Dear chess friends!
I send you my proposals to be discussed in commissions in 2013 FIDE Congress.
(RTR) FIDE Laws of chess 
Preface. A.3 Where there is adequate supervision of play, (for example at least one arbiter supervises at most three games from the start of play the Competition Rules shall apply. For me it is not clear what is “starting of the play”? Starting the Tournament? Starting the Round?
I want to put in laws that supervising in rapid and blitz is not automatic. It should be written in Tournament regulations. Otherwise we can have situation as RR Rapid, 10 games 3 arbiters. 5 rounds passed. In sixth one game in not played. Now we have one arbiter for 3 games and this round should be played by normal Rules. For me it nonsense.
This proposal was made a year ago: to add after “ where there is adequate supervision of play” something as “According to Tournament Regulation of the event” During this year I was informed about two cases (I think the number could be more) with missunderstanding of meaning “supervision” Appendix A. Some arbiters think that if one game of the tournament is left it is enough to consider this game to be supervised. That why it is very important to keep in the Laws of chess words “according to tournament regulation” after word “supervision”
Proposal: if it is possible to include in Laws of chess. If it is too late to make a statement in minutes of RTRC meeting.
(RTR) FIDE Laws of chess 
Preface A 4. Where there is inadequate one arbiter supervises more than three games from the
start of play the Competition Rules shall apply, except where they are overridden by the
following Laws of Rapidplay:
The same. In one round I invite 20 arbiters for practice and we have two arbiters for one game, but it is not supervision
This proposal was made an year ago: to change to something as “where adequate supervision of play is not mentioned in Tournament Regulation of the event”
Proposal: see above
(RTR) FIDE Laws of chess
Preface. B.23 Where there is adequate supervision of play, one arbiter supervises one game from the start of play the Competition Rules and Appendix A.2 shall apply.
The same as in rapid. Even Two arbiters for one game in one round is not supervision.
This proposal was made an year ago: to add something as “which is mentioned in Tournament Regulation of the event”
Proposal: see above
(Statutes)
Preface. During 2011 FIDE Congress I asked Mr. Leong if a person has right to be in lists of 4 different federations (Player, Arb, trainer, Org). The answer was; “of course no”. But such rule is not written in all current Regulations. 
Proposal; To put in 
(ARB)
Preface During 2011 FIDE Congress I made a proposal:
I pay your attention to increasing number of Lectures for FIDE Arbiters seminars. It is very nice. We have so many clever arbiters. Also soon the number of people who pass exams will be close to number of tournaments. I remember Congress when first group of Lectures (It was before proposed to call them arbiters trainers) was announced. All of us knew level of others. All of us knew our faces (sorry, I prefer to have unshaved face). Now there are a lot of lectures who are familiar only for few of us. It is enough a letter from national federation to include their members in the list. Soon all federation will wish to have Lecturers. Funny question: Let us say that three seminars are held in Saudi Arabia and there was the same assistant. So we will have first conditional lecturer (after joining FIDE). Till now I do not understand how to compare 80% of points of one Lecturer with the same of another. I got papers of two Lecturers (Nikoloupolos and Filipowicz, whom I consider as super clever arbiters). Different philosophy. My not philosophy but technology was different. I do not know how to control everything. But at least I have proposal how to check level of Lectures. What has happened in Russia. Somewhere from wrong addition dealing with Rules appeared. During several years very many arbiters in Russia passed causes basing on wrong articles. Nobody paid attention to original English version. Holders of such seminars became FIDE Lectures. Time by time I tried to write about this absurd in different chess web-sites in Russia. Everybody can understand the result of it towards me. It is strange that lecturer is not obliged to read original English version of Laws and Regulations. For me before Lecturer was higher than IA. But for getting title of IA the applicant should know original language of FIDE regulations (or at least cheat about it). It is not necessary for Lecturer. If someone very much wish to have such kind of license and think about future money let him once during 4 years come to Congress (but not in the year of Olympiad) and pass exams (no lectures). At least we will remember faces of our colleagues.
Proposal. To strengthen the requirements for Lecturer. To think about possibility kind of personal (not by Internet) checking level of Lecturers themselves. 
The answer was: Regarding the way of checking the level of the Lecturers in FIDE Arbiters’ Seminars, the Commission believes that the quality of a lecturer can be estimated from the material he is using, the percentage of applicants passing the seminar and eventual complaints received after a seminar.
