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MINUTES OF THE 2006 WORLD SCHOOLS DEBATING COUNCIL MEETING

13 JULY 2006, 9.00 AM

TEMPLE OF PEACE, CARDIFF, WALES
CHAIRMEN:


Martin Pollard (Wales)  /  Christopher Erskine (Australia) 
MINUTES:


Mark Gabriel (Singapore) 
DELEGATES:


Argentina  -  Magdalena Benvenuto 
Australia  -  Anne Disney 
Bangladesh  -  no representative in attendance
Bermuda  -  Trevor Leitch 
Botswana  -  no representative in attendance
Canada  -  Janet Webster 
Croatia  -  no representative in attendance
Czech Republic  -  no representative in attendance
England  -  James Probert 
Estonia  -  Ragnar Siil 
Germany  -  Raka Gutzeit 
Greece  -  Effie Giannakouri 
Hong Kong  -  Sam Greenland 
Hungary  -  Mandli Szilvia 
Indonesia  -  Ria Nuri Dharmawan 
Ireland  -  Dick Wafer 
Israel  -  Hayah Goldlist 
Kuwait  -  Andrew Kenning 
Lesotho  -  Mpho Bridgett Rampeta 
Lithuania  -  Inga Kievisaite 
Montenegro  -  Predrag Zenovic 

Netherlands  -  Jeannette Baljeau 
New Zealand  -  Claire Ryan 
Pakistan  -  Ahmad Siddiqi 
Peru  -  Sixto Ramos 
Philippines  -  Fabian Mangahas 
Romania  -  Simona Mazilu 
Scotland  -  Diana Gotts 
Singapore  -  Mark Gabriel 
Slovakia  -  Matej Sapak 
Slovenia  -  Bojana Skrt 
South Africa  -  Garikai Nyaruwata 
South Korea  -  Joshua Park 
Sri Lanka  -  Ashan Walpita 
USA  -  Phyllis Hirth 
Wales  -  Martin Pollard (first part of the meeting) 




                James Brimble (later part of the meeting) 
OBSERVERS:


Argentina  -  Stella Toquero

Australia  -  Alison Lloyd-Wright 

Canada  -  Martin Poirier

Canada  -  Kristopher Ade

Canada  -  Stephanie Dick

Canada  -  Norman Leach

Canada  -  Ken Goosen

England  -  Alastair Endersby 

Israel  -  Avital Sterngold

Kenya  -  Justa Jackson

Kuwait  -  Zaynab Al Nasser

Pakistan  -  Sameer Khosa
Scotland  -  Cameron Wyllie

South Africa  -  Shakila Kooblal

USA  -  JJ Rodriguez 
1.  Opening Remarks

Martin Pollard opened the meeting. He thanked everyone for attending the 2006 World Schools Debating Championships in Cardiff, and noted that he was delighted that so many countries had been able to participate. 

He then passed the Chair to Christopher Erskine, the Chairperson of the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee.

Chris Erskine noted how pleased he was that so many new countries were involved in the 2006 championships. He added that he was particularly pleased about the participation of Montenegro as he believed that this was the first time that a team from Montenegro was competing in an international competition under its own flag following their recent independence. 

2.  Recognition of Delegates

Mark Gabriel, Secretary of the World Schools Debating Council Executive, noted the delegates present. He noted that among the countries represented at the 2006 World Schools Debating Championships, Bangladesh, Botswana, Croatia, Hungary, Lesotho, Montenegro and Sri Lanka had not participated in at least two of the previous three championships, and therefore would not be entitled to vote on any proposed changes to the WSDC Rules at this meeting, though their delegates were welcome to vote on motions which did not seek to amend the WSDC Rules. He noted that Hungary and Sri Lanka were participating in their second consecutive WSDC, and thus would be eligible to vote in any postal ballots held in the coming year. However Bangladesh, Botswana, Croatia, Lesotho and Montenegro would need to enter a team in at least one of the next two WSDCs before becoming full voting members of the Council. 
3.  Ratification of the Minutes of the 2005 World Schools Debating Council Meeting

The minutes of the 2005 Council meeting in Calgary, Canada, were ratified unanimously without any amendments.

4.  Matters Arising from the Minutes

No matters arising were raised. 
5.  Report on Postal Ballots 2004-5

Mark Gabriel noted that two postal ballots of the World Schools Debating Council had been held since the 2005 Council meeting:
November-December 2005 Postal Ballot

This was held to determine the hosts of the 2007 World Schools Debating Championships. 

