1996 WSFS BUSINESS MEETING MINUTES



The World Science Fiction Society (WSFS) Business Meeting at L.A.con III, the 1996 Worldcon, consisted of one preliminary meeting and two main meetings. All the meetings were held in the Pacific Ballroom A of the Anaheim Hilton and Towers, Anaheim, California. The podium staff for all meetings were: Donald E. Eastlake III, Presiding Officer; George Flynn, Secretary; Kevin Standlee, Parliamentarian and Deputy Presiding Officer; and Zanne Labonville, Timekeeper.



1.	Preliminary Business Meeting, Friday, August 30, 1996

	o	Business Passed On from Intersection

	o	Committee Reports

	o	New Business Submitted to L.A.con III

2.	First Main Business Meeting, Saturday, August 31, 1996

	o	Business Passed On from Intersection

	o	Committee Reports

	o	New Business Submitted to L.A.con III

	o	Committee Reports (redux)

3.	Second Main Business Meeting, Sunday, September 1, 1996

	o	Site-Selection Business

	o	Committee Reports

	o	New Business Submitted to L.A.con III

	o	Committee Reports (redux)

4.	Disposition of Business

5.	Agenda for Next Year

6.	Attendance List



[References to page A3 and SRWG 3 or the like refer to an appendix and to the Standing Rules Working Group report which are not included with or linked to this copy.]

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



Preliminary Business Meeting,

Friday, August 30, 1996



	Business Passed On from Intersection

	Committee Reports

	New Business Submitted to L.A.con III



The meeting was called to order at 10:16 A.M.



7. Report of Worldcon Runners Guide Editorial Committee

Mr. Pavlac (who said he was dressed as a "shy con") asked that Item 7 on the agenda be considered out of order, as he had to leave. There being no objection, he submitted the following report:



Report of the Worldcon Runners Guide Project

Submitted by Ross Pavlac

August, 1996



Work accomplished since Intersection:



The 1996 edition of the Worldcon Runners Guide now runs more than 150 pages.



New material includes:

1.	Kees van Toorn has written a chapter on running nonNorth American Worldcons. With this chapter, the document truly becomes a Worldcon Runners Guide.

2.	My cousin, Peggy Rae Pavlat, provided a lot of detailed feedback to last years Guide. As a result, a number of sections have been rewritten or clarified, and several of the Guides checklists have been expanded.

3.	The Guide enters the electronic age with the introduction of a chapter that begins to address the subject of how Worldcons can make use of the Internet,

4.	The other computer-related sections have been modified. Due to the rapid change of technology, recommendations that were sound and reasonable only a couple of years ago are now hopelessly outdated.



Again, my concept of adding a bit more each year (rather than trying to do it all at one time) continues to work reasonably well.



Distribution:

I have printed 20 copies of the manual at my personal expense.



Copies are hereby distributed to the podium staff. In addition, I will be giving copies to the chairs of the 1997, 1998, and (on Sunday) the 1999 Worldcons. Perhaps I can even interest the 2000 bidders in a copy.



The remainder are available for US $15. If I run out, additional copies are available for this cost plus $3 postage.



With this edition, the Guide enters the late 1990s by being available on the Internet. A self-extracting .EXE of the manual in WordPerfect for Windows 6.1 format is available for downloading on my World Wide Web site. Size of the download is approximately 200K. The address of my web page is: <http://www.enteract.com/~rpavlac/home.htm>



Recommendations:



I feel there is still much work to do and I am interested in taking on the responsibility for another year. I therefore request that the Business Meeting re-appoint me as Editor for another year, to report back again in San Antonio.



If I am re-appointed, my goals for next year include:

1.	I have recently purchased a scanner. With a scanner in-house, I intend to scan in a lot more of the forms that are in use at Worldcons.

2.	Chaz Baden and Bruce Farr have offered to write chapters for next years edition.

3.	With permission, add relevant material from George Scithers Worldcon guide (from 1965).

4.	Continue to solicit contributions on the various aspects of running a Worldcon. Several people volunteered last year to submit material, but were not able to; I would encourage them to try again.



Ross Pavlac

PO Box 816, Evanston, IL 60204-0816. (312) 764-4583. Internet: <76636.1343@compuserve.com>.



Without objection, the committee was continued.



Business Passed On from Intersection



(Items 1 through 14 were given first passage at Intersection, and would become part of the WSFS Constitution if ratified. The explanations in italics are those published in the L.A.con III Souvenir Book, etc. Here and elsewhere, the numbers assigned to motions are those used in the printed agenda.)



1.	Elimination of a Hugo

MOVED, to amend the WSFS Constitution by deleting Section 2.2.9, "Best Original Artwork".

[This motion would eliminate the Best Original Artwork Hugo.]



The default debate time was 6 minutes; 4, 2, and 3 minutes were also proposed; 6 minutes was voted.



2.	Clarification of Fanzine and Semiprozine Eligibility

MOVED, to amend Sections 2.2.10 and 2.2.11 of the WSFS Constitution by in both cases inserting "by the close of the previous calendar year" after the first "which", so as to make the clauses in question read “which by the close of the previous calendar year has published four (4) or more issues, at least one (1) of which appeared in the previous calendar year,”

[The current Fanzine and Semiprozine rules specify that at least one issue must appear in the previous year, but do not give a deadline for satisfying the four-issue-total requirement; this motion would correct the omission.]



Default debate time 20 minutes; 5, 2, 7, and 10 minutes also proposed; 10 minutes voted.



3.	Now Just What Rules Take Precedence?

MOVED, to replace the third sentence of Section 4.1 of the WSFS Constitution with the following:�Meetings shall be conducted in accordance with the provisions of (in descending order of precedence) the WSFS Constitution; the Standing Rules; such other rules as may be published in advance by the current Committee (which rules may be suspended by the Business Meeting by the same procedure as a Standing Rule); and Robert's Rules of Order, Newly Revised.

[This motion would clarify the order of precedence among the governing documents, and would make it possible for nonNorth American Worldcon Committees to adopt a parliamentary manual other than Roberts. (The new Standing Rule 25 was designed to regulate this authority.)



Default debate time 20 minutes; 2, 5, and 10 minutes also proposed; 5 minutes voted.



4.	Extending Dramatic Presentation Eligibility to Related Subjects

MOVED, to amend Section 2.2.6 of the WSFS Constitution by changing "science fiction or fantasy" to "science fiction, fantasy, or related subjects".

[There is currently a dispute (triggered by the film Apollo 13) as to just which works are eligible for the Dramatic Presentation Hugo: must such works be themselves science fiction or fantasy, and if so, how does one define "science fiction or fantasy"? This motion would make the argument moot, by specifying the eligibility of works that are merely "related" to science fiction or fantasy.



Default debate time 6 minutes; 8, 20, 2, and 10 minutes also proposed; 10 minutes voted.



Committee Reports



5.	Report of WSFS Mark Protection Committee

Mr. Bloom reported orally, and submitted the following written minutes of the committees Thursday

meeting:



Excerpts from the Meeting of the Mark Protection Committee



A motion was passed that unless the Business Meeting objects, the Mark Protection Committee will proceed with the investigation of the Hugo rocket as a logo to designate an award.



A motion was introduced in writing by Robert Sacks on behalf of L.A.con III as follows:

The Mark Protection Committee will defer to the administrating committee on all decisions on licensing the Worldcon and WSFS marks for merchandise relating to that Worldcon.



Examples: With respect to 1996, 1996 Worldcon t-shirts, paraphernalia & book, & 1996 WSFS t-shirts would be covered; left over 1995 Worldcon paraphernalia, 1998 & 1999 bid paraphernalia, & the Past Hugos or Best of the Hugo book would not be covered.



Donald Eastlake introduced a motion by substitution, which was the subject of debate and amendment. The following motion was adopted in lieu of Mr. Sacks motion:



The Mark Protection Committee shall not license any of the marks of the World Science Fiction Society, for merchandise relating to a particular Worldcon, in violation of the wishes of that Worldcon committee, provided that those wishes have been communicated in writing to the Mark Protection Committee at its designated address.

(The current designated address of the Mark Protection Committee is PO Box 1270, Kendall Square Station, Cambridge, MA 02142.)



	Submitted (but not yet approved by the MPC)

	Gary Keith Feldbaum

	Secretary, Mark Protection Committee



Nominations for Elected Members of Mark Protection Committee

Nominations were called for, and received for the following: Stephen Boucher (outside North America), Gary Keith Feldbaum (Eastern region), Sue Francis (Central), Linda Ross-Mansfield (Central), Glen Boettcher (Central), and Mark Olson (who declined). The Secretary announced a deadline of 6 PM for the receipt of acceptances [and in fact received all five acceptances before the end of the meeting].



6.	Report of Nitpicking and Flyspecking Committee

Mr. Eastlake asked to postpone his report until Sunday; no objection.



8.	Report of Standing Rules Working Group 

Mr. Standlee submitted the SRWG report (which is appended to these minutes, along with the minority report of Robert Sacks on p. A1), consisting of a base document (a complete new set of Standing Rules) with a number of separate amendments. He then moved adoption of the base document. Mr. Standlee suggested, and the Chair recommended, the following procedure: consider the base document as a whole, then consider the amendments separately. 

Mr. Sacks made the point of order that the proposed Standing Rules 5 and 30 were invalid (on grounds explicated in the minority report). On SR5, the Chair ruled that the proper time to raise a point of order would be if there were an attempt to suspend it. On SR 30, the Chair asked Mr. Standlee whether the names of the Hugo categories and site-selection regions were "titles" or part of the substance of the respective sections; Mr. Standlee felt that the Business Meeting officers would do the right thing. The Chair then ruled that the names in question were not titles in the sense of SR30.

There was no objection to considering a motion on the floor to adopt the special procedure as described above. Ms. Dashoff asked when the new rules would take effect if adopted: At the end of this years Business Meeting. Mr. Yalow moved to close debate and immediately vote on adopting the proposed procedure and adopting the base document. Debate was closed (by a vote greater than 2/3). The base document was then passed overwhelmingly.

Mr. Standlee announced a planned open meeting of the SRWG immediately following this session of the Business Meeting. Mr. Olson suggested proceeding with the rest of the agenda; there was no objection.



After nudging by the Secretary, Mr. Standlee moved to suspend the rules to waive the requirement (in SR20) for publication of the complete old Standing Rules: Passed unanimously.



[Note: Numerical references to the new Standing Rules, here and elsewhere in these minutes, refer to the numbering as given in the attached SRWG report. After the subsequent passage of amendments, the numbering is somewhat different in the text later submitted to LoneStarCon and others for publication.]



9.	Report of Special Committee on Extending Dramatic Presentation Eligibility to Entire Seasons

Ms. Sbarsky reported that she had been too busy to carry out the committees duties, and asked that it be continued for another year: No objection.



10.	Worldcon Reports

Financial reports had been received from ConFrancisco, ConAdian, and Bucconeer; later in the meeting, one was received from LoneStarCon 2.



New Business Submitted to L.A.con III



(The explanations in italics accompanying some motions are those submitted by the makers of the motions. In the motions themselves, capitalization and formatting have been regularized. The Secretarys suggested additions to the text are indicated in square brackets [thus], and suggested deletions in curly brackets {thus}. These alterations were not part of the texts considered by the Business Meeting.)



11.	Calling a Spade a Spade and Not a Shovel

MOVED, to amend the WSFS Constitution as follows:�In Section 3.1, delete the sentence starting "The minimum voting fee".�In Section 3.2, delete the first sentence.�Insert a new section between Secs. 3.1 and 3.2 as follows:�“Voting shall be limited to WSFS members who have purchased at least a supporting membership in the Worldcon whose site is being selected. The supporting membership rate shall be set by agreement of the current Worldcon Committee and all bidding committees who have filed before the ballot deadline. If agreement is not reached, the supporting membership rate shall be twenty U.S. dollars ($20.00) or the equivalent.”�In Section 1.5.2, replace "voting fee" by "site-selection fee" (twice).�In Section 3.3, replace "minimum fee in force" by "supporting membership rate".�In Section 3.8.3, replace "voting fee" by "supporting membership rate".�In Section 3.8.4, replace "voting fees" by "supporting memberships".�(submitted by Tim Illingworth and Mark Olson)

[This motion is intended to clarify the voting fee system by calling it "a supporting membership in the selected Worldcon" throughout the Constitution. It does not make any substantive change to current practice. Section 1.5.1 winds up a bit clumsy, however.

All the substantial changes are in the first part, which takes the current wording out of Sections 3.1 and 3.2 and combines them into a new section. The amendments in Secs. 1.5, 3.3, and 3.8 are merely wording changes.]



The proposed revised wording of Sections 3.1 & 3.2 is:

3.1:	WSFS shall choose the location and Committee of the Worldcon to be held three (3) years from the date of the current Worldcon. Voting shall be by mail or ballot cast at the current Worldcon with run-off ballot as described in Section 2.9. The current Worldcon Committee shall administer the mail balloting, collect the advance membership fees, and turn over those funds to the winning Committee before the end of the current Worldcon. The site-selection voting totals shall be announced at the Business Meeting and published in the first or second Progress Report of the winning Committee, with the by-mail and at-convention votes distinguished.

3.2:	Voting shall be limited to WSFS members who have purchased at least a supporting membership in the Worldcon whose site is being selected. The supporting membership rate shall be set by agreement of the current Worldcon Committee and all bidding committees who have filed before the ballot deadline. If agreement is not reached, the supporting membership rate shall be twenty U.S. dollars ($20.00) or the equivalent.

3.3:	"No Preference" ballots may be cast by corporations, associations, and other non-human or artificial entities. "Guest of" memberships must be transferred to individual natural persons before being cast for other than "No Preference", with such transfers accepted by the administering convention.



The Chair expressed the opinion that the motion would make no substantive change. Default debate time 20 minutes; 5, 2, and 7 minutes also proposed; 5 minutes voted.



12.	Let the NASFiC Administrator Administrate

MOVED, to amend Section 3.8.3 of the WSFS Constitution by replacing "the prospective candidates that file with the administering Committee" by "the administering Committee and all bidding committees who have filed before the ballot deadline".�(submitted by Tim Illingworth and Mark Olson)

[The NASFiC voting fee/membership rate is set by the bids only, without the involvement of the administering convention. I presume that there is no real reason why the administering committee is included in Section 3.1 but excluded in Section 3.8.

This fixes that problem.]



[Secretarys Note: The original wording of Item 12 called for simply inserting "the administering Committee and" before "the prospective candidates"; at my suggestion, the sponsors agreed to substitute language matching that in Sec. 3.1.]



(This would be a substantive change.) Mr. Beach asked whether Items 12 and 20 were independent: Yes. Default debate time 6 minutes; 10 and 3 minutes also proposed; 6 minutes voted.



13.	Tally-Ho!

MOVED, to amend the WSFS Constitution as follows:�In Section 3.1, replace "Section 2.9" by "Section 3.4".�In Section 3.4.3, delete "and shall be the equivalent of No Award with respect to Section 2.9".�In Section 3.4.4, replace ", and tallying shall proceed according to normal preferential-ballot procedures." by ". If no majority is then obtained, the bid which places last in the tallying shall be eliminated and the ballots listing it as highest remaining preference shall be redistributed on the basis of those ballots highest remaining preference. This process shall be repeated until a majority-vote winner is obtained."�(submitted by Tim Illingworth and Mark Olson)

[In Article 3, there is more text explaining how the Site Selection count is different from the Hugo count than would be used in defining the Site Selection count separately. This amendment defines the site-selection voting system separately.

This motion would have the effect of eliminating the run-off between the winner and "None of the Above" from the site-selection count. Since we usually get a first-ballot winner in Site Selection, this is of little practical importance, but it will reduce the number of nightmare outcomes by one.

