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Short Title: Secondary Ratification

Moved, To amend Section 4.2 of the Westercon Bylaws by striking out and inserting text as shown, for the purpose of modifying the ratification process of bylaw amendments and allowing amendments to such ratification that reduce the scope of they bylaw amendments.

4.2 Primary and Secondary Ratification

The secretary of the business meeting at which an amendment receives primary (first year) ratification shall submit an exact copy of the amendment to the following year’s Westercon business meeting. The question of secondary (second year) ratification is debatable but not amendable and is amendable only to the extent that such amendments do not increase the scope of the original bylaw amendment.

Submitted by: James Briggs, Kevin Standlee

Comments: Most ordinary societies require “advance notice” of bylaw amendments, to allow members sufficient opportunity to prepare to debate such serious proposals. Parliamentary law allows that amendments given previous notice may, in their final form, be of reduced scope compared to their advance notice, but not increased scope.

Westercon does not require advance notice; however, the requirement that proposals pass at two consecutive meetings is effectively the same thing. A recent controversy surrounding the “Anti-Zone” amendment has highlighted the problems caused when a bylaw amendment’s scope cannot be reduced, but only re-introduced from scratch.

This proposal brings Westercon practice back in line with that of common parliamentary law, and also parallels the practice of the World Science Fiction Society, which also allows secondary ratification amendments as long as they do not increase the scope of an amendment. (WSFS uses different language, but it has the same effect.)

One of this proposal’s sponsors, Mr. Standlee, led the drive to adopt the no-secondary-amendments rule when the current version of bylaw amendments was adopted. He has changed his mind about the situation and now admits that he may have been mistaken that categorically prohibiting secondary ratification amendments would improve the amendment process. In short, he says he was wrong and wants to work to set things right.

