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Hi Bahar,

I wanted to distill the BOG Teacher & Club Manager committee deliberation on this very important topic.

The committee sees this as a very difficult process that lacks an objective quantitative framework.  The committee believes
decisions like these must be about what is best for bridge and not best for any segment of clubs over another. 

On the metric of distance, the question arises what does distance mean in a densely populated urban center like NYC? Take
this one step further - does a club that chooses to operate near where people live expect or deserve relief from a club that
decides to locate near where people work?  We are reasonably sure that the exclusion radius is a function of:

Population
Distance
Transportation
Member density
Prospect density
Demographics (education, income, etc.)

Even then it is very difficult to judge what's fair.  

While price competition hurts some clubs and favors others, in the long run it tends to favor the member/consumer.  We
shouldn't step in the way of such competition without clear evidence of destructive/predatory behavior.

Instead the committee favors an approach that would identify clubs by their services offered, and their ability to recruit, train
and engage new players.  The better clubs will perform better on a population density adjusted basis.  Were we to consider all
clubs recruiting as a function of population in their immediate vicinity, we can reward both the clubs that create mega
increments of new members and also those clubs that perform above the expected recruitment rate based on population
density, income, and other salient demographics (perhaps # people above 50 yrs old).  

What kind of rewards woudl be meaningful?  Let them run a gold rush game at clubs for <750 MP (R)  players 1 to 4 times a
year based on measured achievements in either table count or member recruitment or both.  Do not offer these to less-than-
full-service clubs.  

In addition, consider treating unit or district owned venues (Multiple clubs at one address) as one entity for the sake of these
metrics.  The ACBL has discouraged these arrangements, but these might become more necessary as overheads increase
over time. Face to face clubs might need to adopt a shared space to survive economically.   

We express reservations that Units Boards are able to be disinterested in decisions like these in their areas.  Governance is
not a Unit Board's forte, and many board members direct or own clubs.  
 
Instead of the stick, we recommend you consider the carrot.

Submitted Respectfully, 
Steve Moese, Chair BoG T&CM Committee
K082411


