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EDITORIAL

By the time you read this, July 1st will have come and gone. Are you clued up on the new Laws? Have you used them yet? Are you ready to use them?

The CM, with the assistance of the BCF Office, has done its best to dis​seminate the necessary information to players. I believe it is now up to us to see that the new Laws are used at all events. Only that way will players know where they are. We must be consistent. And whatever we think about our own importance, we should always remem​ber that chess tournaments are for the benefit of the players, not the organisers or the arbiters!

As you will see from the enclosed agenda paper, our Annual General Meeting at Hove on Sunday 10th August win be preceded by a seminar on "The New Laws" by David Welch who is both the CM Chief Arbiter and the BCF Chief Arbiter. Do try to attend both seminar and meeting. This will be the first time our AGM has been held on a Sunday and it does of course mark the retirement of our Chairman Eric Croker.

This issue completes the fourth year of ARBITING MATTERS
Early is​sues were dominated by articles on seeded pairings and although this topic rightly keeps emerging, most re​cently with those "Last Round Pair​ings", other issues are now being raised. Currently the issue of pairings for jamboree events is under the mi​croscope and this theme will continue in AM 13, due out in November

Members will be well used to my fre​quent pleas for articles to include in ARBITING MATTERS. Please think about what you can submit. We should be prepared to see the funny side of our Job and I always toy to include at least one light-hearted arti​cle. Steve Boniface is my regular contributor of articles in this vein, but do not let that put you off submitting something yourself.

I also welcome newspaper and chess magazine snippets which are of inter​est to Arbiters. Do not assume that because you have seen it, everyone else has. Send it in. Good arbiting !

Richard Furness

VISIT TO SOUTH AFRICA

by Peter Purland

During Easter 1997 a squad of 24 England juniors visited South Africa for the purpose of playing chess and sight-seeing. As far as I can gather it was the first visit by an English team since the ending of sanctions and probably the first visit by a non-African team. Similarly I felt that I was the first non-African FIDE Arbiter to visit the country in recent years and I was asked to be the Chief Arbiter at the chess events.
As a Welshman I could. of course. claim to be neutral!

The first event was a team tournament with six teams of 24 players Apart from England there were three teams of various age groups representing South Africa. one representing Gau​teng South (the hosts - formerly known as South Transvaal) and one repre​senting a combined Mozambique/Na​mibia/Botswana.

English appeared to be a common language although we later found out that the Mozambiquis had a very lim​ited knowledge of the language but whenever you spoke to them they smiled and said "yes".

The timing for the tournament was the unusual one of 40 moves in 105 minutes then 15 minutes back. This seemed strange but was written down before I arrived. The next job was to check out any local varieties of quick​play finish laws. At this point I should say that the welcome given us was overwhelming and the desire to learn

In all facets – training, organisation and arbiting was genuine and very keen. Nevertheless, although you might feel some local rules could be updated, this had to be done sympathetically and not at the start of an international event.

The major difference was, inevitably, in the "not trying to win by normal means" rule. A player could only ask for "protection" in the last two minutes if his opponent had less than five minutes on his clock.
If the time difference was greater, you could only gain a draw under the "insufficient mating material" rule. The thinking was that time management was an integral part of the game. I did not see any instances of players with over five minutes wasting time so as to win on time.

One thing the South African Arbiters (or Technical Directors, as they are known) seemed very wary of was copying moves down at the first time control. Surprise was expressed by some spectators that I had done it for two players and then added fifteen minutes each at flag fall (over 50 moves had been played), but the real surprise came when I persuaded a South African arbiter to "score" a game and then found him sitting be​hind the clock, not facing it, and using one player's score sheet to record the moves on! He was surprised to be told that I would like him to point out the flag fall.
The other point of interest in the tournament involved some strict Jews playing on the Saturday. They were unable to score - not a major problem - nor could they press the clock. This was a distinct problem. Their sugges​tion that the opponent should press both clocks was vetoed by the South African officials as it had led to un​pleasantness in the past when players had gone to the toilet etc. and not been at the board. I decided that all Jewish players would play on adjacent boards and one of their team officials would press their clocks (A judgement of Solomon! - RAF). I was amused to see two Jewish adults doing the job!