Actually, the first two parts of this motion will do the trick perfectly well by themselves, but I've included the amendment to Section 3.4.4 as its easier to strike wording from a motion at the Business Meeting than it is to insert it.]



The Chair expressed the opinion that the explanation was correct. Mr. Sacks objected to consideration; the objection failed few to many. Default debate time 20 minutes; 5, 2, 10, and 12 minutes also proposed; 10 minutes voted.



14.	An Alligator Sandwich

MOVED, to amend the WSFS Constitution as follows:�Move Section 1.5.5 to become Section 1.8.2. Replace the remainder of Section 1.5 with the following new sections:

1.5.1:	Each Worldcon shall offer supporting and attending memberships.

1.5.2:	The rights of supporting members of a Worldcon include the right to receive all of

               its generally distributed publications.

1.5.3:	The rights of attending members of a Worldcon include the rights of supporting members plus the right of general attendance at said Worldcon and at the WSFS Business Meeting held thereat.

1.5.4:	Members of WSFS who cast a site-selection ballot with the required fee shall be supporting members of the selected Worldcon.

1.5.5:	Voters have the right to convert to attending membership in the selected Worldcon within ninety (90) days of its selection, for an additional fee set by its committee. This fee must not exceed two (2) times the site-selection fee and must not exceed the difference between the site-selection fee and the fee for new attending members.

1.5.6:	The Worldcon Committee shall make provision for persons to become supporting members for no more than 125% of the site-selection fee, or such higher amount as has been approved by the Business Meeting, until a cutoff date no earlier than ninety (90) days before their Worldcon.

1.5.7:	Other memberships and fees shall be at the discretion of the Worldcon Committee.�(submitted by Tim Illingworth and Mark Olson)



[I believe that this makes no change to existing practice but is a lot easier to follow.

This incorporates the changes of "voting fee" to "site-selection fee" that are in "Calling a Spade a Spade..." Section 1.5.1 is new text, but has no effect.]



Mr. Sacks asked whether we could do something about short titles with no meaning: Not under the current rules. Default debate time 20 minutes; 5, 2, 10, 6 minutes also proposed; 6 minutes voted. The Chair expressed the opinion that this motion would entail no substantive change.



15.	Its a Worldcon, Dammit

MOVED, to amend the WSFS Constitution as follows:�Delete Section 3.7 and insert a new section before 3.6 as follows:

3.x:	A site outside North America is eligible for selection in any year. A site within North America is eligible for selection if it is within the appropriate region, as defined below. The North American regions shall rotate in the order Western, Central, Eastern region. An site shall be ineligible if it is within sixty (60) miles of the site at which selection occurs.�In Section 3.6, replace "sites, North America" by "sites within North America, it".�In Section 3.8: Delete the first sentence. Replace the second sentence by "If the selected Worldcon site is not in North America, there shall be a NASFiC in the North American region eligible that year."�(submitted by Tim Illingworth and Ben Yalow)

[This amendment makes no change to current practice. It changes the Constitutional view of the Worldcon from being a North American convention which occasionally happens elsewhere to being a worldwide convention with special provisions for North America.]



Default debate time 20 minutes; 2, 3, 10, and 5 minutes also proposed; 3 minutes voted. It was pointed out that "An site" in the last sentence of the new section should read "A site".



16. Best Related Book



MOVED, to replace Section 2.2.5 of the WSFS Constitution ("Best Non-Fiction Book") by the following:



Best Related Book. Any work whose subject is related to the field of science fiction, fantasy, or fandom, appearing for the first time in book form during the previous calendar year, and which is either non-fiction or, if fictional, is noteworthy primarily for aspects other than the fictional text.



 [submitted by George Flynn and Mark Olson]



The Non-Fiction Book category was originally intended as a means of honoring "miscellaneous" books, i.e., any book that was not a novel or a story collection. The imprudent choice of the term "non-fiction" has led to repeated arguments over whether particular works are fictional or not, and books with much voter support have sometimes been ruled ineligible. This motion would replace "non-fiction" by "related", in an attempt to make the category’s definition match the kinds of works that people have actually tended to nominate. (Note that the term "related" is already included in the Best Fanzine definition, and its inclusion in Best Dramatic Presentation is up for ratification.)



The "noteworthy primarily for aspects other than the fictional text" clause is intended to embrace art books like Dinotopia, in which the fictional text is primarily a vehicle to support the art (and which would otherwise be orphaned if the Best Original Artwork category is abolished). Here and elsewhere, the intent is for the voters, not the administrators, to decide which works are appropriate.



Item 22 was in direct conflict with this motion, so both could not be passed. The Chair suggested that Item 22 be treated as an amendment by substitution to Item 16:



22. Revised Best Non-Fiction Hugo



[MOVED, to] amend Section 2.2.5 of the WSFS Constitution by substituting the phrase "history, biography, autobiography, or critical study" for "non-fictional work", as follows:



Best Non-Fiction Book. Any history, biography, autobiography, or critical study whose subject is the field of science fiction, fantasy, or fandom appearing for the first time in book form during the previous calendar year.

[submitted by Lew Wolkoff, Sara Paul, Rebecca Kaplowitz, and Ira A. Kaplowitz]



Mr. Ruh objected to consideration of Item 22; the objection failed by a vote of approximately 19 to 30. Mr. Yalow suggested that Item 22 be treated as an amendment by replacement (no objection), and that it be acted on immediately. The Chair suggested the procedure of perfecting each version, then voting between them; there was no objection to this procedure.



Ms. Dashoff moved to amend Item 16 by striking the word "non-fiction" and substituting "history, biography, autobiography, or critical study" [from Item 22]. In response to an inquiry, the Chair ruled that this wording would make many art books ineligible, and at least some general encyclopedias.



Mr. Feldbaum moved to postpone the whole stack of motions to Saturday. Mr. Wolkoff expressed the wish to postpone the matter to next year. Mr. Feldbaum made the point of order that the Standing Rules prohibited this [old SR 13]; the Chair agreed that Mr. Wolkoffs amendment was out of order. Mr. Illingworth asked whether it would be in order to move to refer both motions to a committee to report Saturday: Yes. Mr. Yalow moved to suspend the rules to permit postponement until next year (pointing out that such an action could be reconsidered on Saturday); the Chair ruled that such a suspension was out of order, since the rule in question protects absentees. Ms. Hertel moved the previous question: Passed. The motion to postpone to Saturday was then passed.



The matter to be considered Saturday was thus the choice between Items 16 and 22, with an amendment pending on Item 16 (5 minutes debate time on the latter). Since no debate time had been set for the main motion, the 20-minute default time would remain in effect.



17. Which Deadline?



MOVED, to amend the WSFS Constitution as follows:

In Sec. 3.8.4, replace "deadline" by "deadline for the printed ballot"; and replace "all voting fees collected" by "any voting fees collected". 

In Sec. 3.1, replace "deadline" by "ballot deadline".

[submitted by George Flynn and Mark Olson]



The Constitution (in Sec. 3.5) now mentions two site-selection "deadlines": the 180-days-out deadline to file for the printed ballot, and the close-of-the-voting deadline to file as a write-in bid. This clarification would eliminate a possible source of misinterpretation. In particular, it would make clear that no NASFiC election is to be held if no bidders file in time for the printed ballot. Thanks to Covert Beach for suggesting the change from "all" to "any", making clear that voting fees don't have to be collected. (The change in Sec. 3.1 here is also included in Tim Illingworths "Calling a Spade a Spade . . ." motion.)



Default debate time 6 minutes; 1, 2, and 3 minutes also proposed; 2 minutes voted.



18. [New Article III]



MOVED, to amend Article III of the WSFS Constitution by deleting the entire present text and substituting the following:



Section 1: Manner of Selection. WSFS shall choose the location and Committee of the Worldcon to be held three (3) years from the date of the current Worldcon. Voting shall be by {by} ballots cast by mail or at the current Worldcon by those individual WSFS members who have paid at least twenty-five U.S. dollars ($25.00) or equivalent, or such other minimum voting fee as may be unanimously agreed by the current Worldcon Committee and all bidding committees filing before the deadline, towards membership in the Worldcon whose site is being selected. Tallying shall be as described in Section 2.9. The current Worldcon Committee shall administer the mail balloting, collect the advance membership fees, and turn over those funds to the winning Committee before the end of the current Worldcon. The site-selection voting totals shall be announced at the Business Meeting and published within a year by the winning Committee, with by-mail and at-convention votes distinguished.



Section 2: Ballots. Site-selection ballots shall include name, signature, address, and membership-number spaces to be filled in by the voter. Each site-selection ballot shall list the options "None of the Above" and "No Preference" and provide for write-in votes, after the bidders and with equal prominence, and indicate the minimum voting fee.



Section 3: Counting of Ballots. The name and address information shall be separated from the ballots and ballots counted only at the Worldcon with two (2) witnesses from each bidding committee allowed to observe. Each bidding committee may make a record of the name and address of every voter.



A ballot voted with first or only choice for "No Preference" shall be ignored for site selection, and a ballot with lower than first choice for "No Preference" shall be ignored if all higher choices on it have been eliminated in preferential tallying; however, in the event of a tie between two nominees other than "No Preference", the next choices ranked after "No Preference" on ballots may be used to break the tie.



"None of the Above" shall be treated as a bid for tallying and shall be the equivalent of "No Award" with respect for Section 2.9. If it wins, the duty of site selection shall devolve upon the Business Meeting of the current Worldcon. If the Business Meeting is unable to decide by the end of the Worldcon, the Committee for the following Worldcon shall make the selection without undue delay.



All ballots shall be initially tallied by their first preferences, even if cast for a bid that the administering Committee has ruled ineligible. If no eligible bid receives a majority on the first round of tallying, then on the second round all ballots for ineligible bids shall be redistributed to their first eligible choices, and tallying shall proceed according to normal preferential-ballot procedures.



Section 4: Bidding Committee Eligibility. To be eligible for site selection, a bidding committee must present adequate evidence of an agreement with its proposed facilities, such as a conditional contract or letter of agreement; and must state the rules under which the World[con] Committee will operate, including a specification of the means of selection and replacement of their chief executive officer or officers. Written copies of these rules must be made available to any member of WSFS on request. For a bid to be allowed on the printed ballot, the aforementioned rules and agreements, along with an announcement of intent to bid, must be filed with the Committee that will be administering the voting no later than 180 days prior to the opening of the administering convention; to be eligible as a write-in, a bid must file these documents by the close of the voting. If no bids meet these qualifications, the sel[e]ction shall proceed as though "None of the Above" had won.



Section 5: Site Eligibility. To ensure equitable distribution of sites, no site shall be eligible for selection if it is within three hundred (300) miles of the site at which selection occurs, or of that then planned for any subsequently selected Worldcon; or if it is in the same metropolitan area, in the opinion of the administering Committee, as more than one of the preceding ten (10) Worldcons. A Committee decision against a bid's eligibility under this section may be appealed to the Business Meeting of the administering Worldcon.



Section 6: NASFiC Selection. In the event of a Worldcon site outside North America being selected, a NASFiC shall be held, and its site shall be selected by the identical procedure to the Worldcon selection except as provided below or elsewhere in this Constitution:

 (a) Voting shall be by written ballot administered by the following year's Worldcon, with ballots cast thereat or by mail, and with only its members allowed to vote.



(b) If "None of the Above" wins, or no eligible bid files by the deadline, then no NASFiC shall be held and all voting fees collected for NASFiC site selection shall be refunded by the administering Worldcon without undue delay.



Section 7: Future Bidder Presentations. Each Worldcon Committee shall provide a reasonable opportunity for bona fide bidding committees for the Worldcon to be selected at the following Worldcon to make presentations.



Section 8: Contingency on Collapse of Committees. With sites being selected three (3) years in advance, there are at least three selected current or future Worldcon Committees at any time. If one of these should be unable to perform its duties, the other selected current or future Worldcon Committee whose site is closest to the site of the one unable to perform its duties shall determine what action to take, by consulting the Business Meeting or by mail poll of the WSFS if there is sufficient time, or by decision of the Committee if otherwise.



[submitted by Louis Epstein and Linda Fitzpatrick]



[The Secretary contemplates the desirability of a rule requiring that motions over a certain length be submitted on disk. Or maybe charging a fee by the word . . .]



Mr. Illingworth objected to consideration; the objection was approved many to 1, so item 18 was killed.



19. Obit or Dictum



WHEREAS (1) The Science Fiction Field, begun approximately in the 1930s, is demonstrably aging; and



WHEREAS (2) The founding members of the Science Fiction Field are dying in ever-increasing numbers; and



WHEREAS (3) The subsets of the Science Fiction Field Science Fiction films, comics, tv shows, etc. aren't doing any better; and



WHEREAS (4) The Memorial List in the Worldcon Program Book/Souvenir Book/Whatever Its Called is getting longer and extending deeper [The Chair will please rule out of order any allegedly jocular side remarks involving Six Feet of Depth!] into the Field year by year; and



WHEREAS (5) The cut-off date for inclusion in such a list is usually no later than 1 July of the Worldcon year; and



WHEREAS (6) Persons who would otherwise be included on the Memorial List, who die after July 1 but before September 10, are very easily missed for inclusion on the list for either the World[c]on of their Death Year or that of the succeeding year; and



WHEREAS (7) The Omission of Important People from the ML reflects badly on the Worldcon Committees of both years; and



WHEREAS (8) People keep doing it anyway, no matter HOW inconsiderate it is;



THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:



The World Science Fiction Convention, its Society[,]and its Business Meeting{,} do hereby Strongly Urge and Admonish all persons connected in any way, past or present (or future), to the Science Fiction Field or its subfields, NOT to die between July 1 and September 10, NOR permit the notice of their passing to be first publicized to the Science Fiction Field and/or its subfields during that ten-week period



[submitted by Bruce E. Pelz, Seth Breidbart, Tim Illingworth, Mark Olson, Ed Green, and Richard H. E. Smith]



Numerous objections to consideration were made; the vote being about even (less than two-thirds), the objection failed. Mr. Sacks made the point of order that the motion was beyond the competence of the assembly. The Chair ruled that the point was well taken, in that the matter was outside the purposes of the Society; but added that the motion could be considered if two-thirds wished to do so. Mr. Olson appealed the ruling of the Chair (with the intent of allowing consideration by a majority vote): The Chair was overruled. Mr. Dashoff moved to divide the question at the "NOR"; the motion failed. Mr. Olson moved to recommit the motion to a committee consisting of Mr. Pelz, to report back at his earliest convenience with a version including a penalty clause. Ms. Kaplowitz moved the previous question, which was passed. The motion to refer to a committee then passed.



20. Median of the Track



MOVED, to replace the last sentence of Section 3.2 of the WSFS Constitution with



If agreement is not reached, the default fee for WSFS Site Selections shall be the Median (Middle Value) of  the US$ fees used in the previous three Worldcon Site Selections.

[submitted by Covert Beach and Judith E. Kindell]



This would have the effect of placing the decision in the hands of the bidders for the previous three years. By their nature, the bids tend to do a lot of analysis on what they want the fee to be in light of their estimated costs, so are probably better judges of what is currently reasonable than ad-hoc arguments in the Business Meeting.



By using the Median, rather than the mean, it avoids problems with the mean coming up with odd values. By using the Median of three, any unusually high or low values pass through unnoticed. It also means that an[y?] change takes about the same amount of time as a constitutional amendment.



In my opinion, this would almost eliminate the threat of voting fee terrorism by a bidder, because the default in force is much more likely to be reasonable.



