31 - result changes after final [wording proposal]


62 - GPS accuracy [proposal for COH]


93 - remove part of 12.16.4 [agreement to remove part sentence]


104 - add reference to COH [proposal to make COH compulsory and as plan B list the compulsory sections]


115 - marker to be seen on the ground [discussion about “other evidence”, wording proposal]


146 - what to do if intersection does not exist [wording proposal]


177- definition of 'Event Director' (Masashi) [wording proposal]
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2913- retr. Vehicle distance from goals [proposal to leave rule as is]


2914- free marker drop [wording proposal for 12.10]


3115- penalty for late declarations [wording proposal]


3316- lost marker [wording proposal]
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4219 - R7.6 Maps [proposal to leave rule as it is]


4320 - R8.7 TASK BRIEFING [wording proposal]
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4522 – Blue PZ penalty [proposal to delete warning zone]
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514G - review of AX-MERG for the logger system [see 6G]


515G - penalty in angle task [discussion started]


546G - AXMERG Rule check and recommendations [discussion ongoing]




Prep06AX,  Version 3,   25.02.2006 

New items and leftovers from last year to be discussed prior to the CIA Meeting 2006. 

This is the working document (Version as above), continuing discussion.

The items are listed in the sequence as they came up. After the headline there is mentioned the [actual status] of the item.

The items (normally numbered) are related to AXMER or AXMER and AXMERG.

Following are the items related to AXMERG only. The numbering begins with 1G. 

Wording changes are highlighted as follows: New text is underlined and printed in green while text to be eliminated is striken out and printed in red.



Business for 2005/2006 (the protocol from march 2005 shows the following tasks):

1.    Business for 2005/2006:

ScWG asks us to investigate if result changes can be made by the Jury

after they are final (more than 8 hours after being official)
1 - result changes after final [wording proposal]

ScWG asks us to investigate if result changes can be made by the Jury

after they are final (more than 8 hours after being official)
Uwe, Dec05:

One of the jobs of the jury is to check the scoring. If they find a mistake, even after the results being final, I think there should be a correction. (a question is what happens after the prize giving. But maybe the jury just end their duty with the prize giving and so no further mistake can be found.)

Eric, Jan06:

I also agree that between the time where the results become final and before the prize giving, there should be a correction because it is still time (the jury still have the opportunity to work in case of doubt). But after the prize giving, the Jury normally “disappears”, and do not have to check again the results, so normally can’t find mistakes. The only correction that could be made after the prize giving, as we can see in other sports, seem to be if one pilot has bee found guilty because of doping with a medical substance.
David L, Jan06:

I agree that the jury can make corrections to final results, however, this could extend the complaint and protest time for the competitors whose scores are changed.  Technical changes due to input errors would not cause such an extension.

I think the prize giving should only be held after the jury has finished their work and are satisfied that the scores are correct.  Once the prize giving is held, no further changes.
Masashi, Jan06:

Expiration 8 hours means competitors can not make any complaint nor protest after that.  If the ED (Event Director) or Jury find a mistake, the results should be published and another 8 hours should be opened, but only related to a matter changed.  So anyhow, all scoring will be settled after Jury make authorization.

However, the question is ‘final’ results in the rule.  We may need to consider about changes of wording in AX-MERs.

Uwe, Jan06:

I think we fell into the wording trap of results and scores again. In fact we are talking about the final scores to be corrected.

I disagree that after a correction by the Jury there has to be another period of time for competitors to complain or even protest. If the Jury changes the scores and the competitor is dissatisfied, who should he complain to ? The highest body in the chain of complain and protest is the jury. If they decide to change the result, than that’s it. 

To my interpretation rule 5.9 says everything what we need. It defines the scores to be final only after the jury finished it’s work and the last bit of work they do is signing the final total scores. This implies that as long as the jury is on duty they are allowed to change the scores.

5.9
JURY APPROVAL OF SCORES & PRIZEGIVING (GS 3.16.1)

5.9.1
THE scores OF THE EVENT SHALL BE FINAL ONLY AFTER ALL PROTEST HAVE BEEN DEALT WITH BY THE JURY AND THE JURY HAS CEASED ITS FUNCTIONS. THE FINAL scores MUST BE MADE PUBLIC BEFORE THE PRIZEGIVING IS HELD.

5.9.2
The Jury shall verify and sign the final total scores before they are made public.

I don’t feel we have to change any rule but it could be wise to write the resume of this discussion into the jury handbook. If there could be a rules correction I propose to add our findings to the definition of final scores. E.g.

14.3.3
Task score sheets will have the following status:

PROVISIONAL
Provisional scores are published for information only and have no validity for timing purposes.

OFFICIAL
Time periods for complaints/protests start from the publication of official scores.

FINAL
Official scores become final after all relevant time periods have expired. The jury may correct  the final scores until the end of the event.
But this subject opens another question which is: Is the director allowed to change the scores after being final. Possibly he finds an input error before the end of the event and would like to correct it. I found no rule in the AXMER if “final” means that the director can or can’t change them.

David L, Feb 06

I agree that the ED and the Jury should be allowed to make technical corrections anytime before the prizegiving.  However, changes made by the jury that are not technical in nature should extend the complaint time for those affected.

MdB Feb06

I think the discussion about the final scores got a bit off track. I thought the point raised was: 

· Are scores absolutely final after the protest period lapses?

I have the feeling from the discussion that:

· We don't want to change the principle off time periods and scores being indubitable thereafter.

· That we found a necessity for the Jury (or even for the ED in my thinking) to be able to change scores (or initiate a change process) of scores when they find incorrectness's.

So far so good. BUT I think the Jury should do their homework of checking scores within the protest time periods set in the rules. So I can't see a good reason for the Jury telling the ED to change a three day old score because they only now found out that a result was entered wrong.

What I do however agree with, is a change of scores when total new facts surface. E.g. when after a couple of days it turns out that a competitor was scored far too well or when it turns out that a competitor played foul without this being noticed earlier.

However I have the feeling that we must put a limit somewhere and that should be the Prize giving ceremony. 

5.9.2 The Jury shall verify and sign the final total scores before they are made public.

5.9.3 Until this time the Jury may ask the ED to verify and or change a score(s) even after this score(s) became final in case new evidence or facts indicate this action to be justified (in the interest of the sport…?). In this case the affected competitor(s) must be notified without delay and he then has one hour to protest this score with the Jury.
Reasoning: I think in the exceptional case a thing like this becomes necessary we should leave it to the Jury. Should the ED find something he could ask the Jury to ask him aso. ...

Also I do think we should enable a competitor to challenge such a score change then it could be that things are wrong (again?) and that the Jury, while requesting this change, did not know this or that.

Eric, Feb06:

I agree with the Prize giving as the ultimate limit, so Uwe’s proposal (Jury may correct the final scores until the end of the event) seems OK for me 

If the mistake is discovered by the ED after the scores became final, but before the prize giving, we may write something saying that he should ask to the Jury for correction or not.

If a mistake is discovered by a competitor after the scores became final, then same thing: he tells it to the ED who has to ask (again) to the Jury.

Masashi, Feb06:

I agree no need 8 hours after Jury correction.  After final results published with Jury signature, any changes are not allowed even though it is a simple mistake.

Uwe, Feb06:

I still stick to my proposal.

2 - GPS accuracy [proposal for COH]

Hans Akerstedt Aug05

Altitude measurement

Task 5 at Mobilux 2005 was set as a PDG where the pilots could declare 2 goals from a list of 10. All goals were set at 2000 ft MSL and the results were calculated as the 3D-distance to the nearest selected goal. At the task briefing the pilots were informed that the trackers were set to register barometric altitude and the QNH was given.

The task was innovative and seemed to be well liked by the pilots. However, when using this type of task, the limitations and accuracy of the altitude measurement has to be considered.

It must be stressed that in the Mobilux task, the possible inaccuracies had very little influence on the results as most of the pilots were more than 500 meters from their nearest goal. One pilot was 20 meters horizontally from his goal, but as he was calculated to have been about 400 ft above the goal his 3D-result was 120 meters. Most of this altitude error was probably caused by incorrect setting of the pilot’s altimeter and the rest was a deliberate deviation.

Altimeter accuracy

A barometric altimeter has basically two types of errors. One is caused by manufacturing inaccuracies and is more or less fixed for each individual instrument. The other is varying with temperature, climb rate, age and other external factors.

The requirement on high quality altimeters (airliner quality) is that the error at sea level must be less than ±60 ft. This tolerance increases with altitude.

There is no reason to believe that the altimeters in the trackers or the pilot’s instruments are better than this. On the contrary, errors in barometric altitude of 150-200 ft have been observed. This corresponds to 5-7 hPa at sea level.

This is caused by a combination of inexpensive components and quality control, the hard life of ballooning instruments and lack of maintenance and annual calibration.

Effect on scoring

When flying towards an altitude goal, the pilot normally does not know its exact vertical position as he does not know the error of his tracker. In addition he does not know the error of his own altimeter and he may also have set it incorrectly.

The probable horizontal error i.e. the difference between his tracker position and his GPS position is much smaller than the vertical difference.

When the horizontal distance to the goal is 500 meters or more, the vertical error has little influence on the result. If the pilot is 250 ft from the registered goal altitude the “penalty” is less than 6 meters. But at 100 meter distance the 3D-result will increase with 26 meters and at 20 meters the increase is almost 60 meters.

Recommendations

There are several ways to increase the scoring accuracy.

One obvious way was discussed at the pilot debriefing. The trackers used at Mobilux have the possibility to display the registered altitude. If this is visible to the pilot, he will be able to aim independent from antenna position and also errors in the tracker. The only disadvantage is that a digital altimeter is by far inferior to a pointer altimeter for altitude control.

If the trackers can not display the altitude or are not visible to the pilot they should be individually calibrated at a known elevation and any possible error should be added to the QNH correction.

In addition, pilots should be instructed on how to set their altimeters. To minimize the errors of the pressure setting scale, pilots should set their altimeters to a known elevation rather than to the actual QNH.

There are other ways to eliminate or minimize the effect of altimeter errors including for instance using 2D-scoring at least within a predetermined altitude band around the goal altitude.

PZ infringements

The above is also valid for penalties on PZ violations but here the COH allows a 250 ft warning zone.

MdB Sep05

Thanks Hans for your observations about altimeters and some aspects of it in this year's Mobilux event.

As airline pilot colleague I of course agree with what you stated about barometric altimeter accuracy and the accuracy deteriorations with increasing altitude.

The problem with barometric corrected GPS's is that one really does not know what they do. This counts for the loggers used in Luxemburg as well as GPS's used by competitors and sometimes in loggers (USA).

Most GPS's used in ballooning are from Garmin. The altitude indicated in a Garmin GPS is distance from the GPS to the 'centre of the earth' minus the 'ellipsoid radius' of the earth at the reading location. Provided the location complies with the ellipsoid, the accuracy is rather good and said to be generally 1,5 times the horizontal accuracy. My personal observations seem to confirm this and the altitude is generally better than some think it is.

Including a barometric pickup in a logger increases the indication problem in my opinion rather than decreasing it even more so if you cannot see the outcome as with the Mobilux Volkslogger or the ones hanging on the envelope.

Therefore my strong recommendation is to abandon all efforts of including barometric information in loggers and use GPS altitude only for all calculations. 

Two points I like to mention with regards to your text


1. 3D scoring is feasible and good! Two events I just directed and participated in prove to me that this approach is the correct one.

2. The COH deliberately and clearly differentiates between blue PZ's and red PZ's. Blue PZ's have a buffer (warning zone) of 250ft , red PZ's have not. This difference was intended!

I intend to write a more extensive article on the use of loggers this autumn based on the experiences of this season and will probably publish that on my Website with an email to the CIA-Info-list to draw attention to it.

Hans Akerstedt Sep05

The Sporting Code 4.7.3.1 says that a distance performance shall if possible be determined with an overall margin of error of 1% or 500 meters.

That means for all distances over 50 km, the margin of error shall be less than 500 meters. If it can be shown that the error in this case is less than 500 meters, then the calculated value should be used without any reduction for probable errors. Only if the error is greater than 500 meters a reduction shall be made.

The EPE (Estimated Position Error) is not the maximum error. It is just a figure representing the quality of the current reading.

It is also different on different models of GPS as the manufacturers have different definitions on EPE. For Garmin it indicates that there is an equal probability that the error is greater or less than the indicated EPE. For Magellan it is believed to be more optimistic (39.4%) and for Lowrance it is better (about 70% probability).