We then moved on to a twenty-five minute tournament played under FIDE rules. This is not a common form of chess in South Africa whereas Blitz chess is very popular.
I was not informed of this and assumed that, as all players were experienced, a de​tailed explanation of the Laws was unnecessary. Unfortunately there was a widespread assumption that Kings could be taken but, as in Eng​land, this does not happen in Rapid​play. Consequently a few Kings were taken (or "eaten" by Mozambiquis) before the problem could be identified and addressed.

The final experience was their compu​terised draw. As almost all the South African organisers have children in​volved, the computer is seen as a neutral method of doing a draw and cannot be accused of bias. I was asked if I would shadow the draw and point out any imperfections. I was also asked if I could accommodate paying spectators at the draw r (This does raise interesting possibilities ​RAF) I accepted spectators but not payment

Unfortunately it quickly became evi​dent that the draw was seriously flawed as its priorities were​

a) score level
 b) grade
c) colour

In such circumstances shadowing was pointless and I had enough problems sorting out silly colour sequences such as WBBB or WWBBWWW which should never occur in a 70​ player tournament.

(Since writing this article Peter has had a phone call from the program​mer and has given him some ideas which he intends to write into the program)

My overall impression was of a very friendly group of people who were behind the times in arbiting but very keen to improve. The same could be said with regard to coaching. At present chess has government back​ing (Now they are ahead of us) and I feel they could soon become major players on the world stage.

Naturally the party took advantage of the opportunity to do some sightsee​ing, including the Pilanesburg National Park with two game drives, and a visit to Sun City.

THE THINGS THEY SAY

"With the ball at Beckharn's feet, England were setting the tempo, moving like chess grandmasters in a hurry" 

LAST ROUND PAIRINGS Sequel to the question posed in the last issue

To save you the trouble of seeking out your copy of ARBITING MATTERS 11, here are the essential details again.

Consider the following situation prior to the last round.

5 points

Player 1 WBWBWB 

Player 4


BWBWBW

4 ½  points

Player 2


BWBWBW

Player 3 WBWBWB

Player 5 WBWBWB

Player 9
WBBWBW

Player 11
BWBWBW

Yes, you've probably guessed Player 1 has already played Player 4, so both

must downftoat.

1 has also played 2, 9 and 11.

2 has played 1 and 3.

3 has played 2, 9 and 11.

5 has played 9.

9 has played 1, 3 and 5.

11 has played 1 and 3

2 upfloated in Round 6 and 11 down​floated in Round 5.

Where there is only one player to downfloat, the BCF Seeded Pairing Rules are quite explicit. But here there are two. What would your pair​ings be on the top three boards?

I am grateful to those members who responded to the challenge. They included no fewer than five BCF Sen​ior Arbiters. 75% of respondents came to the same top two pairings.

A temptation is to take the highest rated of the two downfloaters and give him the opponent he would get if he was the only downfloater. This is Player 5 (the median of those on 4Y:z). Player 4 would then get Player 3 (the one just above the median of the remaining four players). This would give 1v5 and 4v3.

In this instance the top two pairings should be treated as a pair.

You will have noted that Player 1 has played everyone except Players 3 and 5. One of these must have a colour transfer to play Player 1 so there will have to be a compensating transfer to White.

So 1 must play either 3 or 5. 4 can play both 3 and 5 and the colours are correct. Arrange these four cards with the two DFs as the top-half and the two UFs as the bottom half.

1

4

--------​

3 

5

This gives us 1v3 and 5v4. These are the correct pairings so far as the BCF Seeded Pairing Rules are concerned

Three players remain from the 4 ½ point group :​

2 alternation of colour
 9 weak Black-seeker
11alternation of colour
Player 9, with only two Whites in the previous five rounds, is the natural player to transfer to White. We would now like a DF from the bottom half. Although Player 11 downfloated two round ago, he still qualifies according to Rule 20b. This leaves 9v2 as the third pairing.

