ONE

Rule 14(b) be amended to read
 “Whenever possible, all divisions of the League except possibly the lowest two shall consist of eight teams, each of which shall play two matches (home and away) with each other team. When it is not possible to establish eight teams in a division at the AGM the president shall use his discretion to allow a lower number for that season.”

Proposed by Steve Mann


Comment:  this merely adds the word “two” to the existing Rule.  It is necessary if Jonathan Arnott’s proposed new version of 14(c) is passed, but need not be withdrawn if Jonathan’s proposal is not passed.


TWO

14 (c) “The lowest two divisions of the League shall each consist of a minimum of six teams and a maximum of ten teams, each of which shall play two matches (home and away) with each other team. Where possible equal numbers of teams shall be allocated to each of these two divisions, otherwise the lowest division shall have the fewer number.”

Proposed by Jonathan Arnott (in conjunction with Steve Mann)

At present, 14(c) provides for a minimum of 5 and maximum of 13 boards in the bottom division. Now that there are 8 teams in the division, it needs changing anyway (ambiguity).

In practice this would look like:

32 8/8/8/8
33 8/8/9/8
34 8/8/9/9
35 8/8/10/9
36 8/8/8/6/6
37 8/8/8/7/6
38 8/8/8/7/7
39 8/8/8/8/7
40 8/8/8/8/8

Etc.

Much more manageable! The season would always consist of between 10 and 18 matches, rather than the current range of 8 to 24 which causes all sorts of fixture issues. Because it happens in the lowest division, that can be quite offputting for newer players: either they don't get enough games, or they're being relied upon far too much.



THREE

18(b) Where a club has two teams in the same division, a player currently registered for one of those teams is ineligible to play for the other.  Subject to the following provisions which apply separately in any division in which a club has two teams, an unregistered player may become a shared player making them eligible to play for either team.
(i)  At any time, the club may have no more than three shared players in the division.  At the start of the season has as yet no shared players.  
(ii)  When the club has less than three shared players, if an unregistered player who has already played for one team later plays for the other team, they then automatically become a shared played in that division.
(iv)  When the club currently has three shared players, a player who has already played for one team in the division, but is not currently shared, is ineligible to play for the other team.
(v)  If a shared player becomes registered, they thereby cease to be a shared player.”


Proposed by Steve Mann (in conjunction with Jonathan Arnott)



This should make it easier for clubs to run more than one team in the same division.

In SASCA’s experience, this last season, having a C and D team both in Division 4 has been really bad for their juniors. The D team lost every match, whilst the C team won the division. Not being able to share players meant that they've had the wrong players in the wrong teams, and perfectly capable players have found themselves reserve for the C team.

Other teams: It's been difficult, for a number of seasons, for clubs like Nomads to run two teams in Division 1, which has led in some seasons to them having a B team that's too strong for Division 2. Jonathan Arnott suspects that Woodseats C and D have had similar issues to SASCA.


FOUR


19 (c) "At the start of each match, the two captains shall first exchange team lists giving the names of their players in descending order of strength from board one downwards.  If the rating of a player on the ECF list in September is more than 100 points greater than that of a player on a higher board, then the rule has been broken and a game point will be deducted from the offending team unless the captain has been given an exemption from the rule by contacting the league controller before the match takes place.  A captain may seek an exemption from the rule if he / she considers that the playing strength of a player is not accurately reflected by their rating e.g. a category P rating".


Proposed by Daniel Sullivan and Martin Howard


We feel that the current wording is fairly woolly and would make things very difficult for the division secretary in the event of a complaint.

FIVE


20 (b) "In all team matches, each player shall have 75 minutes in which to complete the game. Where both captains agree, an alternative time limit of 65 minutes plus an increment of 10 seconds per move to finish the game may be used."



Proposed by Peter Ackley



I was tempted to re-propose increments for this year’s AGM (G/65 +0:10, as per the Notts league) and limit the proposal to Div1 only, but this wording would allow both captains, in whichever division, the option to agree to Fischer timings.


SIX


23(a) Teams shall be awarded three match points for each match won, and one match point for each match drawn. If a match is played for double points, then double the totals of match points and game points from that match are added into the teams’ point totals. The teams in a given division shall be placed, first to last, in descending order of their respective totals of match points.


Proposed by Bill Ward and seconded by Woodseats Chess Club


Explanation and Justification: Essentially ' three points for a win' If it's good enough for the football leagues, why not for our chess leagues?! It also would hopefully encourage attacking chess, playing for a win, rather than stodging and settling for the draw.




SEVEN

23(b) 	The team scoring most match points in each division each season shall be declared champions and hold the appropriate trophy until the end of the following season. The two teams scoring most points in each division, other than the highest, shall be entitled to play in the next higher division in the following season, unless disqualified under Rule15(e). A team wishing to refuse promotion may do so only by consent of the AGM.
 
Proposed by Jonathan Arnott (in conjunction with Steve Mann)


Let’s make it an expectation that teams should take promotion.

We now have 6 boards in Division 1, so one of the barriers is gone. If the proposed changes to Rule 18(b) are passed, then it becomes easier still.

We don't a complete ban on teams refusing promotion (I assume), because it's possible that it could cause clubs a serious problem.



EIGHT

23(c) In a division (other than lowest division) some teams may need to be relegated in the following season to the next lower division.  The number of teams so relegated from a division shall be the number of teams promoted into the division in accordance with Rule 14(b) less the number of any withdrawals.  If that number is one, then only the lowest-placed team shall be relegated.  If that number is two, then the two lowest-placed teams shall be relegated.  An otherwise relegated team may apply to be considered for re-election to its former division if there proves to be a vacancy in it due for instance to a withdrawal.

Proposed by Steve Mann

Steve explains that, in his view, the present system of combining optional promotion with compulsory relegation is total madness which worked in the past because there were always teams eager to be promoted, leading to what Geoff F. referred to as “beauty contests” (debates as to which of two or three teams would be allowed to fill a prized vacancy in a higher division).  As things stand, an 8-team division could be reduced to zero teams in four years.
I take the view that relegation should be applied only where required to maintain the specified number of teams in the division after relegations from above, promotions from below, and withdrawals.
In the usual case this simply means the number of teams relegated from a division is the number of teams promoted into the division, but it also takes withdrawals into account.

