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Abstract
We report the decisions made by the Assembly of the Group of Phytosociological Nomenclature (GPN) in 2023 on 
previous recommendations of the Committee for Change and Conservation of Names (CCCN). Further, we discuss 
eight Requests for a binding decision and nine nomenclatural Proposals. Recommendations on acceptance or rejection 
of these Proposals are provided. We recommend the conservation of the following names: Mesobromion erecti (Braun-
Blanquet et Moor 1938) Zoller 1954, Galio sylvatici-Carpinetum betuli Oberdorfer 1957, Lithospermo-Carpinetum betuli 
Oberdorfer 1957, Nanocyperetalia Klika 1935, Isoetetalia Braun-Blanquet 1936 and Molinio arundinaceae-Quercetum 
Neuhäusl et Neuhäuslová-Novotná 1967.

Abbreviations: CCCN = Committee for Change and Conservation of Names; GPN = Working Group for Phytosocio-
logical Nomenclature; ICPN = International Code of Phytosociological Nomenclature; VCS = Vegetation Classification 
and Survey.
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Introduction

The Committee for Change and Conservation of Names 
(CCCN) is a Topic Committee of the Working Group for 
Phytosociological Nomenclature (GPN) established in ac-
cordance with the International Code of Phytosociological 

Nomenclature (ICPN; Theurillat et al. 2021). Its task is to 
evaluate requests for binding decisions on controversial 
or ambiguous cases in the interpretation of the Code, and 
proposals for the conservation or rejection of syntaxon 
names. In the last report of the Committee (Willner et 
al. 2021) we announced the next one for the year 2022. 
However, as usual, most of the nomenclatural cases turned 
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out to be quite complicated, and the progress of our discus-
sions was slower than expected. In fact, several Proposals 
touched on very fundamental questions of interpretation 
of the ICPN, and some of them also revealed ambiguities 
that should be addressed in the next edition of the Code. 
This, together with the other obligations of each commit-
tee member, led to a delay of two years. Nevertheless, we 
are pleased to present the third Report of the CCCN.

In May 2022, the GPN Steering Committee co-opted 
Massimo Terzi to the CCCN. It now consists of six mem-
bers, namely: Wolfgang Willner (chair), Andraž Čarni, 
Federico Fernández-González, Jens Pallas, Massimo Terzi 
and Jean-Paul Theurillat.

Authors wishing to submit a Proposal or a Request for a 
binding decision on a syntaxon name are asked to consult 
Appendices 2 and 6 of the International Code of Phytoso-
ciological Nomenclature (ICPN), respectively (Theurillat 
et al. 2021). It is highly recommended to consult previously 
published Proposals and Requests. All Proposals and Re-
quests published in Vegetation Classification and Survey 
(VCS) are automatically processed by the CCCN according 
to the ICPN rules. Concerning the submission itself, there 
are two possibilities. Proposals and Requests can be sub-
mitted as independent articles using the VCS submission 
system. In this case, article processing charges may apply, 
depending on your country and status. Alternatively, you 
can submit a Proposal or a Request with the same struc-
ture by e-mail to the first author of this report. In the latter 
case, the Proposals and the Requests will be published in 
the next CCCN Report (the authors of each Proposal will 
be indicated). Publication of nomenclatural Proposals and 
Requests as part of the CCCN Report is free of charge.

Our report is structured into three main sections: In the 
first section, we report the final decisions made by the GPN 
Assembly on previous recommendations of the CCCN. In 
the second section, we discuss new Requests for binding 
decisions, and in the third one, we discuss new Proposals 
for the conservation or rejection of syntaxon names. Our 
recommendations remain provisional until approved by 
the GPN Assembly. The final decisions on the new recom-
mendations will be presented in the next CCCN Report.

Decisions by the GPN Assembly
In spring 2023, the members of the GPN were asked to 
vote on the recommendations published in the last CCCN 
Report (Willner et al. 2021). The voting was done per 
e-mail and took place from 10 March to 10 April 2023. 
Members were asked whether they agreed or disagreed 
with the CCCN recommendations. The results were as fol-
lows [an asterisk (*) after the proposal number indicates 
that the recommended version of the proposal differs 
from the original one]:

(17*) To conserve the name Berberidion Braun-Blanquet 
1950 with a conserved type and against Prunion spi-
nosae Soó 1931 (recommended). Vote: 22 yes, 0 no.

(20) To conserve the name Aceretalia pseudoplatani Moor 
1976 against Tilietalia Moor 1973 (recommended). 
Vote: 23 yes, 0 no.

(21) To conserve the name Festucetalia valesiacae Br.-Bl. et 
Tx. ex Br.-Bl. 1950 against Festucetalia Soó 1940 (not 
recommended). Vote: 12 yes, 6 no.

(21*) To conserve the name Festucetalia valesiacae Br.-
Bl. et Tx. ex Br.-Bl. 1950 with a conserved type and 
against Festucetalia Soó 1940 (recommended). Vote: 
21 yes, 0 no.