The EPS is just a statistical value of the current quality and tells you, for Garmin; that there is a 50% probability that the position lies inside a circle with the radius shown as the EPE. This does not mean that the maximum error is twice the EPE.
The maximum error can be much more and the probable error depend on what probability you want.

For a 95% confidence level you have to multiply the EPE with 1.83.

For a 98.9% probability you multiply the EPE with 2.55.

So if the EPE is 10 m there is a 50% probability that the error is less than 10 m.

There is a 95% probability that the error is less than 18.3 m.

There is a 98.9% probability that the error is less than 25.5 m.

The EPE depend on many things. GPS receiver, GPS antenna, Surrounding objects, Satellite constellation, Ionosphere conditions (affects the speed of the signal).

What do you do if you find that the position error is more than the allowed tolerance?

Just adding the errors at both ends is not correct. It is highly unlikely that the both errors are exactly in opposite directions.

The errors at both ends are inside a circle and could equally well, but equally unlikely, be such that the errors should be added to the calculated performance.

With 95% probability the total error is the square root of the sum of the errors squared.
So, if the errors both are 20 meters, the total error is probably less than the square root of 400 plus 400. The answer is 28 meters and not 40.More correct is to say that with 95% probability the error is less than 28 meters.

To get a total error of 500 meters, the errors at both ends must both be more than 354 meters.

Therefore it is quite safe to accept the calculated distance without any correction for EPE.

It is much more important to check that the GPS was set to the same Map Datum and the same map reference at both ends. Should be WGS84 and Lat/long but as long as they are the same at both ends it is not critical.

Uwe, Jan06:

See my mail to CSC

Uwe, Feb06:

It seems there is no one willing to continue the discussion. My opinion is quite short:

Fly according to GPS altitude and score/penalize according to GPS altitude. 

If the altitude limit is set as GPS altitude, the competitor will use his GPS to survey his compliance with the limit and the scorers will use the GPS Logger to check/penalize. Assuming that at a given time the competitor GPS and the Logger show almost the same error in altitude calculation, then this method is easy to be implied. 
I would like to ask ScWG to write this procedure in the COH.

3 - remove part of 12.16.4 [agreement to remove part sentence]


Hans Akerstedt, Aug05: recommendations from the Jury in Echternach

Rule 12.16.4 – Remove “and the relevant paragraphs under this rule apply”.  


There is no other information under this rule number and the wording is superfluous.

Or perhaps there is another reference that should be included?

Uwe, Dec05:

I agree. This part of the sentence was written when we resorted and rephrased the whole chapter. At that time those words made sense to show that the new rule deleting the penalty for flying after sunset was in force. Today they just confuse.

Eric, Jan06:

Agree.

Mathijs, Jan 06:

I agree

Masashi, Jan 06:

I agree with Uwe.

4 - add reference to COH [proposal to make COH compulsory and as plan B list the compulsory sections]

Hans Akerstedt, Aug05: recommendations from the Jury in Echternach

Rule 7.5 PZ Infringement – Add Reference

Suggestion to add a reference to the CIA paper “Penalty Guidelines of Rule 7.5 PZ Infringement” or the applicable pages from the Competition Operations Handbook (Pg. 25 & 29-30).  This will direct pilots to the information on the application of penalties.

Uwe, Dec05:

I think making the COH (or part of it) an official document with compulsory use would solve the problem.

Eric, Jan06:

Making it all compulsory might be difficult once again, but if we choose carefully specific important parts, it might be possible to be accepted.

Mathijs, Jan06:

EDs tend to issue a paper (copy of the COH-PG) with the penalty infringements. I don't think this is necessary anymore by now everybody knows the penalty I think. Alternatively we can print the penalty directly in the AXMERs as with all other penalties. The BLUE PZ penalty seems to be rather appropriate. However I am not so convinced about the red PZ penalty. Maybe we should think that one over.

David L, Jan06:

I agree that the COH should become part of the MERs and compulsory.  I think a reference in the rule to the COH section is also a good idea.

Masashi, Jan06:

I agree with above comments.  However, if we fail to apply COH or a part of COH as compulsory, we don’t have any progress.  I would like to suggest to have that page at the end of AX-MER as Appendix.

Uwe, Jan06:
I agree that there should be a plan B if we don’t succeed to make the COH compulsory. That should be our plan A but in case we should have an alternative which could be to make certain parts or chapters of the COH compulsory. This could be in form of a list of chapters as appendix to the MER. May I propose the ScoringWG to set up a priority list of the parts or chapters of the COH.
Regarding the reference I’m not very friend of. All of our documents are “living”. If after some years the numbering changes due to whatever reason, the reference is wrong. Maybe to make a reference to the headline of the relevant chapter is a better choice.

David L, Feb06

I agree with a Plan B to list the sections of the COH that we want compulsory and add them as Appendices at the end of the rules.  This way we don’t have to worry about reference numbers.

Masashi, Feb06:

I will consider what we can do in RSC.

Uwe, Feb06

I remember we had a list of sections of the COH that we wanted compulsory 2 years ago. Mathijs, Masashi, do you still have them ? We should update it and have it as plan B.

5 - marker to be seen on the ground [discussion about “other evidence”, wording proposal]


Hans Akerstedt, Nov05: recommendations from Nordic Championships

In a Maximum Distance Double Drop, a marker was dropped inside a scoring area.

The pilot flew very low but told over the radio that he dropped. The observer did not see the marker.

They were not very far but the balloon was behind a house.

When they went back to measure the marker, it was not found and the pilot got no result.

Rule 12.15.2 says that if the MKR has been seen on the ground, then the result may be assessed by interpretation of other evidence.

Rule 12.15.3 says that if GPS loggers are used the result can be calculated and there is no requirement that the MKR has been seen on the ground.

In this case, loggers were not used but all pilots had GPS.

I would suggest that in all cases the result may be assessed based on other evidence, even if the MKR has not been seen on the ground by an official or observer.

Rule 12.15.2 has been a problem before. One ED interpreted "On the ground" literally and did not allow a marker that had been seen hanging in a tree.

I think there was a case in Debrecen where the MKR had been heard but not seen falling. That was related to the end of the scoring period and not a lost marker.

Loosing a marker is something a pilot can not control except trying to drop his marker where it is not easily found.

The penalty by getting no result can be very large compared to the 25 p for loosing the marker.

In this case the distance achieved would have been better than the winning result.
Uwe, Dec05:

I agree with Hans as long as we use loggers. The question would be, how often we will have a situation with no logger and no GPS on board. 

Mathijs, Jan06:

I don't quite agree. In Observer events, I try by all means to have my Observer see the marker drop (until now with success) sometimes by dropping it less advantageous. I would be upset if the rule is watered down. What I am saying is; either the Observer 'see' rule applies or not. If occasionally other evidence is used then we end up in a grey area that is counterproductive.
David L, Jan06:

I agree that we should use loggers as evidence of time and place of a marker drop when not seen by an observer.  Using the pilots GPS should also be allowed provided the pilot can prove that the GPS was properly set up.   

Masashi, Jan06:

In the case of Nordic Championship, how we can say the pilot dropped his marker on time or inside of scoring area without seeing by an official or an observer?  Maybe his marker landed just outside of scoring area.  It might be happened in maximum distance tasks, because pilots want to reach at the edge of boundaries.

If the maker dropped was observed and landed inside of scoring area and lost maker happened, the pilot’s GPS can be used as back up.
Uwe, Jan06:

I see two opinions out from your comments. One is to follow the AXMER way of the last year requiring the observer to see the marker drop (from the basket or from the ground). The other is to take any available expertise instead, nowadays most probably the Logger / GPS data. 
I agree that presently we have an uncertain situation among the competitors. We set up the MERG to use the logger data in any case, if the marker is not within the MSA. On the way to come there the rule was tested in MER competitions. 

Later MERG competitions were run where the logger data was taken instead of the marker. Some directors found that a good idea and interpreted in MER competitions the lost marker rule to use logger data instead.

So the situation is that in recent competitions logger data was taken in case of a lost marker. This is described very clear in the MERG rules but in the MER the interpretation is not clear. Furthermore as Hans found out, the MER Rule 12.15.2 and 

Rule 12.15.3 are leading to different interpretations.
We have to do something to avoid misinterpretations so we have to change the wording in MER. But before that we should agree if we stay with the ‘old fashioned’ method of requiring the observer to see the marker on he ground or if we switch to the ‘new’ method of taking GPS / logger data instead.
My opinion regarding this: I can live with both but a clear description is required.

David L, Feb06:

I don’t think the rules are confusing.  If loggers are required to be carried, then they should be used to produce a result in the case of a lost marker.  If you want to add a penalty or a fine or both, that is ok.  At the least, I would like to see the old rule changed so that if an observer sees a marker fall into corn or a tree but does not see it “on the ground”, the competitor should received an assessed result.
MdB Feb06

Alarm!!!

Uwe the MERGs are fine! It is the MERs that needs the clarification! (I hope that's what you meant).

Uwe, Feb06:

Sorry Mat, I meant that we need to change the MER. (I just corrected it above). I hoped to see a wording proposal from you but now I’ll try to make one myself. I propose to put the text of R 12.15.3 and 12.15.2 together to show, that both relate to result in case of a lost marker and what is used in case of GPS loggers and what, if not.

12.15
LOST MARKER

12.15.1
A marker is considered lost if it is not found and in possession of Officials or an Observer within the time limit specified, except that the Director, or his delegated official may grant an extension of this time limit if there is sufficient reason to believe that the marker(s) may be found.  

12.15.2
If the marker has earlier been seen on the ground (or falling into anything attached to it) by an official or observer, then the competitor will be given an assessed result based on the least advantageous interpretation of evidence available. If not seen, then the result will be the best hypotenuse (3D-distance) of a track point to the goal/target, if GPS loggers are used. If no GPS loggers are used, Otherwise the competitor's scoring position will be his following (in time) marker position or landing position, which ever is better.

12.15.3
If GPS loggers are used, then the result will be the best hypotenuse (3D-distance) of a track point to the goal/target.

Uwe, Mar06:

Please see item 16 for another (better) wording proposal

6 - what to do if intersection does not exist [wording proposal]


Hans Akerstedt, Nov05: recommendations from Nordic Championships

The other case concerned a road crossing on the map that did not exist in real life. The main road had been completely rebuilt.

There were just houses where the road crossing on the map had been.

One pilot aimed for the coordinates of his declaration and dropped about 30 m away from his coordinates.

Two others did the same but had slightly different declaration.

This situation is not covered in the rules.

After the flight, officials measured on the ground where the road crossing should have been.

All three were scored to the virtual position of the non existing road crossing.

Two were just inside the limited scoring area and one was outside.

I would suggest an extension of rule 12.5.1

If no goal is found, aim for the coordinates.

A pilot who does not find a goal where he expects it will be confused and can not be expected to calculate, in the air, exactly where the missing goal should have been. If he can aim for the coordinates, he still have a goal of some sort, at least if he is flying with a GPS.

Les, Dec05:
12.1
GOAL


A place defined by reference to the competition map, set by the Director or chosen by a competitor.

12.3
DECLARATIONS BY COMPETITORS

12.3.1
A competitor shall identify his goal by map coordinates. He shall add descriptive detail to distinguish between possible goals located close together near his coordinates. For goal declaration of pre-defined goals, the 3-digit goal number may be used.

NEW
Where a competitor arrives at a pre-defined goal where the intersection does not exist on the ground, the competitor shall drop his marker at the point on the ground where the intersection would have been. In these instances, Officials will re measure all marks at the intersection to the GPS position of the goal.

12.3.2
In case of ambiguity between more than one valid goal within 200 m of the coordinates, the goal achieving the least advantageous result will be placed upon a competitor's declaration.

12.3.3
If there is no valid goal shown on the map within 200 m of the coordinates, the competitor will not achieve a result.

Uwe, Dec05:

I remember we discussed this item last year but we did not put it in force because we wanted to avoid the situation that a competitor gets the goal coordinates from the map, misses the goal by some meters and when measuring realises that his marker drop is closer to the coordinate than to the physical goal.

The wording from Les limits those cases to pre-defined goals and I agree with his wording proposal.

But there still will be the possibility that an intersection shown in the map has been removed totally. (believe me, it's not a nice situation flying to your goal and seeing caterpillars removing 1 m of terrain).

Eric, Jan06:

I agree also with the proposal, but I think we have to add the case of PDG and FON, because the pre-defined goals’ list can be limited and many pilots can choose others.
Mathijs, Jan06:

I think every one of us can tell at least one story about this problem. The only thing is that no story was the same as the other. All had their specifics making it impossible to make a single rule to solve it.