24 of the 29 countries who were eligible to vote submitted their ballots. These countries were: Bermuda, Canada, Czech Republic, England, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Ireland, Israel, Kuwait, Lithuania, Netherlands, Pakistan, Philippines, Romania, Scotland, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, South Korea, USA and Wales. 
The results of the voting were:
Votes for Seoul, South Korea  -  24  

Votes to re-open nominations  -  0  

Therefore the Korea Debate Association’s bid to host the 2007 World Schools Debating Championships in Seoul was formally accepted. 
February-March 2006 Postal Ballot

This was the held to elect the Motions Selection Committee for WSDC 2006. 
24 of the 29 countries who were eligible to vote submitted their ballots. These countries were:  Australia, Bermuda, Canada, England, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Ireland, Israel, Kuwait, Lithuania, New Zealand, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Romania, Scotland, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Korea, USA and Wales.
There were six candidates for five elected places on the committee. The results of the voting were: 

Mark Gabriel  (Singapore)  -  22 votes 

Ian MacMullen  (England)  -  22 votes 

Christopher Bishop  (New Zealand)  -  20 votes

Mehvesh Mumtaz  (Pakistan)  -  17 votes

Karin Palo  (Estonia)  -  15 votes

Noel McGrath  (Ireland)  -  15 votes

Therefore Mark Gabriel, Ian MacMullen, Christopher Bishop and Mehvesh Mumtaz were elected. As there was a tie for fifth place in the election, the Chairman of the Executive Committee, Christopher Erskine, was called on to cast the casting vote, which he did (following consultations with the Executive’s other elected members) in favour of Karin Palo. The Motions Selection Committee for 2006 consisted of the five elected members plus two representatives selected by the hosts – James Brimble and David Pritchard. The committee internally selected Mark Gabriel as its Chairman. 
6.  Report of the 2005-6 Executive Committee

The report of the 2005-6 World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee was presented.

Chris Erskine noted that several of the issue raised in the report were on the agenda later in the meeting.

No questions were raised regarding the report. 

7.  Code of Conduct
The draft Code of Conduct for the World Schools Debating Championships proposed by the Executive Committee was presented. 

Diana Gotts noted that the Council had agreed the previous year that a Code of Conduct was needed. She noted that the Adjudication Working Group of the Executive had done most of the initial work on drafting the document. Over the past year, it had been further refined by the specially-created Code of Conduct Working Group and the elected members of the Executive. She stated that she hoped the existence of a Code of Conduct would make breaches of the Code fairly rare as it would send the message to WSDC participants that the event should not be treated as a holiday and that standards of behaviour must be maintained. She recommended that the Code of Conduct could be added to the WSDC Rules as an annex and be passed so that it could be in place for the 2007 championship. 
Claire Ryan noted that the proposed Code set out a system where people were required to submit written complaints before such complaints are considered. She stated that she hoped that this formality would prevent the Code from simply facilitating a forum for whinging. She added that she felt that point 2.3(a) in the draft (relating to behaviour during debates) should probably be removed, and that 2.4 (regarding relationships) needed some rephrasing. She also stated that she felt that the word “judgement” should be replaced throughout the document with “decision” so as not to give the impression that the members of the Complaints Committee were acting as judges. 
Sam Greenland questioned whether debaters or their parents should be asked to sign a form agreeing to abide by the Code, and asked whether people felt that the Code should state that coaches are responsible for the behaviour of their teams. 
Chris Erskine stated that, in his opinion, the purpose of having each debater to sign a form agreeing to abide by the Code was to draw their attention to the expected standards of behaviour and make them take the Code seriously, and not specifically to act as a “contract”. 

Joshua Park questioned whether it was necessary to ask participants to sign a piece of paper agreeing to abide by the Code, or whether having them make such an agreement via an on-line registration form would suffice. 
Chris Erskine stated that he felt that having the participants’ signatures on paper would be preferable. 

Cameron Wyllie stated that he felt that the Code should say the coaches have some responsibility for their debaters. 

Diana Gotts stated that coaches sometimes do not act more responsibly than their team members, and that she felt that the primary purpose of the Code should be to place responsibility on each individual for their behaviour. 