All recommendations (positive and negative ones) have 
been accepted. Therefore, the following entries are to be 
added to Appendix 3 of the ICPN (Theurillat et al. 2021):

(17) Berberidion Braun-Blanquet 1950 nom. et typus cons. 
[Braun-Blanquet 1948–1950, part 6: 349]
(=) Prunion spinosae Soó 1931 [Soó 1931: 294]
Typus conservandus: Berberido-Rosetum Braun-Blanquet 
1961 [Braun-Blanquet 1961: 189].

(20) Aceretalia pseudoplatani Moor 1976 nom. cons. 
[Moor 1976: 330, 336]
(=) Tilietalia Moor 1973 [Moor 1973: 128–129]
Holotypus: Lunario-Acerion Moor 1973 [Moor 1973: 128]

(21) Festucetalia valesiacae Braun-Blanquet et Tüxen ex 
Braun-Blanquet 1950 nom. et typus cons. [Braun-Blan-
quet 1948–1950, part 3: 312]
(=) Festucetalia Soó 1940 [Soó 1940: 32]
Typus conservandus: Festucion valesiacae Klika 1931 
[Klika 1931: 376]

Recommendations on Requests 
for a binding decision

During the reporting period, the CCCN examined four 
published Requests for a binding decision. They are num-
bered from (1) to (4) in the following section, as in the orig-
inal publications. In addition, several ad hoc Requests arose 
during the discussion of Proposals. These are numbered 
(A1), (A2), etc., in the order in which they were discussed.

(1) Name-giving taxon in the name Isoeto longissi-
mae-Cicendietum Br.-Bl. 1967 nom. corr. Request by Sil-
va and Molina (2021). Suggested completion of the name: 
Isoeto longissimae-Cicendietum filiformis. Vote: 6 pro, 0 
contra (recommended).

The members of the CCCN see no problem with the 
proposed choice of the name-giving Cicendia species and 
therefore recommend that the Request be accepted. How-
ever, we noticed that the nomenclature of the correspond-
ing alliance ‘Cicendion (Rivas Goday in Rivas Goday et 
Borja 1961) Br.-Bl. 1967’ (form of the name in Mucina et 
al. 2016) needs a thorough revision, which will be pub-
lished elsewhere.
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(2) Name-giving taxon in the name Gnaphalio-Verbene-
tum supinae Rivas Goday 1970 nom. invers. Request 
by Silva and Molina (2021). Suggested completion of the 
name: Gnaphalio luteoalbi-Verbenetum supinae. Vote: 6 
pro, 0 contra (recommended).

While the CCCN supports the proposed name-giving 
Gnaphalium species, there was a discussion about the le-
gitimacy of the inversion of the name. Both Gnaphalium 
luteoalbum and Verbena supina belong to the herb layer, 
so only the second paragraph of Art. 10b applies. The in-
version is based on the lectotype where Verbena supina 
has a higher cover than Gnaphalium luteoalbum. Howev-
er, considering the original diagnosis as a whole (table 8 
in Rivas Goday 1970), G. luteoalbum has a higher cover in 
six out of ten relevés, V. supina has a higher cover in three 
relevés, and in one relevé both species have the same cov-
er. While Art. 42 clearly states that the nomenclatural type 
is relevant to determine the correct order sequence of the 
name-giving taxa, there is no reference to the type in Art. 
10b. This creates some ambiguity that should be addressed 
in the next edition of the Code.

(3) Valid publication of the names Xerobromion and 
Mesobromion in Zoller 1954. Request by Terzi et al. 
(2021). Recommendation: Both names are valid (6 pro, 
0 contra).

Braun-Blanquet and Moor (1938) proposed the two 
suballiances Xerobromenion and Mesobromenion within 
the alliance Bromion Koch 1926 to separate the xeroph-
ilous associations from the meso-xerophilous ones. At 
that time, however, the same termination -ion was used 
for both the alliance and the suballiance rank (i.e., Xero-
bromion and Mesobromion, respectively). Thus, the use of 
the names without an explicit indication of the rank was 
ambiguous. Zoller (1954) adopted the names Xerobromi-
on and Mesobromion, stating that these two units were so 
different from each other that they could only be united 
under a single alliance Bromion by force (“mit Zwang”; 
Zoller 1954, p. 36), and therefore such a concept was not 
followed in his work. However, this rejection of the alli-
ance Bromion alone can not by itself be accepted as a valid 
change of rank of the previously published suballiances, 
also because Zoller mentioned “characteristic species of 
the suballiance Xerobromion” in two tables. Fortunately, 
the new rank is explicitly mentioned at a few places (“Xero-
bromion-Verband”: p. 50, p. 52; “Mesobromion-Verband”: 
p. 253), a fact that was only discovered after the publica-
tion of the Request. Therefore, it is clear that the names 
Xerobromion (Braun-Blanquet et Moor 1938) Zoller 1954 
and Mesobromion (Braun-Blanquet et Moor 1938) Zoller 
1954 can be accepted as validly published.

The requirement of explicitly using the name at the 
new rank – in this case with the explicit indication of the 
rank, as the termination -ion is ambiguous – is analogous 
to the rule for changing the position of a subassociation 
(Art. 4b): the new combination (association name plus 
subassociation epithet) must be used explicitly; the mere 
expression of the change of position is not sufficient.

