CBM species proposal: chronology

5 Oct 2011: A proposal to amend the PhyloCode with respect to species was sent to the CPN (authored by Nico Cellinese, David Baum and Brent Mishler; referred to here as the CBM proposal).  To summarize briefly, the key elements of this proposal included: 1) removal of all mention of species from the PhyloCode; 2) permitting current species names (specific epithets) to be converted to clade names, which is currently prohibited; 3) prohibiting the use of species as specifiers--i.e., requiring that specifiers be specimens; 4) avoiding homonymy by considering the author and publication year of a name to be an official part of the name; 5) elimination of Article 21, which currently describes how species names governed by the rank-based codes are to be interpreted and used under the PhyloCode.

5 Oct 2011: Because the CPN listserv had not been active for a while Phil Cantino called for nominations for chairperson and secretary before considering the CBM proposal.  Dave Tank was elected Chairperson, and David Marjanovic was elected Secretary in late October.  

Early Nov 2011: The CPN voted to post the CBM proposal on the ISPN website and call for comments to be submitted by the end of December.  The deadline for comments was later extended to the end of January.  The comments received were distributed to the CPN.  Discussion on the CPN listserv occurred sporadically from mid-January through the end of March.  

4 Apr 2012: Dave Tank called for a pair of votes: first there would be a vote whether to adopt the CBM proposal in its entirety.  If the vote to adopt was rejected, there would be a second vote to determine whether to 1) end discussion or 2) try to determine whether there are particular aspects of the CBM proposal that should be implemented.

16 Apr 2012: Dave Tank announced the results of the first vote--the adoption of the CBM proposal in its entirety was rejected by a vote of 10-1 (one member didn't vote).

2 May 2012: Dave Tank announced the results of the second vote--"overwhelming support to identify aspects of the [CBM] proposal that could be incorporated into the code".  [I do not have a record of the vote count on this second decision.]

2-29 May 2012: Discussion proceeded on the CPN listserv regarding aspects of the CBM proposal that any CPN member thought should be incorporated into the code.  There was then a long break in the discussion, which began again in August, when the CBM proposal was published in Systematic Biology.

25 Aug 2012: Dave Tank reopened the discussion.  By that time, only two elements of the CBM proposal had been suggested for incorporation into the code: 1) broadening the definition of the species category adopted in the code so that the code does not endorse one particular view, and 2) substantial revisions of Article 21.

10 Sep 2012: By this date, five more items had been added to the list of possible changes stimulated by the CBM proposal, though not necessarily identical to the changes CBM proposed.  The total list of possible changes at this point (and the numbering used for voting) was as follows: 

1) broaden the definition of "species" in the PhyloCode glossary and elsewhere in the code; 

2) simplify and improve Art. 21; 

3) modify the Preamble; 

4) delete Note 3.1.1; 

5) reword Art. 9.7; 

6) reword Rec. 9c; 

7) delete Rec. 11.4B.

A consensus developed on the following procedure to decide whether to make these changes:

1) Give committee members one week to speak up if anyone disagrees that a certain change or kind of change (not the specific wording) would be worthwhile.

2) For those changes where there is no disagreement, Phil and Kevin would draft specific wording for the CPN to discuss, possibly modify, and vote on.

17 Sep 2012: There was a general consensus for proceeding with items 1-6, which therefore were turned over to Phil and Kevin to draft specific wording.  There was disagreement about item 7 (deletion of Rec. 11.4B), so a vote was called on 24 September.  

29 Sep 2012: The results of the vote on item 7 were announced: the CPN voted 6-5 (with 1 abstention) against the proposed deletion, so Rec. 11.4B will remain in the code.

24 Oct 2012: Phil and Kevin sent the CPN specific wording for items 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6.  Item 2 (Art. 21), being more difficult, was postponed until decisions were made on items 1 and 3-6.  (Phil and Kevin had drafted wording of these five items by 24 September, but some late but important comments from David Marjanovic necessitated reconsideration of the initial draft.)  In the process of drafting the wording for these items, Phil and Kevin found several other pieces of the code, most of which relate in some way to species, that they wanted the CPN to consider changing as well.  These became items 8-10:

8) Changes in the glossary entries for categorical rank, taxon, taxonomic rank, phylogenetic hypothesis, and scientific name.  

9) Major modification of Note 11.1.1.

10) Addition of a new Note 11.4.1.

29 Oct. 2012: As a result of CPN discussion, the glossary definition of "taxon" was removed from the list of items for an immediate vote and postponed for later discussion.  
8 Nov. 2012: The results of the vote were announced.  Proposals 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 10 were approved unanimously.  Proposal 9 was approved too, but a serious issue was raised late in the process, which has led us to revisit Note 11.1.1.  In the process of reworking this Note, Phil and Kevin found other species-related issues in Art. 11 that need attention and drafted proposed changes to deal with them.

2 Jan 2013: Phil and Kevin presented a comprehensive list of proposals dealing with Art. 11 to the CPN for discussion and a vote, asking that comments be sent by 11 Jan.  A vote was initiated 14 Jan.

22 Jan 2013: The results of the vote were announced.  The proposed changes in Art. 11 were approved by a vote of 10-0 with 2 members not voting.  This vote superseded the Nov. 8 CPN approval of items 9 and 10, as well as making other changes in Art. 11.

The following issues that resulted directly or indirectly from the CBM proposal remain for the CPN to consider (in all three cases, Kevin and Phil have already drafted specific wording that is ready to present to the CPN):

1) Addition of a new Note to Art. 11.7 to address a concern raised by David Marjanovic during the discussion preceding the most recent vote. 

2) Proposed changes in Art. 1.1 and the glossary definition of "taxon".  These grew out of CPN discussion in October. 

3) Revisions of Art. 21.