Dick Wafer stated that he felt that participants who are minors should have a parent or legal guardian sign the document agreeing to abide by the Code before they leave for the championships, and that the Code should state that parents will be informed of decisions which affect their child. 
Anne Disney stated that she felt that each individual should personally sign an agreement to abide by the Code because it’s primary purpose is to set out the expectations of them as a participant in the event. She argued that the Code should not be viewed as an indemnity form, which should be a separate document signed by parents. 
Maggie Benvenuto stated that she felt the purpose of the document should primarily be to give participants the right attitude. She said that the standards of behaviour set out in the Code are already expected of participants, but that the Code would formalise this. She added that she felt that in situations where a debater was expelled or suspended, it would be better to place responsibility on the coach or team manager to deal with the situation rather than require the Complaints Committee members or hosts to deal directly with debaters’ parents. 
Sixto Ramos questioned how participants could be expected to know all the laws in the host country and abide by them as required by 2.1(b) and 2.2(f). 
Chris Erskine stated that he felt that the hosts must be expected to highlight laws in the host country which differ from those elsewhere, and that the Complaints Committee must use common-sense in dealing with breaches of obscure local laws. 
Matej Sapak stated that he felt that it would be difficult to make arrangements for sending home minors who are expelled from the championships or make appropriate arrangements for participants who are suspended. 

Chris Erskine agreed that such situations would present difficulties, but noted that this would only arise in extreme circumstances, and that in such cases action taken must be appropriate to the victim too. 

Avital Sterngold stated that she felt that parents should be responsible for the cost of repatriating minors who are expelled from the championship. 

Phyllis Hirth noted that parents are often unsupportive in such situations. 

Ahmad Siddiqi pointed that teams who have only three members will be effectively knocked-out of the debating tournament if a member is suspended or expelled. 
Janet Webster noted that Canada requires the parents of team members to sign an agreement which includes a provision for debaters to be sent home from the event unchaperoned if they behave in a grossly inappropriate manner. She suggested that other countries should also do this. 

Raka Gutzeit noted that the term ‘Code of Conduct’ may not be properly understood in non-English-speaking nations. She added that she felt that having parents sign an agreement to abide by the Code would be a good idea. 
Sixto Ramos stated that he felt the Code of Conduct should set out basic common-sense standards of behaviour and procedures for dealing with breaches. In addition to this, every country should be encouraged to create their own code of conduct and/or set of agreements to regulate the behaviour of participants and establish arrangements for dealing with extreme situations where a participant is expelled. 

Chris Erskine noted that in the past teams have been allowed to attend the championship without a responsible adult accompanying them, and that this would probably have to change. 

Chris Erskine proposed the following:

(a) That the Executive Committee should create and circulate a revised Code of Conduct draft by the end of August 2006

(b) That the WSDC community be given the opportunity to give feedback on the revised draft during September 2006
(c) That the Executive Committee should produce a final draft by 15 October 2006

(d) That a postal ballot be held in late-October with a view to adopting a Code of Conduct prior to WSDC 2007.

This proposed timetable was agreed unanimously. 

Mark Gabriel stated that he felt any proposal to adopt a Code of Conduct by postal ballot should include a provision to allow the Executive Committee to appoint the Complaints Officers and Complaints Committee for 2007, since the Council would not be meeting again until the end of the 2007 championship. 

Sixto Ramos proposed that the Council should advise countries involved in WSDC to create their own code of conduct and/or set of agreements to regulate the behaviour of participants which all debaters, their parents and adults accompanying the team to the championship should make a signed agreement to follow prior to the team departing for the event. 
This advisory proposal was agreed unanimously.

Diana Gotts raised the issue of whether teams should be required to have an official Team Manager who takes responsibility for the team during the championship. She noted that some countries send a person who they refer to as a ‘Team Manager’ to the championships in addition to their coach. 
Mark Gabriel noted that the on-line registration procedures for the 2006 championship required teams to appoint a ‘Team Manager’ as the primary communication person between the team and the host organising committee. However this is not an official position within the current WSDC structure, and some teams appointed a ‘Team Manager’ for 2006 who did not subsequently attend the championship. He noted that in past situations where teams have sent a ‘Team Manager’ who is not their coach or a championship adjudicator, they have normally been charged an observer’s entry fee, and that most host organising committees could probably only be able to afford to accommodate such people if they pay the entry fee of an observer. 
Claire Ryan stated that she felt that it was up each country to decide who they want to send, and that perhaps team entry forms can ask countries to designate one of their adult delegation members as the person who is responsible for the team while they are at the event. 
Cameron Wyllie stated that he felt that there was a need for an adult to take legal responsibility for minors who were travelling outside their home country.
James Probert stated that this person should be the coach unless the country could afford to send an extra person.  

Bojana Skrt stated that she felt it would be nice to be able to bring an extra adult who could pay a lower fee, even if they were not the coach or an adjudicator. 