(A1) Valid publication of the names Carpinetum and 
Alno-Carpinetum in Issler 1924. Request by W. Willner 
(CCCN). Recommendation: Both names are valid (4 pro, 
1 contra, 1 abstention).

During the discussion of Proposals 24 and 25 (Novák 
2019, see below) it became necessary to decide on the 
validity of the association names published by Issler 
(1924) in the first part of his study of the forests of the 
southern Vosges mountains and the adjacent Rhine 
plain. In the original Proposals (Novák 2019), the 
names Carpinetum and Alno-Carpinetum were consid-
ered as not validly published in Issler (1924), because 
the diagnoses consist only of synoptic species lists, 
where for each species a range of cover values found in 
the individual relevés is given. However, the majority of 
the CCCN members concluded that this is a sufficient 
diagnosis in the sense of Art. 7, as it can be seen as an 
indication of mean cover values.

(A2) Name-giving taxon in the name Lithosper-
mo-Carpinetum betuli Oberdorfer 1957. Request by 
Novák (2019). Suggested completion of the name: Lith-
ospermo purpurocaerulei-Carpinetum betuli Oberdorfer 
1957. Vote: 6 pro, 0 contra (recommended).

This Request was part of Proposal 24 (see below). 
Lithospermum purpurocaeruleum is mentioned as a char-
acter species of the association with constancy IV, while 
L. officinale is listed as a class species with constancy II. 
Although L. purpurocaeruleum may have been intended 
as the name-giving taxon, there is no information in the 
original diagnosis that this was the case. The CCCN voted 
unanimously to accept the choice of L. purpurocaeruleum 
as the name-giving species.

(A3) Name-giving taxon in the name Nanocyperetalia 
Klika 1935. Request by J.-P. Theurillat (CCCN). Suggest-
ed completion of the name: Nanocyperetalia flavescentis. 
Vote: 5 pro, 1 abstention (recommended).

The holotype of this order is the alliance Nanocype-
rion flavescentis Koch 1926 [see Proposal 26 (Fernán-
dez-González et al. 2021) for details]. However, while the 
name-giving taxon of the alliance is clear, because the spe-
cific epithet was added in the original diagnosis, this is not 
the case for the order name, which was published without 
epithet. As there is more than one Cyperus species pres-
ent in the original diagnosis of the alliance (and therefore 
the order), a binding decision must be made. We propose 
to select the same name-giving taxon as for the alliance, 
namely Cyperus flavescens L. (Sp. Pl. 1: 46. 1753).

(A4) Name-giving taxa in the names Isoetetalia 
Braun-Blanquet 1936 and Isoetion Braun-Blanquet 
1936. Request by J.-P. Theurillat (CCCN). Suggested 
completion of the names: Isoetetalia durieui and Isoetion 
durieui. Vote: 5 pro, 1 abstention (recommended).

Both names were published without a specific epithet and 
are mostly used without epithet in the literature. However, 
since the type association of the Isoetion is the Isoetetum 
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durieui Braun-Blanquet 1936 (Brullo and Minissale 1998), 
we propose Isoetes durieui Bory 1844 as the name-giving 
taxon of both the alliance and order names. See also Pro-
posal 27 (Fernández-González et al. 2021) below.

(4) Name-giving taxon in the names Molinio arundi-
naceae-Quercetum Samek 1962 and Molinio arundi-
naceae-Quercetum Neuhäusl et Neuhäuslová-Novotná 
1967. Request by Slezák et al. (2021). Suggested comple-
tion of the names: Molinio arundinaceae-Quercetum robo-
ris. Vote: 5 pro, 1 abstention (recommended).

This request was submitted together with Proposal 28 
(Slezák et al. 2021, see below). The two names in ques-
tion refer to hygrophytic oak forests where the dominant 
oak species is usually Quercus robur (Roleček 2013). The 
CCCN recommends accepting the choice of Q. robur as 
the name-giving species in both association names.

Recommendations on published 
Proposals

The Proposals are numbered as in the original publi-
cation. An asterisk (*) after the number of the Proposal 
indicates that the recommended version of the Proposal 
differs from the original one.

(22) To conserve the name Mesobromion erec-
ti (Braun-Blanquet et Moor 1938) Oberdorfer 1957 
against the name Bromion erecti Koch 1926. Proposed 
by Theurillat et al. (2017). Following the conclusions on 
Request 3 for a binding decision on the validity of the alli-
ance name Mesobromion erecti published in Zoller (1954) 
(see above), the Proposal was modified accordingly (see 
Proposal 22*). No vote.

(22*) To conserve the name Mesobromion erecti 
(Braun-Blanquet et Moor 1938) Zoller 1954 against the 
name Bromion erecti Koch 1926. Modified version of the 
Proposal by Theurillat et al. (2017). Vote: 3 pro, 2 contra, 
1 abstention (recommended).