Default debate time 6 minutes; 20 and 10 minutes also proposed; 6 minutes voted. It was pointed out that the reference to the last sentence of Sec. 3.2 was incorrect; the podium staff were authorized to fix the wording. Mr. Russell wished to strike "(Middle Value)". Mr. Sacks moved to substitute "five" for "three". At the Chairs suggestion, both of these were treated as notices for motions to be made Saturday (after the text was perfected).



21. Date Restrictions for the NASFiC



MOVED, to amend Sec. 3.8.2 of the WSFS Constitution by adding the following:



A NASFiC shall not be held on any of the dates that the Worldcon for that year is being held, based upon the dates specified in the Worldcon filing papers.

[submitted by Rick Katze and Gary Feldbaum]



Note added in agenda: [The Secretary wonders if this would have the intended effect if the overseas Worldcon were to change its dates during the period between its filing and the start of the NASFiC selection.]



Default debate time 6 minutes; 10 minutes also proposed; 6 minutes voted.



23. Grand Master Amendment



[MOVED, to add] the following paragraph {should be added} after Section 2.14 [of the WSFS Constitution]:



The title of "Grand Master" shall be given to any individual who has received five or more Hugos for professional work in science fiction (as writer, artist, and/or editor). This shall apply to {both} current recipients of five or more Hugos as well as to all future recipients. Recipients of the Gandalf (Grand Master) Award, which was awarded between 1974 and 1980 by the Hugo voters in those years, are also included. Special Category Hugos awarded by a Worldcon Committee in accordance with Section 2.2.14 (or predecessor or successor language) and the Retrospective Hugos shall also be included in an individuals total count. Future Worldcon Committees shall include a list of current Grand Masters in the Program Book or other materials distributed to all WSFS members in attendance at the Worldcon. If an individual is receiving his or her fifth Hugo for professional work, and thus attaining Grand Master status, the Worldcon Committee presenting that award shall note this fact by such actions as including it on the Hugo Award or by any other means that it deems proper.



 [submitted by Lew Wolkoff, Rebecca Kaplowitz, Ira A. Kaplowitz, Todd Dashoff, Catherine Olanich, Judith C. Bemis, and Robert E. Sacks]



 [A page of "Background Information," listing those who would already qualify for Grand Master status or were close to doing so, is omitted here. G.F.]



Mr. Illingworth objected to consideration; there being more than two thirds against consideration, Item 23 was killed.



Under Item 10, a financial report was received from LoneStarCon 2 (see p. A4).



The only remaining matter on the agenda was Item 8.



Mr. Yalow moved to adjourn; so voted, at 11:55 A.M.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



                        First Main Business Meeting,

                         Saturday, August 31, 1996



   * Business Passed On from Intersection

   * Committee Reports

   * New Business Submitted to L.A.con III

   * Committee Reports (redux)



The meeting was called to order at 10:16 A.M. In response to the Chair’s introductory remarks, Mr. Sacks asked whether one could raise a point of order over whom the Chair recognized: Yes.



Business Passed On from Intersection



1. Elimination of a Hugo -- Item 1 was ratified by a vote of 36 to 23.



2. Clarification of Fanzine and Semiprozine Eligibility -- Item 2 was ratified unanimously.



3. Now Just What Rules Take Precedence? -- Item 3 was ratified unanimously.



4. Extending Dramatic Presentation Eligibility to Related Subjects – Item 4 was ratified.



Mr. Sacks gave notice of two motions for next year: (1) to recognize Apa:WSFS and other WSFS-sponsored publications; (2) to add a clause on "the customs and usages of WSFS" to the new text of Sec. 4.1. [These motions were later formally submitted: see Agenda for Next Year]



Committee Reports



5. Election of Mark Protection Committee Members -- The nominees were Glen Boettcher, Stephen Boucher, Gary Keith Feldbaum, Sue Francis, and Linda Ross-Mansfield. Ballots were handed out. The Chair appointed Rick Katze, Covert Beach, and Tim Illingworth as tellers. After a wait for late arrivals, the polls were closed, and the tellers proceeded to count the ballots. The results were not announced until some time later, but the ballot count will be included here in its logical position:



�First Seat:�Second Seat:�Third Seat:��Feldbaum�19�22�43������Francis�16�17��28�29�42���Boucher�17�17��21�24�32�42��Ross-Mansfield�14�18�27�17�21��22��Boettcher�8���8���9��Total votes�74���74���73��

Thus Mr. Feldbaum, Ms. Francis, and Mr. Boucher were elected for three-year terms.



8. Report of Standing Rules Working Group -- Mr. Standlee asked that this be postponed to the end of the agenda: No objection.



10. Worldcon Reports -- No additional reports had been received. It was noted that a report was still owed by MagiCon.



New Business Submitted to L.A.con III



11. Calling a Spade a Spade and Not a Shovel -- Item 11 was passed unanimously.



12. Let the NASFiC Administrator Administrate -- Item 12 was passed, many to about 2.



13. Tally-Ho! -- Mr. Sacks moved to amend by inserting ", except that None of the Above shall never be eliminated" after "preference" at the end of the next-to-last sentence. The amendment was passed, by a vote of about 35 to 20. Item 13 was passed as amended, many-few.



14. An Alligator Sandwich Item 14 was passed, many-1.



15. Its a Worldcon, Dammit -- Item 15 was passed, many-2.



16. Best Related Book and 22. Revised Best Non-Fiction Hugo (see p. 6) -- The question was still on the choice between Items 16 and 22. Mr. Sacks moved to refer the entire matter to a committee to report next year, to report either one or two motions. Mr. Russell moved to amend to have the committee report on Sunday: Passed. The motion to refer to a committee then passed. [By default, the committee consisted of Mr. Flynn and Mr. Wolkoff.]



17. Which Deadline? -- Item 17 was passed, many-1.



[The tellers for the Mark Protection Committee election delivered their report (see above) at this time.]



19. Obit or Dictum -- The following written report was received from Mr. Pelz:



Report of the Committee Of One on Amending "Obit or Dictum"



In response to the recommendation of the Business Meeting on 20 [sic] August that the above Resolution be committed to this committee, I/We hereby submit:



Codacil to: Obit or Dictum

Persons not following this recommendation shall be penalized as follows: "Transportation for life and then to be fined forty pounds."

PROVIDING THAT: Such penalty shall be applied only after the defendant has been haled (and heartied) into court to answer the charge.

Bruce Pelz



The report having been read, it was treated as an amendment. -- Mr. Sacks moved to refer Item 19 to a committee to report next year: The motion failed by a vote of 29-32. -- Mr. Sacks then moved to postpone until Sunday. Mr. Bloom wished to amend by postponing until after adjournment, but was ruled out of order. By a vote of 35-24, Item 19 was postponed to Sunday.



20. Median of the Track -- The Secretary, who had been authorized to redraft the original motion, submitted the following text:



MOVED, to amend the WSFS Constitution as follows: Delete the sentence in Sec. 3.1 beginning "The minimum voting fee", and replace the first sentence of Sec. 3.2 by



Voting shall be limited to WSFS members who have purchased a supporting membership in the Worldcon whose site is being selected. The cost of the supporting membership shall be set by unanimous agreement of the current Worldcon Committee and all bidding committees who have filed before the ballot deadline. If agreement is not reached, the default fee shall be the median (middle value) of the US dollar fees used in the previous three Worldcon site selections.



 [Note that this version, at Mr. Beach's request, incorporates some language from Item 11 ("supporting membership" rather than "voting fee"). Should Item 11 be defeated, Item 20 can easily enough be modified to reflect the current language.]



Default debate time 20 minutes; 5, 10, and 15 minutes also proposed; 10 minutes voted. -- Mr. Russell moved to amend by striking "(middle value)": Failed overwhelmingly. -- Mr. Timm moved to strike "the current Worldcon Committee and": Failed for lack of a second. -- Mr. Sacks moved to strike "three" and insert "five": Failed overwhelmingly. -- Mr. Digby proposed inserting "at least" after "purchased": Accepted. Mr. Illingworth proposed changing "cost of the supporting membership" to "supporting membership rate": Accepted. [The consensus seemed to be to make the language of Item 20 match that of Item 11 in their common portions.] -- Mr. Feldbaum moved to extend the debate time for 3 minutes: Passed. Mr. Feldbaum then moved to delete the entire current text of the motion and instead change the default voting fee from $20 to $25: Failed manyfew. -- Item 20 passed as amended, many-few.



21. Date Restrictions for the NASFiC -- Item 21 was passed, many-few.



Committee Reports (redux)



8. Report of Standing Rules Working Group -- The SRWG meeting on Friday had produced a supplement to the original report, the significant portions of which are excerpted in the Appendix (pp. A1-A2). -- Mr. Standlee moved to adjourn, so that the entire matter could be considered on Sunday: Failed 17-18. -- The meeting then began working through the proposed motions in the SRWG report:



SR Amendment A (SRWG report, p. 7; revision, Appendix, p. A2) -- Mr. Standlee asked unanimous consent to delete "or withdraw" in both versions of the motion: No objection. -- The amendment by substitution failed, few to many. -- The original motion (as amended) then failed, 11-18.



SR Amendment B (SRWG report, p. 8; revision, p. A2) -- There was no objection to the change on p. A2. -- The motion passed as amended, many-2.



Mr. Epstein moved to adjourn: Failed.



SR Amendment C (SRWG report, p. 8) -- There was no objection to accepting the amendment by substitution. On the motion as amended, Mr. Yalow moved to suspend the rules and postpone indefinitely: Passed by more than two-thirds.



SR Amendment D (SRWG report, p. 8) -- Passed, many-few.



SR Amendment E (SRWG report, p. 8) -- Mr. Standlee moved to suspend the rules and postpone indefinitely: The vote was 17-12, which failed of two-thirds. In response to an inquiry, the Chair ruled that defeat of this motion would have no effect on whether the rules in question were suspendable or not. The Chair suggested replacing the current text by the more general "Rules protecting the rights of absentees may not be suspended." At the suggestion of someone else, the words ", including this rule," were inserted. Without objection, the substitution was accepted, and the motion was passed as amended.



On the SRWGs recommendation, Mr. Sacks's amendment to SR 5 (p. A1) was considered next. -- Mr. Epstein moved to replace unanimous consent by a four-fifths vote: Failed 10-13. -- The original amendment was corrected by changing "may only be suspended by" to "may be suspended only by". The previous question was voted, and the amendment failed overwhelmingly.



The meeting proceeded to set debate times for the Constitutional amendments:



Constitutional Amendment A (SRWG report, p. 9) -- Default debate time 6 minutes; 2 minutes also proposed; 2 minutes voted.



Constitutional Amendment B (SRWG report, p. 9) -- Default debate time 20 minutes; 10, 4, and 6 minutes also proposed; 6 minutes voted.



Constitutional Amendment C (SRWG report, pp. 9-10) -- Default debate time 20 minutes; 13, 8, 10, and 6 minutes also proposed; 10 minutes voted.



Proposed Resolution (SRWG report, p. 10; revision, p. A2) -- Default debate time 20 minutes; 15, 10, 30, and 6 minutes also proposed; 15 minutes voted.



Mr. Russell gave notice that he would introduce the resolution "A Sense of Number" on Sunday. -- The meeting adjourned at 12:24 P.M.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



                       Second Main Business Meeting,

                         Sunday, September 1, 1996



   * Site-Selection Business

   * Committee Reports

   * New Business Submitted to L.A.con III

   * Committee Reports (redux)



The meeting was called to order at 10:15 A.M.



Site-Selection Business



Report of 2000 Site-Selection Results -- Mr. Beach delivered the site-selection report:



                57th Worldcon Site Selection Results



Bid�Mail-In�Thurs�Fri�Sat�Total��� Australia in 99�260�62�152�334�808�Winner�� Worldcon in Zagreb 1999�27�13�34�84�158��� Write-In: Alcatraz in 99�0�2�6�11�19��� Write-In: Hawaii�0�0�0�1�1��� Write-In: Holland�0�0�0�1�1��� Write-In: Las Vegas in 99�2�0�0�0�2��� Write-In: Louisville�0�0�0�1�1��� Write-In: Minn. in 73�0�1�0�1�2��� Write-In: Reykjavik, Icel.�1�0�0�0�1��� Write-In: Rottnest in 99�0�0�2�1�3��� None of the Above�11�3�6�13�33��� Total with Preference�301�81�200�447�1029��� Needed to Win�����515��� No Preference�18�1�3�13�35��� Total Valid Ballots�319�82�203�460�1064��� Invalid/Spoiled Ballots�����32���

(It was noted that Rottnest Island did submit a filing, and so would have been eligible.) Thus the winner was Australia in 99. The winners were congratulated, and the losers for their good showing. Mr. Beach reported that the count took less than 40 minutes.



A presentation was made by Stephen Boucher and Dick and Leah Smith, who distributed the convention's Progress Report 0. The name of the con will be "Aussiecon Three"; the Guests of Honour will be George Turner, Gregory Benford, and Bruce Gillespie. Some corrections were found to be needed in the PR0: The initial rates are good until 31 December 1996 (not 1999); and Child-in-tow rates are for children born after (not before) September 1987.



Presentations by Future Selected Worldcons -- A presentation was made by LoneStarCon 2 (Karen Meschke and Fred Duarte). -- By request, Bucconeer was moved to a later point on the agenda.



Mr. Matthews moved to consider the remaining new business before committee reports. Mr. Yalow suggested dealing with the Nitpicking and Flyspecking Committee first; there was no objection to dealing with both the latter and the Mark Protection Committee at this time.



Committee Reports



5. Mark Protection Committee -- It was announced that the committee would meet at 11 A.M. Monday unless the Business Meeting was still in session.



6. Nitpicking and Flyspecking Committee -- Mr. Standlee took the chair, and Mr. Eastlake delivered the report:



1 September 1996

                Nitpicking and Flyspecking Committee Report

The committee reports below the compilation of items from the 1995 Worldcon. The committee continues to use a definition of "likely to continue to have effect for more than a year" as "continuing". Items appearing with an M in them were a motion passed by the Business Meeting while items with an R in them are rulings or opinions of the Chair.



The machine readable form of the committees compilations from before 1994 (which extended back to 1976) appear to be lost but hard copy is available and the data is being re-entered. The committee intends to make its full cumulative report available through the web page.



Moved: to continue the Nit Picking and Fly Specking Committee (informally known as the Committee to Compile Resolutions and Rules of Continuing Effect) with its current membership to report to the next WSFS Business Meeting at San Antonio.



Donald E. Eastlake 3rd



Glasgow, Scotland, 1995.



Presiding Officer: Kevin Standlee

Deputy Presiding Officer: Tim Illingworth

Secretary: George Flynn

Timekeeper: Gary Feldbaum



1995-M-1: It is the sense of the WSFS that it is inappropriate for a Worldcon Committee to gather additional demographic data on the site-selection and/or the Hugo Award ballots beyond that which is required by the WSFS Constitution, or useful for the efficient administration of the balloting.



1995-R-1: Balloting is necessary, unless the rules are suspended, even if the number of Mark Protection Committee nominees is the same as the number of seats to fill, since write-ins are allowed.



1995-R-2: It is out of order, unless the rules are suspended, to change an existing working group to a committee.



1995-R-3: It is out of order to amend a motion so as to simply undo an amendment previous[ly] adopted at the same session; however, the motion to Reconsider may be available.



1995-R-4: In response to an inquiry as to the meaning of "published in advance" in rules related to the Business Meeting published in advance by the Worldcon Committee, the Chair ruled that such rules would have to be printed with the official documents, and not included by reference, although a reference could be made to an existing parliamentary manual.



1995-R-5: The Chair ruled that the Standing Rules do bind the Worldcon Committee.



1995-R-6: Persons casting site-selection ballots by mail may change their vote as long as practical until the tallying begins.



It was pointed out that 1995-R-6 meant it was appropriate to allow a change, not that it was required. Mr. Eastlake moved the above motion to continue the committee: Passed without objection. Mr. Eastlake resumed the chair.