Phyllis Hirth noted that the person responsible for the team should be someone who is legally an adult in both their home country and the host country – and in some cases that will mean they must be aged 21 or older. 

Chris Erskine suggested that the Executive be tasked to make proposals for defining the roles and coaches and observers in the Rules, and to consider and make recommendations to the Council on whether teams should be required to appoint an official Team Manager. 

This was agreed unanimously. 
8.  Proposals of the Adjudication Working Group
Procedures for Complaints about an Adjudicator
Claire Ryan noted that this proposal had been used on a trail basis at the 2006 championship. She recommended that it be formally adopted by postal ballot before the 2007 championship and added to the WSDC Rules as an Annex. 

James Brimble noted that no complaints regarding adjudicators had been received during the 2006 championship. 
Sameer Khosa stated that Pakistan had wanted to submit a complaint after one of their debates, but they had been unable to do so within the required 24 hour time period because they wanted to consult their national debating organisation back home before submitting the complaint but weren’t able to get through in time. He said that he felt that the 24 hour time period was too tight. 

Claire Ryan stated that the Adjudication Working Group felt that a short, sharp turnaround period was necessary when dealing with such complaints. 

Andrew Kenning said that he felt that national debating organisations must empower their coaches to make such complaints without needed to consult back home, and that in his opinion 24 hours was an appropriate timeline. 
Ahmad Siddiqi stated that Pakistan had wanted to consult its national organisation as it did not wish to make a frivolous complaint. He said that he felt that time was needed to make complaints to allow for consultation and getting the advice of other experienced judges at the championship on whether there is a case to be made. He added that he felt that safeguards should be in place to evaluate adjudicators and ensure quality. 
James Brimble stated that he felt that teams should not discuss such issues with other judges as it should be the responsibility of the Chief Adjudicator to handle such issues. 
Alastair Endersby stated that he felt that coaches and other delegation members should not be widely discussing such issues, and that he felt 24 hours was an appropriate timeline as such issues must be dealt with quickly. 
Sam Greenland stated that he felt that the Chief Adjudicator needs to be able to take complaints into account when deciding judging panels later in the tournament, so a quick timeline like 24 hours is necessary. 

Alison Lloyd-Wright questioned whether there also needed to be procedures for adjudicators to complain about coaches who act inappropriately. 

Bojana Skrt said that she felt that complaints about adjudication should be about procedures, not the actual decision in debates. 
Claire Ryan noted that the proposals clearly state that the results of debates cannot be overturned. She stated that she felt the primary role of the procedures was to allow complaints in cases where judges are giving inappropriate feedback to teams at the end of debates and to allow such situations to be dealt with. 
Chris Erskine suggested that this proposal be put to a postal ballot before the 2007 championship with a view to it being adopted as an Annex to the WSDC Rules. 
This was agreed unanimously. 

Guildelines for Chief Adjudicator as to whether a person is able to Judge a Debate
Sameer Khosa stated that he felt in situations where a judge was intoxicated, the situation should be dealt with before the debate begins and perhaps the team coaches should be part of the decision as to what to do. 
Maggie Benvenuto stated that she felt that it is important that panels should be suitably diverse. 

Sam Greenland said that countries must take responsibility for sending judges to help ensure diversity. 
Garikai Nyaruwata stated that he felt the document should be framed less negatively and focus more on what qualities judges should have rather than what they should not be. He stated that set criteria for what a good adjudicator should be doing would be helpful. 
Justa Jackson stated that she felt that the criteria set out in the proposal were a bit vague and that more objective criteria would be better. She also raised the issue of shadow judges, and stated that she felt that more feedback and communication between experienced adjudicators and shadows was necessary. 
Avital Sterngold noted that feedback from experienced judges was always helpful for newer judges after debates, and said that more opportunities for discussion between the Chief Adjudicator’s Panel and other adjudicators would be helpful. 

Joshua Park stressed the importance of clear communication between the Chief Adjudicator and other senior judges on the performance of newer judges and shadow judges. 
Cameron Wyllie suggested that shadow judges should have a different mark sheet that also included space for them to write comments about the debate. 
Sam Greenland suggested that new judges be assigned senior judges as mentors for regular communication throughout the championship. 

Claire Ryan stated that she felt the championships would benefit from a full day being set aside for adjudication training on the opening day, instead of just a half day as has been the case at recent championships. 
Chris Erskine suggested that this proposal be referred back to Executive Committee’s Adjudication Working Group for redrafting with a view to an amended draft being put to a postal ballot ahead of the 2007 championship. 
This was agreed unanimously. 

