Mid-Sussex Chess League AGM
Mid-Sussex Chess League Minutes

	Meeting Title:
	Mid-Sussex Chess League Annual General Meeting

	Date:
	Tuesday 18th June 2013 7.30pm



	Present:
	Doug Stevenson, JuIie Denning, Ian Comley, Don Grant, John Herbert, Robert Elliston, 
Barry Maufe, Matthew Britnell, Paul Kington, Peter Helliwell, Paul Batchelor, Sue Chadwick, Rob Counsell, Mike Card, David Chilvers, Chris Jones, Jonathan Tuck, Bob Dyke, Michael Nicholas, Viv Cole, Roland Rattray, Jeff Boardman, Julian Mitchell, Brian Stockham, Mike Elgin, John Herbert, Anthony Higgs, Roger Waddingham, Dave Britton, Joe Sharp, Howard Tebbs, Dennis Collard, Jim Graham


	Item
	Minutes

	1. 
	Chairman’s opening remarks and apologies for absence:

· The chairman , Doug Stevenson (DS), opened the meeting observing that it had been another successful year for the league with not too many problems for the committee to resolve.

· No apologies received.


	2. 
	Minutes of 2012 AGM (previously circulated)

· The minutes were passed as a true record.


	3. 
	Secretary’s report and matters arising

· The secretary, Ian Comley, thanked Lewes Chess Club for hosting the AGM
· Lewes offered to host the meeting again next year and the meeting gratefully accepted.

· All attendees were reminded to note their presence on the attendee sheet which was being circulated (in order to ensure an accurate record is held)




	4. 
	Treasurer’s report and matters arising:
· Accounts:

· Doug Stevenson, the treasurer, presented the accounts (see appendices)  which had been audited by John Herbert.
· The accounts showed a surplus of £30 mainly due to a second year where the SCCA had not sought any charge.
· There had been two more teams than expected although this increased revenue was balanced by extra engraving costs.
· The meeting approved the accounts.
· Budget:

· The proposal was £4 per team in the divisions with no cost for Knockout teams. DS had considered having a sabbatical year but the ECF match fees which needed reclaiming totalled £500 (being reduced as clubs adjusted their membership arrangements).
· This was partly based on the assumption that it would not be necessary to print further match cards ( a downloadable file will be available from the website).
· Mike Nicholas suggested accruing an amount to provide for a later SCCA claim; DS responded that he would object to a claim in a later financial year.
· Roland Rattray asked about donations; DS reminded the meeting that it referred to a donation when the Holt club closed.
· Following this discussion the meeting accepted the proposals. 

	5. 
	Fixtures Secretary’s report:

· Julie Denning (JD), the Fixtures Secretary, presented the Fixture Secretary’s report (see annex)

· The report was followed by thanks from the floor and a round of applause for JD’s outstanding work throughout the season.
· Brian Stockham (BS), on behalf of Uckfield, thanked Horsham and Lewes for accommodating their request for rearranging their match beyond the formal closing date. He also apologised for the disruption caused by their administrative failings.
· The report was accepted by the meeting.



	6. 
	Match Recorder’s report and matters arising:
· The Match Recorder, Don Grant (DG), summarised the season :
· Knockout:

· In the Knockout Woodpushers 2 withdrew their team but other than that the administration ran smoothly with most of the matches meeting the required times. 

· The Knockout finals saw two new finalists when The Argumentatives met Hastings with The Argumentatives winning the silverware.

· League:

· In Division 1 Brighton 1 were victorious with a very healthy 1.5 point lead over Worthing, Hastings and Horsham. Eastbourne 1 and Brighton and Hove 2 found themselves at the bottom of division 1.

· Worthing 2 won division 2 with the highest lead of all three divisions. Uckfield 1 and Woodpushers 2 were at the bottom of the division.

· Worthing 3 won division 3 to further increase the Worthing haul of silverware for the season. They had been chased closely by St Francis & Haywards Heath 2 and Crowborough 2 while Woodpushers 3 ended last with no points.