New Business Submitted to L.A.con III



16. Best Related Book and 22. Revised Best Non-Fiction Hugo (see pp. 6 and 10) -- The committee reported two motions: Item 16 in its original form (p. 6); and the following replacement for Item 22:



22'. Best Non-Fiction Hugo (Wolkoff notion)



 [MOVED, to amend Section 2.2.5 of the WSFS Constitution by substituting the following text:



Best Non-Fiction Book.] Any work appearing for the first time in book form during the previous calendar year whose subject is 

history, biography, autobiography, bibliography, or other critical study in the field of science fiction, fantasy, or fandom;

a collection of artwork, with or without accompanying text, whose subject is science fiction or fantasy;

science writing which deals with its subject in a speculative manner; or

a fictional work noteworthy primarily for aspects other than fiction.



 (Note: The intent of the maker is to specify what types of works would be acceptable. The form "related to Science Fiction and Fantasy" was used in the form of this Hugo that appeared in the Constitution. It was rejected by the members in the mid-1980s because of vagueness, and the current language was substituted.)



(The committee were considered to be the makers of both motions.) Default debate time 20 minutes. The Chair suggested 6 minutes each to perfect the two motions, then 8 minutes on the choice between them: No objection. 

Perfecting Item 16: -- No changes were proposed. (The amendment proposed Friday had presumably become moot.)



Perfecting Item 22': -- Someone proposed deleting the second and third bulleted clauses (plus some changes in punctuation); this apparently was not seconded. -- Mr. Wolkoff moved to change the second bulleted clause to "a collection of artwork whose subject is science fiction or fantasy, with or without accompanying text or narration" and to delete the fourth bulleted clause. Instead of the latter deletion, the Chair suggested changing the fourth clause to "fictional works noteworthy primarily for the aspects enumerated above": No objection. Mr. Wolkoffs rewording of the second clause was also approved without objection. -- Mr. Sacks moved to strike all of the third bulleted clause after "writing": Failed for lack of a second. -- Ms. Lurie moved to change the title to "Best Related Book": Failed overwhelmingly. -- The previous question was moved and passed unanimously, and Item 22' was considered to be perfected.



After debate on the choice between Item 16 and Item 22' as amended, Item 16 was chosen. The question was then on the passage of Item 16. -- Mr. Jaffe moved to strike the words "in book form". The Chair ruled this motion out of order (since under the procedure voted, Item 16 had already been declared perfected). Mr. Jaffe moved to suspend the rules to allow consideration of his motion: The vote was 25-18 in favor (less than two-thirds), so the motion to suspend the rules failed. Mr. Sacks appealed the Chair’s ruling that the motion was out of order (arguing that the proposed change could not be voted next year without being a greater change). In the vote on the appeal, the Chair was sustained.



Mr. Bloom asked if it would be in order to offer another substitute: Yes. He then moved to eliminate the category altogether. The previous question was voted without objection, and Mr. Blooms motion failed. Ms. Paul moved to refer Item 16 to committee: Failed. Finally, the previous question was voted on the main motion, and Item 16 passed.



19. Obit or Dictum -- Mr. Bloom moved to transfer Item 19 to the end of the current agenda: Failed. -- Mr. Ruh moved to suspend the rules to postpone Item 19 indefinitely, and to expunge all mention of it from the minutes. The Chair ruled that expunging from the minutes was not in order, since it would require a majority of the entire Society. The vote to suspend the rules was less than two-thirds, so the motion failed. -- Mr. Olson moved to refer Item 19 to Bruce Pelz, to decide where the transportation shall be to. Mr. Yalow moved the previous question on the entire stack: Passed. The motion to refer to committee then passed overwhelmingly.



Mr. Russell was allowed to introduce the following motion:

24. Resolution: A Sense of Number



It is the sense of the Business Meeting that the Standing Rules would be easier to use, now and in the future, if:



 (1) related items were grouped together under meaningful headings.

 (2) rule numbers were loosely packed.



 [submitted by Richard S. Russell, Tom Veal, T.J.P. Illingworth, Seth Breidbart, Sharon Sbarsky, John Pomeranz, and Lynn C. Anderson]



Explanation: This resolution does not, in and of itself, accomplish anything. It is intended as a gentle go-ahead to the Business Meeting Secretary to use his technical-amendment authority to provide a user-friendly numbering system for the newly adopted Standing Rules.



Paragraph 1 of the resolution suggests that the Standing Rules would be easier to use if the rules were grouped together in the manner of the articles and sections of the Constitution. For example, the report of the Standing Rules Working Group (SRWG) noted after "SR 23" that Rules 24 to 29 ". . . are mainly in the nature of special rules of order . . ." (that is, deviations from Roberts); they might logically be grouped together.



That same note also suggests that ". . . future maintainers of the Standing Rules [should] insert new rules in places where they would fall logically, rather than simply tacking them onto the end of the [existing] document." But the current numbering system uses tightly packed sequential integers (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, . . .), which do not lend themselves to future insertions without requiring annoying renumbering and correction of cross-references. Paragraph 2 contemplates the use of loosely packed decimal numbers (such as 4.10, 4.15, 4.20, 4.25, 4.30 . . .), as in many state statutes.



 [A page with an "Example of a Possible Restructuring" is omitted here. -- G.F.]



On a point of personal privilege, Mr. Olson asked that anything on colors like this [bright orange and shocking pink] not be distributed early in the meeting. -- The Secretary indicated that he had no intention of implementing this resolution if it were passed. -- Mr. Beach moved the previous question, which passed. Item 24 then failed.



Committee Reports (redux)



Mr. Yalow moved to go to Item 10: Passed. -- First, however, Bucconeer announced that it was ready to report.



Presentations by Future Selected Worldcons (cf. p. 12) -- A presentation was made by Bucconeer (Peggy Rae Pavlat, Bob MacIntosh, and Covert Beach). They also distributed copies of the second draft of their "Goals for Year Two" [which will not be included here].



10. Worldcon Reports -- An Intersection report was delivered by Vince Docherty, along with a financial report.



8. Report of Standing Rules Working Group -- The remaining motions in the SRWG report were considered:



Constitutional Amendment A (SRWG report, p. 9) -- Passed by unanimous consent.



Mr. Standlee announced that the SRWG had reconsidered Constitutional Amendment C, and asked permission to withdraw it. A motion to allow this passed overwhelmingly.



Constitutional Amendment B (SRWG report, p. 9) -- Mr. Sacks moved his amendment (Appendix, p. A1): Failed for lack of a second. -- Amendment B was passed, many-1.



Mr. Russell made an inquiry on Constitutional Amendment C (SRWG report, pp. 9-10): Since this motion was referred to the SRWG at ConAdian, was it not true that they didn't own it and could not deny the assembly the opportunity to consider it? The Chair ruled that this point was well taken, so Amendment C was before the meeting again. -- Mr. Olson moved that the rules be suspended and Amendment C postponed indefinitely: Passed (greater than two-thirds).



Proposed Resolution (SRWG report, p. 10; revision, p. A2) -- On amendment A to create a blank, the Chair interpreted this as whether to appoint a specific committee. Amendment A failed overwhelmingly. -- Amendment B, to allow a flexible schedule, passed unanimously.



In debate on the resolution as amended, Mr. Sacks argued that the SRWG had been improperly run; Mr. Yalow made the point of order that any other committee was irrelevant to the present motion, and the Chair admonished Mr. Sacks to be careful. -- In response to an inquiry by Mr. Beach, Mr. Standlee stated that he intended to submit a base document without substantive changes, plus possible separate amendments. -- The resolution as amended was passed overwhelmingly.



Presentations by 2000 Bidders -- The only bidder present was Chicago (presentation by Tom Veal).



Mr. Bloom moved to thank the podium staff for its courtesy and competence: Passed.



It was moved to adjourn sine die: Passed at 12:18 P.M.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



                          Disposition of Business



Constitutional amendments ratified, and now part of the Constitution: Items 1, 2, 3, 4. These have been inserted in the Constitution at the places specified by their texts.



Proposed constitutional amendments given first passage, and to be considered for ratification at LoneStarCon 2: Items 11, 12, 13 (as amended), 14, 15, 16, 17, 20 (as amended), 21, and Constitutional Amendments A and B in the SRWG report.. (These will be items 1-11 on next year's agenda -- in the order above, except that Item 20 has been placed immediately after Item 11 because of their overlap.)



Proposed constitutional amendments defeated: Items 18, 22, 23, and SRWG Constitutional Amendment C.



Proposed Standing Rules adopted: The complete base document recommended by the SRWG, plus their SR Amendments B (as amended), D, E (as amended). Amendments B and D respectively have been inserted as Standing Rules 17 and 32, and the base document's SR30 has been renumbered as SR 23; the other rules have been renumbered accordingly.



Proposed Standing Rules defeated: SR Amendments A, C (postponed indefinitely), and all of Mr. Sacks's proposals.



Other motions on agenda: Item 19 referred to committee. Item 24 defeated. Motions were also passed to continue three committees (cf. Items 6, 7, 9), and to create a Constitutional Revision Working Group (cf. SRWG report).

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



                            Agenda for Next Year



Items 1-11: Constitutional amendments given first passage at ConAdian (see above).

Items 12-15: Committee reports (same as Items 5, 6, 7 and 9 on this year's agenda, mutatis mutandis).

Item 16: Report of Constitutional Revision Working Group.

Item 17: Worldcon reports.

Items 18-19: The first pieces of new business for next year were turned in before the end of the L.A.con III Business Meeting, and thus are given here:



18. WSFS-Sponsored Publications



MOVED, to amend the WSFS Constitution by adding the following section to Article IV:



4.x: The Business Meeting may create or recognize sponsored publications that further the purposes of the Business Meeting or the Society. Status as a WSFS-sponsored publication shall continue until revoked. These publications may report to the Business Meeting, accept corporate aegis, and provide for their own organization and continuation, provided that changes to the organization of publications created by the Business Meeting must be reported. The Business Meeting may instruct and reorganize created publications, alter created publications into recognized publications, or appoint an officer or committee to restart a sponsored publication that has died.



PROVIDED THAT initially the created publications are "Resolutions of Continuing Effect" and "The Worldcon Runner's Guide" (formerly committees of the Business Meeting) and the recognized

     publications are "W.O.O.F." and "Apa:WSFS". [submitted by Robert E. Sacks, Covert Beach, Robert J. MacIntosh, Samuel C. Pierce, B. Shirley Avery, A. Martin Gear, Michael Mason, Tim Illingworth, Linda Ross-Mansfield, Glen A. Boettcher, Mike VandeBunt, David A. Cantor, Martin Hoare, Ann A. Broomhead, Oz Fontecchio, Judith C. Bemis, Lew Wolkoff, Sara Paul, Larry Ruh, Richard S. Russell, and Victoria A. Smith]

 [The Secretary notes that the use of italics for emphasis (as with "created" above) appears nowhere in the present text of the Constitution.]

The temporary committee structure does not adequately provide for continuing work; it also does not provide for not-for-profit tax-exempt funding. At the same time, the independent apas do not have access to the Business Meeting.



19. Master in Our Own House



MOVED, to amend the WSFS Constitution by inserting in the third sentence of Section 4.1, before the words "and Robert's Rules of Order, Newly Revised", the words



the customs and usages of WSFS (including the resolutions and rulings of continuing effect);



 [submitted by Robert E. Sacks, Bob Matthews, Covert Beach, Robert J. MacIntosh, Samuel C. Pierce, A. Martin Gear, Michael Mason, Robert L. Hillis, Brian L. Burley, Elizabeth L. Gross, Ross Pavlac, Martin Hoare, Ann A. Broomhead, Lew Wolkoff, Richard S. Russell, and Victoria A. Smith]



It has been asserted that Robert's Rules of Order, Newly Revised takes precedence over the customs of the Society. The Standing Rules Working Group has debated whether the Society usages on friendly amendment, objection to consideration, the taking and correcting of minutes, and the independence of Worldcon Committees are correct under the parliamentary authority. It is time to decide who is to be the Master and who the Servant.



---------------------------------------------------------------------------



                              Attendance List



Not including the podium staff, the attendance lists were signed by 78 people on Friday, 71 on Saturday, and 71 on Sunday. A total of 134 people (compared with 90 last year and 239 in 1994) signed one or more attendance lists or are otherwise known to have been present. In the list below, the numbers following each name indicate the meetings at which the person is recorded as being present (1 = Friday, 2 = Saturday, 3 = Sunday).



Sue Ellen Adkins (2), Gary P. Agin (3), Lynn Anderson (1), B. Shirley Avery (123), Covert Beach (123), Beaman Theodore Bear (123), Judith Bemis (123), Leroy F. Berven (123), Kent Bloom (123), Glen A. Boettcher (123), Stephen Boucher (123), David Bratman (2), Seth Breidbart (123), Stephen R. Burroughs (23), Johnny Carruthers (123), Dennis Caswell (1), Cokie Cavin (2), John Chapman (3), Judith Chapman (3), David Clark (2), Nancy L. Cobb (3), Joni Brill Dashoff (1), Todd Dashoff (1), James Daugherty (123), Avery Davis (3), Steven desJardins (12), Martin E. Deutsch (123), Tom Digby (2), Vince Docherty (3), Holly Doebler (2), Paul Dormer (123), Fred Duarte (3), Chris E. Duval (2), Andrew Dyer (3), Donald E. Eastlake III (123), Chris Logan Edwards (23), Louis Epstein (123), Gary Keith Feldbaum (1), Gary Feldman (2), Linda Fitzpatrick (1), George Flynn (123), Janis Fontecchio (1), Oz Fontecchio (1), Crickett Fox (1), David Francis (2), Steve Francis (2), Sue Francis (12), Rosemarie R. Freeman (1), Pam Fremon (23), Douglas Friauf (123), Steven Gold (3), Robert Greene (13), Stephen J. Grosko (2), Liz Gross (1), B[illegible] Haddad (1), Dale Hales (3), Marsha Hamel (1), Lisa Hertel (13), Michael Higashi (1), Bob Hillis (12), Martin Hoare (1), David M. Hungerford III (2), Tim Illingworth (123), Saul Jaffe (123), Mary Jane Jewell (1), Becky Kaplowitz (1), Ira A. Kaplowitz (1), Rick Katze (2), Morris Keesan (1), Rick Kovalcik (3), Tom Kunsman (23), 'Zanne Labonville (123), Eric Larson (3), Steve Larue (3), Danny Lieberman (123), John Lorentz (1), Perrianne Lurie (23), Robert J. MacIntosh (123), John Mansfield (2), Michael Mason (123), Charles Matheny (1), Winton E. Matthews Jr. (23), Lori Meltzer (1), Karen Meschke (23), Ben Miller (1), G. Patrick Molloy (2), Cheryl Morgan (23), Mary Morman (1), Beth Moursund (123), Anne Norton (1), Catherine Olanich (1), Mark L. Olson (123), Chris O'Shea (1), Jim Overmyer (2), Tony Parker (123), Sara Paul (123), Maria Gavelis Pavlac (123), Ross Pavlac (123), Peggy Rae Pavlat (3), Angela Philley (1), Sam Pierce (12), Michael T. Pins (23), Gary Plumlee (2), John Pomeranz (123), Pat Porter (13), David Ratti (123), Mark E. Richards (123), Linda Ross-Mansfield (123), Larry Ruh (123), Richard S. Russell (123), Ruth Sachter (3), Robert E. Sacks (123), Sharon Sbarsky (1), Ben Schilling (123), Joyce Scrivner (13), Randall L. Shepherd (3), Pat Sims (3), Roger Sims (3), Dick Smith (3), Hank Smith (23), Leah Smith (3), Victoria A. Smith (12), Joyce Sperling (3), Kevin Standlee (123), Keith Stokes (3), Igor Tabak (2), Matthew B. Tepper (12), Don A. Timm (123), Bertie van Asseldonk (3), Mike Vande Bunt (123), Tom Veal (3), Lew Wolkoff (123), Richard Wright (3), Ben Yalow (123).