9.  Proposed Amendments to the WSDC Rules
Eligibility of Countries to send Teams to WSDC
This amendment was proposed by the Executive Committee. It was proposed that rule 5 be amended to read: 

5. (a) To be eligible to send a team to the championship, a country must be recognised by at least one 
of the following four organisations: 


(i)  The United Nations (UN) 

 



(ii)  The International Olympic Committee (IOC) 



(iii)  The Commonwealth Games Federation (CGF) 



(iv)  The Federation International de Football Association (FIFA) 


(b) In situations where the UN recognises a country, and the IOC, CGF or FIFA recognise smaller areas 
within the country as being separate members, these smaller areas shall each be eligible to enter teams 
in the championship. 


(c) If only one team is entered from a country where the IOC, CGF or FIFA recognise smaller areas 
within the country as being separate members, the team may represent either the whole country, or one 
of the areas recognised by the IOC, CGF or FIFA. 


(d) If, between championships, a dispute arises with regards to the eligibility of a team, it shall be 
referred to the World Schools Debating Council Executive Committee, who shall rule on the dispute in 
accordance with these rules. 


(e) In situations where the geopolitical circumstances of a country change prior to a championship, the 
Executive Committee may choose to waive rules 5(a), (b) and (c) with respect to that country for one 
championship, taking into account the organisational needs of both the team and the host organising 
committee. 

Chris Erskine explained that the existing WSDC Rules say that “each country may send only one team to compete at the championships”, but are unclear on exactly what constitutes a country which is eligible to participate. The only further clarifications in the current Rules are in rule 5, which states that the nations of the United Kingdom may compete as separate teams, and that Hong Kong is considered a country. The Executive Committee was thus proposing to amend rule 5 to give clearer guidelines on what shall constitute a country by placing the onus of recognising countries on major international organisations who have already had to grapple with the issues surrounding each country’s status. 
Sam Greenland noted his sadness that possibly the only document in the world which specifically referred Hong Kong as a “country” might be about to be changed, but stated his support for the motion. 
James Probert noted that the term “recognised” might be a problem, and should probably be replaced with “a full member of”. 

Chris Erskine suggested that this proposal be referred back to Executive Committee for redrafting with a view to an amended draft being put to a postal ballot ahead of the 2007 championship. 

This was agreed unanimously. 

Mimimum Age
This amendment was proposed by the Executive Committee. It was proposed that rule 4(b) be reworded as follows (changes in bold): 

4 (b) A member of a country's team must: 



(i) be ordinarily resident in the country 



(ii) have been a full-time student at a secondary school in the country within six months of the 

start of the Championships 



(iii) have reached their 14th birthday by the start of the Championships 



(iv) not have reached their 19th birthday by the start of the Championships 



(v) not be enrolled at a tertiary or post-secondary school institution 

Chris Erskine explained that the existing WSDC Rules impose a maximum age of 18 for debating team members at the championships. The proposal was to additionally impose a minimum age of 14 for debaters. The primary reason why the Executive Committee as proposing to add this minimum age was because the existing Rules say that a debater must be “a full-time student at a secondary school”, but the term “secondary school” is not used in all countries around the world and does not mean precisely the same thing in every country where it is used. By stating and a clear age-range of 14-18 for debaters, it makes clear the level of students expected at the competition. 
Trevor Leitch stated that he felt that a minimum age of 14 should be a guide rather than a firm rule. 

Garikai Nyaruwata stated that such a rule would potentially disallow some students who are already in secondary-level education from competing. 
Maggie Benvenuto spoke in support of the motion and stated that having participants of too wide an age-range can cause problems. 

Effie Giannakouri said that she felt that students who were good enough to make it on to their team should not be prevented from participating just because they were below 14. 
JJ Rodriguez said that he felt such a restriction was somewhat arbitrary. 

Alastair Endersby said that any age restrictions will be arbitrary, but preventing the age-range of participants from being too wide would still be a desirable outcome. 

A vote was taken on the proposal:

For  -  21
Against  -  6
Abstentions  -  1
Therefore the proposal was adopted.
Changing of Debate Motions
This amendment was proposed by the Executive Committee. The proposal was to delete the existing Rule 23(b), which stated that:  


23 (b) The Council may amend or replace any motion set for debate by the host. 

Chris Erskine explained that changes to the Rules two years previously had created a formally-elected Motions Selection Committee, and thus motions are no longer set by the hosts. 

