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This all started with Neoregelia 749 which I obtained in California as long ago as 1982. I have never been able to find out what the number means or who put it there. Neoregelia 696 was in the same situation but that became Neoregelia olens.

When my interest turned to dissecting inflorescences in the 1990's,this plant, N. 749, was one of the first to go under the knife and I duly noted my findings.

In preparation for my talk on neoregelias at the Adelaide Conference in 1995, Harry Luther kindly sent me formal descriptions of neoregelias that I did not have on file. One description, which was in both German and Latin, was for Neoregelia amandae. This was duly translated. I had a feeling that 749 could be this but just noted my files.

Last year we flowered a plant called McNamara's Small Purple which we had obtained via Bill Morris. Now, Marj. McNamara does have some interesting unnamed plants that she has imported over the years and this was no exception because it matched 749. Now I had two plants from different sources but with no collection data. This suggested a species rather than hybrids. 

Over the years I have referred problems of naming to Harry with plant parts but not 749. Harry has pointed out there is not much benefit in trying to name neoregelias when collection data is missing or vague. However, he does send me photocopies of herbarium specimens for me to make my own decisions. It must be remembered that neoregelias in particular are very promiscuous and cross-pollinate easily.

When I can't get an easy match 1 treat the plant as a cultivar, name it accordingly and write about it in. the various Bulletins around Australia., Sometimes, I'll link the plant to the closest relative, in my view. As an example, I obtained a plant called Neoregelia "not angustifolia"  from Bill Morris which flowered and was very close to N. angustifolia so this is now N. aff. angustifolia (aff. for affmity). Another example was at the Adelaide Conference where I treated N. Oeser species nova as N. aff. hatschbachii. In this regard, I notice that there are still plants that are really N. cruenta red form still being called N. hatschbachii. Remember, N. hatschbachii is a small plant and N. cruenta is big.

Neoregelia 749 differs from N. amandae by:-

Stolons: Short, not 5-6 cm long

Floral bracts: Green not green with red spots 

Sepals: Green not green with reddish tints 

Petals: White with pale mauve tip, not white with green in the middle near the throat.

The differences in the floral bracts and sepals may seem insignificant but the differences in the stolons and petals need attention. I'm not sure if length of stolon is an important character for diagnosis. First, I have noted that stolons on N. hoehneana and N. pauciflora are not as long in Adelaide as they are on the east coast. I put this down to lack of humidity. However, Peter Franklin advised he found a Neoregelia chlorosticta cv. ‘Marble Throat’ in the darkest corner of one of Bill Morris's shade houses which had stolons over 30 cm long. So shade (insufficient light) could be another factor .

Petal colour is an intriguing difference - one Elton Leme treats as important. While Weber considers the green midstripe as being exceptional, we know this occurs in N. laevis and, I think, N. simulans. I say 'think' because all the N. simulans I have checked in Australia have this feature although it is not mentioned in Smith & Downs.

The photograph of N. simulans in Bromeliads in the Brazilian Wilderness, page 25, shows white petals with pale mauve tips.

All I can say is that N. 749 is very close and could be included in the overall concept of what N. amandae should look like. If only we knew where Amanda Bleher found the plant in 1974.

I'm changing my label to Neoregelia aff. amandae - I don't know about you.