Returning to the top two pairings, look again at the arrangement of cards at the foot of the previous page. Note that if either Player 3 or Player 5 had been a black-seeker the two pairings would have been absolutely clearcut.

This exercise replicates the final round of the Jersey Open, played in February of this year. Most of the players involved in the battle for first place, and with it a considerable sum of money, expected the crucial top two pairings to be 1v5 and 3v4. As it happens this would have produced Bogdan Lalic (Player 1) v Susan Lalic (Player 5) on board 1. They - and Malcolm Pein in the Daily Telegraph ​then assumed, incorrectly, that the pairings had been altered to avoid a husband v wife pairing. Not so! 1v5 did not happen because it was not the correct pairing.

Whilst I have featured this exercise because of what we can learn from having two downfloaters, there was disagreement over the third pairing which I only gave so as to include all seven players in the top two score levels. Members gave all three possi​bilities - 9v2, 11v2 and 9v11 !

To recap, the approved pairings are :​

1 v 3

5v4 9v2 11 to downfloat

These were the Jersey pairings.

FISCHERRANDOM

	IColin Axon has sent me the following
	NQRNKBBR
	NQRKBBRN

	Fischerrandom positions which con-
	NRBKQRNB
	RQKRBNNB

	form with the requirements set out in
	RBKNBNQR
	NRQBKRBN

	his article in AM 11.
	
	RQKNBNRB
	RKQNRBBN

	RNBKRQNB
	NRBQNBKR
	NBNQRKBR
	NBNQRKBR

	RBQKBNRN
	RBNQBKRN
	NQNRKRBB
	NBBQNRKR

	RKBNQBNR
	BBNRQNKR
	NRQKNBBR
	RKBNQBNR

	BRQNKRNB
	BNQBNRKR
	BRNKQNRB
	NNBQRKRB

	RQBKRNNB
	RNKBQNBR
	Prior to each game players should

	QRBKNBRN
	BRKRNBNQ
	have a couple of minutes in which

	NRNBBKQR
	BRNKRNQB
	to devise their tactics.


JAMBOREE PAIRINGS by John Robinson

The Hilton Pairing System was spe​cifically designed to meet the chal​lenge of two and three round jamboree tournaments and was recognised by the BCF as long ago as 1986 as being superior to the eanier Hutton format. It has been re-published in the Year Book, but has never managed to re​place "The Hutton" in popular aware​ness. The new Morrell System, de​scribed in the Spring '97 issue of ARBITING MATTERS makes the claim that it is an improvement over Hutton, but how does it measure against Hilton ?

A Jamboree is a device whereby a number of teams can compete in a sensible manner when time is limited, the the creation of a series of mini​matches, although the winning team is the one scoring most points regard​less of results of the mini-matches. The number of rounds is normally Iow since with more time available, a team Swiss competition is likely to be pre​ferred, but even a Swiss tournament is designed to find a winner more quickly than could be done with a full AlI​Play-All

In Swiss tournaments a basic principle is that no player shall play the same opponent twice and colour equalisa​tion has a high priority. It seems desirable that the same criteria should hold for jamborees. Beyond this, com​mon sense requires that mini-matches should be comparable, with competi​tion as far as possible over the same number of boards, with individual games concentrated neither on high nor Iow boards, and with the colour balance within each match spread as evenly as possible over the boards concerned.

It might be a good idea to compare three round jamborees with six teams of twelve players generated from the three systems but problems are imme​diately encountered with Hutton. Ex​amination of the published data (pair​ings are quoted for only one round) shows pairings for boards 7-10 to be the reverse of those for boards 1-4 and pairings for board 5 to be the reverse of those for board 6, so the obvious idea of organising round 2 with round 1 pairings displaced by one board leads to an immediate breaking of the first principle. The problem is avoided by moving the board 6 pair​ings down to board 10 so that boards 6-10 are the reverse of boards 1-5, to give the plausible pairings shown, but examination now shows that team F's board 4 gets three games with black as does team C's board 9. A three ​round Hutton jamboree is not viable.