The proposal was adopted unanimously. 
Approval of WSDC Participants by National Organisations 
This motion was proposed by the United States and seconded by Germany. 

Phyllis Hirth, the United States delegate to the World Schools Debating Council, submitted the motion to the Council meeting which read as follows: 

“In an attempt to maintain the privilege of deciding who represents any one country at the World Schools Debating Championships, I move that any attendees at the World Schools Debating Championships shall represent a participating nation, and every attendee shall have the approval of the organization or person responsible for that national delegation. In addition, 
to enact this motion would require adding to rule 13 as follows. Section (b) (iii):  the Chief Adjudicator would have the approval of the organization or team of that person’s country which is a member of the Council for that country.”
Phyllis explained that the motion sought to ask the Council to do two things. Firstly, to make an in-principle agreement that all official attendees at the championships – including adjudicators and observers – shall be considered official representatives of a participating country, and thus their attendance must be approved by the debate organisation responsible for that country’s team. And secondly, to amend rule 13(b) to read (changes in bold): 


(b) The Chief Adjudicator may accept a person to be an eligible judge at a championship who meets the 
requirements of rule 13 (a) (iii) but who does not meet the requirements of the rest of rule 13 (a) if: 



(i) that person has judged at a previous championship, or 



(ii) in the opinion of the Chief Adjudicator, the person is sufficiently experienced and competent 

to be an eligible judge, and 



(iii) the Chief Adjudicator has the approval of the organisation or team of that person's 

country which is a member of the Council for that country. 

Phyllis noted that people who come to the World Schools Debating Championships as adjudicators or observers are listed as coming from a country, and thus can be viewed as representatives of that country even though they are sometimes not approved by the organisation responsible for that country’s team. This can sometimes cause internal political problems in that country. 
Mark Gabriel argued against the principle that adjudicators in particular should be viewed as official representatives of their country. He stated that he felt that the registrations of adjudicators are accepted because of the Chief Adjudicator’s confidence in the person’s ability to judge debates, and they should attend as neutral, impartial judges. He proposed an amendment to the motion which read as follows: 
“The Council agrees the following: 

-
The World Council delegate from each country (and the Team Manager if that person is different from the World Council delegate) shall be informed each time someone from their country attempts to register for the championship in the capacity of an adjudicator or observer, and shall be given the opportunity to give feedback on whether or not they feel that the person’s registration should be accepted. The Convenor and/or Chief Adjudicator shall then decide whether or not to accept the registration, taking any feedback they receive into account. 

-
The above practice shall be an in-principle agreement which future organisers shall follow. At the 2007 meeting of the World Schools Debating Council, the Council shall discuss how this has worked and whether or not any practice in this regard should be codified within the WSDC Rules.”
Both the USA and Germany agreed to accept this amendment to the motion, so the amendment was therefore adopted. (And thus the motion became an in-principle motion, rather than one seeking to amend the WSDC Rules.)

James Brimble stated that he agreed with the amended motion. He said that it was good for Chief Adjudicators to receive feedback from national organisations on potential judges, but that ultimately acceptance of judges should be based on their judging ability rather than their political position in relation to the national organisation. 
Trevor Sather noted that recent organising committees have allowed countries to send one or two adjudicators at a discounted rate, which has benefited national organisations. He stated that he felt it would be wrong to extend the situation to an extent where national organisations had a veto on the acceptance of certain judges. 

Dick Wafer said that he felt that judges who have contributed to the debating organisation in their country in some way should be given higher priority over people who are friendly with the organisers. 

Bojana Skrt noted that judges who were not sent by their national association would not have anyone to tell them how to behave. 

Sam Greenland said that felt it would be wrong for national organisations to be placed in a position where they are responsible for the behaviour of observers and independent judges from their country. 

Jeannette Baljeau noted that it was good for national organisations to be informed of adjudicators from their country who register, even if they are not given the right to bar that person from registering. 

Cameron Wyllie noted that not every country has a proper national debating organisation, and thus putting this into the WSDC Rules would cause problems. 
Justa Jackson stated that it is helpful when WSDC has a single channel of communication with a debating organisation in each country. 

Raka Gutzeit noted that it would be helpful for national organisations to be informed when adjudicators or observers from their country but not connected with the national organisation register for the championships. 
Phyllis Hirth noted that her intention in proposing this motion was not to exclude anyone, but to make the labelling of people representing different nations clear. 

A vote was taken on the amended proposal:

For  -  20
Against  -  7
Abstentions  -  6
Therefore the amended proposal was adopted.