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



Funding for the production of these minutes was furnished by L.A.con III, the 1996 Worldcon, and assistance in printing and collating was provided by NESFA. For additional copies, write to Massachusetts Convention Fandom, Inc., P.O. Box 1010, Framingham, MA 01701; please include $1.00 each for copying and postage costs. An online version should eventually be available in various places, probably including wsfs.org and sflovers.rutgers.edu. (Given the number of font variations used in this version up to Mr. Standlee's bold italic double underline I am not attempting to produce an ASCII or HTML version. Anyone who wishes to do so has my blessing, but I take no responsibility for the results.) The minutes were completed on November 20, 1996.



-- George Flynn, Secretary, L.A.con III WSFS Business Meeting



---------------------------------------------------------------------------

"World Science Fiction Society", "WSFS", "World Science Fiction Convention", "Worldcon", "NASFiC" and "Hugo Award" are service marks of the World Science Fiction Society, an unincorporated literary society. You can contact the WSFS Mark Protection Committee at <mpc@wsfs.org>.



World Science Fiction Society, Post Office Box 1270, Kendall Square

Station, Cambridge, MA 02142 USA. <webmaster@wsfs.org>.

�

World Science Fiction Society®�Standing Rules Working Group

Kevin Standlee, Chairman

PROPOSALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO�WSFS BUSINESS MEETING�Discussion Document # 9�September 1996

The attached working document represents a complete rewrite of the existing Standing Rules for the Governance of the WSFS Business Meeting.  In the opinion of the Working Group, changes to the Base Document do not substantially change the effect of the old Standing Rules.  The attached report includes a base document with no substantive changes, a set of proposed standing rules amendments, a set of proposed constitutional amendments, and a proposed resolution.

Reservations: Various members of the Standing Rules Working Group raised reservations against portions of the Base Document and proposed amendments.  These reservations were submitted to a vote of the group.  A 2/3 vote of “not persuasive” indicated that the SRWG felt the reservation was not persuasive.  Reservations as raised are included in the commentary text, along with the vote considering the reservation.  (See appendix, pp. 11-12, for key to initials.)

For a summary of the committee’s history and technical material relating to WSFS and Parliamentary Law and Procedure, see the technical appendix, pp. 11-12.

Standing Rules for the Governance of the�World Science Fiction Society Business Meeting

SR � SEQ sRule �1�:	Meeting and Session.  The Annual Meeting of the World Science Fiction Society shall consist of one or more Preliminary Business Meetings and one or more Main Business Meetings.  The first meeting shall be designated as a Preliminary Business Meeting.  All meetings at a Worldcon (preliminary, main, or otherwise) shall be considered a single “session” as defined in the Parliamentary Authority (see section 4.1 of the WSFS Constitution), regardless of whether such gatherings are called “meetings” or “sessions.”

This is most of old SR 1.  The last sentence clarifies a potential ambiguity in the rules caused by the common practice of interchanging “meeting” and “session.”  A “session” is the period of time during which business cannot be reintroduced after being dealt with, except under very specific rules.  For example, if an amendment to the Constitution was defeated at the Saturday meeting, it would not be in order to re-introduce it as a new item of business at the Sunday meeting.  However, the terms “meeting” and “session” are commonly used interchangeably.  For a thorough discussion of the distinction between “meeting” and “session,” see RONR, § 38 (pp. 82-89).  This change makes it clear that all of our meetings at the same Worldcon are the same parliamentary session.

SR � SEQ sRule �2�:	Preliminary Business Meeting(s):  The Preliminary Business Meeting may not directly reject, pass, or ratify amendments to the Constitution; however, all motions adhering to a Constitutional amendment are in order if otherwise allowed.  The Preliminary Business Meeting may not refer a Constitutional amendment to a committee unless the committee’s instructions are to report to the Main Business Meeting.  The Preliminary Business Meeting may not postpone consideration of a Constitutional amendment beyond the last Preliminary Business Meeting.  The Preliminary Business Meeting may consider any business not expressly forbidden to it by the Standing Rules or expressly reserved to the Main Business Meeting.

This is part of old SR 2.  The PBM may pass Continuing Resolutions and amend the Standing Rules, but may not take a direct vote on Constitutional amendments.  However, the PBM may indirectly reject a new amendment by sustaining an Objection to Consideration.  The PBM may also amend Constitutional amendments or refer them to committees for consideration.  If the PBM refers a motion to a committee, that committee must report to the Main Meeting.  (It is common to refer proposals to committees to perfect wording; such committees generally report back to the main meeting.)

This rule cannot be suspended because it protects the rights of absent members, who might not attend the PBM because they presume the “real” debate is at the Main Meeting.

SR � SEQ sRule �3�:	Main Business Meeting(s):  The Main Business Meeting may reject, pass, or ratify amendments to the Constitution. One Main Meeting shall be also be designated as the Site-Selection Meeting, where Site-Selection business shall be the special order of business.

This is implied by old SR 2. The PBM can do almost anything except pass or ratify Constitutional amendments and a few things reserved to the Main Meeting.  The Main Meeting can do anything which can properly come before WSFS.  The main difference between the PBM and the Main BM is that the PBM cannot directly vote on Constitutional Amendments.  Also, site-selection business and elections to the MPC are reserved to the Main BM.

The wording about the site selection business is significant.  When something is THE special order of business, it takes priority over everything else in the agenda.  In practice, the Main Meeting usually held on Sunday of Worldcon is where the site selection results are formally announced.  Because most of the people attending that meeting don’t want to hang around for the actual business but do want to hear the results, we make site selection business THE special order of business so that it comes first.  After site selection business is settled, we return to the agenda at the point where we were interrupted.

SR � SEQ sRule �4�:	Scheduling of Meetings. The first Main Meeting shall be scheduled no less than eighteen (18) hours after the conclusion of the last Preliminary Meeting.

This is part of old SR 1.  Note that it is common practice for the first PBM to be on the second day of the Worldcon, usually starting sometime between 10 am and Noon.  (Historically the meeting has been as early as 9 am.)  The SRWG recommends that this practice continue, for it allows the Podium Staff sufficient time to prepare the agenda.  A devious or clueless committee could cause parliamentary havoc by scheduling the first PBM less than two hours after their opening ceremonies, and while there are parliamentary remedies for such problems, there is no need to create the situation in the first place.

SR � SEQ sRule �5�:	Deadline for Submission of New Business.  The deadline for submission of non-privileged new business to the Business Meeting shall be two (2) hours after the official opening of the Worldcon or eighteen (18) hours before the first Preliminary Meeting, whichever is later.  The Presiding Officer may accept otherwise qualified motions submitted after the deadline, but all such motions shall be placed at the end of the agenda.

This is mostly old SR 4. Even if the Presiding Officer does not want to consider a new item, the meeting can vote to suspend the rules and consider it (2/3 vote required).  Note that business arising from a committee report is considered “privileged new business” (a class of business not mentioned in RONR), and is therefore not subject to the time limit.

RESERVATION:  Robert Sacks objected to this rule being suspendable by a 2/3 vote, writing: “I am unsure of the wisdom in allowing the meeting to waive new SR 5 & 6 by a mere 2/3 vote.  The history is that the Business Meeting does not want to make it easy for additional business to be taken up, and we have had some famous disasters when these restrictions have been waived.”

The SRWG Chairman replied: “This is a red herring.  The existing rules on submission of new business already can be suspended by a 2/3 vote, and the rewording in new SR 5 & 6 does not change this in any way.”

This reservation was found not substantive by a vote of 1-10.  Voting approve: RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, LE, GF, TI, SJ, MO, KS, MVB, BY.

SR � SEQ sRule �6�:	Requirements for Submission of New Business.  Two hundred (200) identical, legible copies of all proposals for non-privileged new business shall be submitted to the Presiding Officer before the deadline in Rule 5 unless such proposals are distributed to the attendees at the Worldcon by the Worldcon Committee  All proposals must be legibly signed by a maker and at least one seconder.

This is old SR 5.  Some of the terms in this rule may need explanation.  The phrase “distributed to the attendees by the Worldcon Committee” has been held to mean that the proposal was included in the Official Papers or as part of the text of the official agenda.  It is common practice for 200 copies of a proposal to be submitted with the names of the maker and seconder, but not their signatures; in such cases, precedent allows that only the original copy submitted to the Presiding Officer need be signed.  (With more and more work being done by electronic mail, this last provision is particularly useful.)  Makers and seconders must be of a membership class eligible to submit business; this explicitly includes supporting and attending members, and may include other classes of membership at the discretion of the current Worldcon.  WSFS practice has been that Supporting members may submit motions and written comments to the Business Meeting, but may not attend the meeting.  This is somewhat at variance with RONR, which insists that the maker of a motion be present in order to make it, and forbids proxy voting, but the practice does not seem to do any harm.

The phrase “legibly signed” generated considerable discussion at the meeting at Westercon 48.  The intent of the rule is that the motion be signed and identified in such a way that the Podium Staff can determine who the maker and seconder(s) are.  If someone signing a motion has an illegible signature, that person should print his/her name after signing.  The SRWG has no intention of attempting to define “signed” in any way other than the common legal definition.

In practice, meetings may wish to entertain new motions without having the 200 copies on hand.  The meeting can consider such items by suspending this rule.

SR � SEQ sRule �7�:	Interpretation of Motions.  The Presiding Officer shall reject as out of order any proposal or motion that is obviously illegal or hopelessly incoherent.  In the absence of the maker of a motion or instructions to the contrary, the Presiding Officer shall be free to interpret the meaning of any motion.

This is the last part of old SR 4 and a rewording of parts of old SR 2.  In a way, this rule is redundant, for RONR (and parliamentary law generally) says that the chair should do these things; however, so many frivolous items get introduced at WSFS meetings that the SRWG recommends retaining this rule so as to make it completely clear to anyone who bothers to read the instructions.

SR � SEQ sRule �8�:	Short Title.  Any item of new business considered by the Business Meeting shall contain a short title.

This is old SR 6, removing a potential inconsistency imposed by the previous wording (“submitted to the Business Meeting” instead of “considered by the Business Meeting”).  In practice, the Secretary assigns short titles to motions that do not include them.

SR � SEQ sRule �9�:	Smoking.  If smoking is allowed in the place where the Business Meeting is held, the Presiding Officer shall divide the room into smoking and non-smoking sections at the beginning of each meeting.

This is a reworking of old SR 17.  It removes the logical conflict of dividing the room into smoking and non-smoking sections when smoking is prohibited anyway.

SR � SEQ sRule �10�:	Question Time.  During the Site-Selection Meeting, fifteen (15) minutes of program time shall be allocated to each future seated Worldcon committee.  During the first five (5) minutes, each committee may make such presentations as they wish.  The remaining time shall be allocated for questions to be asked about that committee’s Worldcon.  Questions may be submitted in writing at any previous meeting.  Questions submitted in writing shall have priority over other questions if the person who submitted the question is present and still wishes to ask the question.  No person may ask a second question as long as any person wishes to ask a first question.  Questions are limited to fifteen (15) seconds and responses to two (2) minutes.  If time permits at the Site-Selection Meeting, committees bidding for the right to host any Worldcon whose selection will take place in the next calendar year shall be allocated five (5) minutes of program time to make such presentations as they wish.  The time limits in this rule may be modified by majority vote.

This is mostly old SR 19, with the wording changed slightly in an attempt to make it clearer.

SR � SEQ sRule �11�:	Mark Protection Committee; Nominations.  Nominations for election to the Mark Protection Committee shall be allowed from the floor at each Preliminary Business Meeting.  To be listed on the ballot, each nominee must submit to the Secretary of the Business Meeting the nominee’s consent to nomination and the nominee’s current region of residence.  A nominee shall be ineligible if the nominee could not be elected due to the regional residence restrictions.  The deadline for submitting such consent to nomination shall be set by the Secretary.

This is old SR 3.1 and part of 3.2 (the part about ineligible nominees.)  In practice, the Secretary usually sets a deadline of later the same day, in order to give absent nominees an opportunity to accept nomination.  If the meeting does not like the deadline imposed by the Secretary, the meeting can vote to suspend this rule by a 2/3 vote.

SR � SEQ sRule �12�:	Mark Protection Committee; Elections.  Elections to the Mark Protection Committee shall be a special order of business at a designated Main Business Meeting.  Voting shall be by written preferential ballot with write-in votes allowed.  Votes for write-in candidates who do not submit written consent to nomination and region of residence to the Presiding Officer before the close of balloting shall be ignored.  The ballot shall list each nominee’s name and region of residence.  The first seat filled shall be by normal preferential ballot procedures.  After a seat is filled, votes for the elected member and for any nominee who is now ineligible due to regional residence restrictions shall be eliminated before conducting the next ballot.  This procedure shall continue until all seats are filled.  Should there be any partial-term vacancies on the committee, the partial-term seat(s) shall be filled after the full-term seats have been filled.

This is mostly old SR 3.2 and part of 3.3.  It explicitly codifies the current practice that short-term seats are to be filled by election on the same ballot as the full-term seats. Note that if this rule did not clearly state that each seat must be filled separately, RONR says that you would go through preferential balloting until three candidates remained, and then all three would be elected simultaneously.  This might not work for the Mark Committee, inasmuch as the residency requirements might make it impossible for two or three people from the same region to be elected simultaneously

Preferential balloting was not defined by RONR until the 9th edition.  For what RONR has to say about preferential balloting, see pp. 418-421.  Ties for the final position are handled in different ways depending on circumstances.  If there are as many vacant seats as there are tied candidates and all tied candidates are eligible, then all the tied candidates are elected.  If there are fewer tied seats than there are tied candidates or not all tied candidates could be elected simultaneously, then first-place votes are the first tie breaker.  In WSFS practice, if there is still a tie, random selection (coin flip or other mutually acceptable method) is used to break the tie.  This is not a purely theoretical discussion; there were tied votes on MPC elections in 1991 and 1993.

The other two places where WSFS uses the preferential ballot (Hugos and Site Selection) are not directly addressed here.  A tie for first place in the Hugo Awards presents no difficulty, for all tied candidates win the Award.  A first-place tie for Site Selection could be very uncomfortable.  RONR says first-place votes should be the tie breaker.  Although a tie has never happened, it is always a possibility.  WSFS may want to consider adopting an explicit tie breaker rule for site selection elections.

SR � SEQ sRule �13�:	Mark Protection Committee; Regional Residency Requirements.  In interpreting the regional residence requirements for Mark Protection Committee nominations and elections, members of the committee shall represent their region of residence at the time of their election for their entire term.

This is part of old SR 3.2.  The old rule includes an interpretation of Section 4.4 of the Constitution.  The committee recommends that Section 4.4 be amended to read in the same way as the interpretation (see section “Recommended Constitutional Amendments” later in this document.)  If the proposed Constitutional amendment passes, this section will be deleted.

SR � SEQ sRule �14�:	Debate Time Limits; Main Motions.  Debate on all motions of less than fifty (50) words shall be limited to six (6) minutes.  Debate on all other motions shall be limited to twenty (20) minutes.  If a question is divided, these time limits shall apply to each portion of the divided question.  Debate time shall be allotted equally to each side of a question.  Time spent on points of order or other neutral matters arising from a motion shall be divided equally and charged to each side.  The Business Meeting may, by majority vote, set the initial debate time limits for any motion to any positive whole number of minutes.