The other two systems both pass the primary test. No player plays a sec​ond game with the same opponent and everyone has at least one game with each colour. Furthermore an teams play 18 games with white and 18 with black (although Morrell gives team A only five whites in Round 2, which would be a bad mark for a two-round jamboree.

MORRELL               

1   A-E   D-B   F-C   

B-A   D-F   E-C     

A-D   C-B   F-E   

2   B-A   D-F   E-C   

A-D   C-B   F-E   

A-F   B-E   D-C   

3   A-D   C-B   F-E   

A-F   B-E   D-C     

C-A   E-D   F-B   

4   A-F   B-E   C-D   

C-A   E-D   F-B     

A-E   D-B   F-C   

5   C-A   E-D   F-B   

A-E   D-B   F-C     

B-A   D-F   E-C   

6   B-D   C-F   E-A   

A-B   C-E   F-D     

B-C   D-A   E-F   

7   A-B   C-E   F-D   

B-C   D-A   E-F     

C-D   E-B   F-A   

8   B-C   D-A   E-F  

 C-D   E-B   F-A   

A-C   B-F   D-E   

9   C-D   E-B   F-A   

A-C   B-F   D-E     

B-D   C-F   E-A   

10 A-C  B-F   D-E   

B-D   C-F   E-A   

A-B   C-E   F-D   

11   A-E   D-B   F-C   
B-A   D-F   E-C   

A-D   C-B   F-E   

12   B-C   D-A   E-F   
C-D   E-B   F-A   

A-C   B-F   D-E   

HILTON                     

1   E-B   C-D   F-A   

D-B   A-E   C-F   

E-C   B-A   D-F   

2   A-C   D-E   B-F   

E-C   B-A   F-D   

A-D   C-B   F-E   

3   B-D   E-A   F-C   

A-D   C-B   E-F   

B-E   D-C   A-F   

4   C-E   A-B   D-F   

B-E   D-C   F-A   

C-A   E-D   F-B   

5   D-A   B-C   F-E   

C-A   E-D   B-F   

D-B   A-E   C-F   

6   A-D   C-B   E-F   

A-C   D-E   F-B   

B-D   E-A   F-C   

7   E-C   B-A   F-D   

E-B   C-D   A-F   

A-C   D-E   B-F   

8   D-B   A-E   C-F  

 D-A   B-C   F-E   

E-B   C-D   F-A   

9   C-A   E-D   F-B   

C-E   A-B   D-F   

D-A   B-C   E-F   

10   B-E   D-C   A-F  
B-D   E-A   F-C   

C-E   A-B   F-D   

11   E-B   C-D   F-A   
D-B   A-E   C-F   

E-C   B-A   D-F   

12   A-C   D-E   B-F   
E-C   B-A   F-D   

A-D   C-B   F-E   

HUT TON                     

1   A-E   B-D   F-C   

C-B   D-A   E-F   

A-C   E-D   F-B   

2   C-B   D-A   E-F   

A-C   E-D   F-B   

B-A   C-E   D-F   

3   A-C   E-D   F-B   

B-A   C-E   D-F  

A-F   B-E   C-D   

4   B-A   C-E   D-F   

A-F   B-E   C-D   

C-F   D-B   E-A   

5   A-F   B-E   C-D   

C-F   D-B   E-A   

A-D   B-C   F-E   

6   C-F   D-B   E-A   

A-D   B-C   F-E   

B-F   C-A   D-E   

7   A-D   B-C   F-E   

B-F   C-A   D-E   

A-B   E-C   F-D   

8   B-F   C-A   D-E   

A-B   E-C   F-D   

D-C   E-B   F-A   

9   A-B   E-C   F-D   

D-C   E-B   F-A   

A-E   B-D   F-C   

10   D-C:   E-B   F-A   
A-E   B-D   F-C   

C-B   D-A   E-F   

11   A-E   B-D   F-C   
C-B   D-A   E-F   

A-C   E-D   F-B   

12   C-B   D-A   E-F   
A-C   E-D   F-B   

B-A   C-E   D-F   

But how do the individual matches compare? In full matches over twelve boards every team would have six whites and six blacks. the average board number (ABN) would always be 6% with the average for one colour being 6 and for the other 7.