If at all, I would support Hans' simple solution (but under R12.1)

12.1.1
A competitor arriving at an expected goal that ceased to exist should aim for the coordinates.


David L, Jan06:

I agree with Hans and Mathijs.

Masashi, Jan06:

When I was ED or Deputy ED or Stewards, I had faced the same problems.  In reality, we wanted not to detract pilot’s results, since those cases are not pilot’s faults, unless they made wrong declaration (that is the other story).  So we took the position where the pilot declared.  We usually respect the pilot’s declared position.  I hope this concept should be used in those cases.

But the problem is the map accuracy.  If the intersection had been existed a long time, but the map shows 10 meter or 20 meters or maybe 50 meters away from the coordinates of pilot’s declaration. I still want to respect what the pilot declared. 

Uwe, Jan06:

I agree to make the new rule as simple as possible. But if we adapt the wording as proposed then we automatically rise the question of when has a goal ceased to exist ? It’s clear in case of street works or wrong maps.  But what is if a similar intersection exists within a certain vicinity ? Is 100 m difference to the map coordinate already a case of ‘ceased to exist ‘ ?

David L, Feb06:

Good question.  If an unusual intersection is rebuilt and the resulting intersection is 20 or 30 or 50 meters different, what is the goal.  I think the goal should be the new intersection because it can be seen by the competitor and measured accurately.  At 100 meters, that  may be a different story.

Eric, Feb06: 

I agree with Hans and Mathijs. 

But as far as what Uwe mentioned (When has a goal ceased to exist?), we may add a comment like “In case of goal modification, when the intersection is no more situated within 100m  (to be discussed) of the coordinates, then the coordinates will be taken to calculate/measure the result and all marks will be re-measured from that point .”

But very difficult case here because we may have only 10, 20, or even 50m difference sometimes! So where do we put the limit? Can we estimate which distance difference can influence the next leg of the flight (next task)? And can it be correctly estimated by the pilot in his balloon while approaching this “moved” goal?

Masashi, Feb06:

No good idea right now.

Uwe, Feb06:
Here is my attempt for a wording:

12.1
GOAL

12.1.1
A place defined by reference to the competition map, set by the Director or chosen by a competitor.
12.1.2
A competitor arriving at an expected goal that was rebuilt or moved, should aim for the replaced goal within 100 m. If the goal has ceased to exist and no alike goal is seen within 100 m, the competitor should aim for the coordinates. The coordinates will also be taken to calculate/measure any other related tasks of that flight.

7- definition of 'Event Director' (Masashi) [wording proposal]
Masashi, Oct05:
I have fixed the Motegi 2005 Rules.  I wish to modify (in fact to add) R I.14 in section I.  I will use Section III without any change.

The reason is I am afraid of receiving lawsuits related non-competition matter in the event.

This rule maybe does not cover enough, but at least somebody may understand the context.

 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I.14    DEFINITION OF EVENT DIRECTOR

        Responsibility of Event Director defined in Rule 4.1 is limited only with in competition operation, and not include other activities or matters of the event not related competition operation.

 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------

MdB, Oct05:
I see Masashi's point and agree with the principle. I think however that this should not affect the rules. The rules should reflect the role of an Event Director in General sense so that a competitor knows what this' person's job is.

Detailed job descriptions and definitions of responsibilities should be dealt with elsewhere. In the European Championships I made a separate agreement with the organisers singed by them and myself. This agreement stipulates in detail where the ED responsibilities starts and ends.

The rules should remain a document that stipulates the rules of the game we play. We have other documents (GS, SI etc.) to deal with this kind of subjects, I think.

Uwe, Oct05:
for me this additional rule interpretation is OK.

I would only change the wording a bit, reading:

I.14
DEFINITION OF EVENT DIRECTOR


The Responsibility of the Event Director as defined in Rule 4.1 is limited to sole competition operation, and does not include any other activity within the event not related to competition operation.
David, what do you think of this wording ?

David, Oct05:
I agree that the rule is necessary until we can change 4.1.  I would accept

Uwe's suggestion with minor changes.  In the future, we should request the

GS be changed to reflect the Director's responsibility.

    I also think that there should be an "Event Director" and a "Competition

Director" with two very separate areas of responsibility.
Uwe, Dec05:
I remembered we had that item before and it was end of 2003 to beginning of 2004 when we discussed this. Here is the conclusion from our prep04AX document:


Uwe, Mar04: 
I wrote an email to S&SC WG :

Dear S&SC WG, may we please ask you to discuss the following item of our agenda in your WG and give us advice of how to proceed.

(See attached file: AX-WG S&SC notes 04.doc)

blue skies, Uwe


and received the answer:

Uwe, I will introduce the issue to the S&SC WG in Debrecen.

Regards, J.C. Weber, president FAI Ballooning Commission

Conclusion:

We recommend to the S&SC WG to revise S1 to allow a division of powers among a organisation director (overall responsibility of the event) and a competition director (competition responsibility).

Uwe, Dec05:

I'll write an email to JCW asking him on the progress of S&SC WG in this matter.
Masashi, Jan06:

I would like to stay at my wordings of rules Motegi 2005.

Because, if the case we think happens, the third party will read the our Rules.  And there is a chance they think ED should have all responsibility in the event, while the case is not related competition itself.  This sentence is just for third party, not necessary for competitors.

Uwe, Jan06:

As written in Dec, I contacted JCW. Here is his answer:

Dear Uwe,

The item was discussed at the WG’s meeting (see CIA Plenary minutes appendix 10, Statutes, By-Laws and SC WG meeting minutes), but without any conclusive recommendation. 

It is an ongoing discussion that will be on the WG agenda (AOB) in Dmitrov at the WG’s meeting. Should you have anything to contribute to the discussion, please let me have it asap.

For your information I attach  a document with relevant references. As you will see, the SC GS and SC S1 are not very consistent and it would perhaps be a task for your WG to propose a “cleaning” of these documents?

The prevailing opinion of the WG is that the definition given in the GS and our IR are adequate, even if a bit confusing. But the SC GS clearly only deals with sporting matters and therefore can only apply to the sporting part of an event. The definition in our IRs reflects this situation by stating that the event director is “the person, defined in the Sporting Code General Section Chapter 4, in overall operational charge of a sporting event.”

Hope this helps.

JC Weber, chairman

CIA RSC Statutes, By-Laws and Sporting Code WG
If I read JCW mail correctly, he seems to delegate it to us again, so I suggest to take action as far as we can and extend the definition of competition director in the MER and MERG. My wording proposal is still on the table.

Eric, Feb06:

I agree with Uwe’s proposal (wording). Anyhow, I think that Mathijs’s advice regarding separate agreement with organisers (like in Debrecen) is more than a wise idea (in case of problems, this seems to be the only legal document between organisers and ED).

David, what would be your best “legal” recommendation?

Masashi, Feb06:

No further comment.

Uwe, Feb06:
I’ll put the wording proposal as above in the MER and MERG draft.

8- default data in task setting [proposal to take no action]
Angel Aguirre, Dec05:
Just a short rules question:

We had the Catalonian Championship with poor resources, so briefings in the field and no task sheet.

Director orders a Fly in task, coordinates XXXX / XXXX,  min. distance take off  2 km.

My question is: is it possible to do more than one take off if this is the task information?

Uwe, Dec05:
in most of the task data in the rules book there are no default values.

In the Fly In it says:

15.4.2
Task data:

a.
position of set goal/target

b. 
minimum and maximum distances from ILP to the goal/target.

c.
Number of take-offs permitted.

it seems to me that the director forgot to set the # of take offs permitted.

It may be that he thought it's only one but as long as he didn't say it, I see it as open.

same applies e.g. if he sets a FIN + MDT 

15.13
MINIMUM DISTANCE (MDT)

15.13.1
Competitors will attempt to drop a marker close to the CLP, after flying a minimum set time.

15.13.2
Task data:

a.
minimum set time

b.
arrangements for timing.

15.13.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the CLP. Smallest result is best. 

in the FIN the distances relate to the ILP but in the MDT the result will be measured to the CLP. If the director doesn't change it in the task data, he may think it's logical to measure the MDT distance from the IPL as well, but what is written is the CLP.

Are you sure in your case the director didn't say one take-off only ?

Eric, Jan06:

My interpretation of such a case would be the same: it the ED did not mention the value for c. (number of take-offs), then the pilot can do whatever he wants. Otherwise, it would be impossible to the ED to penalize him for 2 take-offs even if he had only one in his mind.

Mathijs, Jan06:

I think the ED simply forgot the stipulate 15.4.2 c. Number of TO's. I think the ED should be penalised (!

David L, Jan06:  

I agree that the ED should be penalised.  I believe this is covered under rule 11 of the Officials Competition Handbook Vers 5.0
Masashi, Jan06:  

If this question is intent to check our knowledge, my answer is: you can do one or more T/Os, since ED forgot to restrict number of T/O.
Uwe, Jan06:

If I interpret your answers correctly, the fault was made by the ED and there is no need for us to change any rule or to create one regarding default data. Am I correct ?
Do you want to discuss about a rule to penalise the ED ?

Masashi, Feb06:  

No further comment.

9- launch period [wording proposal]
Masashi, Dec05:
Dear member of Scoring WG and AX-WG,

I had asked by the local competition organizer in Saga about the 

interpretation of launch period at FIN task (or at tasks with ILP).

--------------------------------------

The question was:

Can a competitor use an inflation fan before the beginning of launch 

period, or can he start the hot inflation before the beginning of launch 

period?  In the other word, can a competitor take-off just after the 

beginning of launch period?

--------------------------------------

My answer is YES.  At CLA using flags, they have to follow direction 

by flags.  But, at ILA (without flags obviously) they can start hot 

inflation before the launch period and wait until launch period 

starts for take-off.

I think there is no clear statement about in the AX-MER.  I don't 

think we need to add sentences about it in AX-MER, but we need some 

explanations of it in COH.

Please let me know your opinion about it.

PS: For your information local organizer in Saga decided as NO.  They 

thought a competitor can not start hot inflation before the launch 

period.

Uwe, Dec05:
I remember we discussed this item in the AX-WG before and we came to the resolution as you stated:

1- at a common launch point the launch period is regulated by the flags and no fan may be used and no part of the envelope more than 2 m off the ground before permission for hot inflation is given. (rules 9.7 and 9.9)

2- at an individual launch point there is no regulation by flags. Further a loud fan or burner cannot block audio signals and envelopes cannot obstruct the view of others to the flag pole. 

as far as I see, chapter 9 is entirely for common launch points, except for rules 9.2, 9.3 and 9.11.

Rule 9.11 says: Take-off may not be made before or after the launch period. 

I don't see that the competitor in Saga infringed any of the rules applicable to an individual launch point . 

MdB, Dec05:
I entirely agree with you Masashi.

I don't think we need to clarify that either in the AXMER nor COH. In the 30 years of competition ballooning it occurred to me twice that the ED set a launch period that forced me to wait at my ILP. In both cases it was pure unthoughtfulness of the ED in the first place. When we set briefing times we do it in such a way that competitors can take-off directly after briefing and finding an ILA. If you then have to wait, there is something wrong in the first place with that competition.

Anyhow the rules clearly stipulate in R9.11 Launch period that no T/O may be made "...before or after the launch period..." That should be enough I think. 

Steve Ireland, Dec05:
I also agree with you and I think that the AXMERs as they stand are quite 

clear.

David Levin, Dec05:
I agree with all statements.  No rules were violated for ILA.  I don't

think any rules need to be amended.

Eric, Dec05:
I also fully agree with your comments. This is very clear for me too in the

rules.

Masashi, Jan06:
I am very happy we are sharing the same understanding about this problem.  However, Saga officials said that it was prohibited in the rules.  I would like to suggest to add some sentences to avoid misunderstanding, in AX-MERs or at least in COH.

As far as I know, active competitors have ‘right thought’, but officials who are not active as competitor tend to think in the different way from active ones.
Uwe, Jan06:

What wording would you propose, Masashi ? Writing into COH that chapter 9 is entirely for common launch points, except for rules 9.2, 9.3 and 9.11 ? Or explicitly that at ILP the launch period refers to take-off and not to inflation ? 

Masashi, Feb06:
I check the relevant rules and I would like to put wordings in the COH after discussion in the Scoring WG.

David L,Feb06:

The COH covers 9.7 specifically.  We should add “this rule does not apply to ILPs”

Uwe, Feb06:

I agree with Davids proposal as this the only rule leading to misunderstandings.