This is most of old SR 7, with the wording changed in an attempt to make it clearer.  Note that the motion to limit/extend limits of debate normally requires a 2/3 vote, and it still does after the initial debate time limit has been set.  When an item comes before the meeting for the first time (or for ratification in the case of Constitutional amendments awaiting a second reading), the BM (usually the PBM) sets a debate time limit by majority vote.  After it sets that time limit, it can only change it by the motion to Limit/Extend Limits of Debate.  In effect, this rule sets a temporary restriction on Limit/Extend Limits of Debate in limited circumstances.

WSFS practice (with justification in parliamentary law) is that debate time limits are per day.  That is, if a motion was limited to eight minutes of debate and was referred to a committee on Saturday after six minutes of debate, when the committee reports back on Sunday, the motion has the full eight minutes back.

SR � SEQ sRule �15�:	Debate Time Limits; Amendments.  Debate on all amendments to main motions shall be limited to five (5) minutes, allotted equally to each side.  Time spent on debate of an amendment shall be charged against the time for the main motion.

This is old SR 8. The change makes it explicit that debate time on amendments is charged against the main motion.  Note that the current Chairman of the SRWG, when he was Parliamentarian of the 1993 Business Meeting, held that the current wording of old SR 8 can be interpreted to mean that each amendment gets five minutes of debate time beyond that of the main motion.

SR � SEQ sRule �16�:	Debate Time Limits; Motions Allowed After Expiration.  Motions that adhere to the main motion shall not be out of order because of the expiration of debate time, but shall be undebatable.

This recasts old SR 23.  The SRWG Chairman thinks it is a good idea to make it explicit that you can still make subsidiary motions after debate time has expired.  The National Association of Parliamentarians has a rule that says when the debate-time limit expires, all motions are out of order and the only thing allowed is an immediate vote.  While the NAP approach has the virtue of speeding up disposition of business, the wording of new SR 16 is consistent with WSFS practice.

SR � SEQ sRule �17�:	Carrying Business Forward.  Motions other than Constitutional amendments awaiting ratification may be carried forward from one year to the next only by being postponed definitely or by being referred to a committee.

This is old SR 13.  RONR does not allow business to be postponed definitely beyond the end of a session in groups like the WSFS Business Meeting.  (The BM falls into a group called “groups with sessions less often than a quarterly time interval.”)  Parliamentary law holds that a session may not tie the hands of future sessions other than through the Constitution and Standing Rules.  Postponing an item beyond the following year’s session would tie the hands of the intervening session.  Note that the motion “postpone indefinitely” does not actually postpone action forever; it only postpones it through the end of the current session.  Postpone indefinitely is highly restricted under WSFS procedures.

SR � SEQ sRule �18�:	Dilatory Actions; Misuse of Inquiries.  The sole purpose of a “point of information” or “parliamentary inquiry” is to ask the Presiding Officer for an opinion of the effect of a motion or for guidance as to the correct procedure to follow.  The Presiding Officer shall treat as dilatory any attempts to circumvent the rules of debate under the guise of points of information, parliamentary inquires, or other queries and requests.

This is old SR 15, with somewhat broader wording that brings it into line with the actual wording in RONR.

SR � SEQ sRule �19�:	Committees.  All committees are authorized to organize themselves in any lawful manner and to adopt rules for the conduct of their business, which may include conducting balloting by mail and limiting debate, subject to any contrary provisions of the Constitution, the Standing Rules, or instructions given to the committee by the Business Meeting.

This is old SR 22; the wording is changed slightly, but the effect is the same.  

SR � SEQ sRule �20�:	Official Papers; Indicating Revisions.  The Business Meeting staff shall clearly indicate all changes (including deletions) from the previous year’s version when they provide the Constitution and Standing Rules for publication prior to the following Worldcon.  However, the failure to indicate such changes shall not affect the validity of the documents.

This is old SR 24, although the SRWG Chairman has rewritten it to attempt to make it slightly more direct.  Also, it makes it clear that the failure to do so does not affect the validity of the document.  (This is a “no harm, no foul” provision.)

SR � SEQ sRule �21�:	Official Papers; Corrections.  Any correction of fact to the Minutes or to the Constitution or Standing Rules as published should be brought to the attention of the Secretary of the Business Meeting in question and of the next available Business Meeting as soon as they are discovered.

This is the last sentence of old SR 16.  It was left out of versions 1-5 of this document because the SRWG Chair thought it was redundant.  At the request of several members, he has reinstated it as a new SR (which renumbers all of the downstream material and cross-references).  Note that there is some dispute between the SRWG members about whether or not minutes are required for WSFS Business Meetings.  The SRWG Chair believes they are, per the parliamentary authority; Mr. Yalow and others believe they are not because they are not explicitly required in the SR or Constitution.

SR � SEQ sRule �22�:	Continuing Resolutions.  Resolutions of continuing effect (“continuing resolutions”) may be repealed or amended by majority vote of subsequent Business Meetings without notice, and shall be automatically repealed or amended by applicable amendments to the Constitution or Standing Rules or by conflicting resolutions passed by subsequent Business Meetings.

This is part of old SR 16.  The rest of old SR 16 has been moved to new SR � SEQ sRule \TechCorrect �30�, and is part of a proposed Constitutional amendment.  Note that under RONR, Continuing Resolutions that conflict with or repeal those from previous years would require a 2/3 vote; WSFS practice has been that new Continuing Resolutions automatically override old ones, and require only a majority vote.  Continuing Resolutions are a neglected area of WSFS lore, and were for many years nearly completely forgotten.  In recent years, the Nitpicking and Flyspecking Committee (a.k.a. the Committee to Compile Resolutions and Rulings of Continuing Effect), consisting of Donald Eastlake III, has issued an annual report of such Continuing Resolutions and rulings by BM Presiding Officers.

SR � SEQ sRule �23�:	Nonstandard Parliamentary Authority.  If a Worldcon Committee adopts for the governance of the Business Meeting a parliamentary authority other than that specified in the Constitution, the Committee must in timely fashion publish information about how to obtain copies of the authority in question.

This rewords old SR 25 (adopted at the 1995 Business Meeting).  This rule regulates the pending constitutional amendment (“Now Just What Rules Take Precedence?”) that clarifies the order of precedence of WSFS documents and clarifies the authority of an administering Worldcon to declare an alternate parliamentary authority than RONR.  The above rule does not directly reference RONR, but instead refers to whatever parliamentary authority is in the constitution.

The remaining standing rules (except the last two) are mainly in the nature of special rules of order, and are presented in the same order as the motions they affect are presented in RONR  The SRWG Chairman encourages future maintainers of the Standing Rules to insert new rules in places where they would fall logically, rather than simply tacking them onto the end of the existing document..

SR � SEQ sRule �24�:	Postpone Indefinitely. The motion to Postpone Indefinitely shall not be allowed.

This is part of old SR 10. Postpone Indefinitely is used under ordinary parliamentary procedure to reopen debate, and sometimes to test a side’s support; WSFS practice frowns on such delaying tactics.  Members of WSFS seem to have settled on Objection to Consideration as the preferred method of squashing a motion. However, even after the debate has started, one can still make a motion to Suspend the Rules and Postpone Indefinitely, which requires a 2/3 vote and is not debatable.

SR � SEQ sRule �25�:	Amend; Secondary Amendments. Secondary amendments (amendments to amendments) are not allowed except when the primary amendment is to substitute.

This is a recasting of old SR 9 in an attempt to clarify the meaning.  Most people attending the meetings do not realize that constitutional amendments are not “amendments” in the sense of the subsidiary motion amend, but are actually the incidental main motion amend something previously adopted.  As a result, these people probably consider what is technically a secondary amendment as a tertiary (third-order) amendment.  Third-order amendments are not allowed under any parliamentary authority.  A minority of the SRWG suggests removing all restrictions on secondary amendments.

SR � SEQ sRule �26�:	Previous Question.  A person speaking to a motion may not immediately offer a motion to close debate or refer to a committee.  The motion for the Previous Question (also known as the motion “close debate,” “call the question,” and “vote now”) shall not be in order when there is less than one minute of debate time remaining, nor when either or both sides of the debate have yet to speak to a question.  Before voting on the motion for the Previous Question, the Presiding Officer shall, without debate, ask for a show of hands of those persons who still wish to speak to the matter under consideration.

This is parts of old SR 10 and SR 21.  It is a further attempt to get the references to Previous Question in the proper form and all of the rules surrounding it in the same place.  The first sentence prohibits a speaker from ending his/her remarks by attempting to close debate.  Such a practice, while not prohibited under RONR, is considered rude by many authorities.  The American Institute of Parliamentarians suggests that some societies might want to adopt an even broader version of the first sentence above and prohibit a member from making any undebatable motion at the conclusion of his/her remarks.

By the way, it is not necessary to close debate if everyone who wishes to speak has had their say.  If everyone stays quiet, the Chair will put the question to a vote even if there is debate time remaining.  In other words, if you want the debate to end, stop talking.

NOTE: SR Amendment D would remove the restriction of referring to committee after debate.

SR � SEQ sRule �27�:	Lay on the Table.  The motion to Lay on the Table shall require a two-thirds (2/3) vote for adoption.

This is the last sentence of old SR 10.  In American English, “to table” means “to set aside temporarily.”  In British English, “to table” means “to bring up for consideration.”  Because the same phrase has opposite meanings in American and British English, parliamentarians prefer to use the full technical name “Lay on the Table.”.  In societies such as WSFS , which meet only once a year, if a matter is laid on the table and not removed before the final adjournment, the matter dies. This motion is rarely used in WSFS.  It is sometimes incorrectly used to attempt to kill a motion.  The Presiding Officer should rule such attempts as out of order.

SR � SEQ sRule �28�:	Adjournment.  The incidental main motion to adjourn sine die shall not be in order until all Special and General Orders have been discharged.

This is the technically correct version of old SR 18.  The SRWG Chairman would like to call this the “Heinlein Was Wrong” rule because he first encountered the phrase “a motion to adjourn is always in order” in Time Enough For Love.  A motion to adjourn sine die (“without date”) means “end the current session” and when it passes, any pending business immediately dies.  Also, unlike the privileged motion to adjourn, motions to adjourn sine die may not interrupt pending business.  (A qualified motion to adjourn is never a privileged motion.)  Special orders are Site Selection Business, Elections to the Mark Protection Committee, and any other item established as a special order by a 2/3 vote (postpone and make a special order is a special case of the motion Postpone Definitely).  General orders, also known as “privileged business,” or “unfinished business” are pending constitutional amendments and other resolutions passed on from a previous Worldcon and anything else postponed and made a general order by a majority vote (postpone and make a general order is a special case of the motion Postpone Definitely).  According to Ben Yalow, Committee Reports are considered “Privileged New Business,” a class of business not recognized by RONR.  It is uncertain whether Committee Reports would be protected by this rule.  Naturally, such a rule cannot be suspended, because it protects absent members.

SR � SEQ sRule �29�:	Counted Vote.  The Presiding Officer shall take a counted vote upon the request of ten percent (10%) of those members attending the meeting.

This fixes old SR 12, which said “A request for a division of the house (an exact count of the voting) will be honored only when requested by at least ten percent (10%) of those present in the house.”  According to RONR, a “division” is not a request for a counted vote, but is instead a demand for an uncounted standing vote; under RONR, any one member may demand such an uncounted vote.  In WSFS practice, divisions have been taken by either show of hands or a standing vote; RONR suggests that a standing vote is best in assemblies of more than a dozen or so people.  A request for a counted vote generally requires a majority vote.  The suggested wording above attempts to guess at what the intent of the original rule was.  This new rule has the effect of making it easier to demand a counted vote than it would be under RONR.  The SRWG consensus is that “call for a counted vote” was the original intent of this rule, and therefore the above wording is not a substantive change, but is instead a clarification of the meaning of the rule.

SR � SEQ sRule �30�:	Numbers, Titles, References, and Technical Corrections.  Numbers and titles of the various parts of the Constitution and Standing Rules are for the sake of easy reference only.  They do not form a substantive part of these documents nor of any motion to amend these documents.  The Business Meeting Secretary shall incorporate into these documents appropriate changes as required by newly adopted amendments.  When making any such adjustments required by this section, the Business Meeting Secretary shall change article and section numbers, titles, and internal cross-references as necessary to maintain a consistent, parallel structure, which shall not be altered unless the Business Meeting explicitly so directs.  The Business Meeting Secretary may change punctuation, capitalization, grammar, and other wording in the Constitution and Standing Rules only insofar as such changes clarify meaning and enhance consistency, and only insofar as such changes do not modify the substantive meaning of the documents.

This rewords old SR 16 and incorporates suggestions from ConAdian (items 28 and 29).  The SRWG proposes moving this language to the Constitution; when the proposed amendment is ratified, this SR will be repealed.

RESERVATION:  Robert Sacks objected to the above wording and the corresponding constitutional amendment, writing “The Hugo Award categories and the names of the Regions for site selection are ‘Titles’ and therefore would ‘not form a substantive part of these documents nor of any motion to amend these documents.’ This has to be reworded, or a caveat added instructing the Secretary to incorporate the Hugo Award categories and the Region names as text.”

This reservation was found not substantive by a vote of 2-8.  Voting approve: TI, RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, GF,  SJ, MO, KS, MVB, BY.

RESERVATIONS:  Ben Yalow and George Flynn submitted overlapping proposals dealing with this rule.  BY1 was approved 7-3 (GB, TI, MO, RS, KS, MVB, BY approving, LB, LE, SJ voting not persuasive)  GF1 was approved 7-4 (GB, GF, LE, TI, MO, KS, BY approving, LB, SJ, RS, MVB voting not persuasive).  Mr. Yalow and Mr. Flynn discussed the matter with the SRWG Chair privately, and Mr. Yalow then withdrew his reservation in favor of Mr. Flynn’s, the wording for which appears in double underline type above.

SR � SEQ sRule �31�:	Standing Rules.  Standing Rules for the Governance of the Business Meeting and related activities may be adopted or amended by a majority vote at any Business Meeting.  Amendments to Standing Rules shall take effect at the close of the Worldcon where they are adopted.

This is old SR 20. The SRWG proposes moving this language to the Constitution; when the proposed amendment is ratified, this SR will be repealed.

Proposed Standing Rule Amendments

SR Amendment A, Friendly Amendments

Add the following Standing Rule after new SR � SEQ sRule \PostIndef�24�:

Amend; Friendly Amendments.  A member may modify or withdraw a motion made by the member until substantive debate has begun.  Such modifications shall be limited to minor changes or to those which the maker deems acceptable to the assembly, and may be amended by vote of the meeting as if the modification had been part of the original motion.

A substantial minority of the membership of the SRWG suggests the following as an amendment:

Amend; Friendly Amendments.  A member may, on his own initiative or at the suggestion of another member, modify or withdraw a motion he has made until substantive debate has begun the motion has been put to a vote.  Such modifications shall be limited to minor changes or to those which the maker deems acceptable to the assembly, and may be amended by vote of the meeting as if the modification had been part of the original motion.

Two portions of the old SR mention something called “modifications through the consent of the maker of the amendment,” sometimes known as “friendly amendments.”  There is no such principle in RONR, although other manuals do mention it briefly.  Some members of the SRWG believe it is accepted practice that if a proposed amendment is minor in scope and if the maker of the amendment does not object to the change, the amendment is automatically accepted.  The SRWG Chairman dislikes this practice on theoretical grounds, and notes that not every BM Chair has followed such a practice.  (Donald Eastlake III and Kevin Standlee did not follow it.)  Once a motion has been stated by the Chair, the motion belongs to the meeting, not the maker, and only the meeting should be allowed to make changes.  However, the SRWG members seem to want to adopt this practice.  Therefore, the SRWG recommends removing all other references to the practice and substituting the above text, which is intended to codify the practice.  The above wording is mostly drawn from an opinion published in Parliamentary Opinions, a collection of opinions  published by the American Institute of Parliamentarians.