Both jamboree systems have twelve matches over seven boards and three over eight. So far so good. It is impossible to improve on this! In the seven-board matches all but one (Morrell's CvD) has four games with one colour and three with the other

Hilton's system comprises :​

Four matches with an ABN of 6.29 and average for one colour 6.25 and for the other 6.33.

Two with ABN 6.29; and 6.75 & 5.66 

Three with ABN 6.43: and 6.75 & 6. 

Two with ABN 6.43; and 7.33 & 5.75 

One with ABN 6.29; and 6.67 & 6.

In the eight-board matches Hilton has. for the two matches with a 5-3 colour split, an ABN of 7; and 7.67 & 667; and for the one split 4-4, an ABN of 7.13; and 7.75 & 6.25.

In his seven-board matches Morrell has :​

Three matches with an ABN of 7.29 and average for one colour 9.75 and for the other 4.

Two with ABN 6.43; and 3 & 9.

Three with ABN 6.57; and 8.33 & 5.25.

Three with ABN 6; and 7.67 & 4.75.

In the seven-board match with a col​our split of 5-2; 8 & 2.5.

The three eight-board matches all split 4-4, ABN 6.25; and 8.25 & 4.25.

Many of the matches in Morrell's scheme might well be perceived by a vigilant captain to be a little unfair, whereas most of the Hilton pairings are close to the ideal. It is a pity that two of Hilton's eight-board matches don't have a colour balance.

Len Morrell's system comes into its own for the 50% of tournaments when there is an odd number of teams. Hilton's does not recognise this possi​bility

However what the Tournament Con​1roller needs, certainly in the Midlands where a number of events use the format, is better two round jamboree pairings. Without exception all two​ round Hilton pairings result in two players for each board playing both their games with the same colour. I have never seen such pairings go ahead in view of this clear unfairness.

It is relatively easy to make adjust​ments to avoid double colours but some resulting mini-matches are too often far less satisfactory than any of those described above. The CM has put a lot of thought into refinements of the Seeded Swiss Tournament rules, so perhaps it is time we had a look at the question of priorities in this area. One idea members may well consider to be beyond the pale is to make more use of floaters, and systematically pair adjacent boards together to give a better mix of the teams.

(My son once had three blacks in a jamboree in an important national competition - RAF)

The next issue will feature a major article by David Welch on jambo​ree pairings.

DID YOU SOLVE IT ?

That Chilling Who Dun it?

How did you get on ?

You were first asked if you knew what adjournment envelopes were and what to do with them.
I know they are rapidly becoming a thing of the past but I will not insult you by giving the answer. Let's assume you scored 20 points there.

Let's take the last question next since it helps with most of the other an​swers.
Name the venue.
It was freezing. It was Christmas and New Year. The venue has to be Hastings-​on-Ice.

10 points for identifying the lady arbi​ter. She was BCF Arbiter Julie Leon​ard.

10 points for stating what the Arbiter did before going to the bar. Apart from checking he had some money in his pocket. he adjusted the clock times so the time newly elapsed was added to the time taken during the first play​ing session.

30 points for naming the three male arbiters present but not involved. They were David Welch, John Robin​son and Richard Furness. John had good reason to remember the ice. He slipped and broke an arm. Dangerous game this arbiting And the writer of the anecdote was Gerry Walsh.

CAA AGM at Hove on Sunday 10th August 1997 at 2 p.m.

EN PASSANT?

I recently came across the following brief article. I do not know its source but it was written by Tim Spanton. Tim frequently wrote for Adam Raoof's now defunct CHESS CIRCUIT, so perhaps that is where it came from.

[image: image1.jpg]



In this position White played 53.g4, whereupon Black picked up his pawn, placed it on g2, removed White's g-​pawn and mumbled "Pawn takes pawn en passant; check !"

