Dear Sirs, 

The jury presents to your attention the final result of the International solver contest COUPE DU PRESIDENT DE LA FMJD.

Second  stage 

	Participants
	Maximum  points  sum  for  every  position

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	Total

	
	20
	10
	20
	30
	15
	20
	50
	25
	10
	15
	35
	10
	15
	20
	10
	45
	40
	30
	25
	70
	35
	20
	20
	10
	10
	40
	10
	20
	10
	40
	730

	
	Positions

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	Total
	Place

	F.Teer

(Holland)
	20
	8
	20
	30
	15
	20
	40
	25
	10
	15
	25


	0


	15
	20
	10
	30


	20
	20
	25
	50
	35
	20


	15
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	40
	588
	1

	G.Magelinskas

(Lithuania)
	20
	8
	20
	10
	10
	20
	40
	20
	10
	15
	35


	10


	15
	20
	10
	30


	20
	10
	15
	60
	25
	20


	5
	10
	10
	30
	10
	20
	10
	40
	578
	2

	A.Gimbutas

(Lithuania)
	20
	8
	20
	10
	15
	20
	40
	0
	10
	15
	35
	10
	15
	20
	10
	45


	20


	10


	25
	40
	20
	10
	10
	10
	10
	30
	10
	20
	10
	40
	558
	3

	C.Romon

(France)
	20
	-10
	20
	20
	15
	20
	40
	25
	10
	15
	25
	10


	15
	20
	10
	30


	30


	10
	25
	50


	20


	20
	10


	10
	10
	30


	10
	10
	10
	10
	540
	4

	B.Fedorov

(Ukraine)
	20
	10
	20


	20
	15
	20
	40
	15
	10
	10
	25
	10
	15
	20
	10
	30
	20
	10
	10
	40
	20
	20
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	490
	5

	A.Hlasny

(Poland)
	20
	8
	20
	10
	10
	20
	30
	20
	10
	15
	30
	10

	15
	20
	10
	25
	20
	10
	10
	40


	35
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	478
	6

	N.Stepanyuck

(Ukraine)
	20
	8
	20
	20
	10


	20
	20


	10
	10
	10
	20
	-10


	10
	20
	10
	35


	10


	10
	15
	50


	20
	20


	15
	10
	10
	30
	10
	10


	10
	10
	463
	7

	I.Ivatsko

(Ukraine)
	20
	8
	10
	20
	10
	20
	20


	10
	10
	10
	30
	-10


	10
	20
	10
	30
	20
	20


	10
	40
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	20
	10
	20
	10
	10
	438
	8

	J.W Uyterlinde

(Holland)
	20
	8
	20
	10
	15
	20
	20
	15
	10
	10
	25
	 0


	15
	20
	10
	10
	20
	10
	25
	40
	0
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	0
	0
	0
	383
	9

	S.Mezenin

(Ukraine)
	10
	0
	10
	30
	0
	10
	20


	20


	10
	15
	10
	10


	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	25


	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	0
	10
	10
	330
	10

	B.Ivanov

(Belarus)
	20
	8
	20
	10
	10
	20
	20
	10
	10
	10
	10
	-10


	10
	10
	10
	20
	10
	10
	10
	20
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	0
	0
	10
	10
	318
	11-12

	S.Loiko

(Ukraine)
	10
	8
	10
	10
	10
	20
	15
	10
	10
	10
	10
	-10


	15
	10
	10
	10
	10
	0
	10
	40
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10
	318
	11-12


The jury has agreed with the remark of Mr. B.Fedorov sent to the Additional table as regards to the points, which has to be accounted for the solution of #2. Mr. B.Fedorov has indicated that in his solution he also has indicated additional variant after first move of AS: 27(32). Really, this defense attempt of black makes white play precise. The jury has agreed this variant enough important to be indicated as part of complete solution of #2 (though it was not indicated in AS what speaks that even author of #2 did not know about this defense attempt of black), and, thus, the correct notice of the complete solution of #2 had to be written so: 27(36,А) 21(16)34 etc.[8 points]. А: (28,22)249(25,14)382(28) 8(19) 2(30,31,18,48)294 + [ 2 points]. Therefore only Mr. B.Fedorov, who has indicated this variant, gets 10 points for #2. All other participants (apart Mrs. C.Romon and S.Mezenin) get 8 points for #2. This case shows: not always author’ solution is complete solution of a position.

