CHESS ARBITERS'


ASSOCIATION

Dear Colleague,

This bulletin was started sometime in 1992 but, unfortunately, got lost in the chess administration that floods into my address. The past year has at Federation level seen crisis after crisis and my duties as Chief Executive of the M.C.C.U. have had to take priority where chess is concerned. As you know from my last letter Steve Boniface has offered to take over the Secretaryship of the CAA and subject to his election at the A.G.M. he will in charge from now on!!

AGM Report
.

The AGM for 1992 was held at the BCF Championships at Plymouth. Here are the main points:​

(i) 17 members were in attendance

(ii) In the absence of Gerry Walsh, Neil Graham deputised as chairman

(iii) Arbiters courses would be arranged in the forthcoming year. Courses could be done by post where people lived in inaccessible areas; however this was not preferable. .

(iv) CAA funds stood at £461; the accounts had not been audited however a bank statement was available for members' inspection.

(v) Possible rule amendments were discussed and the need to have uniform rules for all competitions.

(vi) The question of recording moves was discussed in detail. A motion" A player must write down his opponent's move before making a reply" was carried nem con.

(vii) The f
(viii) The following officers were elected:​


Chairman
Eric Croker


Secretary
Neil Graham


Treasurer
David Eustace


.
Committee
David Welch

       Gerry Walsh

       Steve Boniface

Richard Furness. who indicated that he was not seeking re-election to the committee, is continuing to assist with particular reference to the updating of rules.
.

(
viii) All players who had passed the Arbiters' Exam would be contacted with a view to check their. relevant controlling experience.
.

It was queried whether the CAA had a say in the appointment of FIDE arbiters.

(ix) Other matters discussed included players' withdrawal from congresses, matches without arbiters present, fees for associate members.

KEEPING SCORE!

Richard Furness writes" the following is a short article I wrote for the recent issue of the SQUADSHEET, the periodic newsletter sent to members of the BCF Junior Squad. The Principal Arbiters at the British Championships would like to see all Arbiters taking a strong line to reduce the amount of "blitzing" which occurs (see page 1 - Ed). My own recommendations are 
(a) a whispered warning to the offender
.'

then
  (b) two minutes added to the opponent's remaining time

                        (c) loss of game (Articles 11 & 10).”
.
.

SO YOU THINK YOU KNOW THE RULES - I hope you do - just to be on the safe side read carefully!

You do NOT have to keep score in a Rapidplay game. You DO have to keep score in a nomal play game and also in a Quickplay Finish. The only time you are excused from keeping score is when YOU are in YOUR last five minutes. Even then you MUST bring your scoresheet up to date, in your own time if necessary as soon as the time control has been reached. You are entitled to borrow your opponent’s scoresheet for this, but must not inconvenience your opponent in so doing.

In a competition the Laws of Chess (Article 11) require you to record all the moves of the game, your own & your opponent' s, move after move, as clearly and as legibly as possible in the algebraic notation. The moves must be recorded on the scoresheet provided. It is irrelevant whether you write down your move before or after you play it.

“Move after move" means just that. The new BCF rules for the Quickplay Finish explain this even more clearly. They say "This move must be written down before the reply move is made." This applies equally to the recording of moves during normal play. You must expect arbiters of the Chess Arbiters Association to apply this rule more strictly from now on.

A number of players, even in the British Championship (yes I do mean the main Championship), had to have this pointed out to them at Plymouth. One member of the Junior Squad playing in the Under 18s had more than his fair share of warnings. He shall be nameless. The arbiter can go beyond issuing warnings. He can give the innocent party extra time, he can penalise the offender by advancing his clock, he can do both. The Laws go on to say that ”if a player refuses to record the game according to Article 11, then Article 10 shall be awlied.” Article 10 states, “The game is lost by a player who refuses to comply with the Laws.”
Whilst the Law is clear, it should be applied sensibly. If in a standard Sicilian Defence, white replies to blacks 4 … c x d4, by instantly playing 5 N x d4, yes he has broken the Law, but I wouldn't have a great deal of sympathy for a claim by black. If the tactic becomes frequent, that is a different matter. Certainly it should never be done later in the game as a time control approaches. A player with time in hand, against an opponent in his last five minutes, must obey the Law exactly. The opponent 's move MUST be written down before the reply move is made.
.

“as clearly and as legibly as possible” it is no good the player saying he can read it. The moves should be legible to others also, as I had to insist to a player in the British Championship at Plymouth.

“in the algebraic notation” applies to international tournaments. I hope all players use algebraic, but in English events descriptive notation is still accepted. Have patience with those opponents, especially the elderly, who, after a lifetime of using descriptive, find in difficult to change.