9.7
COLD INFLATION


Burners may be briefly tested and cold air may be introduced into envelopes for rigging and inspection, but before permission for hot inflation has been given, there must be no hot inflation, no use of powered fans, and no part of the envelope fabric may be more than two meters off the ground. Fans may be tested or used before the launch period until a flag of any colour has been raised. This rule does not apply to ILA.
Alternatively we could write CLA and ILA behind the headlines like below:

CHAPTER 9 ‑ LAUNCH PROCEDURES

9.1
COMMON LAUNCH AREA(S)

9.2
INDIVIDUAL LAUNCH AREAS

9.3
LANDOWNER’S PERMISSION (ILA)

9.4
VEHICLES (CLA)

9.5
LATE VEHICLES (CLA)

9.6
PREPARATION OF BALLOONS (CLA)

9.7
COLD INFLATION (CLA)

9.8
SIGNALS POINT (CLA)

9.9
LAUNCH SIGNALS (CLA)

9.10
PUBLIC ADDRESS (CLA)

9.11
LAUNCH PERIOD

9.12
ADEQUATE TIME (CLA)

9.13
EXTENSION OF TIME (CLA)

9.14
LAUNCHING ORDER (CLA)

9.15
READINESS FOR TAKE‑OFF (CLA)

9.16
OBSTRUCTION

9.17
TAKE-OFF PERMISSION (CLA)

9.18
LOSS OF CONTROL

9.19 
TAKE-OFF (S1 3.2.6.2, 3.2.6.6) 

9.20
VALID TAKE-OFF 

9.21 
ABORTED TAKE‑OFF (CLA)

9.22
CLEARING LAUNCH AREA (CLA)

10- speed of climb and descend [wording proposal]
JCW, Dec05:
Dear All,

A few comments in English, because I want to include the chairman of our

Safety SC, Bengt Stener.

I agree that it is high time to start seriously looking into this issue

and, as a priority, to take some action in our field of responsibility,

namely sanctioned CIA events.

As we have recently seen, there is no way of stopping "stupid"

competitors, endangering themselves and their fellow competitors, to

participate in our events. Unless we take the right steps, these

situations will repeat until we have serious incidents and accidents. 

We all know that it is extremely difficult to police pilots during an

event, simply because until recently we lacked the means to verify the

competitors' actions after fact, and because we lack the means to

prevent the pilots from doing dangerous manoeuvres. 

Today we have the means to verify the pilots' flight profile and we

could take action if we find that a pilot was flying outside a given

envelope. We already have the regulatory instruments to penalise these

infringements, what we need are competition directors willing to

implement them. 

It would be helpful for event directors to look at other air sports

(like gliding) and learn how these pilots are made to abide by the rules

and fly safely in high density competition air traffic situations (like

holding and circling). If they do not behave, they are "out".

I would very much appreciate if our Safety SC with the Competitors SC

would take up this issue and prepare a paper in this respect to be

presented at our next Plenary. I believe our competitors deserve better

than being exposed to the risks generated by a few fools.

Thanks again for taking this up,

Best regards,

J.C. Weber, president

Uwe, Dec05: 
We discussed this item last year under the topic "right of way" (item # 18). I'm reprinting the discussions from last year:
Eric, Nov 04
R 10.2 Right of way.

It is always quite difficult, even with the help of loggers, to give a

penalty if an in-flight collision occurs in high altitude. I think that the

fact there is no details about penalty amount in this rule can lead to some

difficulties sometimes. (I had a difficult case during our last nationals

with a collision at 3000ft ). So, would it be possible to discuss a penalty

guidelines ? (fixed penalties depending on the collision, or minimum/maximum

values for different types). Pilots sometimes make the comment that a Ground

contact can be 250 points (fixed) compared to an in-flight collision which

may be 100 points for some directors and/or 500 even 1000 points for others.

So  would it be possible to discuss a minimum penalty amount for "right of

way"?, especially because it is directly related to safety.

Mathijs, Dec 04 

Eric I know of your case. I think you should have applied the Penalty Guide in which case of a serious penalty would have resulted. The Guide already suggests a penalty frame for cases like this. I am not in favour of fixing the penalty by some points per meter rate of climb.

Uwe, Feb 05:
I also think the frame in the Penalty Guide is OK.

David L, Feb 05

I agree that the Penalty Guide should be used.

Masashi, Feb 05

I agree the above comments and it would be written in the COH.

David B. Feb 05  I agree with above.

Eric, Feb 05: 
Yes, there is a good frame for rate of climb, etc…..but what I meant is that the last sentence of rule R10.2 says “In case of collision, both competitors may be penalised, not necessarily by the same amount”. 

If you have a collision with a low rate of climb (less than 300ft/mn), maybe I’m wrong, but I don’t see a clear guidance in the COH. Let’s discuss it in Lausanne in 2 weeks.
Mathijs, Jan06:

I am disappointed by the words chosen by our CIA President in his Dec05 statement. Words like …"stupid" competitors… or … a few fools … should not be the vocabulary of an ASC President when speaking about his pilots!

Nevertheless the issue is with us a long time and is aggravated by the ability of the high performance balloons (racers) that can climb up to 10m/sec. I have made an extensive analyses after the Europeans published on my web site www.debruijn.de/rules/maxvs.pdf . The analyse is a must to read if you want some insight on actual vertical speed rates. My conclusions in the report are subjective of course and boil down to not penalising indiscriminately anybody climbing/descending faster than … but clearly following up on reported or observed cases. In these instances the loggers should be analysed and penalties given.

David L, Jan06:

I agree that we should not put arbitrary limits on the competitors climb and descent rates but should examine each situation where there has been a complaint by a competitor or an official observed incident. Then the loggers can be used to examine the case and apply penalties or not.
Masashi, Jan06:

As ED, I felt difficulty to declare how much is safe or unsafe in vertical speed. However, in the case of accident during competition, we might give penalty to the pilot who made rapid descent or ascent, although we can not give fixed number about speed. The competitors should know this logic. We can not tell exact number of speed, but they may be penalized in rapid descent or ascent if the accident happens. 

Uwe, Jan06:

I fear till competitors concentrate on the words: 
RIGHT OF WAY When two balloons are converging in flight the competitor of the higher balloon shall give way and shall climb if necessary to avoid collision.
Maybe it would help to rewrite rule 10.2. The text as above is an invitation to climb rapidly and leave it to the upper balloon to give way. My suggestion is a mix from 10.1 and 10.2:

When two balloons are converging in flight, both competitors are responsible to avoid collision. The competitor of the lower balloon shall not initiate or maintain a fast climb unless he is certain that no higher balloon is in his ascent path and the competitor of the higher balloon shall give way and shall climb if necessary. In case of collision, both competitors may be penalised according to the results of logger review, not necessarily by the same amount.

David L, Feb06:

Good idea but maybe leave out “according to the results of logger review”.  Some events still don’t use them.

MdB Feb06

I like Uwe's wording although there is no real change of meaning compared to the old wording.

Eric, Feb06:

No further comment.

Masashi, Feb06:

I almost agree with Uwe’s comments.  But please don’t use ‘according to the results of logger review’.   If so, when we don’t have logger data, we can not penalize anybody.

Uwe, Feb06:

OK, here is the wording proposal changed according to your comments:

When two balloons are converging in flight, both competitors are responsible to avoid collision. The competitor of the lower balloon shall not initiate or maintain a fast climb unless he is certain that no higher balloon is in his ascent path and the competitor of the higher balloon shall give way and shall climb if necessary. In case of collision, both competitors may be penalised, not necessarily by the same amount.
Uwe, Mar06:

When working in the proposal above into the AXMER I realized that there was only wording for climbing but none for descending. In order to avoid this I wrote a new chapter on descending, which also avoids, that the following 13 chapters have to be renumbered. The headlines were adapted.

10.1
MIDAIR COLLISION, RATE OF CLIMB


When two balloons are converging in flight, both competitors are responsible to avoid collision. The competitor of the lower balloon shall not initiate or maintain a fast climb unless he is certain that no higher balloon is in his ascent path and the competitor of the higher balloon shall give way and shall climb if necessary. In case of collision, both competitors may be penalised, not necessarily by the same amount.

10.2
RATE OF DESCEND


The competitor of the higher balloon shall not initiate or maintain a fast descend unless he is certain that no lower balloon or obstacle is in his descend path. In case of collision the competitor may be penalized additionally to the penalty for ground contact.

11- altitude of CLP [proposal to leave rule as is]
Eric, Dec05:
II. 5
COMMON LAUNCH POINT(S) (9.1.2)
<* Provide CLPs with coordinates and altitude in feet MSL as available *>

Could we put “…altitude in feet MSL or meters..”. Easier sometimes.

Uwe, Dec05:

In the last years we realised that using GPS or logger altitude is a good way to check altitude infringements. The altitude given by the GPS is MSL and we agreed that official altitude in all aircraft matters is ft. So wherever an altitude limit is set (e.g. clearing the launch area by 500 ft) we consequently ask for "measured where from ?"

Also I believe that all pilots should be able to convert ft into m correctly.

Mathijs, Jan06:

I agree with Uwe.

David L, Jan06:

I agree that the rule is fine as is.

Masashi, Jan06:

I want to use only ‘ft’.  Otherwise, we have to use ft and meters in all documents, such as PZs or so on.

Uwe, Jan06:

No further comment

Masashi, Feb06:

I stick to my comments.

12- crew distance from target [proposal to leave rules as they are]
Eric, Dec05:
3.10.1
Retrieve Crew shall not be within 100m radius of a marker of the competitor unless in the presence of an Official or an Observer. The appointed Observer flying in the basket may allow the crew to mark the location of the marker while he is in full visual contact and calling distance.

Unless I’m wrong, I did not find any detail about distance limitations from a target. Maybe we could add here „……within 100m radius of a marker of the competitor or a displayed target….. Just to have something clearly mentioned in the rules. (in 3.10.3, it is for vehicles, not retrieve crew)

Uwe, Dec05:

With nowadays juries going by the word of the rules and not by the meaning this seems be a wise idea.

Masashi, Jan06:

This rule is written in PDG or FON or tasks without a target(s).  So it does not need ‘or a display target’.  When we use a target(s), there are some officials around it.  So we need this rule in those tasks.  I believe it is fine as it is.

Uwe, Jan06:

Any comment from Mathijs and David ?

David L, Feb06:

I agree with Masashi that the rule is fine as is.  Officials will control a displayed target.  The reason for the rule is to keep crew away from a goal without officials.

MdB Feb06

This rule (3.10.1) has nothing to do with goals or targets! Rule 3.10.3 is intended for that! The intention of rule (3.10.1) is to avoid foul play by crews (e.g. moving the marker or writing forgotten goals on it etc.). Again Rule 3.10.1 and 3.10.3 have completely different objectives and each is fine for its purpose, as far as I am concerned.

Masashi, Feb06:

I don’t have further comments.

Uwe Feb06

I have the feeling that Eric looks for something more precise than R. 2.12 (Crew has to comply with the directions of event officials). But I think a rule like: ‘crew has to stay outside of official target areas’ should be set in the general briefing or even task briefing, according to the physical target area. If we don’t let crew come close to the targets (e.g. a general 250 m distance rule, I fear they will loose a part of competition fun. I’m in favor to leave the rules as they are and to leave it to the ED to set the target zones as he likes.
13- retr. Vehicle distance from goals [proposal to leave rule as is]
Eric, Dec05:
3.10.3
Retrieve vehicles shall not be parked within 100m of a goal/target set by the Director or selected by the competitor.

Is there here an interest to add a word like “possibly“:  „…..the director or possibly selected by the competitor“. Maybe I’m wrong but a pilot could say that he did not know this goal was selected by the competitor. On the contrary, „possibly selected“ means that all valid goals from the competition map should be avoided by the crew.

Uwe, Dec05:

Sorry, but this was not the intention. The Retrieve vehicles shall keep distance to official goals and to the goals of their competitor. If they block the intersection of another competitor, that's bad luck but the crew of that competitor could ask them to keep some distance. 

Mathijs, Jan06:

In my opinion all rules under 3.10 are more or less OK and not worth a change.

David L, Jan06:

I  agree that rule 3.10 is ok at written.  Any further restrictions are not necessary.

Masashi, Jan06:

I agree with comments of Uwe, Mathijs and David.

Uwe, Jan06:

No further comment

Masashi, Feb06:

I don’t have further comments.

14- free marker drop [wording proposal for 12.10 or deletion of minor penalty under 12.9]
Eric, Dec05:
12.10
FREE MARKER DROP


The marker must be completely unrolled when released. No mechanism may be used to propel the marker. The person releasing the marker must stand on the floor of the basket. Penalty: 50 meters will be added to the competitors result in the least advantageous direction.