Although the CCCN did not reach a unanimous deci-
sion, a majority voted in favour of this Proposal. The main 
reasons are as follows: (i) The name Bromion erecti is po-
tentially confusing for people unfamiliar with phytosocio-
logical nomenclature. Mesobromion and Xerobromion are 
names with well-defined contents, whereas Bromion has 
been used in at least three different ways: (a) in the sense 
of the Mesobromion (e.g., Mucina et al. 1993, 2016; Chy-
trý 2007), (b) in the sense of the Xerobromion (Oberdorfer 
1957; Korneck 1974) and (c) for a unit comprising both 
(Braun-Blanquet and Moor 1938; Braun-Blanquet 1948–
1950). (ii) Braun-Blanquet and Moor (1938) clearly consid-
ered the Xerobromion as the typical core of the Bromion. As 
noted by Zoller (1954), about half of the alliance character 
species listed by Braun-Blanquet and Moor are more or less 
restricted to the Xerobromion. Therefore, the decision of 

Oberdorfer (1957) to maintain the name Bromion for the 
Xerobromion is completely understandable from a histori-
cal point of view, although not in accordance with the ICPN 
(which had not yet been published in 1957). (iii) For a long 
period, the name Bromion was not in common use. It was 
restored when authors started to follow the ICPN and real-
ised that the type of the name Bromion was the Mesobrome-
tum erecti Koch 1926. However, conservation of names was 
not possible at that time. Nevertheless, several authors con-
tinued to use the name Mesobromion instead of Bromion 
(Weeda et al. 2002; Aeschimann et al. 2004; Bardat et al. 
2004; Delarze et al. 2015; Willner et al. 2019).

There was also a lively discussion in the CCCN about 
the type of the name Mesobromion erecti (Braun-Blanquet 
et Moor 1938) Zoller 1954. The Mesobrometum erecti was 
validly published for the first time in Koch (1926). How-
ever, because of the absence of complete bibliographic 
references in Braun-Blanquet and Moor (1938), Theuril-
lat et al. (2017) concluded that the type of the basionym 
Mesobromenion erecti Braun-Blanquet et Moor 1938 is a 
later homonym of Koch’s name, the ‘Mesobrometum erecti 
Scherrer ex Braun-Blanquet et Moor 1938’. In the mean-
time, further considerations led to the conclusion that the 
volumes of the Prodrome of Plant Communities (Prodro-
mus der Pflanzengesellschaften, Prodrome des groupements 
végétaux) published between 1933 and 1940, of which 
Braun-Blanquet and Moor (1938) is the 5th part, should 
be considered as a single work, including the Bibliograph-
ia Phytosociologica (Tüxen and Prügel 1935; De Leeuw 
1935; Braun-Blanquet and Diemont 1936). A reference to 
the published volumes of the Bibliographia is given on the 
back cover of each volume of the Prodrome, and a generic 
reference is also given in the first volume (Braun-Blanquet 
1933: 4). Thus, the name Mesobrometum in Braun-Blan-
quet and Moor (1938) is not a later homonym, because 
there is a sufficient indirect reference to Koch (1926): on p. 
40 and 41, under the Mesobrometum typicum, Braun-Blan-
quet and Moor (1938) refer to Tüxen (1928), and the full 
bibliographical details can be found in the Bibliographia 
Phytosociologica, Fasc. 1 (Tüxen and Prügel 1935). Tüxen 
(1928), describing the Mesobrometum of NW Germany, 
provided an unambiguous reference to Koch (1926).

Another question is the correct author citation of the 
Mesobrometum erecti. Koch (1926) referred the name 
to “Braun-Blanquet, Max Scherrer”. As shown by Ter-
zi et al. (2016), the (invalid) subass. “Brometum bromo-
sum” of Scherrer (1925) is part of the original diagnosis 
of Koch’s Mesobrometum. According to Scherrer (1925), 
Braun-Blanquet suggested the name “Meso-Brometum” 
for this mesophilous type of the Brometum, but this name 
was not definitely adopted by Scherrer. Moreover, Scherrer 
provided unambiguous references to the Xero-Brometum, 
which he considered as another subassociation of the 
Brometum. However, by using the name Mesobrometum, 
Koch clearly excluded the Xero-Brometum from his asso-
ciation. One could say that Koch raised Scherrer’s invalid 
subassociation ‘Brometum bromosum’ to the rank of associ-
ation. However, as the name Mesobrometum was proposed 
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by Braun-Blanquet, and not by Scherrer, it is recommend-
ed to cite the name as Mesobrometum Braun-Blanquet ex 
Koch 1926, and not as Mesobrometum Scherrer ex Koch 
1926, but Mesobrometum Braun-Blanquet et Scherrer ex 
Koch 1926 could be an alternative. This is, in fact, a matter 
of taste and has no nomenclatural consequences.

(23) To conserve the name Galio sylvatici-Carpinetum 
betuli Oberdorfer 1957 against Querco peduncula-
tae-Carpinetum betuli Klika 1928. Proposed by Novák 
(2019). Vote: 5 pro, 1 contra (recommended).