· However DG emphasised the excellent role that Woodpushers 3 had achieved in providing games for juniors and suggested that this might be a model that other clubs might wish to follow.



	7. 
	County Adjudication Secretary’s report and matters arising:
· Rob Elliston (RE) presented the report:
“The panel members are Bernard Cafferty, James Mansson, Geoff James, Mike Nicholas, Gareth Anthony, Feliks Kwiatkowski, Dix Roberts, Luke Rutherford and Robert Elliston.

This year there were ten positions to consider. (One of which had all 32 pieces on the board.) Each position is considered by three neutral panel members. There were no appeals to the decisions.

Most claims were made by email. All failed claim payments were made promptly.”

· It was noted that the SCCA rules did not explicitly allow for appeal by email. RE said that he would investigate and resolve this issue.


	8. 
	Presentation of Trophies:
1. Brighton & Hove 1 – winners of division 1
2. Worthing 2 – winners of division 2
3. Worthing 3 – winners of division 3 

4. The Argumentatives – winners of Knockout

5. Zhou Ren Lim/Matthew Forster – best individual performance (7/7 for Lewes 1 and Horsham 5 respectively)

6. Mike Nicholas – best individual performance in division 1 (7.5/9 for Knoll Knights)

7. Jim Graham – best individual performance in division 2 (7/9 for The Argumentatives)

8. Graham Salmon – best individual performance in division 3 (8/10 for Crowborough 2)



	9. 
	Election of Officers:

1. Chairman – Doug Stevenson
2. Secretary – Ian Comley
3. Fixtures Secretary – Julie Denning
4. Treasurer – Doug Stevenson
5. Match Recorder – Don Grant
6. Web manager – Julie Denning
7. Auditor – John Herbert
· All the current officers agreed to stand again and they were unanimously re-elected

· The floor had a vote of thanks for the officers and their work during the season, this was followed by a round of applause.

	10. 
	SCCA matters relating to the League and its clubs.

· Paul Kington raised the matter of county teams.
· Sussex currently only fields two teams (Open and Under 180) and Paul was prepared to run the under 160 team next year. His appeal was for players for his team as well as a captain to run other teams. In particular he highlighted the value of these games for juniors to progress. David Howell had used this route as a junior to progress before he reached his current GM status
· JD also made an appeal for a captain for under 140 team so that she could enjoy county chess again (she wasn’t in  a position to add this to her portfolio of responsibilities)

· Matthew Britnell confirmed that the SCCA AGM was also being held at Lewes venue on 23 July 2013


	11. 
	A short break was taken 2030-2050.

On the meetings return Chris Jones led a minutes silence for Richard Almond who sadly passed away at a young age this year and was an active player for many years in both the Mid Sussex League and Sussex chess.

	12. 
	Proposals for rule changes (see appendices for rule proposals):



	13. 
	1. Committee proposal to regularise weekend matches by amending rule 2.6
a. Following discussion it was proposed that “pro rata” should be more accurately replaced with “accordingly”
b. The rule proposal should show “8.7” and was amended to show the correct number
c. This proposal was unanimously approved. 

	14. 
	2. Committee proposal to simplify the rules relating to adjudication by amending rule 9.1
a. DS provided context that this rule had not been previously been amended to keep it in line with the changing SCCA regulations. On examination it did not seem necessary to be prescriptive and the purpose of the change was simply to codify it to keep in line with SCCA.
b. This proposal was unanimously approved.

	15. 
	3. Committee proposal to clarify the rules which do not allow the same substantive rule change to be submitted in two successive years by amending rule 6.2
a. DS explained that some years ago this had been passed at an AGM but not been included in the rules. Since the committee were operating this rule anyway it seemed appropriate to ensure that it was included in the rules for transparency.
b. Jeff Boardman spoke against the proposal giving the example of Hastings where there may be a narrow difference on a recurrent issue. If a specific issue fails by a single vote it seems unnecessarily harsh to prevent it being raised at the next AGM. He proposed that it should be decided by the committee if there was a good chance of it being overturned.
c. Jim Graham questioned the wording of “substantially the same” and suggested a form of wording to include “clearly rejected”
d. Viv Cole questioned the need for this at all , questioning whether it was just a case of running the meeting appropriately and suggested that the committee should decide whether it should be allowed to return.
e. Peter Helliwell pointed out that there could be a change of circumstances from one  year to the next 

f. David Chilvers proposed that it cannot be raised by the same club.
g. Brian Stockham argued that this was a case of agreeing the conduct of a meeting and therefore a matter for chair. He therefore felt that this was not the best means of addressing this.