Let’s take the case where the marker is not unrolled when released , and where there is no competitive advantage (vertical drop for example). Then, with this rule, we give 50 meters penalty. But looking at R12.9, as a fair comparison, we have the case of the 50 task points penalty for minor infringements with no competitive advantage.

I think here we may differentiate the case of „completely unrolled“ from the case „stand on the floor of the basket“ in terms of penalty rate.

Mathijs, Jan06:

I think the FMD rule is fine. We introduced the 50 points in the GMD rule to allow for some flexibility during the transition phase from the EU GMD to the US GMD. However after a year of everybody getting used to it I would now suggest the delete the '50 point minor infringement' rule altogether. 

David L, Jan06:

I agree with Eric that there is a potential problem with 12.10.  What is the penalty when a competitor leaves the rubber band on the tail with 2 cm. of fabric folded under it?  Does that disserve a 50m. penalty.  25 pts would be more appropriate.  I also agree that this  is comparable to  the minor infringement of rule 12.9 which should stay in place.  Experienced competitors may be used to it but newer competitors will continue to make the same mistake of letting their hand be visible without propelling the marker horizontally.  I think 12.9 should include a minor point penalty when there is no competitive advantage.

Masashi, Jan06:

I agree with David L’s comment.  We need to introduce 25 pts. penalty for a minor infringement if it does not gain clear advantage.

Uwe, Jan06:

I tried to stick to the wording of R12.9 and added this into R12.10. What do you think of this ?

12.10
FREE MARKER DROP


The marker must be completely unrolled when released. No mechanism may be used to propel the marker. The person releasing the marker must stand on the floor of the basket. Penalty for minor infringements with no competitive advantage: 50 task points. Otherwise 50 meters will be added to the competitors result in the least advantageous direction.

David L, Feb06:

That sounds ok to me.

MdB Feb06

Gentlemen I disagree with you all. Rules are there to stipulate the game we play an not to educate pilots. This is what we agreed on in the PG of the COH.

Competitor’s experience

There is not much reason to consider a competitor’s experience when applying penalties. After all he could have studied the rules (and this guideline) carefully.

Lets assume a pilot forgets to take the rubber off his marker. Does it really matter if he had a competitive advantage? I don't think so. Let's assume two pilots flying in the same task forget to take the rubber off. One drops his marker on the target on a low approach and the other 100 metres away on a high drop. Are we going to give one 50m and the other 50 points? We are unnecessarily watering down the rules when making changes like this.

Masashi, Feb06:

No further comments.

Uwe, Feb06:

Thinking again on the issue I tend to agree with Mathijs to remove the ‘weak’ penalty under R. 12.9 and not to set one under R. 12.10. At the end the dinosaurs like us need an advantage over the fresh blood. I had to learn rules the hard way in times of Nigel Tasker. I don’t want those times back but I also don’t like competitors who don’t read the rules but just have a look on them from the distance.

15- penalty for late declarations [wording proposal]
Les, Dec05:
12.3.4
In tasks where a competitor is required to declare his goal(s) or other declarations according to the TDS, he shall do so in writing and his declaration shall be deposited before declaration time at the place specified in the briefing data, clearly identified with his name and/or competition number. If more goals or declarations are made than permitted, the competitor will not achieve a result.

12.3.5
A competitor who wishes to revise his declaration may deposit a further declaration, within the declaration time, provided that it is clearly marked to distinguish it from any previous declaration(s).

12.3.6
The timekeeper will close the declaration box precisely at the declaration time, and will accept late goal declarations, writing the time in minutes and seconds on each. 

12.3.7
Penalty for late declarations is 100 task points per minute or part minute late. Question: Does this penalty apply to declarations that have to be made to the observer before take off ? If for instance the competitor takes off and then throws his declaration to the Observer on the ground because he forgot to declare at the correct time. 


If this is not the case then it should be stated that "In cases where the declaration is not made to the Observer before take off, the competitor will not achieve a result".

Eric, Jan 05:

I think that if the pilot forgot to write his declaration on the observer’s sheet before take-off, then he has no result, according to the present rules, even if the observer is on board or not. Because if he writes it on the observer’s sheet after take-off, he is out of the rules, as well as if he throws his declaration to the observer on the ground.

Mathijs, Jan06:

I can live with Les' proposed solution here and also with Steve Ireland's solution (see separate paper).

David L, Jan06:

I agree with Les’ proposed rule.  In Motegi this year, a competitor dropped his declaration shortly after takeoff.  The infringement was noted and the scoring officer mistakenly applied ruled 12.3.7. and gave a 100 point late penalty.  The mistake was discovered by the Jury and the competitor received no result.  This is a situation where the scoring officer invented a solution which was wrong and the question of the penalty should have been presented to the ED.  A clearer rule would avoid this situation.

Masashi, Jan06:

I agree with Les’ comments and suggestion.  If we apply 100 pts to ‘late declaration’ in such situation we might think about further cases.  Simple solution is the best.

Uwe, Jan06:

I propose the wording:

12.3.8
If the declaration has to be made to the Observer before take off and the competitor fails to do so, he will not achieve a result.

David L, Feb06:

Sounds ok.

Eric, Feb06:

I agree.

Masashi, Feb06:

I am fine with Uwe’s proposal.
16- lost marker [wording proposal]
Les, Dec05:
12.15
LOST MARKER

12.15.1
A marker is considered lost if it is not found and in possession of Officials or an Observer within the time limit specified, except that the Director, or his delegated official may grant an extension of this time limit if there is sufficient reason to believe that the marker(s) may be found.  

12.15.2
If the marker has earlier been seen on the ground by an official or observer, then the competitor will be given an assessed result based on the least advantageous interpretation of evidence available. Otherwise the competitor's scoring position will be his following (in time) marker position or landing position, which ever is better.

12.15.3
If GPS loggers are used, then the result will be the best hypotenuse (3D-distance) of a track point to the goal/target. Clarification of this rule is required.


 In Motegi this year the following interpretation was used, which gave all competitors a result.



- direct measure by MT or OBS

- 2-D assessed result if seen on ground by Official, including OBS, but later "lost"

- 2-D assessed result if OBS was in basket and saw marker fall and had reasonable information, map reading, sketches to position marker, just like we use to do before GPS, validated by GPS track

- 3-D result if marker lost without any other information

What is the Interpretation of:" If GPS loggers are used" Does this mean just for scoring or also for infringement monitoring. Can it be the Competitors logger, if not you need to say so.

What is the interpretation with regard to Scoring Period Rule 12.16.2.

Again in Motegi this year, the interpretation was that if the marker was lost without any other information then the result would be:

3-D result of the track position, at the end of the scoring period.

This needs clarification in 12.16.2

The addition of Rule 12.15.3 has changed the nature of the competition and has also resulted in a great deal of additional cost to the organisers in lost markers.

With this rule there is no requirement on the competitor to go and recover marker so as to achieve a result, and therefore no penalty in distance or points as there was with just using 12.15.2.

NEW
If the Marker is not returned a penalty of 50TP per marker will apply, unless it has been defined by the Observer as "irretrievable". 

Mathijs, Jan06:

I agree with Les' observations but have a different solution altogether. The problem in Motegi and elsewhere (local championship in Germany) is that two worlds collide. One should either fly an Observer only event or logger only event. Mixing them (hybrid events, see my statements in the CIA Autumn letter) only causes problems. One does not get the best of both worlds but the problems of both worlds.

A way out would be to state that in Observer events loggers will not be used for scoring but only for additional Observations (rate of climbs, PZ infringements etc.) and delete R12.5.3.

David L, Jan06

I agree with Les’ solution but would consider a 100 point penalty as further incentive to not lose a marker. There is also the possibility of including a 2 euro penalty to pay for the cost of the lost marker. I believe that the logger should be included as “evidence available” in 12.15.2 and therefore use the closest TP.

Uwe, Jan06:

The question is, what kind of lost marker we are talking about. 

My definition of a lost marker a marker, which was dropped, seen on the ground and which seems to be retrievable. When coming to the location to measure and it’s not there where it should be, then it’s lost.

A marker which is dropped in an area where the finding of it is not intended, I would call a lost marker by purpose. 

I think we should make different rules for both cases. The lost marker rule is OK for me. 

In the other case we should agree on how we would like to handle it. To say it in advance: I can live with both of it, as long as it is clearly made public in advance.  I favourize a little more the option 1 as I found it a logic development to use the now approved loggers to estimate the position of a lost marker.


Option 1 is to have a valid result, if e.g. the marker is dropped from a high altitude into the middle of the woods. In this case I would go for Davids suggestion.

Option 2 is to have a no result, if e.g. the marker is dropped from a high altitude into the middle of the woods. In this case I propose to write a new rule:

12.15.4
If the marker is dropped under circumstances (altitude, area) that minimize the possibility of being found and retrieved, the penalty for a lost marker is “no result”.

I’m against of reintroducing a points penalty for a lost marker. We had that before and found it was not OK if the marker was dropped well but a passer by needed a souvenir. It’s quite common to have a money penalty of 10 Eur for every marker not brought back. That’s fine with me.

David L, Feb06:

I don’t like Option 2.  I would rather see a track point used with a point penalty and/or a fine to cover the cost.

MdB Feb06

I think trying to solve this problem is opening a can of worms. The tactics involved in dropping a marker are entirely different in events with Observers or logger-events. As Uwe points out a competitor wants to know the consequences of his actions. Unfortunately  the wordings proposed by Uwe, Les and David all lack a clear cut directive. That's why a I remain the opinion that in Observer events loggers should not be used for scoring purposes also not for lost marker scoring. 

Eric, Feb06:

I also agree with Uwe as being against introducing a points penalty for lost markers. I’m afraid we may face situations we did not expect or imagine before…..

As for the money penalty, I think that it will not really prevent to have “lost markers”, so I don’t mind about a 2euros or 10euros….

Uwe, Feb06:

See my proposal at the end of this item

Eric, Dec05:
12.15
LOST MARKER

12.15.1
A marker is considered lost if it is not found and in possession of Officials or an Observer within the time limit specified, except that the Director, or his delegated official may grant an extension of this time limit if there is sufficient reason to believe that the marker(s) may be found.  

12.15.2
If the marker has earlier been seen on the ground by an official or observer, then the competitor will be given an assessed result based on the least advantageous interpretation of evidence available. Otherwise the competitor's scoring position will be his following (in time) marker position or landing position, which ever is better.

12.15.3
If GPS loggers are used, then the result will be the best hypotenuse (3D-distance) of a track point to the goal/target.

This one is the one where I had difficulties in last august during our Nationals, especially with the new rule in AX-MER 05: R12.15.3

During a flight with slow and various winds, I had a case where a few pilots „voluntarily“ lost their marker to benefit from a GPS logger result. I don’t  know if they threw it in the forest or kept it in their pocket, but it was 3 or 4 markers.

During the next flight, pilots gossips helped others to understand that in some cases, it was better to loose their marker than finding them for a longer distance. Then I had maybe 15 markers lost!!

Having had this „live“ case during the competition was not easy, and I think it would be useful to get all your brainstorming input to avoid that kind of situation again. Thanks for your comments.

More than that, I noticed that we also have R12.15.2 not exactly in line with R12.16.2: „If the marker has earlier been seen ON THE GROUND by an official…..“ compared to „A competitor will only score if his marker is found or seen FALLING TO THE GROUND by officials. Let’s take the example of a pilot (with observer on board or not too far away) dropping his marker in a small corn field at 50 meters high. The observer sees it falling to the ground, but does not see it ON the ground, simply because the corn field is too dense. Then it is obvious that the marker is in this field and that the observer can witness it then thanks to R12.15.2 we can take the least advantageous interpretation of evidence available. But if the pilot claims that he wants a lost marker to benefit from the new R.12.15.3, it is not easy.

Mathijs, Jan06:

See my comments to the previous item.

David L, Jan06:

I agree that in the case of observers watching a marker, seeing it fall should be sufficient to estimate a result.  The corn field is a perfect example of where this rule does not work.

Masashi, Jan06:

12.15.3 caused the other problem.  In Europeans 2005, some competitors claimed about rapid descent and ascent for getting better results in 3D distance scoring.  We had the same problem in Motegi too.  Some of competitors dropped markers to get 3D distance, since they expect to be applied 3D distance in lost maker cases.

So I would like not to use 3D distance when we use observers (especially in Worlds 2006), as Mathijs said.