RESERVATION: Robert Sacks objected to the first version of the wording, stating that it does not provide for friendly amendments.  The SRWG Chair stated that the wording was a compromise hammered out after considerable discussion over just what a “friendly” amendment was.

This reservation was found not substantive by a vote of 1-8.  Voting approve: RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, GF, TI, SJ, MO, KS, MVB.

The alternate wording, suggested by Robert Sacks and based on wording from Ben Yalow, allows consent-by-maker modifications up to the moment of the vote, rather than the point where substantive debate begins.  The SRWG recommends that the Business Meeting vote on which version of the wording to consider before considering the proposal as a concept.  That is, decide what kind of friendly amendments you want to consider allowing before voting on whether to allow them at all.

It is important to note that such consent-by-maker motions can be amended, because they are considered as if they were part of the original motion.  This is important because an ordinary amendment, once passed, may not be re-amended.  (That is, it is out of order to introduce an amendment to a motion which simply undoes the effect of a previous amendment; such an attempt occurred at the 1995 Business Meeting, first Main Meeting, when Geoffrey Landis attempted to undo an amendment passed at the Preliminary meeting.)  Parliamentary purists such as the SRWG Chairman can consent themselves with considering this to be but a minor relaxation of the unanimous-consent request of a maker to modify a motion.

SR Amendment B, Minimum Substantive Debate

Add the following Standing Rule after new SR � SEQ sRule \debate �16�:

Debate Time Limits; Minimum Substantive Debate.  If the debate time expires before either or both sides of the question have had an opportunity for substantive debate, any side that has not had such an opportunity shall have the lesser of two (2) minutes or half of the total debate time set by the meeting for the motion, such time to be used solely for the purpose of substantive debate.

The is the SRWG’s suggested wording for ConAdian Item 31, regarding debate time, which was referred to the SRWG.  The purpose of the rule is to allow a certain minimum period of substantive debate.  Without this rule, the entire debate time could be (and historically has been) used by procedural discussions.

SR Amendment C, Voting Cards and Accommodating Disabled Members

A Standing Rule amendment that would require “voting cards” for members who are unable to stand was referred to the SRWG:

Voting Cards.  The administering convention shall provide members who are unable to stand to vote with brightly colored cards to indicate when they wish to vote.

The SRWG recommends the following as an amendment by substitution (although the SRWG recommends against passage of the overall proposal, as noted below):

Accommodating Disabilities.  The Business Meeting Staff shall provide a practical alternative for people unable to rise (or raise hands) to seek recognition or vote.

NEGATIVE RECOMENDATION:  By a vote of 8-1, the SRWG voted to recommend against passage of either version of this proposal.  The Standing Rules Working Group believes that the rights of all members of WSFS are fully secured by the Question of Personal Privilege as defined in the parliamentary authority (Robert’s Rules Of Order, Newly Revised, pp. 223-229) and that this motion is wholly redundant, and recommends against its passage in either form.

Voting Negative Recommendation:  LB, GF, TI, SJ, MO, KS, MVB, BY.  Voting Positive Recommendation: RS.

SR Amendment D, Refer to Committee After Debate

Amend SR � SEQ sRule \PrevQuestion�26� by striking words as shown:

SR � SEQ sRule \PrevQuestion�26�:	Previous Question.  A person speaking to a motion may not immediately offer a motion to close debate or refer to a committee.

RESERVATION: Robert Sacks objected to the inclusion of refer to a committee in SR 26 of the Base Document, writing: “The prohibition on referring to a committee is nonsensical.  It prevents the perfectly natural referral after problems with a motion are enunciated, while allowing the referral if the motion to refer is made first and the problems are then enunciated as debate on the motion to refer.”

The SRWG Chair responded that the Base Document was supposed to include all existing rules, and this rule is currently in the SR.

This reservation was found not substantive by a vote of 1-9.  Voting approve: RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, GF, TI, SJ, MO, KS, MVB, BY.  However, several of the members voting not substantive agreed that, while the existing rules prohibit this practice, it might be best to remove the restriction.  There being no definite consensus, the SRWG therefore makes no recommendation regarding this amendment.

SR Amendment E, Non-Suspendable Rules

Amend SRs 1, 2, and 28 by adding the sentence “This rule may not be suspended” to each rule:

RESERVATION: The SRWG Chair contends that rules 1, 2, and 28 protect the rights of absent members, and the motion to suspend the rules cannot be used to suspend rules that protect absentees.  Leigh Strother-Vien objected to this, and suggested adding the restriction explicitly.  (Note that rejection of this amendment does not necessarily mean that rules 1/2/28 can be suspended; should the amendment be rejected, it would be left up to the Chair to make the judgment call.)  The vote on this reservation was 5-6 (TI, SJ, LE, RS, MVB voting approve, LB, GB, GF, MO, KS, BY voting not substantive.)

Based on the split vote on this matter, there is no clear consensus on the issue, and the SRWG therefore makes no recommendation regarding this amendment.

Proposed Constitutional Amendments

The Standing Rules Working Group recommends the adoption of the following amendments to the WSFS Constitution (except as noted).  These amendments generally move language from the SR to the Constitution, and therefore the amendments include language which removes the corresponding standing rule once the amendment is ratified.

Constitutional Amendment A: Defining Residency Requirements

Moved, to amend the third sentence of section 4.4 of the WSFS Constitution to read:

Of the nine elected members, no more than three may be residing, at the time of election at the time they are elected, in any single North American region, as defined in Section 3.6.

Provided That upon ratification of this amendment, Standing Rule � SEQ sRule \DefRes�13� shall be repealed.

This clarifies the language, as currently reflected in old SR 3.2.  Because this is the current practice, this amendment has no substantive effect.  The SRWG recommends this amendment be adopted.

Constitutional Amendment B: Rules About Rules

Add a new section to Article V (probably after current section 5.4):

Standing Rules.  Standing Rules for the Governance of the Business Meeting and related activities may be adopted or amended by a majority vote at any Business Meeting.  Amendments to Standing Rules shall take effect at the close of the Worldcon where they are adopted; this rule may be suspended by a two-thirds (2/3) vote.

Provided That upon ratification of this amendment, Standing Rule � SEQ sRule \SRules�32� shall be repealed.

This makes explicit the definition of the Standing Rules, and further provides for their amendment process.  Because it is part of the Constitution, it cannot be suspended unless it provides for its own suspension.  This rule allows changes to the Standing Rules by majority vote, but such changes cannot take effect until the following year unless there is a 2/3 vote to adopt the rule immediately. The SRWG recommends this amendment be adopted.

RESERVATION: Robert Sacks objected to the wording of this rule, writing “This can be interpreted to void SR 19 [the rule allowing committees to organize themselves] and prevent committees of the Business Meeting and permanent committees from adopting their own rules since that power is here vested in the Business Meeting.”  The SRWG Chair stated that he does not consider that a reasonable interpretation.

This reservation was found not substantive by a vote of 1-10.  Voting approve: RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, GF, TI, SJ, LE, MO, KS, MVB, BY.

Constitutional Amendment C: Technical Corrections

Add a new section to article V (probably before current section 5.5):

Numbers, Titles, References, and Technical Corrections.  Numbers and titles of the various parts of the Constitution and Standing Rules are for the sake of easy reference only.  They do not form a substantive part of these documents nor of any motion to amend these documents.  The Business Meeting Secretary shall incorporate into these documents appropriate changes as required by newly adopted amendments.  When making any such adjustments required by this section, the Business Meeting Secretary shall change article and section numbers, titles, and internal cross-references as necessary to maintain a consistent, parallel structure, which shall not be altered unless the Business Meeting explicitly so directs.  The Business Meeting Secretary may change punctuation, capitalization, grammar, and other wording in the Constitution and Standing Rules only insofar as such changes clarify meaning and enhance consistency, and only insofar as such changes do not modify the substantive meaning of the documents.

Provided That upon ratification of this amendment, Standing Rule � SEQ sRule \TechCorrect�30� shall be repealed.

This combines ConAdian items 28 and 29, both proposed amendments to the Constitution, and replaces language in old SR 16.  Old SR 16 allowed the Business Meeting staff to make most of these changes.  Because the rule allows changes in the text of the Constitution as well as the Standing Rules, it is probably better to have this authority vested in the highest-ranking WSFS document, not in the standing rules.

RESERVATION:  Mark Olson proposed that this amendment be withdrawn.  A 2/3 vote was necessary to withdraw the motion.  The reservation failed to get a 2/3 vote.  Voting in favor of withdrawal:  TI, SJ, MO, RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, LE, KS, MVB, BY.  However, this reservation is tied up with the wording changes suggested by Ben Yalow and George Flynn.  Based on the split vote on this matter, there is no clear consensus on the issue, and the SRWG therefore makes no recommendation regarding this amendment.

SEE ALSO RESERVATIONS at new SR 30 for discussion of this issue.

Proposed Resolution

The Standing Rules Working Group, by a vote of 8-2, recommends the adoption of the following resolution if the Base Document is approved. If the Base Document fails to be adopted, this motion will be withdrawn.

Voting in favor: LB, GB, GF, TI, MO, KS, MVB, BY.  Opposed: SJ, RS

Short Title: The Journey of a Thousand Miles

Resolved, That Kevin Standlee is authorized to form a Constitutional Revision Working Group (CRWG) for the purpose of drafting a revision of the WSFS Constitution;

Resolved, That the CRWG is instructed to produce a series of “base documents” rewriting the existing constitution for clarity without changing its effect, and proposed amendments for the improvement of the constitution, on a schedule of one article of the Constitution per year during its existence;

Resolved, That the CRWG is instructed to make reasonable efforts to publicize their activities in such media as are apt to be concerned with the project, including APA:WSFS;

Resolved, That the CRWG is instructed to submit a report to the Business Meeting of the 1997 WSFS Business Meeting with a proposed revision of Article I of the WSFS Constitution, and if continued by that meeting, to proceed to Article II in the following year, then Article III, and so forth as long as the CRWG is continued; and,

Resolved, That any unqualified motion to continue the CRWG adopted by a future WSFS Business Meeting shall be presumed to refer to this resolution and incorporate it by reference.

This sets up a Constitutional Revision Working Group under guidelines similar to that of the Standing Rules Working Group, and directs the group to produce a complete revision of the WSFS Constitution one article at a time, with the revision of Article I to be submitted to LoneStarCon 2, Article II at BucCONeer, and so forth. (The charge presumes the CRWG will be continued from year to year until the project is complete.)  Mr. Standlee anticipates that most members of the existing Standing Rules Working Group, as well as other people, will want to be part of the CRWG, and further anticipates running the CRWG in the same fashion as the SRWG, with most discussions taking place on an e-mail mailing list with periodic mailings of discussion documents to members.

Standing Rules Working Group Membership List

As of 8 August 1996, the following people were on the SRWG Chairman’s List of Members.  There may be other people following the discussion on the electronic mailing list.

Members who “signed” the report (actual physical signatures could, of course, not be obtained in advance of the convention; these “virtual signatures” were submitted by electronic or postal mail).  Members signing the report endorse the base document and agree that the report substantially reflects the results of the SRWG deliberations, but do not necessarily endorse any of the proposed amdendments or resolutions.

Kevin Standlee, Chairman

Leroy Berven

Glen Boettcher

George Flynn 

Tim Illingworth

Saul Jaffe
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Ben Yalow
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Donald Eastlake III

Louis Epstein

Stuart Hellinger 

Martin Hoare

David Hurst

Rick Katze 
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Technical Appendix

History of Committee Actions

The “Official Papers” of WSFS consist of a Constitution, a set of Standing Rules for Governance of the Business Meeting, and the Business Passed On from one Worldcon to the next.  Many people think that the Standing Rules are in need of revision to clarify their meaning.  The 1994 WSFS BM, held at ConAdian, the 1994 Worldcon, voted to create a Standing Rules Working Group (hereafter called SRWG) to study the Standing Rules of WSFS and to report a consistent set of revised rules for consideration by the 1995 WSFS Business Meeting.  A number of proposed Standing Rules revisions were referred to the SRWG for consideration.  Because the 1994 BM referred new rules to the SRWG, the SRWG Chairman interpreted the charge of the committee as: (1) rewrite the existing rules for consistency, incorporating actual practice of WSFS; and (2) propose changes to improve the rules.  Mark Olson, who later joined the SRWG, urged that the SRWG report the revision (which should have no substantive changes) separately from any changes.

At the time the committee was created, Mr. Standlee, who styled himself Chairman of the SRWG, took the names of those people who expressed an interest in the matter.  The SRWG was continued by the 1995 Business Meeting with instructions to report to the 1996 Business Meeting at L.A.con III.

Version 1 was mailed to members of the SRWG in June 1995.  Version 1A was distributed at Westercon 48 in Portland OR, and members of the SRWG met there on July 1, 1995.  Version 2 was published in APA:WSFS.  Version 3 was distributed at the WSFS Business Meeting at Intersection, the 1995 World Science Fiction Convention, in Glasgow, Scotland, on August 25, 1995.  Version 4 was distributed via APA:WSFS 96.1.  Version 5 was a Final Draft and Call for Votes. After Version 5, many members expressed reservations regarding the document, and the Chairman felt it best to return these reservations to the membership before completing the document.  Version 6, a Revised Final Draft and Second Call For Votes, mailed in early June 1996, contained those reservations and a way to vote on them. Version 7 was the Second Revised Final Draft, and is intended to be the version submitted to the WSFS Business Meeting as the Final Report. Version 8 was supposed to be the actual final report to the WSFS Business Meeting, but a few more changes were made after it was published.  Version 9 is the actual final report to the WSFS Business Meeting.

There is an e-mail mailing list for the SRWG.  To post to the list, send e-mail to standing-rules@smof.demon.co.uk.  To join the list, send e-mail to standing-rules-request@smof.demon.co.uk.

Reservations

Various members raised reservations against portions of the Base Document and proposed amendments.  These reservations were submitted to a vote of the group.  A 2/3 vote of “not persuasive” indicated that the SRWG felt the reservation was not persuasive.  Reservations as raised are included in the commentary text, along with the vote considering the reservation.  Key to initials: LB=Leroy Berven  GB=Glen Boettcher  LE=Louis Epstein GF=George Flynn  TI=Tim Illingworth  SJ=Saul Jaffe  MO=Mark Olson  RS=Robert Sacks  KS=Kevin Standlee MVB= Mike Vande Bunt  BY=Ben Yalow.

Service Marks Notice and Basic Assumptions

“World Science Fiction Society”, “WSFS”, “World Science Fiction Convention”, “Worldcon”, “NASFiC”, and “Hugo Award” are registered service marks of the World Science Fiction Society, an unincorporated literary society.  We presume that readers of this document already know what these service marks mean, and furthermore that they know about the WSFS Business Meeting (hereafter BM, despite the unfortunate double entendre).  We presume that the reader has at least a general familiarity with the operations of the WSFS BM.  If the reader does not understand the terms used in this document, we suggest you contact the Chairman of the Standing Rules Working Group for clarification.

Parliamentary Authority, “Standing Rules” and “Special Rules of Order”

The parliamentary authority of WSFS is The Scott, Foresman Robert’s Rules of Order Newly Revised, 9th Edition, (ISBN 0-673-38734-8), hereafter RONR.  Consistent with provisions of parliamentary law, RONR is the authority except where the provisions of the WSFS Constitution, Standing Rules, or Special Rules established by the hosting Worldcon supersede it.

