts of the epithets of the parents. 

ARTICLES H. 4-6 

A more logical order could be achieved by the following proposal. 

Proposal 5[6o]. Place Art. H. 6 and Rec. H. 6A before Art. H. 4 and re-number 
accordingly. In Art. H. 4, line I, delete specific. In Art. H. 5, for named interspecific 
hybrid read hybrid designated by an epithet. 

ARTICLE H. 6 

An addition is proposed to make this article comparable with Art. H. 3. E. L. 
Little and P. Wendelbo think this change unnecessary. 

Proposal 6[6i]. Art. H. 6, add: Epithets of hybrids between infraspecific taxa are 
subject to the same rules as those of non-hybrid infraspecific taxa (see Arts. 24, 40 
and o5). 

It seems doubtful whether the epithet davimottiae in the example is validly 
published. An alternative example is proposed and it should be explained here 
that the "infraspecific" epithet was ascribed by Schidlay to Rothmaler, who did 
not in fact validly publish it; Schidlay himself first validly published it, ap- 
parently inadvertently, (Fl. Slov. 2: 225. 1966). 

Proposal 7[62]. Art. H. 6, delete example and substitute: Polypodium vulgare subsp. 
xmantoniae Rothm. ex Schidlay (= P. vulgare subsp. prionodes x subsp. vulgare). 

ARTICLE H. 7 

The following is taken from the Minutes of a meeting of the International 
Commission for the Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants, held at Edinburgh on 1 
and 2 August, 1964: 

"Mr. Gilmour pointed out that . . . the Botanical Code now requires that if, 
for taxonomic or nomenclatural reasons, the generic name is changed of any one 
parent of an intergeneric hybrid whose 'name' is formed from parts of the generic 
names of the parents, the telescoped formula composing the 'generic name' of 
that hybrid must be changed to agree with the new names involved in its par- 
entage." 
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We can take it from this that the above indicates the intention of the Commitec 
for Hybrids at the Edinburgh International Botanical Congress. However, the 
Code does not make it clear that nomenclatural changes to parent genera affect 
intergeneric hybrid names. The proposal to do this offers two alternative 
wordings, one using "correct" and the other "legitimate". "Correct" is used in 
the sense of Art. 11, meaning the name which is correct for "a particular 
circumscription, position and rank". If this word is thought to be ambiguous 
when included in the article without further elaboration, "legitimate" could be 
substituted, provided it is felt that it truly covers the situation. 

An additional example is included in the proposal to provide a contrast with 
a proposed new example for Art. H. 9. 

Proposal 8[63]. Art. H. 7, para. 3 and para 7, for combining the names read 
combining the correct/legitimate names. Add to Examples: xAmarcrinum Coutts (Ama- 
ryllis x Crinum). 

The Note contains an additional rule and it should not be treated as a Note. 

Proposal 9[64]. Art. H. 7: the "Note" should be elevated to the status of "paragraph". 

It appears that the Code should say something explicit about collective epithets 
in combination with the names of intergeneric hybrids. At the same time it is 
desirable to point out where the field (but not the subject matter) of the 
International Code of Nomenclature for Cultivated Plants overlaps that of our 
Code. E. L. Little thinks this change unnecessary. 

Proposal io[65]. Art. H. 7, add a new Note: The collective epithet of an intergeneric 
hybrid is subject to the same rules as that of an interspecific hybrid (Arts. H. 3, H. 4 
and H. 5), except for the position of the multiplication sign (x). A collective epithet 
in modern language is allowable only under the International Code of Nomenclature for 
Cultivated Plants (see ICNCP, Art. i8). 

It is later proposed to re-arrange and re-word Arts. H. 8 and H. 9. However, 
E. G. Voss has suggested that some of this re-writing is not needed if other 
changes are made in Art. H. 7 (here presented in Yeo's draft). 

Proposal Ii[66]. Art. H. 7, para. 3, for is formed read is a condensed formula formed. 
Art. H. 7, para. 6, add Such a name is regarded as a condensed formula. 