h. Sue Chadwick proposed that this should be left to the committee

i. Matthew Britnell proposed changing “substantially the same “ to “the same or…”

j. It was proposed “unless permission has been sought in advance and approved by leave of the committee”

k. The rule proposal should show “16.2” and was amended to show the correct number
l. These were approved with 20 votes in favour and 2 against

	16. 
	4. Committee proposal to clarify the rules to remove the need to send match cards to the Match recorder by amending rule 10.2
a. JD explained that this would avoid the duplication of both updating her and DG although it will remain necessary to retain a signed copy in case of dispute

b. David Chilvers suggested copying in the opposing captain and proposed amending by adding “ copying to the opposing club”

c. This rule change was unanimously approved.

	17. 
	5. Committee proposal to clarify the nomination rules relating to infrequent players by amending rule 4.4
a. DS explained that this had arisen as a result of a situation which had arisen this season and been drawn to the committees attention. One team had played two strong players just once and this had had the effect of allowing stronger players to play for the lower team for longer effectively strengthening lower teams.

b. Brian Stockham raised the question what constitutes an “infrequent player”. He pointed out that there may be situations where people are not expecting to be infrequent but become so when some unexpected situation arises.

c. Barry Maufe was concerned that this could have the effect of marooning players who have to play for a higher team to cover an unavailable player but then are unable to play again for a lower team if that player becomes available again.

d. Jeff Boardman said that he was currently experiencing personal problems which might require him to become unavailable for a period. He was also concerned that this might result in increased defaults.
e. David Chilvers raised the problem that three games in a row could be away games and might result in a player being affected by the rule although the player remains available but is not able to play away games.

f. The representative from Hastings 2 added to this saying that he didn’t play in home games to accommodate other players who were unable to play away games and so he might be caught in the same way.

g. Jim Graham provided some background to how the infrequent player first arose. He explained that when he was League Secretary some years ago some teams were exploiting the nomination rules to gain a clear advantage. They did this by nominating a very strong player who not only did not play but was never available to play.

h. Sue Chadwick asked if this was already covered by the nomination rules.

i. Roger Waddingham argued against the rule change because it makes the nomination process more complicated and, as a lower team captain, this made the job of running a team that much harder.

j. Brian Stockham argued for naming and shaming individual clubs. He said that Uckfield would like to run another team (to support juniors) and anything which complicated the nominations would make matters more difficult.

k. John Herbert argued in favour of the current situation but noted that he played in division 3 and met considerably stronger teams at the beginning of the season before the nominations kicked in.
l. Jeff Boardman said that St Francis and Haywards Heath had fielded two very strong players and the circumstance was that they were expecting to play throughout the season but were only available on Tuesday nights (hence playing against Horsham). He argued that it was good to allow the opportunity for players to play stronger opposition.

m. Anthony Higgs was concerned that this was not workable as the proposed rule stood , especially as 3 matches could occur within a two week holiday.

n. This proposal was taken to a vote with 10 min favour and 14 against.

o. This proposal was not approved. 