Further I would like to present some participant’ remarks sent to me as regards to contest in whole and as regards to an organization of solver contests for the future.

Mr. N. Stepanyuck:

“I want to thank for this interesting contest. Too I would like to wish to organize solver-contests in future. But, perhaps, it should not to include positions, which contain many second solutions (like it was done at the second stage).”

Mr. I.Ivatsko:

“I do not know which place I will obtain, but this contest I liked in general. For the future: as to my opinion, it should not to include in contest positions, which contain many second solutions. Too, I think the endgames should be included in a solver contest also.” 

Mr. F. Teer:
“Dear members of the Jury, 

Thank you for the incredible amount of work you have done for this contest. First the collection of a number of fine problems for stage 1, some already difficult to solve. Then the porblems for stage 2. These were really incredibly difficult. I enjoyed very much to participate in this contest.

I hope that the FMJD president will give a new cup in a period of 2 year, and that this contest will become a tradition. 

Of course it will be difficult to find members of the Jury, because of the hard and difficult work to check all the crazy solutions which the solvers present. 

If we will have a new contest in the future I would advise you for the finals to give a little bit more time or a little bit less problems because this was really to much work in one month.”

Mr. G Magelinskas:

“Thank you for contest. The biggest work was done. For the present time it is, probably, best decision as regards to organization of a solver-contest. It takes a lot of money to organize a solver contest head-to-head. Too, I think, those people are not right who speak that this contest is the contest for computer-program. No, it is not so for the time being and in soon future there will be no program, which may estimate a position like a man.”

Mr. S.Loiko:

“Independently on my final result, I am glad very much from this contest, there were interesting positions in both stages. I will be grateful to be invited in next contests.” 

Mr. S.Kuropatov: 

“I always get a pleasure participating in solver-contest, which you organize. I watch care for your fruitful work as the CPI President, and I will be glad very much if you will be able the development-program for the solvers, which could be clear and understood. I will be glad to be invited for the next contests.  Have I got some points for a solver-title?” 
Mr. S. Mezenin:

“I was extremely happy to take part in the First International Draughts Solution Competition - the President's Cup - organized within the framework of the FMJD organization. Owing to Mrs. W. Van Beek, S.Yushkevitch, A Tavernier, S.de Bruijn, R.Vasilevskiy, this event became a real fascinating Celebration of Soul for any lover of draughts composition. 

Highly appreciating their tremendous and hard personal activity, I surely believe that this Competition served and still serves as pledge of the draughts composition progress all over the world. 

With all my heart I am looking forward to new competitions.” 

Mr. Christian Romon:

“1- Importance of the author’ solution (AS)

AS presents the successful optimal variant till final position which is completely win for white. AS has to be written till this final position

AS contains, in every move of black which are best black defense, such white variant, which has to be single way to win. 

We say that AS is precise if AS presents exactly such characteristics: precise white moves and best defense of black till final position. 

As may presents two types of the errors:

1. The absence of a solution. It means as regards to AS, black variants which permit for black to avoid the losing and to get either win or draw. If the absence of solution does exist, the computer may not give a move lead to AS because the computer proposes better moves for black which lead either to win or draw. Therefore it may be difficult to find certain variant of AS if a position has no solution. 

2. The Dual or the Second solutions (SS). It means as regards to AS, white variants which also lead to white win. In this case, consequently, there are several ways to white win and therefore AS is not perfect. If a problem has another solution, as regards to AS, the computer may not help very much to find AS because the computer indicates more short and simple way to win. 

It is important indeed to understand that defects to be discovered in the solution of a problem get as regard to the solution of the author, that it is advisable at first to loose. 

This solution of the author can be easily found with a computer if it is perfect because the computer is programmed to find the optimal successive move both of white and of black. It can become more difficult to find by the computer if it is affected by defects as black démolition or as the dual or second white solutions. The solution of the author, when there are defects, is characterized by the effect, which it produces either by resulting in a perfect final position, or by producing a combination with spectacular character allowing to force win.

