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Article 9.17 of the ICBN (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 146. 
2006) states: “The author who first designates a lectotype or a neotype 
must be followed, but that choice is superseded if (a) the holotype or, 
in the case of a neotype, any of the original material is rediscovered; 
the choice may also be superseded if one can show that (b) it is in 
serious conflict with the protologue and another element is available 
that is not in conflict with the protologue, or that (c) it is contrary 
to Art. 9.12.”

After any lectotypification, the next taxonomic revision may 
not be carried out until many years later and by then the rest of the 
original material (except of the existing lectotype) may be lost or de-
stroyed. However, in such a case the current rule in the Code (‘(b)’ of 
the Article 9.17) precludes supersession of a lectotype that is demon-
strated to be in serious conflict with the protologue when no additional 
original material is available at the time of the subsequent revision.

The main aim of our proposal is to preserve current usage of any 
name because if there is a possibility to supersede the lectotype in 
the case described so then there will also be a chance of selection of a 
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Under Art. 8.4 of the Code, an algal or fungal culture perma-
nently preserved in a metabolically inactive state may be designated 
as a type. However, some authors designate cultures as types without 
providing information about their preservation status. The uncer-
tainty whether the authors cite a metabolically inactive culture or an 
active culture is problematic. In the case of holotypes, this uncer-
tainty affects the validity of names of new species and infraspecific 
taxa (Art. 37.1). To determine whether the name of a new species or 
infraspecific taxon is validly published, the following information 
is necessary: 1) whether the culture collection where the culture is 
preserved intends to permanently preserve the culture in an inactive 
state, and 2) whether the culture had already been preserved in an 
inactive state when the type was designated. It should be noted that 
culture collections may periodically activate and re-inactivate certain 
cultures. Information about the two preceding points may be obtained 

only by asking the culture collection. The status of a type and a new 
name should be judged solely on the basis of the protologue, and the 
author should make clear the appropriateness of the type designation. 
Therefore, I propose the following new recommendation:

(138) Add a new Recommendation 8B.3 to read:
“8B.3. When a culture is designated as a type, the status of the 

culture should be indicated, including the phrase ‘permanently pre-
served in a metabolically inactive state’ or an equivalent.”
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neotype for the name. But it should be pointed out that our amendment 
to Art. 9.17 only addresses a situation in which there is no surviving 
element of the category (as in Art. 9.10) from which the lectotype was 
selected, not one in which there is one or more surviving elements 
that are also in conflict with the protologue because the lectotype 
could not then be usefully superseded, but this no worse than the 
current situation.

Thus we propose a very simple solution for the described case:

(139) Delete the second part of the sentence from the point 
‘b’ of Art. 9.17:
“and another element is available that is not in conflict with the 

protologue”.
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