ARTICLE H. 8 

The Edinburgh Code introduced the idea that the names of bigeneric and 
multigeneric hybrids are condensed formulae or treated as such, and clearly 
said that this was the case (Art. H. 4). Part of this article was used by the 
editors of the 1972 Code for Art. H. 8, and the remainder was replaced by 
para. 1 from Art. 40 to make a new Art. H. 9. The latter deals with valid 
publication, but makes the statement that these names are condensed formulae 
in a relative clause accompanied by a reference to Art. H. 8 (a mistake for H. 7). 
It is here suggested that with such a novel idea we need to re-establish a 
categorical statement of it in the Code in order to prevent misunderstandings. 
The material of the present Art. H. 8 although very important, is really only an 
elaboration of the consequence of using condensed formulae as names for 
intergeneric hybrids. If Art. H. 9 is to be modified by having a definite statement 
about condensed formulae, the matter of H. 8 then becomes subordinate to it. 
The two articles can therefore be combined, with some re-arrangement. As it 
seems that valid publication requires fulfilment of some of the conditions of 
Art. 32, this point is also covered in the following proposal. An additional 
example is proposed. 
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Proposal I2[67] Art. H. 8 and H. 9, delete and substitute new Art. H. 8: In order 
to be validly published, the name of a hybrid with the rank of genus, or the epithet of a 

hybrid with the rank of subdivision of a genus, must fulfil the conditions contained in 
Art. 32, para I(I) and be accompanied by a statement of the names of the parent genera 
or subdivisions of a genus. 

Examples: [those from H. 9 of the Seattle Code, I972]. 
Note: No description or diagnosis is necessary, whether in Latin or any other language. 
Such names and epithets are condensed formulae or, if they end in -ara, are treated as 

equivalent to condensed formulae, their application being determined by the stated 

parentage. The names and epithets are applicable only to plants which are accepted 
taxonomically as derived from the genera or subdivisions of genera named. 

Examples: [that from H. 8 of the Seattle Code]. Add: If Euanthe is recognized as a 
distinct genus, hybrids simultaneously involving its only species, E. sanderana, and the 
three genera Arachnis, Renanthera and Vanda, must be placed in xCogniauxara; if, on the 
other hand, E. sanderana is included in Vanda, the same hybrids are placed in xHolt- 
tumara (Arachnis x Renanthera x Vanda). 

E. G. Voss thinks that some of the above re-writing might be unnecessary 
if proposal 11 (Art. 7, para. 3 and 6) were put into effect. 

Apparently some people are under the impression that generic and hybrid- 
generic names do not compete in questions of priority. In order to emphasise 
that they do, the last sentence in the example to Art. H. 8 could be made into a 
Note. 

Proposal 13[68] Art. H. 8, remove the last sentence from the existing example and 
make it a Note, but for Hordetm (s. str.) read Hordeum (s. str., see example above). 

ARTICLE H. 9 

Proposal 267 to the Seattle Congress, by Brummitt, was as follows: 

Add to Art. H. 3 [H. 7 in Seattle Code] the following: "Names proposed for 
intergeneric hybrids and not in accordance with the above statements are not validly 
published." Brummitt's example was xMaltea Boivin, for Puccinellia x Phippsia (published 
in I967). The proposal was accepted at the Congress, but the editors chose to put it 
into effect by adding to Art. 32, para. I(2) the words "and Art. H. 7." 

It is clearly desirable to have some means of enforcing the regulations now 
embodied in Art. H. 7, but by treating incorrectly formed names as not validly 
published some collective epithets will be unnecessarily invalidated under Art. 
43. Examples are those under xMaltea and xEucodonopsis; if proposal 8 is ac- 
cepted epithets under such names as xCrindonna (Amaryllis x Crinum) and 
xGloxinera (Rechsteineria x Sinningia) would also be involved. Such invalidation 
hardly seems necessary, when one considers that the requirements for valid pub- 
lication are mostly designed to ensure that only those names intended as new 
scientific names for plants are actually considered as such, and that it shall be 
possible to determine the application of these names. Article 43 itself has the 
related function of ensuring that epithets are securely anchored to the system 
of nomenclature by attachment to a name as part of a combination. Epithets 
attached to the kind of incorrect hybrid name indicated above do not necessarily 
fall short in these respects. However, they might receive their first valid 
publication accidentally after a retrospective loss of validity. A fair amount of 
research would be involved in seeking such events, and since the names concerned 
are prevailingly applicable to plants originating in cultivation, the chance of 
workers taking up the task of finding a correct nomenclature for them under 
present rules would be lower than usual. 

