
Gentlemen: 
Today, we conducted another Rules Committee teleconference. 
In attendance were Tim Sivils, Dave Platt and Gary Waldeck. We are one member short 
and hope to fill the 
vacancy during the April 27th membership meeting. 
The agenda covered several items as follows: 
1. Rules applicable to Organizational Name Change 
2. Proxy Rules applicable to NARCC Membership Voting 
3. Status of Coordination Committee progress regarding Coordination Process 
development 
Organization Name Change Rules: 

The topic was first raised at the request of Joel Nadler, NN6J during the last Board 
Meeting. It was decided 
then that it would be referred to the Rules Committee for their recommendation. 
We discussed the topic and decided that the best alternative is that the 
Communications Manager should 
continue to be the point of contact for Name Change requests. The manager should 
attempt to collect as 
much information as is possible and provide that data to the Board to help the Board 
make a good decision. 
The Board should approve any Name Change. 
Included in the Communication’s Manager’s report would be topics including, but not 
limited to: 

 What is the Reason for the name change? 

 Who are the People involved? 

 How are they involved and do they agree with the request? 

 Have those involved with the Repeater Group provided supportive letters or other 

information to help 
ratify the request? 

 The Communication Manager’s recommendation to the Board along with his/her 

rationale for the 
recommendation. 
Our recommendation is that the Board should: 

a) Approve the change when presented for discussion, or, if there are questions 
developed by the Board, 
b) Grant a conditional Board approval such that after the Communication Manager has 
ascertained the 
answers to the Board’s questions and that they satisfy the Board’s concerns, the change 
can be 
approved by the Communications Manager or, 
c) Have the topic returned to the Board for a final approval. 



Although not on the agenda, we also briefly discussed the topic of additional changes to 
a organization’s 
information. It was decided that this more complex topic should be discussed more 
thoroughly in a future 
meeting. 
Voting Process: No recommendations were made. 
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We discussed several ideas that have been expressed to govern how the membership 
might change the voting 
process including limiting proxies that an individual might hold or to select Board 
members from regional 
areas of the NARCC coordination area. 
Limited Proxies: One idea was KG6NUO’s concept where the number of proxies that 
a member could carry 
would be limited to a fixed number (example = 6). 
The discussion considered some of the underlying reasons for using proxies: 
1. Proxies are usually given to those who hold a similar philosophy as the 
giver: 

It was noted that by giving a proxy to any voting member, that the giver would 
necessarily have to 
choose a member to hold his/her proxy. It is assumed, that the chosen person would 
theoretically be 
expected to vote the way the giver would have had they attended. If true, then the 
current 
methodology supports the concept of representative government because there is little 
reason to 
assume that a proxy would ever be given to a member if their views were substantially 
different. 
2. Membership attendance at the Annual Membership Meeting is difficult for 
some: 

Limits to the number of proxies that can be held, while having merit, was measured 
against our 
observed difficulty of having sufficient members present at the membership meeting. 
Previously, participation in the Annual Membership Meeting has been more likely 
because those 
attending are located relatively near to its location. The (in)ability of many or our 
members to actually 
attend the meeting is considered a main reason that proxies are allowed. 
If no one from a far region participated, (or knew who from that part of the area might 
attend) there 
was likely no one to give a proxy to if a member chose not to attend and their choices 
could not be 
expressed. 
3. Potential lack of representation: 



If a regional member held his own and, say, 6 proxies (the proposed maximum), and 
then there was a 
7th (or nth) member who wanted to tender a proxy but no one else from the region 
attended the 
membership meeting. Then the 7th and higher members would be under represented. 
We also considered David Coursey’s idea of having one Board Member for each of our 
10 regions (Districts). 
Governance Model: 

There are two basic governance models: Regional or Representative 
1. Regional District Model: 

In the Regional District model, it is similar to a ‘Senate’ form of government where there 
would be one 
representative from each region. In one sense, it purports to represent the views of 
each region, but 
given the disparate number of members in the different districts, it is not truly 
representative of the 
membership populations as a whole. A Board member may represent 2 or 3 members in 
one district 
while another might represent more than 40. Each would have an equal vote. 
Per the discussion in item 2 above, one of the reasons that few members from the 
outlying regions 
participate is the difficulty in attending regular meetings. Is there any reason to assume 
that this will 
change if this model might be adopted? Probably not. So, if this model might be 
selected, we would 
probably have difficulty in attaining minimum quorum counts and meetings would be 
ineffective or not 
able to be held. 
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Last, this model appears to adversely affect those members in the more populous areas 
of NARCC’s 
control area because it reduces the democratic free choice for some and gives an 
inordinate power to 
other, smaller, groups. 
2. Representative Model: 

This model is similar to our House of Representatives in that each representative 
represents all of the 
constituents. 
In this model, the Board may elect members from a limited regional district or from 
anywhere in the 
NARCC control area. It is a representative vote, not an area vote; it is a system where 
the highest vote 
count wins.. So if someone has the qualifications and can convince the voting members 
that they are a 



preferred candidate, they can be elected to the Board. It is presumed that the members 
have the 
ability to select qualified, reasonable representatives who have similar views and will 
vote with those 
in whose philosophies that they agree with. 
One committee member noted that the current methodology is inherently democratic 
in the voting 
process. Each voting member has one vote per organization s/he holds. In this way, each 
vote has an 
equal weight and the majority rules. It is simple and has worked well for years. It was 
also noted that 
there is no clear harm now being done. 
No recommendations were made during the meeting; the topic is sufficiently complex 
that we decided to 
continue the discussion to a future meeting. 
The last agenda item was to ascertain the status of the Coordination Committee’s effort 
to document the 
Coordination Process. Tim Sivils, the 2M Coordinator reported that CC Chairman Eric 
Daus and his group have 
been discussing the topic and have made progress although no recommendations or 
written process is now 
being offered for consideration by the Board. 
For our IT Manager, I’d appreciate it if these minutes were posted onto the Rules 
Committee Minutes portion 
of the website for all to see. 
Finally, one of our membership mentioned a good idea … to provide direct feedback to 
those who have 
expressed ideas for change as a part of the distribution of the meeting summary 
minutes. Accordingly, Joel 
Nadler, NN6J, Dave Anderson, KG6NUO and David Coursey, N5FDL are copied on this 
distribution. 
Gary Waldeck 
Director, NARCC & Chair, Rules Cmte 
GCWaldeck@Gmail.com 
 