10.  Report of the Vision Group
Chris Erskine presented the Council the report of the WSDC Vision Group. The group had been chaired by Asher Weill (Israel), who recruited members connected with WSDC from various regions and backgrounds. The members were: Andrea Coomber (Australia), Janet Webster (Canada), James Probert (England), Elizabeth Virgo (England), Mehvesh Mumtaz Ahmed (Pakistan), Daphnie Drassinower (Peru), Cameron Wyllie (Scotland), Aaron Maniam (Singapore) and Michal Hrusik (Slovakia). 
Chris noted that the key recommendation in the report was the World Schools Debating Council, in addition to looking after the long-term future of WSDC, should establish a separate organisation to promote and assist the development of school-level debating worldwide. The Vision Group had recommended that this body should be legally incorporated, have funds raised to keep it running, and should hire a professional administrator. 
Chris stated that the report raised three key questions:

(i) In what direction does the World Schools Debating Championships and the World Schools Debating Council wish to develop in the future? 

(ii) What funding and legal status does the Council wish to have?

(iii) Does the Council see its primary function as overseeing the running an annual international debating competition, or does it see itself moving towards creating a separate debate development organisation? 

James Probert noted that he, Cameron Wyllie and Janet Webster were the three members of the group who were present at the meeting, however he and Cameron had disagreed with a number of the recommendations that the group’s report made. He noted that the group had ended up having some quite detailed discussions on whether or not a separate organisation should be created, but that he personally felt that this was not the best way forward at this point in time. 
Trevor Sather noted that financing and incorporation of the Council was currently progressing, and a financial consultancy was ready to project manage the next stage of this, for which funding was being sought for this. He suggested that a bite-sized start to fundraising for WSDC might be a better approach than setting out to fund and run a wider debating organisation at this point in time. He added that the alumni database now had around 1000 names, and some alumni have indicated potential interest in helping with sponsorship. Past sponsorship of the website from XL Capital came through an alumnus. 
Chris Erskine noted that the organisation’s ability to expand its activities and outreach will depend on finding appropriate funding and sponsorship in the long-term. The organisation will also need to decide whether its primary focus is to remain the organisation of the flagship WSDC event every year and trying to widen participation in that event, or to shift the main focus to building debating at the grassroots-level around the world. He suggested the Council inform the Vision Group that its feeling was that fundraising and incorporation should be viewed as the top priority at this time, and that thoughts of creating a wider organisation could only be considered once such a structure is in place. 
It was agreed that the Executive Committee would inform the Vision Group of the Council’s desire to make fundraising and incorporation its immediate priority, and to ask the Vision Group for thoughts on the best way to move forward with this in mind. 
11.  Report of the 2006 World Schools Debating Championships Organising Committee
James Brimble spoke on behalf of the organising committee. He noted that a record 36 teams had participated. He stated that Martin Pollard and the organising team had worked very hard to put the event together and that he was very pleased with how the event had gone. He added that he hoped everyone who had attended had enjoyed themselves. 
Chris Erskine expressed his thanks and appreciation to the organisers for their efforts towards making the event a success.

Claire Ryan sang a Maori song in thanks to the team that had put the event together.

A motion to thank the 2006 organising committee was accepted unanimously.

12.  EFL and ESL Awards 2006
James Brimble announced that the highest-ranking English-as-Foreign-Language (EFL) team at WSDC 2006 was South Korea, and the highest-ranking English-a-as-Second-Language (ESL) team was Pakistan. 
Raka Gutzeit noted that Germany was disappointed at having been classified as an ESL team rather than an EFL team because their students are taught one subject per year in English, though a majority of subjects are taught in German. 
Jeannette Baljeau stated that one of the Netherlands team members been classified as ESL for the same reason, but that in her opinion this was fair as this gave the student a linguistic advantage over those who are not taught any of their subjects in English. 
Bojana Skrt stated that she felt that debaters should be considered EFL if they were not taught a majority of their subjects in English. 
An indicative vote was taken on whether delegates felt that the WSDC Rules with regards to classification of EFL and ESL speakers should be reviewed: 


In favour  -  23 


Against  -  7 


Abstentions  -  0

It was agreed that this issue should be referred to the Language Issues Working Group to consider a possible change to the WSDC Rules on EFL/ESL classification. 

13.  Future Championships

2007
South Korea was confirmed as the hosts of the 2007 World Schools Debating Championships at the November-December 2005 postal ballot of the World Schools Debating Council.