Is it possible to discuss this problem. Question one: There were three applicants (we do not know their level and level of questions), all of them passed the exams. In other seminar there were thirty three applicants (we do not know their level and level of questions), all of them passed the exams. Percentage is 100. Can anybody explain how it is possible to understand what result is better? Question two. Instead of serious exam I as a lecture organized a drinking whisky with applicants giving them good marks. Can anybody imagine that there would be any complains? Perhaps one could be if any applicant prefers vodka. 
From other side any arbiter using his official position in national federation can promote 3 seminars, during which he will be responsible for clock, paper, chessboards, etc, and will get that kind of license. Now we have FA in some developing countries without practice. If we are going to be logic exams for being added in list of lectures can be also valid. Also if we see current regulation of training arbiters (3/3) we will read “The FIDE AC shall propose any IA who served as assistant.. and so on”. For the first time (sorry if I am wrong) such adding was done not by AC but by chairman during PB. So in fact being in list of lectures became similar as getting titles of FA or IA. 
There was Proposal: a) to try to find an answer how it is possible to check level of knowledge od lectures, b) to delete contradiction between 3.1 and 3.4 (tree or four years), 3) to approve or not approve right to add a new lecture during PB. 
The current situation is a bit funny. FA = money plus exams, IA – money and no exams, lecturer – no money, no exams. So in current regulation Lecturer looks like lower than FA 
Proposal for Congress 2013. The same. 
(Arb, RTR)
Preface. In Istambul there was a closed meeting after which a) Russian translation of Laws of chess on AC web-site made by Tkachev was changed by that one made by Vardapetian. B) this translation (as those to jther languages got status as “official”. For me it was very strange because before I thought that everything official should be voted for. Of course there translation of Ashot 10 times better than previous one, made by Tkachev, but there are olso some minuses. I will not speak about adding and minusing words in Russian text when the idea of text is kept. I also do not want to discuss stylistic. I only try to pay attention to some points. Once the same Russian word is used as equivalent both of “made” and “completed”. P.3.7. word “in front” is missed. It means that white pawn can capture not only d4:e5, but also e5:d4. 6.1. “Time display” is translated as “figure’s display”. 6.7 b not “button”, but “clock”.6.10 b not ‘move counter” but “number of moves”. P. 8.2 “at some period” instead of “at some stage in a period” etc. But if any version is considered as official a) players and arbiters should follow it, b) it is not allowed to change manually any word if it is found that there is mistake.
Proposal: to deleate word “official” before word “translation”, to keep name person or organization which was responsible for translation, c) to transfer all translations to web-site of RTRC when it exists.
One funny remark. While reading English text I payed attention to p. 6.7. a. “His move in not considered to have been completed until he has done so (pressing the button - IV) unless the move that was made ends the game”. In fact even in this case the move is not completed, now it is not nessesary because the game is over. 
(RTR, Arb, QC, EVE)
Preface. Letter from Austrian chess federation.
1. To create a download... It is already done by some commissions. Sure it will be done later by all. Austrian chess federation can contribute by translate all regulatios in German with taking responsibility on correctness.
2. To create a system... I tthink FIDE daes something in this direction
3. To simplify the title regulation. Do we need realy...What is a problem. Aus. chess federation has right to create any regulation and put it for discussion. Otherwise it is only declaration.
4. To reform the arbiters instruction...As I understand a questionnaire is going to be prepared. But there is another side. Not all happened situation can be prepared before. Also there is possibility that anyone could remember answers without understanding question. And in this case both lecture and lecturer are useless
5. “Good rules are simple rules”. To my mind good rules are understandable rules. But there is no problem. Aus. chess federation has right to create any rules (simple and not) and put it for discussion. Otherwise it is only declaration.
(RTR) 
Preface. We remember why PS was deleted from list of tie-breaks. The same results against the same opponents but in different order give different results. In RR in case of SB using system of virtual opponent is the same. Two top players played a draw between themselves, got pluses against the same opponent. And won all other games. In case of draw against himself the result is the same and the next tie-break will be taken into consideration/ In case of draw against virtual opponent the result is different the same as with former PS. 
This proposal was done for Congress 2012: not to recommend use SB in RR if there is unplayed games. 
New proposal: The same 