	18. 
	6. Eastbourne proposal to amend rule 8.1.1 a. to give a warning in the event of a mobile phone going off and  b.to give the opposing team an extra amount of time to compensate for the disruption

a. Mike Elchin said that this had occurred twice for Eastbourne this season – once in their favour and once against.

b. DS pointed out that in both cases the phone had been turned off but had come on again accidentally.
c. Roger Waddingham asked for clarity as to whether it was a rule of chess or not. If it was a rule then in his view this proposal should not be passed.

d. Chris Jones clarified that it was both a FIDE and ECF rule with no room for ambiguity.

e. DS pointed out that other leagues used a yellow card system.

f. Brian Stockham argued that there was a difference between the phone being on silent and someone having a long chat. He believed that this should be left to the judgment of the captains.

g. Chris Jones said that he had had phones go off in 4 successive matches and this was very distracting.
h. DS pointed out that this was the purpose of the second part of the proposal.

i. Joe Sharp argued that captains should give a warning at the beginning of the match and as such the players had already received a waning so there was no need for further warnings.

j. JD mentioned that at the regional level of county matches the yellow card system applies but at the next level it does not apply

k. Barry Maufe argued that the league should not stray away from the ECF rules.

l. Julian Mitchell said that he had a situation where an occasional player filled in on the bottom board but lost when his phone sounded. This had resulted in the player not playing again in the league.

m. Jim Graham pointed out that the use of descriptive notation was against ECF rules although a number of players still used it.

n. Peter Helliwell said that there were lots of other reasons for disruption. Why just pick on mobile phones?

o. Dennis Collyer asked what flexibility the rules allowed and Jim Graham said that we could change times etc

p. There was a vote with 8 votes on favour and 15 against.

q. The rule proposal was not approved.

	19. 
	7. Worthing proposal to give the away team the white pieces on odd boards by amending rule 8.2 and 8.3.1
a. Chris Jones proposed this with apologies that David Graham was unable to attend.
b. Julian complained that he seemed to have lost every toss that season and the top board was finding it irritating to play black all the time.

c. Brian Stockham spoke in favour of the uncertainty associated with  the toss of a coin.
d. IC argued against the motion because he had seen situations in internal leagues where the certainty of colour before the evening had led to over prepared and stultified chess

e. Jim Graham argued that players prepare whether the colour is known or not. However he felt it would be better to return to six boards to avoid one team receiving an advantage.

f. A representative from Brighton 1 said that his team had lost the toss five times more than they had won it – but had still won division 1.

g. The proposal for 8.3.1 was amended to also delete “with any member of the home club and start the clocks thereafter”.
h. should show “8.3” and was amended to show the correct number
i. A vote was held with 12 votes in favour and 11 against.

j. These proposals were approved.

	13. 
	Any Other business

· Jonathan Tuck updated the meeting on the successes of Sussex Junior Chess
· 4 out of 9 of the national titles were held by Sussex Juniors culminating in a win for under 11s in Nottingham
· Sussex Juniors are supported by prominent players in the league including Chris Jones, David Graham, Mike Forster and others

· He encouraged others to support and augment the existing activities
· Joe Sharp reminded the meeting that there had been discussion at the last AGM of encouraging juniors further by including junior teams in the fourth division (as Woodpushers had done with their third team)

	14. 
	The meeting was concluded at 10.20 pm.
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Fixture Secretary’s Report

June 2013
The League saw the addition of 3 teams this season compared to the previous season, and no withdrawals.  The additional teams were one each from Brighton & Hove, Woodpushers and Worthing.  Accommodating the resulting 36 teams in accordance with the decision taken at the 2012 AGM to retain the 3 divisions format for a further year resulted in a very busy match programme with a total of 199 fixtures.  Ideally, I would have liked to split the entries into 3 equal divisions of 12 teams.  However, in response to concerns from certain teams over the consequences of an unexpected promotion, we ended up with 12 in Division 1, 11 in Division 2 and 13 in Division 3.

It must always be anticipated that the winter will throw up a few weather related postponements.  This season we experienced a couple of periods of such bad weather, requiring quite a few matches to be re-arranged.  In addition, there was a small number of postponements over which the Committee had to exercise judgement as to whether or not they could be deemed to be due to “exceptional circumstances” under Rule 2.6.  I fear it will not always be possible to satisfy everyone’s views when these situations occur.