AS may contain many black defense variants, but there is no necessity to present those variants if they are not precise as regards to next white moves.

To solve a problem, consequently, it means: 

To find AS with all black best defenses;

To indicate all errors as regards to AS: either SS, or Dual, or the absence of a solution.

2. The principles, which has to be respected in notice of a position. 
2.1. The notice of AS.
AS has to be written in any case, even if a position has either SS or Dual or no solution, and also in cases if these errors were not indicate by a solver. These solvers who indicate the absence of a solution should get extra points as regards to those solvers who did not indicate it (see 2.2.). Those solvers who present the abcense of a solution without mention of AS has no right to obtain points for the indication of the abcense of a solution.
To maximize the concords points it is necessary to present so at the same moment the AS  and his possible defects. When the AS has perfect black variants, the table of AS has to take into account it by clarifying the number of points to give for the different black variants. We can for example, if there are two perfect black solutions to provide 5 points for each of two variants if they are comparable or again 7 points for one and 3 points for the other one if the one appears naturally as the main variant and the other one as the secondary variant. There are no points for imperfect black variants (except if it is the principal line of the solution of the author which can contain defects and seem so imperfect). It does not seem to me necessary to punish by negative points the one that would present an imperfect black variant on condition naturally that it is exact (that is without error).
2-2. The notation of the defects of the AS

It is necessary to give supplementary points for each defects indicated in the AS: black demolition or still dual or seconds solutions whites. There are no points for the dual or SS indicated in a demolition or in SS. It is a question of limiting  to the only direct defects of the AS. To constitute of the same defect a white or black variant which loose of the AS in the same place with the same move, there is or not presentation of developments or different mechanisms of win. But two different defects two variants are constitutive which loose of the AS in the same place but which begin with different moves. Points attributed to these defects can be added up.”

The jury is grateful those participants who sent his remarks.

From my side I would like also to say some words.

It is correct that Mr. C.Romon uses the words “author’ solution”, however in absence of international definition of AS it was not known what exactly mean words “author’ solution”, and it could not possible to indicate these words in regulations of the contest. Now, after Rules International of the problemism do exist, it is possible to indicate in a contest rules : “Author thematic variant(s) according to the RI” for any contest in the future. Too it takes attention idea of Mr. C.Romon to account equal points for each Themathic Variant (TV), p.e. in ZADACHA (or ETUDES) genre .

Probably, points which have to be accounted for TV have to be more than for the SS on first move. I do not find as normal situation when no one winners did not find all author’ solutions.

As regards to the terms of 2 stage. Well, I think, term has to be limited, and limited strongly. P.e., draught’s players also may require more time to think at the board, but this term also is limited for players, in spite of their desire to have more time for reflection at the board.

As to Mr. S.Kuropatov question for contests in future and possibility to define some norms for international titles for solvers: of course it is big problem taking to attention a participant may use a computer-program.

Nevertheless, may be, using of Mr. C.Romon ideas, it could be possible to find a structure for limiting of a computer-program influence. For me personally it is clear that a computer –program may not replace a man, but it will be very difficult to prove it to men who are far from the problemism. And without such understanding it will be difficult to form a clear system of solver-contests.
As far as I know, this contest was first contest organized within of the FMJD. We may to look in future with an optimism, though Mr. F.Teer remark as regards to the problem of the jury-members selection for such contest is very justice.

I would like also to present the list, in which it is indicated who of participants in which position did not find AS:

Mr. F. Teer: 16,18,20,28.

Mr. G. Magelinskas: 18.

Mr. A. Gimbutas: 18.

Mr. C. Romon: 2,16,18,20,28.

Mr. A. Hlasny: 16, 18.

Mr. N. Stepanuyck: 18,21.

Mr. I. Ivatsko: 18, 21.

Mr. J. Uyterlinde: 29,30.

Mr. S. Mezenin: 1,2,5,11,14,16,17,18,20,21,22,28.

Mr. B. Ivanov:16,18,21,27.

Mr. S. Loiko: 1,18,19. 

And only Mr. B.Fedorov has found all author’s solutions.

The CPI is grateful to everybody who took part in this contest.

The CPI wish all participants a lot of success in future solver’ contests!

With best regards,

S.Yushkevitch

The CPI FMJD President.
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