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The Melbourne Congress of 2011 authorized a Special Committee 
on Registration of Algal and Plant Names (including fossils), which 
was established the following year (Wilson in Taxon 61: 878–879. 
2012). Its explicit mandate was “to consider what would be involved in 
registering algal and plant names (including fossils), using a procedure 
analogous to that for fungal names agreed upon in Melbourne and 
included in the Code as Art. 42”, but expectations at the Nomenclature 
Section in Melbourne went farther than that. There was the hope that 
registration systems for at least some of the main groups would soon 
be set up, to be used and tested on a voluntary basis and, if found to 
be generally accepted, would persuade the subsequent Congress in 
Shenzhen, in 2017, to declare registration of new names an additional 
requirement for valid publication.

The Melbourne Congress also approved mandatory registration 
of nomenclatural novelties in fungi, starting on 1 Jan 2013. The new 
Art. 42 of the Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012) requires 
authors to register any fungal nomenclatural novelty, prior to publica-
tion, with a recognized repository, whereupon they are provided with 
a unique identifier for each name, to be included in the protologue 
along with other Code-mandated information. Years before registration 
became mandatory, mycologists had been encouraged, often prompted 
by journal editors, to register their nomenclatural novelties prior to pub-
lication. Most complied. Consequently, when mandatory registration 
was proposed, it had strong support from the mycological community.

There are currently three recognized repositories for fungal 
names. They vary somewhat in how they operate, but they share 
records of their registered novelties as soon as publication has been 
effected. One consequence of implementing mandatory registration 
is that locating new fungal names and combinations and associated 
protologue information is much simpler now than it was before. This 
makes it easier to incorporate the information into taxonomic stud-
ies and to update taxonomic treatments, inventories, and indices. A 
corollary is that, no matter what publication outlet an author chooses, 
the name cannot fail to be noticed.

The positive experience in mycology makes extension of the 
registration concept to plants and algae a compelling idea. That expe-
rience shows that the best way to make mandatory registration of 
nomenclatural novelties palatable to botanists and phycologists is 
the establishment of trial registration at repositories with a history 
of involvement in and commitment to the indexing of names. Trial 
registration enables users to acquaint themselves with registration 
procedures, make suggestions on how they might be improved, and 
appreciate, by personal experience, the benefits of registration.

Unfortunately, the task of establishing such repositories proved 
to be more complex and time-consuming than had been foreseen. 
Substantial progress has been made in the establishment of such cen-
tres (Barkworth & al., in this issue, pp. 670–672) but the Committee 
is not in a position to make firm proposals to regulate registration 
procedures, even less to make registration mandatory from a concrete 
future date. Nevertheless, the Committee sees it as imperative that the 
Shenzhen Congress be offered the opportunity to move forward with 
registration without having to wait six more years. In this spirit, we 
offer the proposals below. Proposal (276) would declare registration 
an ongoing concern of the botanical, mycological, and phycological 
community and provide the basic structure for making it possible. 
Proposal (277) and Prop. (278) would, in addition, define a flexible 
framework within which a system of voluntary registration could 
be developed for various categories of organisms. Proposal (279) 
would provide for future mandatory registration in a way that does 
not depend on the six-year intervals between International Botanical 

Congresses. Presentation of each proposal is followed by a summary 
of the support received from members of the Committee.

(276) In Div. III.2, add a new permanent nomenclature 
committee, as follows:
“(8) Registration Committee, charged with assisting the design 

and implementation of repositories for new names and nomenclatural 
acts, monitoring the functioning of existing repositories, and advis-
ing the General Committee on relevant matters. It is chaired by the 
Secretary-General of the International Association for Plant Tax-
onomy or his/her deputy and includes at least 5 members appointed 
by the Nomenclature Section selected, in part, to ensure geographic 
balance, and representatives from: (1) the other permanent nomen-
clature committees, (2) prospective or functioning repositories, (3) 
the International Organisation of Palaeobotany, (4) the International 
Phycological Society, (5) the International Mycological Association, 
and (6) the International Association of Bryologists.”

Committee vote: in favour 39, against 0, abstain 0.

Of the four proposals, the first is basic. Registration is of too 
great ongoing importance to the nomenclatural infrastructure of tax-
onomy to be entrusted to the care of just another Special Committee. 
If the nomenclatural community feels that there is merit in further 
exploring the potential and feasibility of a system of registration of 
new names and nomenclatural acts, creation of a permanent nomen-
clature committee with appropriate membership is the first necessary 
step. None of the following proposals need be accepted to justify 
acceptance of the proposed Registration Committee, but none will 
be able to function in its absence.