Uwe, Jan06:

This adds also the question if we want to allow for a 2nd chance. With a marker it was always one decision. If I dropped, that was the result, even if later I was in a better position. With the loggers I just tried as long as I wanted, the closer the better. Having the logger data instead of the lost marker opened this 2nd chance for the smart competitors who lost their markers deliberately, if the track later on lead to a better result. We have to think about whether we want to avoid the 2nd chance or if we want to open it. In any case I feel it most necessary to have a clear wording.

Regarding the discussion R12.15.2  marker seen on the ground vs seen falling to the ground,

R12.15.2 refers to 12.15 LOST MARKER while R12.16.2 refers to 12.16 SCORING PERIOD. 

I remember both wordings said ‘seen on the ground’ but quite often observers on board at high altitude drops as well as observers on the ground behind some obstacles could not see the marker physically reach the ground. That’s why in case of  the scoring period it was decided that seeing the marker falling to the ground (leaving the basket as well as disappearing behind obstacles on the ground) was OK.

We can extend this decision to lost markers as well, leaving the least advantageous interpretation in place. Maybe this would make the rule clearer. Also in case of ground contact he wording is: ‘contact with the ground or water surface or anything resting on or attached to the ground’. Maybe we could take this over to the lost marker rule to be able to give an assessed result in case the marker disappeared in the trees or in the corn.
Eric, Feb06:

I agree with Uwe’s last comment on the “least advantageous interpretation in place” regarding “marker seen on the ground vs seen falling to the ground”.
Masashi, Feb06:

No new comments.  Maybe later.

Uwe, Feb06:

I’m changing slightly my proposal under item 5. ‘If the marker drop has earlier been seen’ means that either the release of the marker from the basket or the free falling marker has been seen. Of course the ‘evidence available’ will not be very exact, so the  ‘position penalty’ applied from the estimation will be rather high. 
The rest of the original text cares for the marker which has not been seen falling but lays on the ground (before the end of the scoring period). Here the ‘position penalty’ is low or even zero.
I hope this rule also covers the marker drop at night from a gas balloon as requested by JCW in his mail on 10.05.2005.

12.15
LOST MARKER

12.15.1
A marker is considered lost if it is not found and in possession of Officials or an Observer within the time limit specified, except that the Director, or his delegated official may grant an extension of this time limit if there is sufficient reason to believe that the marker(s) may be found.  

12.15.2
If the marker drop or the marker on the ground has earlier been seen by an Officials or an Observer, then the competitor will be given an assessed result based on the least advantageous interpretation of evidence available. If not seen, then the result will be the best hypotenuse (3D-distance) of the track point at the time recorded by the observer to the goal/target, if GPS loggers are used. If no GPS loggers are used, Otherwise the competitor's scoring position will be his following (in time) marker position or landing position, which ever is better.

12.15.3
If GPS loggers are used, then the result will be the best hypotenuse (3D-distance) of a track point to the goal/target.

12.16
SCORING PERIOD

12.16.1
When defined by the Director in the task briefing, the scoring period is the time limits, within which a goal/target or scoring area is valid. 

12.16.2
A competitor will only score if his marker is found or seen falling to the ground by officials or an Observer within the set time limit. However, a competitor will score if he has landed or if his next marker was found within that set time limit or logger information shows that the marker was dropped in time.

12.16.3
A competitor who does not achieve a scoring position within the Search Period will not achieve a result. 

12.16.4
Under all circumstances scoring after official sunset is prohibited and the relevant paragraphs under this rule apply.

Alternative for R 12.15.2 1st sentence reproducing the wording of R 12.16.2:

12.15.2
If the marker has earlier been seen on the ground or seen falling to the ground by an Officials or an Observer, …
In addition I propose to copy the wording of the MERG wording of R15.15.3 to the MER:

12.15.3
Competitors may be required to pay for any marker damaged, not re-usable, lost or not brought back in time.
17- lost marker 2 [wording proposal]
Les, Dec05:
15.5
FLY ON (FON)

15.5.1
Competitors will attempt to drop a marker close to a goal selected and declared by them during flight.

15.5.2
Task data:

a.
minimum and maximum distance between previous mark and declared goal.

b.
number of goals permitted

15.5.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the nearest valid declared goal. Smallest result is best.

15.5.4
The competitor shall write clearly on the previous marker his declared goal(s) for fly on. If the previous marker is not dropped or no goal is written on it or if more goals are declared than permitted the competitor will not achieve a result. 

15.5.5
As a precaution, in case the previous marker should be lost, the competitor may personally write a provisional goal on the observer's sheet. He will be scored to this goal if the previous marker is lost, or there is no goal written on the previous marker. The competitor may make or revise this provisional declaration at any time up to the release of the previous marker. A verbal declaration of a goal to the observer is of no effect and will not be recorded. If the observer is flying in the basket, he should witness and record on the observer sheet the declaration written on the marker before release.


This case has happened a number of times over the last 3 years, where the competitor has written a declaration on the Observer Report before take off, and then decides that he will achieve the goal which was previously declared, therefore he does not write it on the marker. 
This is different to 15.5.4 where no goal has been declared on anything. 


 I believe that the competitor should be given a result in this instance because he has still complied with making a declaration but has made it more difficult for himself.


 Also in view of the interpretation and leniency being used in the use of loggers, the same consistency should be applied to this rule.

Eric, Jan06:

As a first thought, I think this additional sentence is for some interest in case the pilot made a provisional declaration on the observer’s sheet (well prepared flight case).

But I do not clearly understand the case where the pilot writes nothing on purpose on the marker, because there is not interest (maybe I’m wrong) since he could write the same declaration as the one on the observer’s sheet.

Mathijs, Jan06:

I would not like to weaken the strictness of the FON rule. We have worked our way up for a long time to the now existing rule and we should not be changing it every year.

David L, Jan06:

I agree with Les’ suggestion

Masashi, Jan06:

I want to stand at respecting pilot’s performance unless they are honest.  So if there is no declaration on the marker, but on the task sheet before the previous marker drop, I would like to take that declaration is active.  But I also can live with Mathijs’ opinion.
Uwe, Jan06:

I’ve competed all the times under the rule Mathijs describes. If there was no goal on the marker, then it was no result. Not writing a goal on the marker (or more than allowed) was bad housekeeping and was punished. So far I never heard of a protest in a case like this, which for me is an indication that there may be a mourning of the pilot but everybody understood this rule and it’s consequences. So for sentimental reasons I would opt to keep this rule.

On the other hand the ballooning competition is all about a pilot declaring a goal and proving how good he can steer his balloon to it. Under this basic view I can also live with Les’ proposal.

David L, Feb06:

At the Worlds in Mildura, Alan Blount (a very experienced competitor) neglected to write his goal on a FON marker after making a provisional declaration.  He flew to his provisionally declared goal but received no result.  As Steward, he came to me to question his result.  I told him the rule was clear and although his intention was clear, he was out of luck.  He considered a complaint and protest but was convinced it would fail, even though his intention was obvious.


I still support Les’ suggested rule change

Eric, Feb06:

For me, the rule is very clear. But in that case, if we decide that the sports should prevail (performance), then I’m fine with Les’ proposal.

Masashi, Feb06:

No further comment.

Uwe, Feb06:

It seems that David is in favour and Mathijs against Les’ proposal. All others seem to be able to continue both ways. Normally I would propose to leave the rules as they are. But Masashi and Eric both mentioned ‘, if we decide that the sports should prevail (performance)…’. My feeling is: ’in case of doubt, pro competitor’. Following this, I would opt for the change. But we cannot write in R 15.5.4 that if no goal is written on the marker, there will be no result and then in R 15.5.5 that if no goal is written on the marker, there will be a result. So we also have to scratch a part from R 15.5.4. The question is, if the 1st sentence of R 15.5.5 then is still correct, as the previous marker isn’t lost.

15.5.4
The competitor shall write clearly on the previous marker his declared goal(s) for fly on. If the previous marker is not dropped or no goal is written on it or if more goals are declared than permitted the competitor will not achieve a result. 

15.5.5
As a precaution, in case the previous marker should be lost, the competitor may personally write a provisional goal on the observer's sheet. He will be scored to this goal if the previous marker is lost or no goal is written on it. The competitor may make or revise this provisional declaration at any time up to the release of the previous marker. A verbal declaration of a goal to the observer is of no effect and will not be recorded. If the observer is flying in the basket, he should witness and record on the observer sheet the declaration written on the marker before release.

18 - CLOSING OF A TARGET [agreement not to fold the goal, procedure to be written in COH ?]
Mathijs, Jan06: 

The procedure of 'closing a target' is highly counterproductive!. In this procedure, widely used in the US, the target is folded up precisely a the end of the scoring period. (I just observed it when flying over a target in Motegi). The COH specifically does not require this procedure! I once again want to emphasize that we should not use this procedure for the following reasons:

1. the procedure has no factual advantage because the scoring period is a time period solely determined by time and not by the display of a target (see R12.5.1 and  R12.16.2).

2. Officials tend to concentrate on folding (rolling) up the target at the precise time not giving all their attention to markers being dropped during this time. (this happened in the Europeans and caused a protest!).

3. There is a danger that markers dropped on the target legs are moved when folding up the target.

I request the Officials Sub Committee to take up this issue and spread the news not to fold targets but concentrate on watching marker drops at the end of scoring period.

David L, Jan06:

Good idea!

Masashi, Jan06:

I instruct them to do so, since some competitors still drop markers after the end of scoring period.  For making sure to them, I direct them to do so.  However, our scoring officials are still watching balloons too, to monitor marker drop time and closer marker drop.  In fact, they don’t to close the target if a balloon(s) approaching.   We never had a problem in this case.  Many problem was the difference of timing between an observer (or pilot) and an official at target.  

Uwe, Jan06:

I agree with Mathijs
Eric, Feb06:

I agree with Mathijs.

Masashi, Feb06:

No further comment.
Uwe, Feb06:

Shall we propose to write in the COH that folding goals should not be done ?

19 - R7.6 Maps [proposal to leave rule as it is]
Mathijs Jan06:

Last year we decided to reduce the penalty of this task. I am still convinced we should not forget to scratch rules if they do not cause a problem. This rule causes more problems then it solves e.g. is a Laptop a Map? I still think we should delete the rule without substitute. 

Uwe, Jan06:

I still would like to be able to penalize a competitor who is flying with the laptop only and, having a blue screen on his PC, messes up all landowner relations or even flies into problem zones. At the end we still have the paper maps and it does no harm to have one on board as a fallback.

Eric, Feb06:

I think we should keep the map on board as compulsory.
Masashi, Feb06:

I would like to stay as it is.

Uwe, Feb06:

No further comment.
20 - R8.7 TASK BRIEFING [wording proposal]
Mathijs Jan06

8.7.1 Task briefings will be called by the Director at times published on the official notice board. Alternative methods (e.g. telephone answering machine) may be used as announced in the GB.

David L, Jan06:

I would also suggest including a competition website to display an exact copy of the official notice board including time or cancelling of task briefings.

Uwe, Jan06:

I agree with Mathijs to open possibilities for alternatives.

The proposal of David would be nice but I’m not sure how much additional work it is and what would be the consequence if it was forgotten to put an information on the website. Or do you think of a webcam ?

Eric, Feb06:

Proposing “alternatives” to the ED is a good solution and does not stick him to one or another specific obligation.

Masashi, Feb06:

I agree these method should be introduced in future, but I need more study what method can be used in my event.  If we use this system in the world championship, we can not control the event or competition task flights.

Publishing at WEB site needs some extra work as Uwe mentioned.  I want to try at the first before further discussion.
Uwe, Feb06:

I agree with Mathijs proposal to make the rules ready for new methods. But I would not mention examples in brackets. So my proposal is to add the sentence as follows: 

Task briefings will be called by the Director at times published on the official notice board. Alternative methods may be used as announced in the GB.
Btw. Neither the abbreviation GB for General Briefing nor ED for Event Director is ‘official’ according to our abbreviation list in the annex. Shall we introduce those or are they just for internal (AX-WG) use ?

21 - minimum distance for landing [wording proposal]
David Levin, Dec05:
Attached is a letter just received from Steve Jones.  He makes an

interesting point.  We could consider an exception to the minimum distance

for landing when an observer is present.

Steve Jones, Dec05:
I would like to bring up a possible rule change that I believe needs to be made before the 2006 Worlds.

I received a penalty for landing too close to my goal on the first day.  The reason I landed was that I was headed into an area where I was concerned about landing sites.  I was down to 1 partial 10 gallon tank.  I could have stretched my landing to more than 200 meters...possibly...but would have been in the middle of a rice paddy or against a tree line.

Anyway, the penalty was correct but I did ask that the penalty be removed for safety reasons since my observer was at my landing.  Gary Lockyer told me that they could not remove the penalty even if they wanted...rules.  I looked and had to agree that there is nothing in the rules that gives the director any discretion.

