The unseemly comments of Mr. Yushkevitch
The reader of the comments of Mr. Yushkevitch might ask what is behind this rather aggressive public statement, with words as “cheating of facts” and “insinuations”. 

It looks like an effort to defend the position of A.Tavernier, but the main goal of Mr. Yushkevitch is to try to hurt the image of the CPI.
If he does not agree with something the CPI does, he should discuss it with the CPI and when he is not satisfied he could inform the Board of the FMJD. If required Mr. Yushkevitch could ask the support of the Draughts Federation of Ukraine.

I feel pity for Sergei Yushkevitch. He is frustrated since he was removed by the General Assembly of the FMJD unanimously from his position as President of the CPI. 

The General Assembly of the FMJD, with representatives of all draughts countries in the world, only takes such a serious decision when there are very good reasons for it.

From now on the CPI does not want to discuss things with Mr. Yushkevitch anymore. There is a long history of discussions that did not bring any useful result.
However, his publication forces me to make clear that there is another way of looking at the case of Tavernier / Kuyken than Mr. Yushkevitch does.
The jury and the CPI reacted on protests against the elimination of D3 and against the publication of the name of A.Kuyken in the phase of the competition where the names of the authors of the compositions are not known to the jury yet. The jury rewarded the protests and accepted D3, because A. Kuyken was not to blame at all.

As explained A. Tavernier knew that A.Kuyken was participating and it was likely that he was participating with this composition. At least A.Tavernier should have considered the possibility that A.Kuyken was participating with this composition. That is the reason why the CPI has the unanimous opinion that A. Tavernier should have chosen another way to give his remark.

The jury did not receive a protest against the elimination of A 40. At the moment of the protest against the elimination of D3 the jury did not recall that there was another case of misuse of Turbo Dambase. If there had been a protest, the jury would have taken the same decision. To give a score now does not have any practical meaning.

Anyway, the fact that A. Tavernier made the same mistake twice is not an argument in his favour.

It is a pity that the small world of problemists has a very long history of conflicts. It does not bring anything good for draughts. It even contributes to keep the world of problemists very small.
J.C.R. Bus  