Not unnaturally White objected. "That's not right - your pawn has to be on f4 to capture en passant."

Black apologised and instead played 53..Qb1+ "You can't do that either. You've touched my g-pawn, so you must capture it if you can You must play Queen takes Pawn on g4," coun​tered White.

Black, "No way! The touch-and-move rule doesn't apply if you touch some​thing accidentally. You must have intent. Obviously my touching first my f-pawn shows that I only intended capturing en passant. Since that's impossible, my touching your pawn cannot have been with intent to cap​ture." Enter the Arbiter. See page 12,

A ROUND IN THE LIFE 
by Steve Boniface

One reason why an arbiter's life is so interesting/frustrating is that no two tournaments/incidents are ever quite the same. To believe that there is a boxful of pre-determined solutions that can be applied willy-nilly to future prob​lems is to trust in the little green people. There is nearly always some new element, some bizarre twist, that throws the controller back on his wits. We can always learn from experi​ence, but to rely only on precedence can be a dangerous path to follow. This is why we will never be replaced totally by computers: as long as there are human foibles, we will need new solutions.

I always expect there to be at least two new learning experiences at each event I control An incident, a com​ment from a player, a new piece of equipment to make the arbiter's life better can enrich our armoury and convince us that we will always be here. The account below is a sum​mary of events that happened at a tournament somewhere in Chessland.

Saturday Morning: How did the top two seeds in the Open lose last night? That’s ruined the draw for today. And why is my point count in the Minor too high? Oh, yes. Smith went to the wronq building in the complex last night. and that fool of an assistant let his opponent go home with a full-point bye five minutes early then had to give Smith a half when he turned up. And why has board 23 got no black queen on it? After every round we put out two new scoresheets for each board, but someone always claims they haven't got any. Ah! I remember now One of the players at the end of the row is left-handed and takes the sheets from the side of the next board. Then the players on that board take the next pair, and so on. The missing sheets are at the other end of the row - and that's where the missing queen is !

Now, how many second-round half​point byes have we today? Only one? And in the only section with an even number - curses. That means cross​pairing or drafting in Jones' mother again. Last time the silly moo went and won. She's supposed to provide cannon fodder for the disgruntled and stop them demanding their money back because they paid for five rounds and only got four - and then we cut them out of the tie-breaks. Some people are never satisfied. Still you've got to feel sorry for that poor bloke who went to the Welsh congress and ended up with four byes in a row. Jack predicted that would happen one day. Still, the chap saw the funny side of it until he walked ten miles to that nice country pub only to find it was a Sunday-dry area.

Two minutes to ten: I don't believe it ! How can you get ill so close to the start of the round? And with the wrong colour. I bet we told the bye not to come in, so we'd have another one now unless we can phone Brown to come in - drat - the only competitor without a telephone number - and he lives in the back of nowhere. Oops ​that's why we gave him the bye. Make a note. Only give byes to players within two minutes' walk.

Right: let's get them started then we can relax. Oh dear! I forgot to mention that if your opponent isn't here to sit tight so we can tell. Now they're all milling around like a junior football team and I'll never work out who is missing.

Yes, I know your opponent's name is White, but it clearly says on the pairing sheet that he's black against you. Well all right, it doesn't specifically say you're white. but it's sort of traditional that the player on the left. .. You've made how many moves already ? Well I'm sorry, you'll have to start ag ... and you've just sacrificed a piece. Why didn't you notice before? Didn't it seem strange that you had two whites in a row? Oh, you started the last tournament with two blacks. Well, that seems kind of fair doesn't it - off you go. Good grief!

Half-past-ten : Only one player ab​sent. Hams in the newcomers. Why does that name seem familiar? Oh yes I promised to explain the differ​ence between a Swiss and a Knock​out. Never got round to it. Wonder where he is? He's only lost the one game.

Just turned eleven: All sorted. All pairings inked-in, deadly quiet, shows perfect control. WHAT'S THAT?? A CAR ALARM - on the sixth floor? Oh God, it's the Fire Alarm. Just run over to the door so I can direct the way out. NO - don't run after me - DON'T PANIC!! Please stop your clocks and walk down the stairs to the foyer.

