Delegate to ECF Council Report 2019

Peter Lawrence attended the ECF 2018 AGM as delegate to ECF Council. Paul Shepherd assumed this role in 2019 and attended the ECF 2019 Finance Council. This is, therefore, a joint report. We highlight only  the items we believe of greatest importance or relevance to SCCA.
ECF 2018 AGM

Election and appointments
Director of Home Chess: this was the only contested election. Adrian Elwin received 146 votes and Tim Wall 134 votes. Adrian Elwin was therefore elected. SCCA voted for Adrian Elwin.
The remaining un-contested posts were all confirmed. SCCA voted for all of the candidates who put themselves forward.
Finance Budget
This was the most contentious item on the agenda because it had come out of the blue as far as many Council members were concerned. Matters of Finance being for the Finance Council and not the AGM in normal circumstances. ECF Board provided a slide show presentation setting out why they thought the proposed increases to the budget and membership fees were necessary.

SCCA asked questions in relation to Women's Chess objectives, the new development manager and queried why office staff pay was being addressed prior to a referenced report being available. SCCA requested that the final decision be deferred until the Finance Council April 2019 when more information will be available. As the proposed increases in membership fees would not take effect until August 2019 this would not have undermined the proposed changes.

The response from the ECF Board was as follows:

i) Women’s chess – the newly appointed director must be given time to draw up a plan.

ii) Development manager – a job specification will be drawn up and a plan had been provided by Tim Wall and put on the ECF website that morning! Obviously that gave insufficient time for a meaningful review.
iii) Office pay – Mike Truran explained that there needed to be approval for the proposed increases "now" otherwise any increase in office pay could not be included in the budget and therefore could not be introduced until 2020. 

A technical issue was raised whether the increases in the membership fees could be approved at the AGM or would have to wait until the Finance meeting next year. Robert Stern advised that they could not be formally passed at the AGM but it was perfectly within the remit of the AGM to pass a resolution approving in principle the increases but they could not be confirmed until the Finance Council meeting. This enabled any increases in office pay to be introduced once the market review was completed.

A motion to approve the budget and membership fee increases in principle was passed by 27 to 13 on a show of hands and then 162 to 103 on a card vote. 
ECF 2019 Finance Council
In light of the ECF Board's membership fee and budget proposals, unveiled at the 2018 AGM as above, the SCCA Board had significantly more time than usual to instigate a consultation process of Surrey chess participants. SCCA Board sought their views on the key principles that ought to inform SCCA's response to the formal vote at the Finance Council. The results of the consultation were published in detail on the SCCA website under SCCA News. In summary, by significant majorities in all cases the takeaway messages for the current proposals were:-

a) Women's Chess initiative should have a quantified target.
b) Office pay should be adjusted only when the Office pay report was available.
c) International Chess budget should not be unlimited (it had doubled over only a few years). 

Responses from ECF Board to SCCA issues raised were:-

i) There will be a quantified target for Women's Chess at the 2019 AGM. (Not as early as we wanted but a recognition in the right direction.)
ii) The Office pay report was unavailable due to a long-term staff  illness. (However, SCCA had already consulted prior with another delegate, who had seen detailed figures, and who believed that an adjustment upwards in pay was necessary.)
iii) The International Chess budget should not be limited to the level of £30k per annum which was the proposal by Bronze and Silver reps and separately suggested to ECF ahead of time by SCCA. (The International Director, responding to the observation of the doubling of the budget, said that he could accept a limit going forward but at the higher level of the ECF budget proposals (ca. £46k per annum) with future inflation adjustment). 
Voting results were as follows:-
a) A NCCU proposal to limit Fees rises to inflation was defeated with 93 in favour, 190 against and 8 abstentions. SCCA voted against it (office pay warranted more).

b) The Bronze and Silver rep’s proposal to cap ECF members' contributions to the International Budget to £30k per annum was defeated with 65 in favour, 230 against and 5 abstentions. SCCA voted in favour.

c) The ECF Board proposal on Budget and Fees was modified so that the vote was taken in relation to 2019-20 only and separate votes were taken on Fees and Budget. 
SCCA abstained on the Fees (some rise was warranted due to Office salaries) which was passed by hand vote with 26 in favour and 6 against and voted against the Budget (because of the increase in the International budget) which was passed with 27 in favour and 2 against.

Query: The second part of the ECF plan for membership fees increases for 2020-2021 will be brought to Finance Council in April 2020. What are SCCA Members views on any further consultations on this topic? 

Mandating Female Members into County Teams for ECF Stages
This proposal was from the Director of Womens Chess and not from the ECF Board. After some discussion the original proposal that a county should field at least one female (who did not have to qualify to play for the county as per normal regulations) in its Open team during ECF stages was agreed to be amended by the proposer and by the meeting. 

The revised proposal now covered all teams in the ECF stages and was that a county would start with an extra game point in a match if they fielded a female player but normal county qualification criteria would apply. The revised proposal was defeated narrowly with 88 in favour, 91 against and with 34 abstentions. 

SCCA voted against because, like the original proposal, it is discriminatory and SCCA Articles include a non-discrimination requirement. It is also far from clear why the proposal would have actually brought any more women into chess when the front line for their entry into the world of chess is at chess clubs and not at county matches. 

This was Paul Shepherd's first ECF Council meeting and he came away with some observations:-

a) The ECF Board commands a significant number of votes both directly, by proxy and through obvious allies. SCCA has just 2 card votes with SCC having 1 out of a total potential voting number of 366. SCCA therefore needs to persuade others or build alliances to have meaningful influence. 

b) The relationship of ECF Board with Council is quite adversarial. There are no doubt some personal issues, the origin of which I am not aware of. There is also a sense that the ECF Board regard those who have different views as "having an agenda" with the counterpoint that some in Council are very quick to criticize the ECF Board as a first reaction. A problem may be that, if interactions are primarily via voting matters at General meetings, there is insufficient relationship building and fostering of mutual understanding outside of the formalities.
In an attempt to create a more constructive dialogue Paul Shepherd has contacted the ECF Director of Women's Chess and will organize a meeting between him and the SCCA Board to hear what his plans are regarding women's chess and to create the opportunity for the Board to describe the practicalities for clubs and local leagues in Surrey and feedback on his plans. 

Grading

In addition to the above interactions associated with the ECF General Meetings we also note the ECF Board's consultation of its individual members on potential changes to the grading system. A statistically significant number of ECF individual members were in favour of changing from a three to a four figure (analogous to FIDE rating) system and also that they favoured moving to a monthly grading system. 

SCCA were not consulted ahead of the ECF individual members exercise but did take the opportunity, prior to knowing its result, of pointing out to ECF that moving to a monthly grading system could have a significant impact on local grader workload. The ECF immediate response was to say that they recognized that not all organizations might move to a monthly reporting cycle at the outset and that they did not intend to force that upon them. Subsequently ECF have launched a further consultation with the local grading contacts which we hope will provide us with more clarity as to what exactly is intended and when, what is possible in terms of different system solutions and what the resource impacts might be both for any transition and on an ongoing basis. We will then respond accordingly. 
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