The name Galio sylvatici-Carpinetum betuli is wide-
ly used for the oak-hornbeam forests of Central Europe, 
except in the more Atlantic west, where the name-giving 
Galium sylvaticum and some other diagnostic species do 
not occur and the Galio-Carpinetum is replaced by the 
Stellario-Carpinetum (Oberdorfer 1992; Leuschner and 
Ellenberg 2017). Some authors (e.g., Willner and Grabherr 
2007; Novák et al. 2020) exclude the moist oak-hornbeam 
forests from the Galio-Carpinetum and include them in a 
broader Stellario-Carpinetum (see also Proposal 25). Re-
gardless of this syntaxonomic question, all authors agree 
that the typical Galio-Carpinetum occurs on relatively dry 
soils, and that the co-dominant oak species on such sites 
is usually Quercus petraea. Before 1957, all the oak-horn-
beam forests of Central Europe were grouped into a single 
broad association Querco-Carpinetum, but this name has 
not been used in any major reference work for decades.

The first author who described a Querco-Carpinetum 
was Klika (1928). In fact, Klika (1928, p. 34ff) described 
two associations of oak-hornbeam forests: a ‘Quercetum 
pedunculatae-Carpinetum’ on drier soils and a ‘Carpine-
tum’ on more mesic soils. While the latter is an illegitimate 
homonym of the Carpinetum Issler 1924 (see also Propos-
al 24*), the ‘Quercetum pedunculatae-Carpinetum’ (recte: 
Querco roboris-Carpinetum nom. corr.) is a legitimate 
name that would have priority over the name Galio sylvati-
ci-Carpinetum Oberdorfer 1957. As mentioned above, the 
co-dominance of Quercus robur is rather atypical for dry 
oak-hornbeam forests, and Klika (1928) even says that it 
is probably a result of forestry. Thus, the name Querco rob-
oris-Carpinetum Klika 1928 nom. corr. would not only re-
place a well-established name in current use, but would also 
be misleading with regard to the natural tree species com-
position of this community. Moreover, another Querco rob-
oris-Carpinetum was described independently of Klika by 
Tüxen (1930). However, the ‘Querceto-Carpinetum’ [recte: 
Querco roboris-Carpinetum] Tüxen 1930 corresponds 
syntaxonomically to the Stellario-Carpinetum Oberdorfer 
1957 (see, e.g., Preising et al. 2003). Although both Q. ro-
bur and Q. petraea are present in the original diagnosis of 
Tüxen’s name (with Q. robur being by far the more frequent 
one), the ‘Querceto-Carpinetum’ is in fact a later homonym 
to Klika’s ‘Quercetum pedunculatae-Carpinetum’ because 
on the first page of his paper, Tüxen (1930) writes “Asso-
ziation von Quercus robur und Carpinus betulus = Querce-
to-Carpinetum”. So it is clear that Q. robur is the name-giv-
ing oak species in Tüxen’s ‘Querceto-Carpinetum’.

In view of all these facts, it is obvious that the reintro-
duction of the name Querco roboris-Carpinetum Klika 
1928 nom. corr. would be a continuous source of error, 
and the conservation of the name Galio sylvatici-Carpine-
tum Oberdorfer 1957 is recommended.

(24) To conserve the name Lithospermo-Carpinetum betu-
li Oberdorfer 1957 against Carpinetum betuli Issler 1925. 
Proposed by Novák (2019). Following the conclusions on 
Request A1 for a binding decision (see above), the Proposal 
was modified accordingly (see Proposal 24*). No vote.

(24*) To conserve the name Lithospermo-Carpinetum 
betuli Oberdorfer 1957 against Carpinetum betuli Issler 
1924. Modified version of the Proposal by Novák (2019). 
Vote: 4 pro, 1 contra, 1 abstention (recommended).

The Lithospermo-Carpinetum betuli Oberdorfer 1957 
[or Lithospermo purpurocaerulei-Carpinetum betuli if Re-
quest A2 is accepted, see above] includes thermophytic 
oak-hornbeam forests in SW Central Europe (Boeuf et 
al. 2014; Novák et al. 2020). According to the principle of 
priority, the name Carpinetum betuli Issler 1924 should be 
adopted for this unit. However, this name has not been 
used in any major reference for almost a century. We 
therefore recommend that the Proposal be accepted.

Oberdorfer’s name Lithospermo-Carpinetum betuli is a 
nomen superfluum for the Carpinetum betuli Issler 1924 
(Art. 29b), and is therefore automatically typified by Issler’s 
earlier name (Art. 18b). For the Carpinetum betuli Issler 
1924, we select relevé 2 in table 3 in Issler (1926) as the neo-
typus hoc loco, which was the relevé proposed by Novák 
(2019) as the conserved type for the Lithospermo-Carpin-
etum. However, since the Carpinetum betuli Issler 1924 is 
validly published, no conserved type is necessary.

(25) To conserve the name Stellario holosteae-Carpin-
etum betuli Oberdorfer 1957 against Alno glutinos-
ae-Carpinetum betuli Issler 1926. Proposed by Novák 
(2019). Following the conclusions on Request A1 for a 
binding decision (see above), the Proposal was modified 
accordingly (see Proposal 25*). No vote.

(25*) To conserve the name Stellario holosteae-Carpin-
etum betuli Oberdorfer 1957 against Alno glutinos-
ae-Carpinetum betuli Issler 1924. Modified version of 
the Proposal by Novák (2019). Vote: 1 pro, 3 contra, 2 ab-
stentions (not recommended).