It appears, therefore, that it would be both consistent with the general inten- 
tion of the Code, and advantageous from a practical point of view, to treat 
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names in conflict with Art. H. 7 as illegitimate. Article 6, para. 4, may provide 
for this already, but it seems desirable to have a separate statement of the position 
in Appendix I. This would provide an opportunity to give examples. The follow- 
ing draft is proposed, on the assumption that proposal 8 is accepted. E. L. Little 
thinks this change unnecessary. If proposal 13 is accepted the proposed addition 
would constitute the whole of Art. H. 9. 

Proposal 14[69]. Art. H. 9, add: The "generic name" of an intergeneric hybrid, or the 
epithet of a hybrid between subdivisions of a genus, is illegitimate and must be rejected 
if any of the generic or generic subdivisional names of which it is composed is illegitimate 
or not validly published. 

Examples: Belladonna Sweet is a nomenclatural synonym of Amaryllis L. The name 
xCrindonna Ragioneri for hybrids between Amaryllis and Crinum L. is therefore 
illegitimate. When the correct name for Leucorchis E. Mey. was found to be Pseudorchis 
Seg., a new name (xPseuditella P. F. Hunt) became necessary to replace xLeucotella 
Schltr., as the name for the hybrid with Nigritella Rchb. 

A name which is not formed in accordance with the provisions of Art. H. 7 is 
illegitimate and must be rejected. 

Examples: The name xMaltea Boivin, for hybrids between Phippsia and Puccinellia, is 
illegitimate, as is xEucodonopsis van Houtte for hybrids between Achimenes Pers. and 
Smithiantha Kuntze (which should be called xAchimenantha H. E. Moore). 

ARTICLE H. 10 

In the first draft of this paper the following subjects were considered: (a) 
automatic conversion from hybrid to non-hybrid taxa of infraspecific rank under 
Art. 50, and vice versa; (b) the possibility of recognizing, with a status other 
than that of nothomorph, interspecific hybrid groups whose parents are specified 
as to the subspecies involved in the cross; (c) the possibility of having supplemen- 
tary ranks within interspecific hybrids. 

The only positive results were a proposal from Yeo to amend the relevant 
wording of Art. 50; an alternative suggestion by R. K. Brummitt (not a member 
of the Committee) to remove the facility recently added to Art. 50 for inter- 
change between infraspecific taxa and nothomorphs; and an indication by Brum- 
mitt that a need for supplementary categories within interspecific hybrids is felt 
by workers in some groups. 

Since there was no support from within the Committee for Yeo's proposal, 
since other suggestions have not yet been drafted in the form of proposals, and 
since the subject is extremely complex, it seems better not to attempt any proposals 
in this paper, but to leave it to individuals to make proposals in their own 
names if they wish. 

Graft -Chimaeras 

In the editorial stage of preparing the Seattle Code it was suggested by Yeo 
that it was necessary to include regulations on graft-chimaeras in the Code. The 
reason was that the Congress had accepted Proposal D of the Committee for 
Hybrids to add to Art. 28 the following: "The name of a graft-chimaera of any 
rank must not be the same as the name of a sexual hybrid of the same rank." No 
change was proposed to the statement that "Graft -chimaeras, being horticultural 
objects, are dealt with by the International Code of Nomenclature for Cul- 
tivated Plants."' The objection to this was that it appeared to restrict the forma- 
tion of names of sexual hybrids by excluding names identical with any name for 
a graft-chimaera, despite the fact that the requirements for valid publication of 

1 The two statements are inconsistent; if the second is adhered to, the wording of the 
first should have been the converse of what it is. It is assumed here that the converse 
holds. 
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the latter are laid down only in the ICNCP, and that these requirements are 
minimal and are ambiguously set down (for example, by not providing for 
effective publication). 

In the event, the Seattle Code embodied (in a new wording) the statement in 
the second quotation above, but imposed no restriction on the formation of names 
for sexual hybrids, vis a vis names for graft-chimaeras. This means, for example, 
that if the name of the graft-chimaera Syringa +-correlata had been first pub- 
lished as such, and if one needed to name a new sexual hybrid in Syringa, one 
could call it S. xcorrelata without infringing the ICBN. The horticulturists would 
then have to change the name of the graft-chimaera, S. +correlata, because the 
ICNCP still has a rule (Art. 23) that names for graft-chimaeras must not be the 
same as those of sexual hybrids. 