Joshua Park, the Convenor for the 2007 championship, stated that the dates of the event will be 19 February - 1 March 2007. 
Joshua Park noted that the South Korean organising committee had asked Mark Gabriel of Singapore to take on the role of Chief Adjudicator for the 2007 championship, and asked for the Council endorsement of this appointment. 

A motion to confirm Mark Gabriel as Chief Adjudicator for WSDC 2007 as passed unanimously. 

Sam Greenland noted that Hong Kong had needed to withdraw its bid to host the 2007 championship after the 2006 Council meeting because of challenges with the cost of timing of the event. He expressed his gratitude to South Korea for stepping as hosts following the withdrawal of Hong Kong’s bid. 
Maggie Benvenuto noted that the timing was slightly later in February than previous championships held in that month. She asked the Council to clarify what the WSDC Rules mean in point 4(b)(iv), which states that debaters must “not be enrolled at a tertiary or post-secondary school institution”. 

Mark Gabriel proposed that 4(b)(iv) should be interpreted as the student having begun classes at the institution, and that if the student has delayed starting courses at a tertiary institution in order to compete at WSDC, they should be allowed to participate provided they meet all the other eligibility criteria. 
A vote was taken on this proposal: 
For  -  11 
Against  -  16 
Abstentions  -  0 
Therefore the proposal was defeated. 

James Probert proposed that 4(b)(iv) should be interpreted as the student becoming ineligible to participate in WSDC on the date on which term at the institution the student is enrolled in officially begins, and that students should not be allowed to delay starting their course beyond this date simply to participate in WSDC. 

This proposal was passed unanimously. 
2008
Phyllis Hirth presented a bid from the United States to host WSDC 2008 in Washington DC. She stated that the dates of the event would be in either January or September, and that September was more likely as it is more logistically convenient. She said that a decision on the dates would be made soon, and she would welcome feedback from members of the WSDC community as to which timing would suit them best. She noted that she will be working with Norman Leach and Associates on the organisation and funding of the project. 

A motion to accept the bid from the United States to host WSDC 2008 in Washington DC was passed unanimously.

2009 and beyond

Diana Gotts stated that Scotland would be potentially interested in hosting the 2009 championship. 
Effie Giannakouri stated that Greece is keen to host the 2009 championship. 

Chris Erskine stated that it would be good if Scotland, Greece and any other countries interested in hosting WSDC 2009 could prepare and circulate their plans ahead of the 2007 Council meeting so that a host for 2009 can hopefully be confirmed there. 
14.  Elections for the 2005-6 Executive Committee

Cameron Wyllie and Ria Nuri Dharmawan, the appointed Returning Officers, outlined the election procedures, listed the candidates, and distributed, collected and counted the ballot papers. The results were counted during a short break. When the meeting reconvened the following results were announced:

Chairperson

Christopher Erskine  (Australia)  -  31 votes

Re-open nominations  -  0 votes

Therefore Chris Erskine was elected.
Vice-Chairperson

Trevor Sather  (England)  -  32 votes

Re-open nominations  -  0 votes

Therefore Trevor Sather was elected.
Secretary

Mark Gabriel  (Singapore)  -  31 votes

Re-open nominations  -  0 votes

Therefore Mark Gabriel was elected.
Block of Six Executive Committee Members

Claire Ryan  (New Zealand)  -  31 votes

Martin Pollard  (Wales)  -  26 votes

Sixto Ramos  (Peru)  -  26 votes

Bojana Skrt  (Slovenia)  -  26 votes

Sam Greenland  (Hong Kong)  -  21 votes

JJ Rodriguez  (USA)  -  20 votes

Diana Gotts  (Scotland)  -  18 votes

Kristopher Ade  (Canada)  -  15 votes

Therefore Claire Ryan, Martin Pollard, Sixto Ramos, Bojana Skrt, Sam Greenland and JJ Rodriguez were elected.

[  Note:  After the meeting, the Executive agreed the following chairmanships for its working groups:

Adjudication & Code of Conduct  -  Claire Ryan

Education & Learning Materials  -  Sam Greenland & JJ Rodriguez (co-chairs)
Hosting  -  Martin Pollard
New Countries & Language Issues  -  Bojana Skrt & Sixto Ramos (co-chairs)
Finance & Website  -  Trevor Sather

WSDC Rules  -  Christopher Erskine & Mark Gabriel (co-chairs)  ]

15.  Any Other Business

Raka Gutzeit invited countries to attend European Debating Week 2006. She noted that more information is available at www.schoolsdebate.de. 
Chris Erskine thanked everyone present for attending the meeting.

Meeting Closed:  1.20 pm  
