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Standing Rules Committee
Background: The Standing Rules Committee (SRC) debated heavily over the 10th Edition rule that required a pause between the word “stalling” and the following number, at the initiation or re-initiation of a stall count. The 10th required a full second between the “s” in stalling and the beginning of the subsequent number. The SRC debated the need for that pause because in practice many, if not most, players ignore that pause and begin stall counts with “stallingone”, or reinitiate with “stallingsix”, etc. The 9th Edition did not require this pause. WFDF’s rules do not require this pause. The goal of eliminating the pause would be to level the playing field between players who ignore the rule and those who abide by it.
The SRC decided that the pause should be eliminated. This decision was contingent upon lowering the re-initiation count for contested stalls from 9 to 8, because removal of the pause between “stalling” and “8” removed a significant percentage of the remaining stall count, such that the thrower would have trouble getting a throw off before 10. This was agreed to and incorporated into the rules prior to voting. 

However, prior to the rules vote, one related situation was overlooked by the SRC and rules reviewers. On uncontested offensive fouls/violations, as well as timeouts, the rules stated that the count should come in at the number reached plus one. If such an interruption of the stall count were to occur after the count reached 9, the count would resume at 10. Without the previously required pause after “stalling”, the 11th Edition, as voted on, would require that the count be resumed with “stallingten”. Given the need to check the disc, this time was determined to be too short, essentially resulting in an automatic turnover. The SRC decided that given the removal of the pause after the word “stalling”, no count should be re-initiated beyond 9 regardless of the actual count reached.
Proposal:  The 11th Edition of the Official Rules of Ultimate should be amended such that no stall count may be reinitiated beyond 9, regardless of the count reached when play was stopped. The SRC will incorporate this concept into all appropriate places of the official rules, including but not limited to timeouts and uncontested offensive fouls and violations.
Pros:
· Removes the unintended consequence of an essentially automatic turnover following a stoppage of play at stalling 9.
· Allows time for a check to be performed, as required by the rules, after a stoppage of play, now that the pause after “stalling” has been removed. 

· The SRC recommends correcting this oversight and would have done so prior to the vote had it been caught in time.
Cons:
· Introduces an inconsistency, in limited situations (count above 8), about where to resume the stall count.
· The 11th Edition was passed by the voters, as is, and there might be some level of displeasure at the Board changing something that was so recently approved by the membership.
Financial Implications:  None currently. However, it is anticipated that the current rule (as passed by the voters) will become a problem and need to be revised as recommended. Rulebooks need to be printed and distributed now, and there could be a significant financial impact if the rules were changed later and new rulebooks needed to be printed.
Conclusion:  Regrettably, the SRC and reviewers missed this potential problem until after the vote had occurred. Therefore, the SRC did not make the voters specifically aware of the unintended impact of the change. It is likely that the voters were not aware of this particular change and its potential impact when voting on the rules as a whole, or considered the whole of the rules worth voting for in spite of this problem. However, the SRC believes that this change would not have impacted the vote in any meaningful way and that this is a change that the players would want and is good for the game. The SRC believes this is an example of a limited instance where the Board should use its authority, per the UPA Bylaws, to change the rules.