I got to thinking about this and this could result in some real problems when flying in a place like Motegi.  Imagine a 5 part task with the last FON in one of the mountain valleys with winds getting lighter and pilots making their drops when flying across the valley with the tree line 50 meters from the goal.  The pilots makes a 1 meter drop and realizing that he is down to his last tank and a mountain in front of him....decision time...take the penalty or fly on and take his chances on the mountain.

This could result in multiple pilots having balloons in the trees and unable to retrieve before the afternoon briefing or worse...damage that can't be repaired.

I think it would be preferable to allow some discretion in this situation.

One more thing about Nationals.  Please consider using the system Masashi uses in Motegi with set intersections and using a number instead of the 8 digits.  This would make it easier for newer pilots and make this event less intimidating for rookies.  I also think it makes the event somewhat safer as the pilots spends less time with his head in the basket and more time flying.  I talked to Joe and we would give you our target list and you would perhaps get a few more and come up with a nice list.  The present rule is to our advantage but I believe that it would be better to make the event better for the less experienced. 
Eric, Dec05:
As far as Steve Jones's letter is concerned, I think it is a good one that

we need to discuss in the group, clearly if a pilot needs to make a quick

decision between safety or result....

Giving the possibility to the ED to analyse the situation could be fair.

Uwe, Jan06:

The distance limit at a goal/target serves 3 purposes:

1- at all goals/targets to prevent obstruction by another balloon

2- at individual goals to make interference with the marker more difficult

3- at official (common) goals to keep the area free for the measuring team

I interpret the letter of Steve to be applied to individual goals only, thus not touching #3.

Argument #2 may be guaranteed with a wording like: landing closer than 200 m allowed only with observer on board or in visual contact.
Argument #1 should be established somehow. Would a wording like the following be OK ?: landing closer than 200 m allowed only downwind of the goal and as far as safely possible from the goal.

David L, Feb06:

Good analysis.  How about:
13.3.3
Where the penalty relates to landing too close to a goal/target or mark, the competitor will only receive a result penalty for the greater infringement. The result penalty will be waived if the competitor can show that he was unable to comply within 10 minutes because of light wind.  The result penalty will be waived if the competitor lands closer than 200m downwind of the goal or mark and the observer is on board or in visual contact.

Eric, Feb06:

Can we also add something like  “landing closer than200m allowed FOR SAFETY REASONS….”.

Masashi, Feb06:

I am happy to accept the exception rule about this matter.  If the observer agree, a competitor can  land within 200 meters or defined distance in case of safety requirement or so on, but not disturb other’s competition.

Uwe, Feb06:

Next try:

13.3.3
Where the penalty relates to landing too close to a goal/target or mark, the competitor will only receive a result penalty for the greater infringement. The result penalty will be waived if the competitor can show that he was unable to comply within 10 minutes because of light wind or if he lands downwind of the goal or mark for safety reasons and the observer is on board or in visual contact of the marker.

I tried to make the sentence shorter and to include the safety reasons as well as the visual contact of the marker as this is what proves there was no interference with it. Alternatively there could be written: ‘in visual contact of the basket’.

22 – Blue PZ penalty [proposal to delete warning zone]
as input from the ScWG and CSC we received the request to look over the warning zone at blue PZ penalties. The rationale behind this question is, that the warning zone has been set when blue PZ were new. Now the competitors are used to them and use the warning zone deliberately to get a better result. As in red PZ there is no warning zone for the altitude, the request is to delete the warning zone at blue PZ as well.

However this as no impact at the MER or MERG as it is laid down only in the penalty guide of the COH.

1G - marker seen falling to the ground [waiting for #16 solution]


Hans Akerstedt, Nov 05: recommendations from the Jury in Debrecen

That rule 12.16.2 be studied. Perhaps the word “seen” should be changed to include other methods of establishing the fact that give reasonable certainty. The rule should also state explicitly whether the marker must have landed within the scoring period or must simply have been released. The jury used the latter interpretation and had to rely on the director’s account of the history of this rule for this.

Background:

Only protest was received during the championship. The competitor had been given no result on the grounds that his marker drop had been outside the scoring period. 

The applicable rule was


12.16.2 A Competitor will only score if his marker is found, or seen falling to the ground, by officials, or he has landed within the set time limit. Otherwise, the best valid track point within the scoring period will be used.

The pilot alleged that he had dropped the marker before the end of the scoring period and had been well aware of this time limit and had been watching it carefully. He had called his crew by radio to ask the target team to observe it, but felt the team had not been diligent enough to make sure they did so. He claimed that the moment of marker release was 20h14m45s.

The target official said that he had first become aware of the marker by hearing it descend, but had seen the last few moments of its descent and its impact. The moment of landing was 20h15m34s. This was established by the GPS.

Eric, Jan06:

Quite a difficult “limit” case again here. I don’t know this case but I would think the drop has occurred at quite high altitude with this 49seconds difference. Very difficult in this case for officials on the ground or other observers to witness the exact dropping time, especially if the area is “crowdy” at this time. I haven’t yet any idea to propose a decent solution.

Mathijs, Jan06:

I was the ED in this case and applied the rule but 'contre cœur'. In fact I encouraged the competitor to protest because the Jury had far more time then I at that moment. In my opinion the Jury did precisely what they should, first they tried to establish what happened, then what would be just and finally tried to find the appropriate reasoning with it. I think the facts were rather complicated and therefore don't warrant a change of the rule in my opinion.
David L, Jan06:

I agree with Mathijs’ comments.

Masashi, Jan06:

In AX-MERG, I agree with Mathijs’ comments.

Uwe, Jan06:

See my comments under 16
But I agree with Hans that it will help if there is clearly written that in order to be within the scoring period the marker has only to be released before the end of the period. According to our rules it is the officials duty to prove that the competitor was late. On the other hand a competitor not flying the observer and not being sure his assigned observer on the ground can see the marker would be wise to drop some time before the end of the period to avoid the discussion.

Eric, Feb06:

I agree to keep the rule as it is.

Masashi, Feb06:

No further comments.
Uwe, Feb06:

Let’s see what conclusion we reach under item 16 in the MER and then discuss if it fits to the MERG.

Uwe, Mar06:

I think the change of R 12.15.2 does not help us out. Therefore for MERG there should be a change in the rule. I substituted in my proposal the marker falling and seen on the ground by a marker released. This does change the procedure massively as now the ED and the officials have to show to the competitor that the marker wasn’t in time. On the other hand the competitor gets a ‘close’ result anyhow by the track point. I think for the MERG this rule is OK but for the MER I would not use it without detailed discussion.
I also deleted the ‘or he has landed’ because using Loggers this will not be applied.

12.16.2
A competitor will only score if his marker is released found or seen falling to the ground by officials or he has landed, within the set time limit. Otherwise the best valid track point within the scoring period will be used.
2G - when does a task end and the subsequent starts ? [wording proposal]


Hans Akerstedt, Nov 05: recommendations from the Jury in Debrecen

That further consideration should be given to circumstances that can arise when a task is begun by the logger detecting that a line has been crossed. The jury considered that there may be many cases in future.

background:

An interesting problem arose on tasks 5 and 6. The forecast wind was coming from the west and seemed likely to remain steady. Task 5 was a judge-declared goal with the usual 100m radius MSA set approximately 3 km east of the launch area. A north-south line (kilometre 33 on the map) was designated about 300 metres farther east. The first logger point after crossing this line was to define the start point of the following task 6, a land run.

As it happened, the winds changed to a complex pattern of light and variable winds near the ground with other choices available at high level. The only way of obtaining a good result on the judge-declared goal was to fly out a long way to the north east at high altitude and then to descend for a run at the target.

Several pilots were surprised to be told that their excellent marker drops were invalid because they had crossed the 33 line, thus beginning task 6 and ending task 5. They were scored, not to their marker, but to their best logger point prior to crossing the 33 line.

Although some pilots queried this during the subsequent briefing, none made a formal complaint and there was no protest. The jury, nevertheless, gave some consideration to the problem.

The jury concluded that the logic applied to the scoring was not quite correct. According to the rules and the task information, crossing the 33 line did cause the beginning of task 6, but there was no case to support the statement that it ended task 5. The competitor could be considered to be flying the task in time periods that overlapped. The jury’s view was that a small penalty under rule 8.4.2 (which requires that tasks should be flown in order) would have been more correct.

In the absence of a complaint, however, the jury did not interfere with the director’s decision. The event is reported in detail here only to highlight the fact that problems may arise when the start of a task is marked by a logger event.

Eric, Jan06:

In fact, we can consider 2 cases here:

· I suppose the ED set this task 5 thinking that they would aim for it and then fly the land run with the first logger point as one point of the land run. In that case, I agree with Hans: allowing the pilot to score on task 5 by coming from any direction would have been correct, since it seems there was no limitation specified, and they apparently did not intend to fly the tasks in the wrong order.

· In a similar case,  if an ED really wants to push pilots to make task 5 without interfering with task 6 (for strategic reason or something else), then he can specify before the flight that any logger point after the kilometre 33 on the map will end their task 5. This could be a supplementary difficulty in task 5, as being considered as a PZ for example.
Then, maybe we can think of asking to set an other information (recommendation?) in the task data sheet when the start of a task is marked by a logger event.
Mathijs, Jan06:

Again as ED I can confirm the facts as pointed out above. Obviously we are entering new terrain with the AXMERG and I was surprised myself by facts that I had not foreseen at all.  In logger-only events it turns out that the change over point from one task to another needs better ruling.

Until now, tasks change to the next if all markers of the previous task are dropped. With TP (Track Point) scoring this is no longer the case. Some tasks have no marker at all and in others the pilot may not drop his marker because he misses the MSA. Unless we have loggers with push buttons we have no means for a pilot to indicate that he has abandoned a task and is trying to do his best in the next one. So we need some wording for that. How about:

8.4.2
Unless otherwise specified, tasks in a multiple task flight shall be flown in the order indicated in the task data, penalty up to 1000 task points in each task. The starting (and if appropriate the ending) point of any follow on task shall be clearly specified in the TDS. Competitors are considered to be flying in a follow on task if they pass the starting point (line, arc, area etc) of that task. If loggers with push buttons are used then pushing that button shall be the indication that the competitor has started the follow on task.
Besides this, we should remind EDs of this problem. An ED is well advised to 'free' the task order in the TDS if he is not absolutely sure that things will work out the way they are planned.

David L, Jan06:

I agree with Mathijs comments, however, I think we should take a closer look at the “up to” penalty and the COH Penalty Guide. As an ED, I am not sure how the penalty should be applied other than to penalise the competitor so that any advantage from the infraction is lost.

Masashi, Jan06:

I was there and I don’t think any other interpretation in those tasks.  Task settings were not perfect in that situation, but nor predictable.  When they close line 33, task 5 had ended for them.

Uwe, Jan06:

I agree with Mathijs comment but I feel the message is a little bit hidden in R 8.4.2. My proposal is to clearly ask for this information at each task data. (the problem would be solved with loggers with pushbuttons but I fear they will not be available in 2006)

Eric, Feb06:

I agree with Mathijs.

Masashi, Feb06:

No further comments.

Uwe, Feb06:

I agree with Mathijs proposal, but I would rename ‘arc’ to ‘radius’ and add ‘time’ in the list of examples:
8.4.2
Unless otherwise specified, tasks in a multiple task flight shall be flown in the order indicated in the task data, penalty up to 1000 task points in each task. The starting (and if appropriate the ending) point of any follow on task shall be clearly specified in the TDS. Competitors are considered to be flying in a follow on task if they pass the starting point (line, radius, area, time, etc) of that task. If loggers with push buttons are used, then pushing that button shall be the indication that the competitor has started the follow on task.
3G - safety at sky goals ? [agreement on task setting, procedure in COH ?]


Hans Akerstedt, Nov05: recommendations from the Jury in Debrecen

That the safety aspects of “sky goals” be considered.

The loggers now allow a goal to be set at altitude – a “star” or “sky-goal”. It frequently occurs that balloons become very crowded in their descent towards a traditional goal on the ground. With a goal in the air, balloons may converge on it from below with limited visibility, causing a dangerous situation.

Eric, Jan06:

As I heard of this case from Debrecen, one of the option I tested last year in July was to ask for a pilot declared goal in 3D (with a minimum and a maximum altitude). This was made to have normally 30 different PDG with 30 pilots. In fact, it was a bit less since some friends aimed at the same goal, but it was very limited (pilots are sometimes flying as twins or triples) and did not created crowdy zones.
Mathijs, Jan06:

This issue is also on the agenda of the CSC. Since Debrecen we (I) have learned a lot and competitors alike. It is my personal feeling that flying has not become more dangerous then before. I remember all to well some very fast climbs and descent on old fashioned events. 