The only team to cause significant concern was Uckfield 1 which appeared to experience internal difficulties in arranging teams.  A change of team captain was decided late in the season and I agreed to their last 2 matches being played beyond the normal cutoff date of 14th May, under the discretion allowed me by Rule 2.1, rather than having the team disqualified.  This was clearly a mistake on my part as they proceeded to beat a Horsham team in one of these matches!  My thanks, though, to their opposing teams for accommodating this situation.

The Match Recorder will report on the results in detail, but I would like to mention just one team in particular.  Far from winning anything, Woodpusher 3 ended up supporting the rest of the League.  However, I believe it was a great effort by Woodpushers to promote a team consisting largely of junior players who showed no signs of being disheartened by tougher opposition.  I know a number of other clubs are putting significant effort into encouraging juniors and that there has been discussion at the last couple of AGMs over the possibility of some sort of junior section.  Nothing has yet been formally proposed but I hope all this junior activity augers well for the future of competitive chess playing in our area and that in one way or another we will see continuing and increasing junior participation.

For next season, we are intending to revert to 4 divisions, with the Committee favouring an equal split of teams between these divisions, brought about by making a single promotion from each of Divisions 2 and 3, and making the appropriate number of relegations to achieve balance.  Assuming no change of entries from this season, this will give us 4 equal divisions of 9 teams.  However, as always, we should anticipate some changes in entries.

As one item of forward warning, I have been advised that St Francis & Haywards Heath are changing their name back to just Haywards Heath and will have a new venue for next season.  The website will be updated in due course with this and any other changes, so please be sure to check at the start of next season.

Julie Denning

Fixture Secretary
	
	Rule Change Proposals



	1 
	Rule Change – Committee – regularising weekend matches

The committee recognised that some clubs welcomed the opportunity to play their matches at the weekend. This had been approved and there was a need to tidy up the rules to avoid any technical breach of the rules.

Rule 2.6 to include weekend arrangements:

2.6 Fixture changes Upon receipt of the fixture lists, clubs should check their viability.  Changes may be made ( including mutually agreed weekend arrangements):

- by mutual agreement concluded up to 14 days after the date of issue of the fixture lists for matches scheduled to be played in October or November; or

 - by mutual agreement concluded 28 days prior to the originally scheduled date for matches scheduled to be played in December or later; or

 - under exceptional circumstances.
Rule 8 to ratify time changes:

8.6 Mutually agreed  If two teams agree to play at a time other than an evening, eg at a weekend, then all times must be adjusted pro rata.

	2 
	Rule Change – Committee – tidy up of rules concerning adjudication

The purpose of this change is to avoid the need to change the MSCL rules when SCCA make minor changes to their arrangements for handling adjudications.

Rule Change:

“9.1 Submitting games for adjudication Team captains should make reasonable efforts in the eight days following a match to agree the results of any unfinished games. If agreement on any such game cannot be reached, then each club must submit forthwith the position and their claim to the Adjudication Secretary of the Sussex County Chess Association: (1) a copy of the position, with all relevant facts, and the club's claim; (2) the adjudication fee, and (3) a stamped addressed envelope. in accordance with SCCA procedures.
With regard to a quickplay finish claim under 7.6(b) a copy of the verified scoresheet must also be submitted by the claiming team.”

9.3 Appeals against adjudicated results If a club wishes to appeal against the result of an adjudication, then the team captain must, within 14 days of receipt of the notification of adjudication (or the last such notification, if more than one game has been submitted in the same match), notify the Match Recorder and the opposing captain of his club's intention to appeal, and submit forthwith to the Adjudication Secretary of the Sussex County Chess Association in accordance with SCCA procedures.: (1) three copies of the detailed analysis supporting the appeal; (2) the appeal fee, and (3) a stamped addressed envelope.


	3 
	Rule Change – Committee – same substantive rule changes can not be considered in two successive years

By precedent it has been agreed that a rule change which had failed in the previous year could not be presented again the year after. This is a principle which continues to be applied but the committee propose amending the rules so that this limitation is explicitly stated in the rules. 

Rule change:

“6.2 Amendment of the rules These rules may be amended only by the AGM or by an Extraordinary General Meeting called for that purpose. If a rule change proposal has been rejected at an AGM, a substantially similar proposal may not be raised in the following year.”


