CLEVELAND CHESS ASSOCIATION

Minutes of the Extraordinary General Meeting

Held at the Billingham Synthonia Club, Billingham

at 7.15 p.m. on 1st September 2010

Attendance:

E Lazenby, P Ridsdale. P Mitcheson, S Cole, S Henderson, A Stockley, D Baillie, D Smith (M’bro), Ray Pallister, C Smith, C Walton, D Jackaman and V Skillcorn. 
Preamble:

As members were arriving for the meeting, the Chairman invited the Secretary to check the quorum for a general meeting.  Inadvertently, the Secretary had brought a draft of the Constitution, which stipulated the wrong figure.    The Secretary apologises for the misinformation given: the correct number is ten.
1. The co-option of the following Officer and Non-executive Officer by the Executive Committee was considered: -

a. Match Organiser: Steve Cole [ratified unanimously] and

b. E.C.F. delegate: Gerry Walsh [ratified 11F: 0A: 1Ab].

The meeting was informed that Paul Douglass, who had been co-opted as Webmaster, had recently notified the Executive Committee that he could no longer continue in office for personal reasons.   Although Ian Elcoate had agreed to assist the Webmaster, he did not wish to take on the role fully. The motion to ratify a new Webmaster was therefore withdrawn.   The Executive Committee is looking for a replacement.

2. E Lazenby proposed that the old Dorman trophy, which had been in use used from 1911-73, should become the new trophy for the C.C.A. Individual Championship.  Some repairs at an approximate cost of £60 were needed.  The meeting was informed that the Griffin Club had withdrawn its proposal to purchase a replacement trophy inscribed to the memory of Mike Closs.

The proposal was passed and the expenditure sanctioned [unanimously].

3. The outstanding proposals concerning the Constitution and the Rules from the A.G.M held on 2nd June 2010 were then considered: -

a. N. Huntley
The meeting was informed that on 30th August the Chairman and the Secretary had received an email from the proposer.  It was read out.  N. Huntley directed that his main proposal at the A.G.M, which was not further clarified, was withdrawn.  He wished to propose only a rule to make clear that which he believed to be implicit under the Rules, namely that a player nominated for a team in a Division could only play for that team.   Many members believed that the Rules already stipulated this. 

Without N Huntley being present, the Chairman and the Secretary advised the meeting that it would be inappropriate to speculate what his original proposal had been and deal with it.   It was also impossible to be certain of his intention.   

Not without difficulty, the Secretary endeavoured to explain to the meeting what he believed to be the subtle difference between the proposal and Rule 7.4.9.  The latter was absolutely clear in that a player could play only for one team in a particular Division during a season.   However, the proposal seemed to be directed at preventing a Club from selecting a nominated player, who had not yet played for his nominated team, to play for another of its teams in the same Division.  On this premise, the proposal was passed [11F: 1A: 0Ab]. 

b. S. Henderson 

Proposed an amendment to clause 7.7 of the Constitution so that it reads,

“f. evaluate available evidence and estimate a grade for any ungraded Member playing under the Rules and review the validity of any such estimated grade once per season; and….”  (replacing  “….from time to time in his absolute discretion; and….”).

S. Henderson explained to the meeting that there had been a few instances last season where he thought there had been inconsistency in the estimation of certain players’ grades.  The present wording allowed too much latitude.   Whilst the Grader’s attention to his duties could not be bettered, there would inevitably be a time where someone else filled the post.   Guidance was necessary to avoid arbitrary methods being employed.  It would also protect the Grader from personal challenges.

The Chairman explained that M Creaney, the Grader had sent his apologies to the meeting and a submission for members to consider.   He then read out the relevant sections.   The methods and diligence of the Grader found much support amongst the members.  A few members considered that the current clause was flexible and adequate.  However, the consensus was that greater clarity would be of benefit to the Association. 

After further debate, it was suggested that the proposal be taken further to specify that an estimated grade should be based on five games played and that this should be reviewed once a season after ten games had been played.  The Secretary was then invited to put a form of words for clause 7.7 to the meeting to achieve this, 

“f. estimate a grade for any ungraded Member playing under the Rules on the results of five games played by him and review the validity of that estimated grade once per season after he has played ten games; and….”  

An amended proposal in those terms was proposed and seconded. It was passed [F9: 0A: 3Ab].

c. S. Henderson 

   Proposed an amendment to Rule 7.4.4 so that it reads,

“If a player no longer holds an official grade then his last published grade, if it can be ascertained, shall be his official grade and he shall be nominated.”  (replacing “…estimated…”).

S Henderson explained to the meeting that his proposal would make matters clearer for Clubs.  There had been some confusion last season.   The Chairman read out sections of the Grader’s submission relevant to this proposal.   

An illustration was given: if a player graded 200 stopped active chess for three years, which could easily happen, he would drop out of the current E.C.F. grading list.  On his return, it would be meaningless to grade him purely on the results of his first five games since his opponents might be lowly graded.   Whilst his past grade may no longer be particularly accurate, it was a better starting point than anything else.

The Secretary voiced concerns that the meaning of ‘official grade’ might be obscured without careful craftsmanship.  For example, he was thinking of adding, ‘…deemed to be   his official grade….’  The proposer accepted that such steps may be necessary and would not be objectionable.  

On this premise, the proposal was passed [F10: 1A].

d.  P. Mitcheson 

Proposed to add a new Rule to clarify Rule 7.4.3,

“A Club is required to nominate only those of its members that it wishes to be eligible to play for any team entered by it in the Cleveland Chess League or in the Cup competitions during a season.”

    P Mitcheson explained that his proposal followed directly from comments made by Ray Pallister at the last A.G.M.   Middlesbrough Chess Club had one or two members who, for different reasons, had absolutely no wish to play in League or K/O Cup matches.   Since the nomination rules applied only to these competitions, it served no purpose for Clubs to be obliged to nominate such players.

    The proposal was passed [F8: 0A: 3Ab].

