                    DURHAM INDIVIDUAL COUNTY CHAMPIONSHIP 

                                               SEASON 2011-2012
This event takes the form of a competition based upon the results which players obtain in matches taking place in the Durham County Chess League. The scoring system will comprise reference to the overall percentage record obtained by each player but subject to a minimum number of games played and to certain special rules described below. 

The Principal Rules for the competition

In order to qualify as a potential winner of a trophy a player must play a minimum of seven games in matches played in the Durham County Chess League 2011-2012. The Organiser will keep records of the results of all matches played in the League and will maintain a schedule of players’ individual results from those matches. At the close of the season those individual results will be assessed in terms of percentage scores subject in the case of each player to the above minimum of seven games. Players will be placed into three grading brackets comprising ( 1 ) above 164, ( 2 ) 164 to 135 and ( 3 ) below 135. The player falling within bracket ( 1 ) who scores the highest percentage of all players within that bracket will be the County Champion and will win the Alan Sayers Trophy. Likewise the players from brackets ( 2 ) and  

( 3 ) who so score will win the Terry Holmes Cup and the William Bentley Shield respectively. Please note that no player is eligible to win a trophy other than the one relating to his own bracket because it is impossible to frame workable rules which could deal with this satisfactorily; if the position were otherwise it would be possible for a player in bracket ( 3 ) to be County Champion by attaining the highest overall percentage even though he had played no games against leading players and indeed it would inevitably be the case that such a player would be certain to win all three trophies. This clearly would not be right and would defeat the purpose of having separate trophies. However, it will be the case that all results do count towards each player’s score ( save that games which are won by default are not counted ) including games played against players from other brackets subject to the special rules described below. The gradings to be used are the official ECF gradings from the August 2011 list. The Organiser will assign a grading to any ungraded player based on such information as to playing strength as is available to him.   

The Special Rules for the competition

The difficulty exists that even within one bracket a player could well win the relevant trophy by registering against significantly weaker opposition than that which some of his rivals had had to face a higher percentage than those rivals had obtained even though realistically those rivals had done better. The obvious example is that of a good player who is on Board 5 for a very strong team and is able to defeat almost all of his opponents whereas the player on Board 1 for the same team will have faced much better opposition with the likelihood of a lower overall percentage. Probably, a score of 70% by the Board 1 player would in practical reality be more meritorious than a score of 85% by the Board 5 player. I do not think that there is any way of providing a total guarantee against this potentially unfair feature. It is inherent in the nature of this kind of event. However, the following special rules will apply and are designed to alleviate the problems:

1. A win by a player from bracket ( 1 ) against a player from bracket ( 2 ) or ( 3 ) 

     scores 0.75 instead of the usual 1 and a draw in the case of such a  game scores 

     0.4 for the player from bracket ( 1 ) instead of the usual 0.5. 

2. A win by a player from bracket ( 2 ) against a player from bracket ( 3 ) scores 

     0.75 instead of the usual 1 and a draw in the case of such a game scores 0.4 for the 

     player from bracket ( 2 ) instead of the usual 0.5.     

3. A win by a player from bracket ( 3 ) against a player from bracket ( 1 ) or ( 2 ) scores 1.25 instead of the usual 1 and a draw in the case of such a game scores 0.6 for the player from bracket ( 3 ) instead of the usual 0.5.  

4. A win by a player from bracket ( 2 ) against a player from bracket ( 1 ) scores 

     1.25 instead of the usual 1 and a draw in the case of such a game scores 0.6 for the 

     player from bracket ( 2 ) instead of the usual 0.5.    

5. For the purposes of 1. to 4. above there is to be no distinction between the 

     situation where the players are one bracket apart and that where they are two 

     brackets apart. Not only would this start to become excessively complex, but also 

     it must be recognised that anomalies will always remain and the line has to be 

     drawn somewhere; for example, it would in my view be excessive to award say 

     1.5 to a player graded 134 who defeats a player graded 165 and equally to award 

     the 165 player only 0.5 if it is he who wins such a game.  

In the event of a tie 

In the unlikely event of a tie for any trophy there should be play-off games to determine the winner. If both or all of the players involved in the tie agree, but not otherwise, the relevant trophy may be shared. The format for the play-off games should be that the relevant players should play two games against each other with colours being decided by the toss of a coin for the first game and then reversed for the second game. Normal Durham County Chess League time limits will apply. If after this process there still remains any tie, then the players should arrange quickplay games under the format of two games at a session ( above rules as to colours apply ) with each player having 30 minutes for all of his moves and the rules used in North East Quickplay Events to apply. This last process should be repeated if necessary until there is a winner unless the players affected agree to share the relevant trophy.    

The format for the competition in future seasons

The above rules cannot correct all anomalies which are present inherently in a competition run along the above lines but I have tried to do my best. I certainly do welcome any constructive comments or criticisms which people may have as to how the format may be improved for future seasons. If anybody wishes to make any such comments or criticisms, I shall be happy to listen to them but please remember that any points of criticism which are raised should be accompanied by a suggested solution to the perceived problem. It is of little use merely identifying a difficulty if you are not proposing a way of dealing with it!     

                                                                                                  Robin Horner
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