Yes, I know it's six flights. No, you can't use the lift. What's that? An adjournment envelope to seal your move? Sorry, no time!
What about Bunberry? Well he'll just have to hop down as best he can. Better stay with him though - not sure I renewed the public liability insurance. Memo 2. Amend entry form next year to ask number of legs. There's a space next to 'Grading'. Bet some fool gets it wrong. Grade of 2 and 49 legs.

Bloody heck it's cold down here. Yes, I have counted the players but some have already finished and gone. I could tell from the scoresheets but I left them upstairs. Yes it was silly on reflection. officer. Memo 3. Retain paperwork at all times. Yes I did check the loos. Ladies as well? Er, I don't even know where they are. All clear anyway. Right. let's get Bun​berry to the lift.

Now before you start play please check that your docks are still stopped. Only one going. Good ​which one? I can work it out from the alarm time. You don't know - you've stopped it now Thank you so much.

Well we finally got round 2 over. All results in except one. Couldn't find the Morgan v Johnson result. Morgan was winning easily. Done the draw. Put it up.

Hello? Johnson? Did I get your win ? No. I thought Morgan won. He should have done but left his queen en prise and rushed out with his scoresheet. So where's yours? Oh I'm sorry sir, didn't realise you were blind. No trouble to re-pair, none at all sir. And I still haven't eaten. . .

CLOSE FINISH

At first sight there is perhaps nothing special about this league table which was sent to me by John Turnock. It shows the final positions for 1996-97 in Division 2 of the Northumbria Chess League.

	
	DIVISION 2
	
	
	
	

	BEDLINGTON CC A
	10
	5
	3
	2
	29.0
	13

	GATESHEAD LIBS A
	10
	5
	3
	2
	29.0
	13

	NEWCASTLE B
	10
	6
	0
	4
	29.5
	12

	ELDON SQ COFFEE M
	10
	5
	2
	3
	28.0
	12

	GOSFORTH REGENTS
	10
	5
	2
	3
	24.5
	12

	KILLINGWORTH C
	10
	4
	3
	3
	24.5
	11

	WALLSEND B
	10
	3
	4
	3
	25.0
	10

	JESMOND ROOKIES
	10
	4
	1
	5
	24.0
	9

	TYNEMOUTH B
	10
	4
	1
	5
	23.0
	9

	CRUDDAS PARK A
	10
	1
	4
	5
	22.0
	6

	ALNWICK
	10
	0
	3
	7
	16.5
	3


John goes on to say that the 1996-97 season was remarkable.
No team scored more than 65% of possible match points, there being no parallel for this during the League's 32 years.

In addition, nine of the eleven teams finished within four points of each other and no team scored more than 59% of possible game points. Any of the top five teams could have been champions with a different result on just one board (and the team winning most matches only finished third ​RAF). Of the 55 matches, thirteen were drawn, twenty were 3-2, fourteen were 3½ -1½, and just eight had mar​gins of 4-1 or greater.

An interesting oddity. Can any other chess league claim to have been as closely fought?

EN PASSANT ?

Under the old Laws, Article 7.2 said, "...if the player having the move deliberately touches on the board:

(b) one of his own pieces and one of his opponents pieces, he must capture his opponents piece with his own piece; if this is illegal, move or capture the first piece touched that can be moved or captured. ..."

Black seems to have a choice be​tween (a) 54.Qxg4 and (b) Resigns.

In the new Laws we must look at Article 4.3. The wording is slightly different. "... if the player having the move deliberately touches on the board: (b) one piece of each colour, he must capture the oppo​nents piece with his piece or, if this is illegal, the first piece touched which can be moved or captured.

THE THlNGS THEY SAY: From the Western Morning News after Andrew Richardson had won his singles match against Byron Black in the Great Britain v Zimbabwe Davis Cup tie, "Britain's white knight checks Black."


My thanks to John Dunleavy for that cutting.