“on the scoresheet provided” - the main alternative is to use a scorebook. There are two main objections to this. It can be difficult putting the scorebook in the adjounment envelope!! The presence of a scorebook can prove too great a temptation. I can recall an elderly player who, when playing the same opponent with the same colour and in the same opening as a few weeks previously, carefully looked back a few pages every now and then to see how the game compared with the earlier encounter. Quite wrong of course “Article 15 – “Players are forbidden to make use of hand written, printed or otherwise recorded matter”). His defence when challenged was that he'd been doing it all his life. Again the rule should be applied sensibly. Probably most players in your local league use a scorebook. I do. A tournament is rather different.

A few final points:​-

(a) If at the time control, only one player has an up-to-date scoresheet, the opponent must bring his scoresheet up-to-date before making another move. He is entitled to borrow the completed scoresheet, but must do so without the clocks being stopped.
.

(b) If, neither player has an up-to-date scoresheet then both clocks are stopped and the players complete their scoresheets, ideally, in consultation with each other.

 controllers' casebook

Case Three

Players A and B have requested byes in Round 4 (Sunday Morning) of a 5_tound Swiss. Player C requests a bye in Round 3.

Player C does not appear on Sunday morning and is defaulted and presumed withdrawn from the congress. Players A & B are paired together in Round 5 but B does not show up. After 55 minutes of Round 5 Player C appears and demands a game!

On being told that he has no opponent, he then insists on a full point bye. He is told this is not possible as he is considered withdrawn from the event. However, the arbiter is willing to let to let C play A at an accelerated rate should A be agreeable.

Player A does not not agree as the 1 point walkover against B would give him 3½  points and the chance of a shared prize. A fourth player also objected that a fast game might affect his prize possibilities.

DECISION

The arbiter enforced his first decision.

Case Four

Players A and B are in a tight time-scramble. The arbiter is recording the moves as neither scoresheet is being updated. A's flag falls and the Controller stops the' clocks.

Player A picks up the clock and claims that his flag has fallen early. The arbiter asks the players to reconstruct the game on an adjacent board. The players agree that only 39 moves have been made in a time-control of 40.

The controller meanwhile has examined the clock and concludes that A's flag has fallen 10-15 seconds early. His ruling is that the game should restart with another clock showing A with 15 seconds to play.

Player B refuses to accept this ruling on the grounds that this is normal tolerance for flag fall and is not significant. The arbiter maintains that 15 seconds IS significant, particularly where the time-loss. is by one move only. As B still refuses, the controller agrees to form an Appeal Group.

THE APPEAL
The Appeal "Committee" is formed of an experienced Arbiter (Y) and

a local official (Z) who was responsible for setting the clocks. Arbiter Y examines the clock and agrees that the flag has definitely fallen early. However in his opinion the amount is not significant.

Official Z reveals that all clocks had been set with flags 'UP', so that in any case the player had had the full two hours playing time.

The original controller now recalls that at Player B's request, the clock had earlier been changed as the original device had been faulty. Therefore it was not certain that a full two hours had actually elapsed. Y's opinion is that the onus is on both players to check that the clock has been set correctly.

Player A now points out that he was not present at the board at the time the clocks were changed and consequently had no opportunity to verify the clock positions. This was discounted on the grounds that the player SHOULD have been there, and that in his absence, the remaining player is assumed to vouch for the accuracy of the change.

DECISION

The Appeal Committee overturned the original decision, ruling the game lost.

Case Five

In an allegro finish W has pawns on h5 & g6. Black has one pawn on h6 and a black squared bishop. White has 10 minutes left on his clock, Black only 1.

The players manoeuvre for a few moves then White offers Black a draw. Black refuses. The game continues for a few more moves with no progress on either side. Black now offers a draw. White, apparently upset by Black's earlier refusal, declines as Black has only a few seconds left. Black becomes very agitated and demands a draw, which the arbiter refuses. Eventually White takes pity and the game is indeed drawn.

DECISION

The arbiter concluded that because Black had refused a draw in a position he could not win by normal means, he could only be playing for a gross blunder by White. Black believed that he could not lose either, so he was risking nothing by playing on. However the arbiter interpreted this as an indication that B did not want a draw and was prepared to risk the loss. For that reason the arbiter would have given a White win had Black's flag fallen.

Case Six

Players White & Black are both in severe time-trouble. Both think they have winning chances so when moves are repeated neither claims a draw. Both have long since stopped recording moves. Black's flag falls and the game is reconstructed. The players cannot agree on how many times moves have been repeated. Black claims there was one more repetition than white which would mean that he had just completed the time control. White disputes this and claims that Black must have lost on time.

DECISION
In the absence of any other evidence two arbiters felt that although the onus is normally on the player whose flag falls to prove that he has made the requisite number of moves, in this particular case there was enough evidence of multiple repetitions to cast doubt on whether either player could be sure exactly how many times any position had occurred. As the margin was only one move, it was ruled that the game should continue.

