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Proposal to FIDE-rate the Open section of the Counties Championship

Introduction

I was presented with data on the Open, Minor Open and Under 180 sections by Howard Grist. It contained the following information on each player who played:

· Their membership number, which tells us whether or not they are an ECF member

· Their FIDE rating, which tells us whether or not they are presently rated

· Their FIDE nationality, which tells us whether or not they need to be an ECF Direct Member or otherwise

· The number of games played against FIDE-rated opposition, which tells us whether they had the right conditions to earn a part-rating - for this to happen, one must play at least three FIDE-rated games, and score 1 point in them.

This data was presented in three blocks, one for the Open, one for the Open + Minor Open, and one for Open + Minor Open + Under 180. While the information on each section individually is useful, often players may play in two sections for their chosen county, for example, they might have a grade of 175 and be in the Under 180 and Open team. If games aren't on the same day, this is fine. However, a county cannot realistically play in both the Open and the Minor Open. As a result of this, the figures in the Under 180 section are not totally reliable. The reason for this is that the raw data includes their performances in another section. I will deal with that during analysis of the data.

The other interpretation should be that of "members". I am including as a member someone who is not an ECF Direct Member, but is registered to another nation with respect to FIDE. They are entitled to play FIDE-rated chess. Therefore, the percentage is a reflection of how many of the existing players are entitled to play FIDE-rated chess.

There are three questions which I will answer:

1. How many of the players who played in the relevant sections are members, i.e. entitled to play in FIDE-rated chess?

2. How many players already have a rating, and therefore do not need to play 3 rated games to have the opportunity of getting a part-rating?

3. How many of the unrated players would get a part-rating this past season had the national stages been FIDE-rated?

Using the answers to those questions, I shall then evaluate the financial benefit to the ECF of these sections being rated.

Results

	Section
	Open
	Minor
	U180
	Overall

	Members
	68.49%
	56.62%
	53.13%
	59.76%

	Rated players
	62.33%
	41.91%
	32.81%
	46.34%

	Earned part-rating
	0.00%
	0.00%
	2.34%
	0.73%


The Overall column in that table represents all games played by all players in all sections combined.

Based on the number of players who are both members and rated, the Open section is the most realistic to FIDE-rate. Personally, I think the numbers in the other two sections are too low for it to be worthwhile.

The general trend is that there aren't enough games in the national stages to allow non-rated players to earn a part-rating. If we consider the fraction of total players this season who were rated is 3/5, then there need to be 5 games at the national stages for the new members to consider membership worthwhile; they won't get a part-rating, so would just be paying to play in the County Championship and never acquire a FIDE-rating benefit. What might happen then, is one of two things:

a) Players pay the ECF Direct Membership, and play anyway.

b) Players don't pay the Membership, don't play, and then existing members come in and take their place.

In order to get a part-rating, you must play at least three games against rated opposition (and score at least 1 point against them). Here is a breakdown of the number of rated games played.

	Section
	Open
	Minor
	U180
	Overall

	0 rated games
	24.66%
	51.47%
	57.03%
	43.66%

	1 rated game
	54.11%
	36.76%
	31.25%
	41.22%

	2 rated games
	19.18%
	11.03%
	7.81%
	12.93%

	3+ rated games
	2.05%
	0.74%
	3.91%
	2.20%


Assuming the same players play in the national stages next year (i.e. they all become members), then the probably of actually getting a part-rating is low, because the probability of playing three rated games is very low.

In my opinion, there are too many unrated games to pay for in the sections other than the Open. 25% of people currently do not play rated games at all (i.e. they might play unrated players), but if they themselves are rated, then they are rated for the other person. This means you still need to pay their 1 Euro fee. However, the total cost of all this is 146 Euros (there were 146 players in the national stages in 2009/10), which isn't massively expensive. If there are any new memberships as a result, it would only take 10 or so to cover this.

Other factors to consider:

· Membership Organisations (e.g. Norfolk, Lancashire (NCCU), Yorkshire (NCCU)) will already be members should they reach the national stages, so they won't need to spend more money on it. They therefore meet the restriction of needing to be an ECF Member to play in the Counties Championship. This was 3/8 of the total counties that played in 2009/10, and they have a near 100% direct membership rate. This suggests the percentage of members from composing the other counties' teams is lower than the percentage given above.

· 9 counties qualified for the national stages, but Kent defaulted their opening game so were omitted from the final calculations. Up to 15 counties can potentially qualify (in reality, more than 12 is unlikely), so the 146 Euro fee may increase depending on the number of counties that qualify. If there are more than 8 entries, then there will need to be a preliminary round, which reduces the chance of playing zero rated games in the Open, because players will be playing more games.
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