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LCs submit nominations through the nomination system (improved 30th GA 
version) giving a 4-category score to each name. Current Commission members 
with affiliation in their territory/company/institution whose continuation was 
recommended by CCs must be included with high score; if not, an explanation 
should be provided. A separate, ordered/ranked list of all the names submitted 
should be sent to the EC (or produced from the nomination system). 
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What follows is more or less the same as last time:

According to Article 6 of IUPAP’s Internal Regulations: All elections of Commission
members are for a term of 3 years and there is a set of rules on permanence to guarantee
rotation and renewal. In particular, service in all capacities shall not exceed 3 terms 
whether or not those terms are consecutive. Exceptions can be voted by the GA. 
What happens when a person who was member of one Commission is 
nominated for another? I think this rule applies as well. What do you think?