(QC). 

Preface. I spoke with Mikko Markulla (let he sleep in peace) in Krakow that current situation does not help new federations to have players with ratings. He agreed with me. I proposed something as: in new federation all players are given 1000. Some of them will have more higher rating after the end of event. So this should be considered as official. Mikko told me that he had a bit different proposal but in the same direction.. It is stupid that we have a number of FA in the country where no tournament was ever played. Mr. Roeben said that Glicko system helps this problem.
This Proposal was made for Congress: to establish a system allowing getting initial law rating without playing with rated players. During two years I spoke with a lot of officials and no one could find negative sides of it. But still there is no progress. In a new country there are only 10 people who can play chess. They play RR, all of them are given 1000. After the end of the game some of them will have more than 1000. Let them be happy, send this Tournament for rating calculation and let them be first official players in their country. It is possible to make a limit, f.e. 1400
New proposal: the same
(RTR) 
Preface. After some thinking I came to conclusion that former counting draw against himself in case of unplayed games is better than the more complex virtual opponent. But after getting informed A.about the average of average score of the opponents (given by Mr. Rouben) I was shocked that so easy system did not come to my mind.I tried to find negative sides of average of average scores of opponent and I could not. The only one theoretical possibility is if a player did not play any game. Let us say nobody wishes to play with two players and they get 9 pluses of nine games. Sure such situation could not happen.
This proposal was made for Congress 2012: to appoint neutral experts and ask them to find negative sides of average of average scores of opponents. To make a report later. During this year there was no any move in this direction. To my mind such tie-break is the best for unplayed games and very easy to calculate even by hand.
Proposal : the same
(QC, ARB. EVE).. Preface: In regulations for players it is written that players can pay for title by themselves.But there is no such possibility for organizers and arbiters.

Proposal: to make the same for all

(ARB). Preface. There is proposal that not licensed arbiters can not be lecturers any more. 
Proposal: to add assistant of lecturer.
(ARB). Preface.
Regulation p.2. To my mind crosstable is constacted in not good way. 
Proposal 1. To put “Lelel of event” before “format”
What do lines mean? It is clear if something is written above. Here we do not see anything. It looks like word “any” will be suitable 
Proposal 2: to put words instead of lines

For me it is super strange numbers of sertificates which are allowed to be sent. “World” could include f.e RR with ten players. Does it mean that holding organization may appoint one CA and 9 DCA? The same with continental. From other side let us look to Rapid chess (World or continental). Let us say we have SS with 100 players. Does it mean that only one DCA is allowed? To my mind the old version was much better: 2 norms (it means two positions – one CA and one DCA) for any tournaments with number of players up to 20, one more up to 70, and so on (one extra position for extra up to 50 players)

Proposal 3. To come back to previous one> 

(ARB) Preface

If we see meenites of meeting of AC in Istambul there is sentence where my name is mentioned. I proposed to establish system of exams of arbiters similar as in other kind of sport. In current proposal for 2013 Congress IOC is mentioned. I am very glad of being in such company. I also in Turin made a proposal to start exams with applicants for IA titles but majority voted for FA. Now it looks that I was right.

Proposal: see above. As a variant. FA exams once in life. IA exams once in 4 years, passing it and paying means prolonging license. To differ level of questions for IA and FA. Ten years ago the requarements for getting title of IA and FA were very close. Then they were risen for IA and lowed for FA. 

(RTR) Preface; There is proposal from Bahrain Mind sports association about deleating words “during the game” and the art. 7.1. at all. In fact it is not proposal but only declaration because there is no answer what to do if such situation has happened. In current Laws it is possible f.e. to replay the game not only “during the game” but let us say in half an hour after the game if there is a protest to Ap. Com. and it makes such a decision. Otherwise we can find now that one game of match Spassky- Fisher was played from incorrect position, Fisher should be deleated from list of world champions, Kasparov became champion № 12 and so on. Why not to replay the game after one year if it was started with wrong time-control? Two more remarks. a) wrong initial position is mistake not only of an arbiter but also of two players, b) three months ago I was in Bahrain, I wrote about my visit to Bahrain chess federation proposed to hold a lecture, but there was no reply. It seems that my level is too low. 
Proposal: to reject
Thank you very much and excuse me for taking your time.
Igor Vereshchagin 
igor_vereshagin@mail.ru