Please note that there are several different books that say “Robert’s Rules of Order” on their cover.  Most of them are reprints of earlier editions of the rules, going back to before 1900.  Only the current edition listed above is current and authoritative.  Page references to RONR are to the 9th Edition.  In 1970, the book that most people know as Robert’s Rules of Order, which is the 6th (1951) edition, was completely rewritten into the current Newly Revised.  The 7th (1970), 8th (1981), and 9th (1990) editions are substantially the same version of RONR, with only minor differences between them.

Covert Beach, after reading a pre-release draft of this document, expressed the concern that these Standing Rules are too closely tied to RONR and that the revision would make it practically impossible for a host committee to establish a different parliamentary authority.  (The current Constitution and Standing Rules appear to imply that the host committee could establish a different authority.)  The Chair of the SRWG disagrees with this opinion.  This revision removes some of the specific references to RONR in the old rules.  It is impossible to remove all connections between the Standing Rules and RONR, because American parliamentary procedure as codified in RONR is the basis for the structure of the WSFS Business Meeting.  However, the SRWG has endeavored to make the references as general as possible.  Mr. Beach submitted a constitutional amendment at the 1995 meeting which clarifies the relationship between the various authorities; this amendment received first passage at Intersection and is pending ratification as of this writing.

RONR makes a distinction between “Standing Rules” and “Special Rules of Order.”  Standing Rules are rules for order and conduct of business.  Special Rules of Order are parliamentary rules that supersede the parliamentary authority.  In studying the current WSFS Standing Rules (hereafter SR), it becomes clear that some of the existing rules are Standing Rules, while others are Special Rules of Order.  However, RONR also points out that some organizations, particularly annual conventions, combine their Standing Rules and Special Rules of Order.  In the pre-release draft of this document, the SRWG Chair tried to separate the two pieces.  Upon further consideration, he finds it rather difficult to keep them separate.  Therefore, this report keeps a single document, called “Standing Rules,” that also includes certain “Special Rules of Order.”  For further discussion of the distinction between the two kinds of documents, see RONR, pp. 15 passim.
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Members of the Standing Rules Working Group met after the Preliminary Business Meeting on Friday, August 30, to disucss the proposed standing rule amendments, constitutional amendments, and proposed resolution.  This meeting, with the consent of the SRWG Chairman, has revised this portion of Discussion Document 9 as shown herein.  Material stricken by the Friday SRWG meeting is in strikethrough bold italic type.  Material added by the Friday SRWG meeting is in double underline bold italic type.  This document is intended to substitute for the material on pages 7 through 10 (except for new SR 31 on p. 7) of Discussion Document 9 distributed on Friday.



Proposed Standing Rule Amendments

SR Amendment A, Friendly Amendments

Add the following Standing Rule after new SR 24:

Amend; Friendly Amendments.  A member may modify or withdraw a motion made by the member until substantive debate has begun.  Such modifications shall be limited to minor changes or to those which the maker deems acceptable to the assembly, and may be amended by vote of the meeting as if the modification had been part of the original motion.

A substantial minority of the membership of the SRWG suggests the following as an amendment:

Amend; Friendly Amendments.  A member may, on his own initiative or at the suggestion of another member, modify or withdraw a motion he has made until substantive debate has begun the motion has been put to a vote.  Such modifications shall be limited to minor changes or to those which the maker deems acceptable to the assembly, and may be amended by vote of the meeting as if the modification had been part of the original motion.

Two portions of the old SR mention something called “modifications through the consent of the maker of the amendment,” sometimes known as “friendly amendments.”  There is no such principle in RONR, although other manuals do mention it briefly.  Some members of the SRWG believe it is accepted practice that if a proposed amendment is minor in scope and if the maker of the amendment does not object to the change, the amendment is automatically accepted.  The SRWG Chairman dislikes this practice on theoretical grounds, and notes that not every BM Chair has followed such a practice.  (Donald Eastlake III and Kevin Standlee did not follow it.)  Once a motion has been stated by the Chair, the motion belongs to the meeting, not the maker, and only the meeting should be allowed to make changes.  However, the SRWG members seem to want to adopt this practice.  Therefore, the SRWG recommends removing all other references to the practice and substituting the above text, which is intended to codify the practice.  The above wording is mostly drawn from an opinion published in Parliamentary Opinions, a collection of opinions  published by the American Institute of Parliamentarians.

RESERVATION: Robert Sacks objected to the first version of the wording, stating that it does not provide for friendly amendments.  The SRWG Chair stated that the wording was a compromise hammered out after considerable discussion over just what a “friendly” amendment was.

This reservation was found not substantive by a vote of 1-8.  Voting approve: RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, GF, TI, SJ, MO, KS, MVB.

The alternate wording, suggested by Robert Sacks and based on wording from Ben Yalow, allows consent-by-maker modifications up to the moment of the vote, rather than the point where substantive debate begins.  The SRWG recommends that the Business Meeting vote on which version of the wording to consider before considering the proposal as a concept.  That is, decide what kind of friendly amendments you want to consider allowing before voting on whether to allow them at all.

It is important to note that such consent-by-maker motions can be amended, because they are considered as if they were part of the original motion.  This is important because an ordinary amendment, once passed, may not be re-amended.  (That is, it is out of order to introduce an amendment to a motion which simply undoes the effect of a previous amendment; such an attempt occurred at the 1995 Business Meeting, first Main Meeting, when Geoffrey Landis attempted to undo an amendment passed at the Preliminary meeting.)  Parliamentary purists such as the SRWG Chairman can consent themselves with considering this to be but a minor relaxation of the unanimous-consent request of a maker to modify a motion.

SR Amendment B, Minimum Substantive Debate

Add the following Standing Rule after new SR 16:

Debate Time Limits; Minimum Substantive Debate.  If the debate time expires before either or both sides of the question have had an opportunity for substantive debate, any side that has not had such an opportunity shall have the lesser of two (2) minutes or half of the total debate time set by the meeting for the motion, such time two (2) minutes to be used solely for the purpose of substantive debate.

The is the SRWG’s suggested wording for ConAdian Item 31, regarding debate time, which was referred to the SRWG.  The purpose of the rule is to allow a certain minimum period of substantive debate.  Without this rule, the entire debate time could be (and historically has been) used by procedural discussions.

The SWRG makes no recommendation regarding this amendment.

SR Amendment C, Voting Cards and Accommodating Disabled Members

A Standing Rule amendment that would require “voting cards” for members who are unable to stand was referred to the SRWG.

Voting Cards.  The administering convention shall provide members who are unable to stand to vote with brightly colored cards to indicate when they wish to vote.

The SRWG recommends the following as an amendment by substitutionThe SRWG recommends the following wording  (although the SRWG recommends against passage of the overall proposal, as noted below):

Accommodating Disabilities.  The Business Meeting Staff shall provide a practical alternative for people unable to rise (or raise hands) to seek recognition or vote.

NEGATIVE RECOMENDATION:  By a vote of 8-1, the SRWG voted to recommend against passage of either version of this proposal.  The Standing Rules Working Group believes that the rights of all members of WSFS are fully secured by the Question of Personal Privilege as defined in the parliamentary authority (Robert’s Rules Of Order, Newly Revised, pp. 223-229) and that this motion is wholly redundant, and recommends against its passage in either form.

Voting Negative Recommendation:  LB, GF, TI, SJ, MO, KS, MVB, BY.  Voting Positive Recommendation: RS.

SR Amendment D, Refer to Committee After Debate

Amend SR 26 by striking words as shown:

SR 26:	Previous Question.  A person speaking to a motion may not immediately offer a motion to close debate or refer to a committee.

RESERVATION: Robert Sacks objected to the inclusion of refer to a committee in SR 26 of the Base Document, writing: “The prohibition on referring to a committee is nonsensical.  It prevents the perfectly natural referral after problems with a motion are enunciated, while allowing the referral if the motion to refer is made first and the problems are then enunciated as debate on the motion to refer.”

The SRWG Chair responded that the Base Document was supposed to include all existing rules, and this rule is currently in the SR.

This reservation was found not substantive by a vote of 1-9.  Voting approve: RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, GF, TI, SJ, MO, KS, MVB, BY.  However, several of the members voting not substantive agreed that, while the existing rules prohibit this practice, it might be best to remove the restriction.  There being no definite consensus, the SRWG therefore makes no recommendation regarding this amendment.

SR Amendment E, Non-Suspendable Rules

Amend SRs 1, 2, and 28 by adding the sentence “This rule may not be suspended” to each rule:

RESERVATION: The SRWG Chair contends that rules 1, 2, and 28 protect the rights of absent members, and the motion to suspend the rules cannot be used to suspend rules that protect absentees.  Leigh Strother-Vien objected to this, and suggested adding the restriction explicitly.  (Note that rejection of this amendment does not necessarily mean that rules 1/2/28 can be suspended; should the amendment be rejected, it would be left up to the Chair to make the judgment call.)  The vote on this reservation was 5-6 (TI, SJ, LE, RS, MVB voting approve, LB, GB, GF, MO, KS, BY voting not substantive.)

Based on the split vote on this matter, there is no clear consensus on the issue, and the SRWG therefore makes no recommendation regarding this amendment.

The SRWG suggests the assembly consider Minority Report Item “Standing Rule 5” at this point.

Proposed Constitutional Amendments

The Standing Rules Working Group recommends the adoption of the following amendments to the WSFS Constitution (except as noted).  These amendments generally move language from the SR to the Constitution, and therefore the amendments include language which removes the corresponding standing rule once the amendment is ratified.

Constitutional Amendment A: Defining Residency Requirements

Moved, to amend the third sentence of section 4.4 of the WSFS Constitution to read:

Of the nine elected members, no more than three may be residing, at the time of election at the time they are elected, in any single North American region, as defined in Section 3.6.

Provided That upon ratification of this amendment, Standing Rule 13 shall be repealed.

This clarifies the language, as currently reflected in old SR 3.2.  Because this is the current practice, this amendment has no substantive effect.  The SRWG recommends this amendment be adopted.

Constitutional Amendment B: Rules About Rules

Add a new section to Article V (probably after current section 5.4):

Standing Rules.  Standing Rules for the Governance of the Business Meeting and related activities may be adopted or amended by a majority vote at any Business Meeting.  Amendments to Standing Rules shall take effect at the close of the Worldcon where they are adopted; this rule may be suspended by a two-thirds (2/3) vote.

Provided That upon ratification of this amendment, Standing Rule 31 shall be repealed.

This makes explicit the definition of the Standing Rules, and further provides for their amendment process.  Because it is part of the Constitution, it cannot be suspended unless it provides for its own suspension.  This rule allows changes to the Standing Rules by majority vote, but such changes cannot take effect until the following year unless there is a 2/3 vote to adopt the rule immediately. The SRWG recommends this amendment be adopted.

RESERVATION: Robert Sacks objected to the wording of this rule, writing “This can be interpreted to void SR 19 [the rule allowing committees to organize themselves] and prevent committees of the Business Meeting and permanent committees from adopting their own rules since that power is here vested in the Business Meeting.”  The SRWG Chair stated that he does not consider that a reasonable interpretation.

This reservation was found not substantive by a vote of 1-10.  Voting approve: RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, GF, TI, SJ, LE, MO, KS, MVB, BY.

Constitutional Amendment C: Technical Corrections

Add a new section to article V (probably before current section 5.5):

Numbers, Titles, References, and Technical Corrections.  Numbers and titles of the various parts of the Constitution and Standing Rules are for the sake of easy reference only.  They do not form a substantive part of these documents nor of any motion to amend these documents.  The Business Meeting Secretary shall incorporate into these documents appropriate changes as required by newly adopted amendments.  When making any such adjustments required by this section, the Business Meeting Secretary shall change article and section numbers, titles, and internal cross-references as necessary to maintain a consistent, parallel structure, which shall not be altered unless the Business Meeting explicitly so directs.  The Business Meeting Secretary may change punctuation, capitalization, grammar, and other wording in the Constitution and Standing Rules only insofar as such changes clarify meaning and enhance consistency, and only insofar as such changes do not modify the substantive meaning of the documents.

Provided That upon ratification of this amendment, Standing Rule 30 shall be repealed.

This combines ConAdian items 28 and 29, both proposed amendments to the Constitution, and replaces language in old SR 16.  Old SR 16 allowed the Business Meeting staff to make most of these changes.  Because the rule allows changes in the text of the Constitution as well as the Standing Rules, it is probably better to have this authority vested in the highest-ranking WSFS document, not in the standing rules.

RESERVATION:  Mark Olson proposed that this amendment be withdrawn.  A 2/3 vote was necessary to withdraw the motion.  The reservation failed to get a 2/3 vote.  Voting in favor of withdrawal:  TI, SJ, MO, RS.  Voting Not Persuasive: LB, GB, LE, KS, MVB, BY.  However, this reservation is tied up with the wording changes suggested by Ben Yalow and George Flynn.  Based on the split vote on this matter, there is no clear consensus on the issue, and the SRWG therefore makes no recommendation regarding this amendment.

SEE ALSO RESERVATIONS at new SR 30 for discussion of this issue.

Proposed Resolution

The Standing Rules Working Group, by a vote of 8-2, recommends the adoption of the following resolution.

Voting in favor: LB, GB, GF, TI, MO, KS, MVB, BY.  Opposed: SJ, RS

Short Title: The Journey of a Thousand Miles

1. Resolved, That Kevin Standlee is authorized to form a Constitutional Revision Working Group (CRWG) for the purpose of drafting a revision of the WSFS Constitution;

2. That the CRWG is instructed to produce a series of “base documents” rewriting the existing constitution for clarity without changing its effect, and proposed amendments for the improvement of the constitution, on a schedule of one article of the Constitution per year during its existence;

3. That the CRWG is instructed to make reasonable efforts to publicize their activities in such media as are apt to be concerned with the project, including APA:WSFS;

4. That the CRWG is instructed to submit a report to the Business Meeting of the 1997 WSFS Business Meeting with a proposed revision of Article I of the WSFS Constitution, and if continued by that meeting, to proceed to Article II in the following year, then Article III, and so forth as long as the CRWG is continued; and,

5.  That any unqualified motion to continue the CRWG adopted by a future WSFS Business Meeting shall be presumed to refer to this resolution and incorporate it by reference.

This sets up a Constitutional Revision Working Group under guidelines similar to that of the Standing Rules Working Group, and directs the group to produce a complete revision of the WSFS Constitution one article at a time, with the revision of Article I to be submitted to LoneStarCon 2, Article II at BucCONeer, and so forth. (The charge presumes the CRWG will be continued from year to year until the project is complete.)  Mr. Standlee anticipates that most members of the existing Standing Rules Working Group, as well as other people, will want to be part of the CRWG, and further anticipates running the CRWG in the same fashion as the SRWG, with most discussions taking place on an e-mail mailing list with periodic mailings of discussion documents to members.

A minority of the SRWG meeting following the Preliminary Business Meeting  recommends the following amendments:

Create a blank in the motion by striking out the words “Kevin Standlee” from paragraph 1.  (We would then entertain proposals to fill the blank; the substantive question is “How shall the CRWG, if it is created, be composed.”)

Strike the words in bold italic type in the resolution so that the CRWG could report revisions topic by topic or the entire document at once as it sees fit.  (The substantive question is “Shall the CRWG, if it is created, be allowed to report revisions as it sees fit, or on a fixed schedule?”

Note that, should such a group be created, an e-mail list for discussion of WSFS Rules has been created.  As of this writing, the list has no members on it, but was established in anticipation of the need for such a group.

To post a message to the list, send e-mail to wsfs-rules@lunacity.com.

To join the list, send e-mail to server@lunacity.com with any subject and the body text of the message “join wsfs-rules.”  If this automated method does not work, send e-mail to wsfs-rules-request@lunacity.com and the list administrator (Kevin Standlee) will manually add you to the list