(277) In Art. 42, add two new introductory paragraphs:
“42.0. An interested institution, in particular one with expertise 

in nomenclatural indexing, may apply for recognition as a nomencla-
tural repository under this Code. A nomenclatural repository takes 
charge, for specified categories of organisms, of registering nomen-
clatural novelties (names of new taxa, new combinations, names at 
new ranks, or replacement names) and/or other nomenclatural acts 
requiring effective publication such as type designations (Art. 7.9 and 
7.10), or choices of name (Art. 11.5 and 53.6), orthography (Art. 61.3), 
or gender (Art. 62.3).”

“42.0bis. Applications for recognition as a nomenclatural reposi-
tory are to be addressed to the General Committee, which will refer 
them to the Registration Committee and act upon its recommendation. 
Prior to such a recommendation, mechanisms and modalities of regis-
tration, and definition of coverage, will be developed in consultations 
among the applicant, the Registration Committee, and the permanent 
nomenclature committee(s) for the group(s) concerned, and be widely 
publicized in the taxonomic community; a public trial run of at least 
one year must have shown that the procedure works efficiently and 
sustainably. The General Committee has the power to suspend or 
revoke a granted recognition.”

Committee vote: in favour 38, against 0, abstain 1.

This and the following proposals would not by themselves make 
registration mandatory. They would enable the Registration Commit-
tee to assess both what is desirable and what is feasible in matters 
of registration, so that, without being restricted to specific protocols 
and data categories, it may move forward in fulfilling its mandate: to 
assist in the design and implementation of nomenclatural repositories. 
Proposal (277) defines the responsibilities of a potential repository 
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and outlines the procedures to be followed before it may be officially 
recognized; for which purpose it must, for at least one year, have 
been publicly available and demonstrated its ability to operate both 
efficiently and sustainably. The proposal also refers to the necessity 
of involving the permanent nomenclature committees for the groups 
concerned in the planning and testing process.

(278) In Art. 42, add another introductory paragraph, with a 
Note:
“42.0ter. Registration may be proactive and/or synchronous and/

or retrospective; that is, it may occur before and/or simultaneously 
with and/or after the valid publication of a nomenclatural novelty or 
the effective publication of a nomenclatural act.”

“Note 0. For ways in which proactive registration of nomenclatural 
novelties functions, see Art. 42.1 and 42.2, relevant for fungal names.”

Committee vote: in favour 36, against 2, abstain 1.

The third proposal defines three different modes of registration 
and allows for all three being taken into consideration. They are not 
mutually exclusive, and each has its particular merits and potential 
disadvantages. It would be unwise at this stage to give preference to 
one of them. The registration system devised by the Tokyo Congress 
and tested before the Saint Louis Congress was retrospective; the 
mandatory registration that has operated successfully for fungi in the 
last three years is proactive. Synchronous registration may become 
both feasible and desirable in the near future. The above proposal pro-
vides for flexibility during test phases. Eventually, users will decide 
which mode (or modes) suits them best.

(279) At the end of Art. 42, add the following paragraph and 
Note:
“42.4. For specified categories of organisms other than fungi, 

the General Committee, upon recommendation of the Registration 

Committee and the permanent nomenclature committee(s) for the 
group(s) concerned, has the power to declare registration through a rec-
ognized nomenclatural repository to be an additional requirement for 
(1) valid publication of nomenclatural novelties and/or (2) the achieve-
ment of nomenclatural acts. Such a decision must be widely publicized 
at least one year before the requirement can take effect. The General 
Committee has the power to cancel such a requirement, should the 
repository mechanism, or essential parts thereof, cease to function. 
Decisions made by the General Committee under these powers are sub-
ject to ratification by a subsequent International Botanical Congress.”

“Note 1bis. For nomenclatural novelties published after the date 
on which registration becomes a condition for valid publication in the 
group concerned, Art. 33.1 applies.”

Committee vote: in favour 36, against 2, abstain 1.

The last proposal is put forward for the benefit of those who 
are impatient to see registration made mandatory if and when the 
required mechanisms are in place and are unwilling to wait for six 
more years before it can happen. In times when technology and hab-
its evolve at unprecedented speed, it may be appropriate to delegate 
some decision-making power to the body representing nomenclature 
between Congresses.

The proposal would provide a mechanism by which the General 
Committee, upon positive advice from the Registration Committee 
and other pertinent permanent committees, may declare registration 
mandatory for given groups of organisms and data categories. The 
General Committee must advertise its intent at least one year before 
such a decision can take effect, and the subsequent International 
Botanical Congress has the power to override the decision, which the 
General Committee itself can also, if need be, revoke. These safeguard 
clauses are, in essence, parallel to those that mycologists have devised 
for the registration provisions for fungal names (the current Art. 42).