Yeo considers that graft-chimaeras could be adequately covered by the Code 
if quite simple additions were made to three, or perhaps four, of the Articles 
in Appendix I. Those members of the Committee for Hybrids who commented 
on the first draft of this paper were against this. 

Since there seems to be a strong feeling against having any legislation for graft- 
chimaeras in the Code, and since they are of composite nature, as well as being 
artifacts, the following proposal is offered to ensure against any interference with 
botanical nomenclature by the names of these objects. It will then be clearly up 
to the International Commission for the Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants to 
see that their Code covers graft-chimaeras independently of the Botanical Code. 
Meanwhile, botanists who wish to talk about them can use formulae (with "plus" 
sign instead of multiplication sign). 

Proposal 5[70o]. Appendix I, in a suitable position, add: A name or epithet based 
on a graft-chimaera is not validly published, regardless of whether or not this was 
known to the author. 

Proposals for Changes in the Body of the Code 

ARTICLE 28 

In paragraph 1 some of the examples appear too obvious to deserve inclusion. 
The two examples about not re-naming certain plants, however, receive no 
explanation. All these examples might well be deleted. 

Paragraphs 2 and 3 embody material which is implicit in the International 
Code of Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants (ICNCP) but these paragraphs 
present it as though it were part of the subject matter of the Botanical Code. 
This material ought to be incorporated in a Note, in which the existence and 
content of the ICNCP (now covered by para. 4) should be given more promi- 
nence, and actual examples of its operation less. On the other hand, the take-over 
of Latin epithets as cultivar epithets should be described and exemplified, so 
that those unfamiliar with the ICNCP may recognize such occurrences. 

Paragraph 6 should come before the proposed note. A slightly altered wording 
of this paragraph is suggested in the draft for the whole article which follows. 

Proposal i6[7I]. Art. 28, delete and substitute: Plants brought from the wild into 
cultivation retain the names that are applied to the same taxa growing in nature. 

Hybrids, including those arising in cultivation, may receive names as provided in 
Appendix I and Arts. 40 and 50. 

Note. An additional independent set of infrageneric and infraspecific categories for 
plants used in agriculture, forestry and horticulture (and arising either in nature or in 
cultivation) is defined in the International Code of Nomenclature of Cultivated Plants 
(Utrecht, 1969), where regulations are provided for the formation and use of names 
in those categories. Epithets published in conformity with the International Code of 
Botanical Nomenclature before i January I959 are permitted to be used as cultivar 
epithets under the rules of the ICNCP, when this is considered to be the appropriate 
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status for the taxa concerned. Otherwise, epithets for taxa in categories recognized by the 
ICNCP are required to be markedly different from those for categories recognized by 
the ICBN. 

Examples of cultivar names: Taxus baccata 'Variegata' (based on T. baccata var. 
variegata Weston), Phlox drummondii 'Sternenzauber', Viburnum x bodnantense 'Dawn'. 

ARTICLE 32 

If proposal 14 is accepted, proposal 17 should be put into effect. 

Proposal I7[72]. Art. 32, line 3, delete and Art. H. 7. 

ARTICLE 50 

See Article H. 10. 

ARTICLE 63 

The following proposal, which is largely self-explanatory, was put forward by 
Yeo and is supported by Brummitt. It has no other support from the rest of the 
Committee for Hybrids, but it is included here as it seems to be deserving of 
further consideration. If, however, proposal 20 is accepted, the present one could 
be dropped and the example added to proposal 20. The problem is that the name 
in question in the example, Polypodium xmantoniae, is logically included in P. 
vulgare, but is published at the same rank, and is therefore apparently a synonym 
of it. It is really a taxon of subspecific rank which has been given a name ap- 
propriate to specific rank. 

Proposal I8[73]. Art. 63, add after the examples to para. 2 a Note: An indication 
of the parents of a hybrid is not to be regarded as a citation of synonymy. 

Example: Polypodium xmantoniae Rothm. was incorrectly proposed as a name for 
P. vulgare subsp. prionodes x subsp. vulgare; although only one specific name is mentioned 
in the parentage, P. xmantoniae is not, because of this, a synonym of that name. 

Another proposal by Yeo which has not received support is presented here 
for wider consideration, and as a way of stating a problem. E. L. Little thinks 
this proposal unnecessary and confusing. A contrary proposal is offered after- 
wards. 