	4 
	Rule Change – Committee – no need to send match cards to Match Recorder

Club captains have been strongly encouraged to send the match card to the Match Recorder (Don Grant) as well to inform the web editor (Julie Denning). This is no longer required.

Proposal: The proposal is to remove the need to send the match card to the match recorder and simply inform the web editor by email. There are no other changes to the current rules so it is important that the captain continues to retain the card in case of dispute.

Rule change:

“10.2 Return of results card The team captain of the home club must send the result card to the Match Recorder Fixture Secretary within eight days of the match. Alternatively the home captain may send an accurate transcription of the information on the match card to the Match Recorder as an e-mail message. Where e-mail is used, it is the home captain's responsibility to preserve the match card and produce it should the Match Recorder require it.


	5 
	Rule Change – Committee – infrequent players

Two very strong players had played a single match for a club last season. It is clear that the club correctly applied the rules by nominating the players but this had the effect of allowing stronger players to continue to play for lower teams for a longer period than would otherwise have been the case. 

Proposal: The committee propose that infrequent players should not be nominated at all so that if a strong player is only available to play in an odd game the nominations are not affected. 

Rule change:

“4.4 Infrequent players If a Clubs must elects not to nominate a player who is available only infrequently, then but such a player may not play for a team lower than that for which he/she would normally have been nominated. In any event missing 3 successive games for the nominated team will classify the player as infrequent in which case they must be replaced by another player in that team’s nominations. If the Match Recorder considers that this rule has been clearly disregarded, he/she may treat such a player as ineligible, and apply the provisions of rule 3.4.”


	6 
	Rule Change - Eastbourne – not claiming game if mobile rings

Proposal 

“new rule 8.1.1 Team players’ mobile phones and other electronic communication devices.   On the first occasion of a  player's equipment being audible during a match the offending player should receive a verbal warning from the opposing team captain. A subsequent offence by the same player should result in his/her game being terminated automatically and the win (or draw, if lacking mating material) should be claimed by either the opposing player or opposing captain only.

Additional option.

On the first occasion all players, of the non-offending team, will/can turn back their clocks by two / five minutes before their subsequent move and the playing session extended accordingly. “



	7 
	Rule Change - Worthing – away team have white on odds

1. Colours Pre-Set - Proposal

The proposal is that the away side should be given White on the odd boards.

Problem That The Change Is Seeking To Solve

The number of Whites and Blacks played in a season by a team should be equal (or +1 either way).  As is well known, playing White is an advantage and bad luck with the toss of a coin can lead to a disadvantage over a season. As an example, Worthing 1st team lost the toss 8 times out of 11 this year and therefore played 25 games with White and 30 games with Black (rather than 27/28) and this is significant. 

All tournaments are geared to ensuring equal numbers of White and Black games. Would a GM or any of us enter a tournament which tossed a coin for colours each round knowing they may get less Whites than Blacks? Unlikely. Adopting the proposal would bring the MSL in line with ECF and FIDE run tournaments. 

There is a possible risk of ‘abuse’ - there may be players in a side who are willing to play Black all the time to help others play White but, given rule 5.2 of ‘playing in strength order’, it would quickly become transparent if a team did decide to try and abuse the fixed colours proposal by shuffling players up and down.

Rule 8.2 Wording Change

Before play begins - New: The away team will have the White pieces on the odd numbered boards and Black on the even. Immediately before a match, team captains shall: (1) exchange names of team players; (2) toss for colours, the winner's team taking either White or Black on the odd-numbered boards; (3) agree and announce to all participants: (a) the time controls and if applicable explain the option of a quickplay finish, (b) the agreed finishing time, (c) any arrangements for interruptions that could involve stopping clocks. 
Rule 8.3 Wording Change

8.3.1 The home team should be ready to play by 7.30pm. An away team whose members are all present shall be entitled to insist that the match commences at or after 7.30 pm, even if the home team is incomplete, and may accordingly toss for colours with any member of the home club and start the clocks thereafter.
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