The name Stellario-Carpinetum was coined by Ober-
dorfer (1957) for subatlantic oak-hornbeam forests lack-
ing the diagnostic species of the more subcontinental 
Galio-Carpinetum (see Proposal 23). Oberdorfer (1957) 
distinguished five subassociations: typicum (on mesic 
sands), agrostietosum (on drier sands), and allietosum, 
ficarietosum and caricetosum brizoidis (all three on wet, 
gleyic soils). More recently, the Stellario-Carpinetum has 
been extended to include also the wet subassociations of 
the Galio-Carpinetum (e.g., Willner and Grabherr 2007; 
Chytrý 2013; Novák et al. 2020). However, the oldest 
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name for wet oak-hornbeam forests in Central Europe is 
Alno glutinosae-Carpinetum Issler 1924. This name has 
rarely been used in the Central European literature, but it 
was recently adopted by Boeuf et al. (2014).

In contrast to Proposals 23 and 24, it can hardly be 
argued that the reintroduction of the name Alno-Carpin-
etum for wet oak-hornbeam forests would be a continu-
ous source of error, even though it would be a change of a 
name commonly used in some countries. However, during 
the discussions in the CCCN, serious doubts arose as to 
whether the names Alno-Carpinetum Issler 1924 and Stel-
lario-Carpinetum Oberdorfer 1957 really refer to the same 
association. As mentioned above, three of Oberdorfer’s 
subassociations are wet oak-hornbeam forests similar to 
the Alno-Carpinetum (although Oberdorfer did not men-
tion this name), but the Stellario-Carpinetum typicum is 
not one of them. It is therefore possible that the Stellar-
io-Carpinetum is actually the correct name for the Poo 
chaixii-Carpinetum sensu Novák et al. (2020), while the 
Stellario-Carpinetum sensu Novák et al. (2020) should be 
named Alno-Carpinetum. In conclusion, there was no ma-
jority in favour of the Proposal, and it is not recommended.

Since the original diagnosis of the Alno-Carpinetum 
only contains a synoptic table, we select a neotype from 
Issler (1926), i.e. from the relevés on which the synoptic 
list of Issler (1924) is based upon. We select relevé 3 in 
table 2 of Issler (1926) as the neotypus hoc loco of the 
Alno-Carpinetum Issler 1924. This is the same relevé as the 
superfluous lectotype (Art. 19c) of the ‘Alno-Carpinetum 
typicum Issler 1926’ selected by Boeuf et al. (2014, p. 158).

(26) To conserve the name Nanocyperetalia Klika 1935 
against Nanocypero-Polygonetalia Koch 1926. Proposed 
by Fernández-González et al. (2021). Vote: 5 pro, 1 absten-
tion (recommended).

The name Nanocypero-Polygonetalia Koch 1926, which 
to our knowledge has never been used since its first pub-
lication, was considered as invalid in Mucina et al. (2016). 
However, as shown by Fernández-González et al. (2021), 
it is in fact valid and legitimate, thus threatening the 
well-established name Nanocyperetalia. This Proposal 
aims to avoid this inappropriate change of a commonly 
used name. The CCCN recommends its acceptance.

(27) To conserve the name Isoetetalia Braun-Blanquet 1936 
with a conserved type. Proposed by Fernández-González et 
al. (2021). Vote: 5 pro, 1 abstention (recommended).

According to its original diagnosis in Braun-Blanquet 
(1936), the name Isoetetalia is a superfluous name of the 
Nanocypero-Polygonetalia Koch 1926, since the order Isoet-
etalia includes the alliance Nanocyperion Koch 1926 in ad-
dition to the new alliance Isoetion. In the previous edition of 
the Code, it was not clear whether Art. 18b (ruling the type 
of superfluous names) would take precedence over Art. 20 
in cases where the application of both articles leads to con-
tradictory results. This has been clarified in the 4th edition by 
explicitly stating that Art. 20 does not apply to superfluous 
names. Therefore, since the order Isoetetalia includes, in ad-

dition to the new alliance Isoetion, the alliance Nanocyperion 
Koch 1926, which is the type of the Nanocypero-Polygoneta-
lia Koch 1926, the name Isoetetalia Braun-Blanquet 1936 is 
a superfluous name of the Nanocypero-Polygonetalia Koch 
1926 and automatically gets the Nanocyperion flavescentis 
Koch 1926 as its type. Consequently, a new syntaxon name 
would be needed for the traditional concept of the Isoeteta-
lia. To avoid such an inappropriate change of a commonly 
used name, Fernández-González et al. (2021) proposed to 
conserve the name Isoetetalia Braun-Blanquet 1936 with 
the Isoetion Braun-Blanquet 1936 as conserved type. The 
CCCN recommends that this Proposal be accepted.

(28) To conserve the name Molinio arundinace-
ae-Quercetum Neuhäusl et Neuhäuslová-Novotná 1967 
against Molinio arundinaceae-Quercetum Samek 1962. 
Proposed by Slezák et al. (2021). Vote: 5 pro, 1 abstention 
(recommended).