Proposal 19.[74]. Art. 63, add to para. 2: A type may also be included through the 
automatic circumscription of an interspecific hybrid by the operation of Art. H. 3, 
para. 2. Add to first set of examples: The name Polypodium xshivasiae Rothm. (proposed 
in I962 for P. australe x P. vulgare subsp. prionodes) must cover all hybrids between 
P. australe and P. vulgare, and as it was accepted by Rothmaler that these include P. 
xfont-queri Rothm. (I936), P. xshivasiae is a superfluous name. 

This proposal appears to Yeo to follow logically from the Code as it is. Its 
application would, however, lead to numerous name-changes in some groups, 
such as Hieracium. The following alternative proposal embodying the opposite 
intention (also considered unnecessary and confusing by Little), is therefore 
offered (see also proposal 18). 

Proposal 20.[75] Art. 63, add a new paragraph: A statement of parentage accom- 
panying the publication of a name for a hybrid cannot make the name superfluous. 

Example: The name Polypodium xshivasiae Rothm. (I962) was proposed for hybrids 
between P. australe and P. vulgare subsp. prionodes, while at the same time the author 
accepted P. xfont-queri Rothm. (1936) for hybrids between P. australe and P. vulgare 
subsp. vulgare. Under Art. H. 3, para. 2, P. xshivasiae is a synonym of P. xfont-queri; 
nevertheless, it is held not to be a superfluous name. 
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Yeo considers that this is too directly opposed to the sense of Art. H. 3, para. 
2, to be acceptable. The phrase "all descendents of crosses between individuals 
of the same parent species receive the same name" indicates that, when a second 
name at specific rank is proposed for hybrids between a pair of species for 
which a name already exists, this is not a taxonomic synonym with a different 
type because, even though the author will have cited a type, there is no taxonomic 
decision involved; the synonymy is dictated by this article and is nomenclatural. 
In the face of the wording of the article, the type of the earlier name cannot be 
excluded, even implicitly. The author has proposed a new name for a taxon 
which already has a name, and when this happens with non-hybrid taxa, there 
is no question but that the later name is superfluous. 

Proposals /76J of an Essentially Editorial Nature 

a) Rec. H. 3A. Two alterations to the wording are suggested, one to make the meaning 
more explicit, and one to make the wording conform with that used elsewhere. Alter 
the part after the comma to read: greater precision may be achieved by the use of a 
formula incorporating the names of the infraspecific taxa than by the use of a collective 
name. 
b) Art. H. 6. In the event of the existing example being retained, add multiplication sign 
before davimottiae. 
c) Art. H. 7, examples to para. 3, for xGymnacamptis read xGymnanacamptis. 
d) Art. H. 7, para. 6. Names should not be formed, accepted or rejected upon judgment 
whether or not a person is "eminent". Dedication of names is covered by Rec. 2oA(h). 
It is therefore proposed to delete: a person eminent as. 
e) Art. H. 7, para 7, examples: for xSophrolaeliacattleya read xSophrolaeliocattleya. 
f) Art. H. 7, Note. P. Wendelbo states that the rank of subgenus is taxonomically 
untenable for Regelia and Oncocyclus, but that if they were treated at a lower rank a 
name-change would be involved. A change of example is therefore desirable. 
g) Art. H. 9. Unless proposal 12 is accepted, add after the first line: the epithet of a 
hybrid with the rank of 
h) Art. H. 9. Unless proposal 12 is accepted, in line 3, for (Art. H. 8) read (Art. H. 7). 
i) Art. H. 9. Tentative suggestion: for hybrid read hybrid group. 
j) Art. 23(4). If proposal 5 is accepted, for Art. H. 4. read Art. H. 5. 
k) Art. 5o. The position of the multiplication sign in the final example is ambiguous. The 
name is now written as Sargent wrote it (fide Voss) in accordance with the custom of 
the time. It would seem better to put it in its correct position before the specific epithet, 
in order to avoid confusing the issue. 
1) Art. 5o, final example. The part after the first line might be altered to read: as a 
variety of an interspecific hybrid; under present rules it ought to have been published 
as a nothomorph, and if it is still regarded as such, the name is cited as Carya xlaneyi 
nm. chateaugayensis Sarg. (pro var.). 
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