The name Molinio arundinaceae-Quercetum is used 
for hygrophytic Central European acidophilous oak for-
ests (Pallas 1996; Moravec 1998; Valachovič et al. 2021). 
However, there are two independent homonyms, of which 
the earlier one (Molinio arundinaceae-Quercetum Samek 
1962) is problematic because its type relevé does not ful-
ly fit the traditional concept of this association. To avoid 
the change of a commonly used name, Slezák et al. (2021) 
proposed to conserve the later homonym Molinio arun-
dinaceae-Quercetum Neuhäusl et Neuhäuslová-Novotná 
1967. The CCCN sees no problem with this Proposal and 
therefore recommends its acceptance. Moreover, a bind-
ing decision should be made to clarify the name-giving 
oak species in both names (see Request 4 above).

(29) To conserve the name Omphalodo nitidae-Coryletum 
avellanae Amigo, G. Azcárate et Romero 1994 with a con-
served type. Proposed by Rodríguez-Guitián and Amigo 
Vázquez (2022). Vote: 2 pro, 4 contra (not recommended).

This name was coined by Amigo et al. (1994) for a 
mesophytic woodland community of the north-western 
Iberian Peninsula, mostly dominated by Corylus avellana, 
a tall shrub that occasionally reaches 10 m in height but 
is mostly confined to the (upper) shrub layer. However, 
the selected type relevé is dominated by the tree Quercus 
robur and, as stated by Rodríguez-Guitián and Amigo 
Vázquez (2022), represents “an oak forest [...], overshad-
owing an understory of Corylus avellana”. Thus, the name 
Omphalodo nitidae-Coryletum avellanae is illegitimate 
because no name-giving taxon belongs to the highest of 
the dominant strata (Art. 29b). In the following years, the 
Omphalodo-Coryletum was interpreted as a seral commu-
nity and accepted in syntaxonomic checklists of Spain and 
Portugal (Rivas-Martínez et al. 2001; Costa et al. 2012). 
The Proposal aims at preserving this current use of the 
name by means of a conserved type representing a hazel 
woodland without Quercus robur.

During the discussion of the Proposal, a contradiction 
between Art. 29b, Example 5 and Art. 53 was detected. 
On the one hand, the mentioned Example suggests that 
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a name being illegitimate due to a physiognomically “un-
typical” type can be preserved by a conserved type. On the 
other hand, Art. 53 states that names rejected according to 
Art. 29b are not eligible for getting a conserved type. There 
was no agreement among the CCCN members whether 
this contradiction is absolute (and therefore could only be 
resolved by an amendment to the Code) or merely bad 
wording that could be resolved by appropriate interpreta-
tion (i.e., conservation is acceptable if the conserved type 
eliminates the violation of Art. 29b and at the same time 
preserves the current use of the name).

An important difference between the present Proposal 
and Example 5 of Art. 29b is the fact that the holotype of 
the Omphalodo nitidae-Coryletum avellanae was not select-
ed by accident but fully intentionally. Indeed, Amigo et al. 
(1994) describe it as “one of our best examples of Ompha-
lodo-Coryletum”, and they classified the association with-
in the alliance Carpinion betuli. This and the mentioned 
statement in Art. 53 led the majority of the CCCN to vote 
against the Proposal. A new name should be published for 
the hazel woodlands of the NW Iberian Peninsula.

(30) To conserve the name Polysticho setiferi-Frax-
inetum excelsioris (Tüxen et Oberdorfer 1958) Ri-
vas-Martínez ex Díaz et Fernández Prieto 1994 with a 
conserved type. Proposed by Loidi et al. (2022). Vote: 2 
pro, 3 contra, 1 abstention (not recommended).

This case is similar to the previous one in that it con-
cerns the name of a woodland in the Atlantic part of the 
Iberian Peninsula, supposedly dominated by Quercus ro-
bur in its most mature stage, but more often represented 
by seral stages dominated by Fraxinus excelsior and Co-
rylus avellana due to human land use. However, in con-
trast to the Omphalodo nitidae-Coryletum avellanae, the 
name-giving Fraxinus excelsior is a tree of similar size as 
Quercus robur. The name Polysticho setiferi-Fraxinetum 
excelsioris is a nomen novum for the illegitimate name 
Corylo-Fraxinetum cantabricum Tüxen et Oberdorfer 
1958. However, in the lectotype selected by Díaz and 
Fernández Prieto (1994) Quercus robur (without layer) 
has only a +, Fraxinus excelsior (tree layer) a 2 and Fagus 
sylvatica (tree layer) a 4 (relevé 139 in table 87 in Tüxen 
and Oberdorfer 1958). Thus, although selected from the 
“typical” subassociation, the lectotype represents a tran-
sitional stand towards beech forests. Unfortunately, the 
second relevé of the typical subassociation is also prob-
lematic, as it is a shrubby stage dominated by Corylus 
avellana, having a tree layer cover of just 10% (“Kronen-
schluss 0.1”, with F. excelsior being the only species in the 
tree layer). Indeed, Tüxen and Oberdorfer (1958) wrote 
that the abundance of the tree species in both relevés was 
untypical, although they considered them to be relatively 
close to the “typus” of the association in terms of species 
composition. Moreover, they described relevé 139 as “Fa-
zies, die dem Fagetum nahesteht” (facies close to the Fag-
etum). For the other relevé, they noted that it was “durch 
Ausholzung etwas gestört” (slightly disturbed by logging). 
In conclusion, both relevés do not correspond exactly to 

the named syntaxon in the author’s opinion, and they 
should not be selected as lectotype (Art. 19a).

Loidi et al. (2022) published a relevé strongly dom-
inated by Quercus robur as neotype for the Polysticho 
setiferi-Fraxinetum excelsioris (≡ Corylo-Fraxinetum 
cantabricum) and, at the same time, they proposed this 
relevé as the conserved type. However, as shown above, 
the lectotypification by Díaz and Fernández Prieto (1994) 
must be rejected because the two relevés in the original 
diagnosis of the typical subassociation were considered 
atypical by the authors (Art. 19a, 21). Therefore, the 
establishment of a neotype was necessary, and the first 
publication of a neotype must be followed, unless it can 
be shown that it was based on a misinterpretation of the 
original diagnosis (Art. 21). Loidi et al. (2022) argue that 
it was due to the scarcity of forests dominated by Q. ro-
bur throughout the surveyed territory that Tüxen and 
Oberdorfer (1958) preferred to use Fraxinus excelsior as 
the name-giving tree species of the association instead of 
Quercus. However, a closer inspection of the original de-
scription gives a somewhat different picture. On p. 284, 
Tüxen and Oberdorfer (1958) write (translation from 
German): “Only ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and – in the 
shrub layer – hazel (Corylus avellana) occur constantly 
and often predominantly in all forms of this Atlantic for-
est community and are therefore best suited to denomi-
nate the association, especially as they differentiate it well 
against the oak-hornbeam forests of the Central Europe-
an Querceto-Carpinetum. We did not use the oaks in the 
name because they (Quercus petraea and predominantly 
Quercus robur, but also Quercus pubescens and Quercus 
ilex) are not represented, let alone dominate, across the 
entire breadth of the association.“

Before proceeding to neotypification, the authors of the 
proposal should have considered whether forests domi-
nated by Fraxinus excelsior and those dominated by Quer-
cus robur could be considered as different associations, 
in which case a new association should be described for 
the latter, and a neotype with a dominance – or at least 
co-dominance – of F. excelsior in the tree layer should be 
selected for the former. However, this is a syntaxonomic 
question that is beyond the mandate of this Committee. In 
any case, there is no immediate need to conserve the name 
Polysticho setiferi-Fraxinetum excelsioris with a conserved 
type, and therefore the proposal is not recommended.

Data availability
No data used.

Author contributions
All authors are members of the CCCN and participated in 
the evaluation and discussion of the Proposals and the Re-
quests. WW planned the report and wrote the first draft, 
which was commented and revised by all authors.



Wolfgang Willner et al.: Report 3 of the CCCN264

References
Aeschimann D, Lauber K, Moser DM, Theurillat J-P (2004) Flora alpina. 

Haupt, Bern, CH.
Amigo J, Giménez de Azcárate J, Romero-Buján MI (1994) Omphalo-

do nitidae-Coryletum avellanae, a new mesophytic woodland com-
munity of the northwest Iberian Peninsula. Botanica Helvetica 104: 
103–122.

Bardat J, Bioret F, Botineau M, Boullet V, Delpech R, Géhu J-M, Haury J, 
Lacoste A, Rameau J-C, … Touffet J (2004) Prodrome des végétations 
de France. Museum National d’Histoire naturelle, Paris, FR, 171 pp.

Boeuf R, Simler N, Holveck P, Hum P, Cartier D, Ritz F (2014) Les 
végétations forestières d’Alsace. Vol. I (Textes). Scheuer, Drulingen, 
FR, 371 pp.

Braun-Blanquet J (1933) Prodrome des groupements végétaux – Pro-
dromus der Pflanzengesellschaften. Fasc. 1 (Ammophiletalia et Sal-
icornietalia médit.). Comité International du Prodrome Phytoso-
ciologique, Montpellier, FR, 23 pp.

Braun-Blanquet J (1936) Un joyau floristique et phytosociologique. 
«L’Isoetion» méditerranéen. Bulletin de la Société d’Etude des Scienc-
es Naturelles de Nîmes 47: 141–163.

Braun-Blanquet J (1948–1950) Übersicht der Pflanzengesellschaften 
Rätiens. Vegetatio 1: 29–41, 129–146, 285–316; 2: 20–37, 214–237, 
341–360.

Braun-Blanquet J (1961) Die inneralpine Trockenvegetation. Von der 
Provence bis zur Steiermark. Gustav Fischer, Stuttgart, DE, 273 pp.

Braun-Blanquet J, Diemont W (1936) Bibliographia Phytosociologica. 
Fasc. 3, Regio Mediterranea. Mari-Lavit, Montpellier, FR, 20 pp.

Braun-Blanquet J, Moor M (1938) Prodromus der Pflanzenge-
sellschaften. 5. Verband des Bromion erecti. Comité International du 
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