I for myself have taken the solution to use Pilot Declared Stars. This spreads the goals all over the place and avoid congestions. Other solutions are possible and I think we should give a bit more time to see if we really are flying more 'dangerously'. I personally think task setting will become much more flexible (and safe) maybe to a point that competitors complain that they do not see other balloons during the event.

David L, Jan06:

I don’t have a problem with the Star task as long as it is not called in light winds or where there is the ability to fly back and try again.  Sufficient wind will spread the pack sufficiently.  

Masashi, Jan06:

Besides accuracy problem, I feel some safety aspect, while I like this type task.  I would like to suggest to use multiple goals in a star type tasks.  Because we saw some collisions in ordinary JDG  tasks.  3D JDG may have more danger.  So I recommend to use multiple goals in this type task.

Uwe, Jan06:

I agree with all comments above. JDG star only in faster winds or as HWZ star, or PDG star, maybe even with the altitude to be declared by the competitor.

Eric, Feb06:

No further comments.
Masashi, Feb06:

No further comments.

Uwe, Feb06:

Shall we write something in the COH ?
4G - review of AX-MERG for the logger system [see 6G]


Hans Akerstedt, Nov 05: recommendations from the Jury in Debrecen

That a further complete review of the entire AX-MERG be considered by the Rules Subcommittee for adjustments required for the logger system.

Uwe, Jan06:

I agree. Who volunteers to begin ?
Uwe, Feb06:

I see this realized in item 6G.

5G - penalty in angle task [discussion started]


Sacha Haim, Sep05: director of Spanish Championships

The task in question was stated as follows:

Angle (ANG, 15.19)

15.19.a The point A is the best tack point, The point B is the best

track point of the previous task

15.19.b Direction: 306 degrees

15.19.c Minimum distance between points A and B: 2500m

As it was the last task of a five part task some pilots did not

manage to fly the 2.5km until 11pm (scoring period). I am in doubt if

I should score them "non result" or if I should apply the penalty

13.3.4. If applying the last option should I use the best track point

or the last valid point before 11:00.

Please need urgent help!!!!

Gerald Stürzlinger, Sep05
It really depends on the task setting!

I had something similar occur to myself at the European championship

They had set: Point B will be the first one outside of that minimum radius

as I did not reach out of the minimum radius within scoring time

I got no result.  Thus was because the point B was defined in that

special way, that was "automatically" after the set minimum distance.

So with this task setting the logic was clear to give NO RESULT if

you did not reach the defined distance.

IN YOUR CASE:

In your case, I think the task is set in a more standard way,

with no "inner defined connection" of the point B needing

a minimum set distance (by design).  It only says: 

       The point B is the best track point of the previous task

        Minimum distance between points A and B: 2500m

so for my understanding, distance penalties would apply (13.3.4)

MdB, Sep05:
The AXMERG were initially a copy of the AXMER that were then modified to fit

for a logger competition.

For that reason there are some (many?) inconsistencies. A typical one the

result penalty under 13.3.4 which we actually do not need at all I think.

I didn't use that rule and wrote my TDS's in such a way that people know

that there is "No Result" if you do not reach the defining lines.

I use crossing points of vertical/horizontal lines or circle arcs as

determining points in area and related tasks. Therefore I do not set a

minimum distance between A and B, but define A and B as crossing point of

line or arc. Now when doing that you must pay attention how to formulate

that. E.g. you can formulate that like e.g.:

A is first TP after crossing 5300

B is first TP after crossing 5700

or 

A is first TP after crossing 5300

B is first TP after 3km/radius circle from A.

Since I try to only score by programmed software (not by visual

interpretations of graphical software) the point description is very

important and must be mathematically unambiguous.

One pilot in the Europeans however had a problem that he crossed a line and

according to my thinking (my program's thinking :) ) was then flying in the

second task although he was still trying the reach the first goal. So there

is a lot of home work to do. It took us 35 years to get to the AXMERs so we

still have some time to refine the AXMERGs

Now here's my answer to your problem at hand; if you follow the a.m.

philosophy then you should refer to R12.22 Valid Track Point. Or in other

words if a competitor does not cross the scoring line or arc he did not

achieve a valid track point hence he should not achieve a result.

I hope this helps.

Masashi, Sep05:
I have the almost same thought with Mathijs.  At AX-MER without GPS logger, 

it should be applied with distance penalty under R.13.3.4 unless the 

director mentioned no results if the pilot can not satisfy that limit.  In 

the AX-MER-G, it defines a valid track point.  If that point doesn't meet 

the criteria, the director can say no results since no valid track point exists.

Alan Blount, Sep05:
For what it is worth, it seems pretty clear to me, also. The definition of a Valid Track Point is as follows:

12.22

 VALID TRACK POINT

12.22.1

 A valid track point is a track point meeting all scoring criteria set in the task data like scoring area and/or scoring

airspace and/or scoring period. 

If these criteria weren't met, I would agree that it should be a no result.

Angel Aguirre, Okt05:
As I suppose you know, we had our national last week and we had a discussion and a protest from one of the competitors and I would like to ask you your opinion. I was in the Jury and I felt very disappointed because I found 2 opposite rules and I didn't know the right answer. 

 Angle task , minimum 2,5 km distance after point A.

 My question is:   could it exist distance infringement penalty points ?

 rule 12.20 talk about valid track point, so no valid track point if you don't achieve the distance.

 rule 13.3.4  talk specifically about distance infringement in an Angle task

 So, I think, if there is no valid track point, why don't we delete this part of the rules book ??

Uwe, Okt05:
the 2,5 km minimum distance is like a scoring area. 

you have to get inside a scoring area, if not, you get a "no result". 

with that definition of the angle distance, you have to get outside of the 2,5 km, if not, you get a "no result". 

but it's correct, the AX rules for GPS-Loggers have to be written clearer in some parts.

MdB, Okt05:
I sympathise with your feelings, but frankly do we have perfect rules? Of course not! The AXMERG are derived from the AXMER and I (we; AXWG / CIA are) am working hard to make them perfect. There will be a time of transition. In that time we have to find out which old rules we should scratch, which ones we need to change and what new rules we need. 

In the time of transition the role of Event Director becomes more important and the ED should make every effort to think about the consequences of tasks, explain them as much as possible, listen to questions of competitors during briefings and then hope for the best. The role of a Jury (you obviously in this case) becomes even more crucial, to sort out conflicts and make a decision in the interest of the sport. As to the solution of this problem, I entirely agree that we most probably should delete the rule of distance infringement altogether in the AXMERG.

Uwe, Feb06:

If we delete the rule of distance infringement altogether in the AXMERG, what would be the effect ?
See 6G

6G - AXMERG Rule check and recommendations [discussion ongoing] 
Mathijs Jan06

MdB RETRIEVE CREW PROCEDURE
Simple rule clarification.
3.10.1
Retrieve Crew shall not be within any MSA except with permission of the target official(s). 100m radius of a marker of the competitor unless in the presence of an Official.
MdB LOGGER RETURN PROCEDURE

Editorial change/clarification.
6.3.2 The competitor will return the: 

· FRF

· logger(s)

· any not dropped marker

, to the designated official(s) and sign off the return in a log sheet. Any undue delay in returning a.m. objects may be penalised. The Organiser may require payment of any Marker unaccounted for.

Uwe, Jan06:

The Organiser may require payment of any Marker not returned.

MdB Clarification of the use of a competitor's GPS as back-up.
Sometimes competitors don't care about the set-up and provide back-up GPS with logs from irrelevant flights or faulty set-up. Some can log 20 000TPs which takes ages to down load and even more time to find the relevant info. Furthermore logs set in 'Auto' for tracking, are not usable because the software does work with fix intervals (set at the correct interval seconds) only.

6.5.2
In case both the official track log and the competitor’s GPS-equipment are not providing the necessary information to establish a result, the competitor will be scored in Group-B. It is therefore in the competitor’s interest to equip himself with a GPS that provides track information usable for scoring (position, altitude and time) and use the same set-up (time interval etc.) as the official logger. 

Uwe, Jan06:

… necessary information to establish a result, the competitor will not receive a result.

(I think we established this wording in the MER as it’s saying the consequence clearer than the indirect ‘scored in Group-B’)

Eric, Feb06:

I agree with Mathijs asking for the competitors to facilitate the work of scoring officials if they want to take the chance of their GPS back-up (if needed). Maybe we can also add a sentence saying that the ED will provide guidance details of the competition loggers in the “Competition Details”.
MdB RED PZ DEFINITION
Competitors praised the objectivity of logger scoring, however this is only possible with automated PZ infringement software as opposed to visual interpretations that take a lot of time, may be faulty and introduces a subjective element. When we really want to advance in scoring then we must also think about the computer software when making rules. It is obvious that a Zoo should become a PZ however if the boundaries are irregular shaped, a PZ-infringement can only be established visually and calculating the amount of infringement becomes cumbersome. Would we take the centre point of the PZ and a radius to that point as PZ airspace, calculation becomes very easy and is done quickly by software. The penalty is calculated as a percentage to the centre point. I there fore would very much like to introduce this type of PZs (dome type). In any case as an option so we can see how it works out. Therefore I propose the following text.

7.3.4
A RED PZ is a restricted airspace and will include an upper altitude limit which a competitor shall not fly below. A RED PZ may also be defined as a point on the earth with a radius around it (dome type PZ).

Uwe, Jan06:

Better: A RED PZ may also be defined as a point on the ground …
But I still think the scoring software should adapt to our ballooning and not vice versa. Flying is still a visual sport and if I want to avoid a restricted area, it’s nice to know that at a certain landmark (street, river, wood edge) I have to be at my minimum altitude. The spherical distance to a point on the ground, the radius of a cylinder or a gridline are all virtual lines on a map or a GPS. I can see them on a display or a computer screen with moving map, but not in reality.

But I agree that for the sake of ‘protection’ of the airspace in most cases it does not make a difference if I have an irregular border or a symmetrical one. And taking into account that most competitors nowadays fly with a laptop with moving map, then I can support Mathijs idea.

Eric, Feb06:

What about also mentioning other “mathematical possibilities” to allow the ED for adaptation to map needs? (we know that our friend Mathijs has always brilliant new ideas  ;-)))))))
7.3.4
A RED PZ is a restricted airspace and will include an upper altitude limit which a competitor shall not fly below. A RED PZ may also be defined as a point on the earth with a radius around it (dome type PZ), or any other mathematical possibility easy to be defined.

Uwe, Mar06:
Shall we add this also to the MER ?

MdB TASK ORDER

Until now tasks were separated by dropping a marker, or in other words a competitor is flying in the next task if he dropped the marker(s) from the previous task. With TP scoring this is no longer the case and therefore necessitates new rules. These rules should be phrased in such a way that they accommodated different type of loggers and future developments as much as possible. How about:

8.4.2.1 Unless otherwise specified, tasks in a multiple task flight shall be flown in the order indicated in the task data, penalty up to 1000 task points in each task.

8.4.2.2 When markers are used, dropping the marker(s) of a task indicates the completion of that task and the start of the follow on task if applicable.

8.4.2.3 Competitors missing the MSA or chosen no to drop their marker(s) or when TP scoring is indicated, are considered flying in the follow on task if they cross the boundary line (area, grid line, arc etc.) of the follow on task.

8.4.2.4 If input devices are used to determine change over points from one task to another, then their use is mandatory as specified in the SII and/or the GB.

Uwe, Jan06:

8.4.2.3… if they cross the boundary line (area, grid line, arc etc.) or boundary time of the follow on task.

I hope this is preliminary and in some years we have the logger with the pushbutton. However for now I think those rules are OK. 

General remark: I do not like very much the 4th digit in the numbering and would propose to keep numbering wit 3 digits, e.g. 8.4.2, 8.4.3, 8.4.4, …

Eric, Feb06:

Just some spelling:

8.4.2.3
Competitors missing the MSA or choosing not to drop their marker(s) or when TP scoring is indicated, are considered flying in the follow on task if they cross the boundary line (area, grid line, arc etc.) of the follow on task.

MdB DINSTANCE INFRINGEMENTS

Experience showed that this rule is highly impractical in TP scoring. E.g. in an Elbow task where point C was defined as crossing … a 3km arc from … and this point is not achieved because of slow winds what then? It proved far more practical to then just state that the competitor will be scored in Group B (No result). So I propose to delete any distance infringement calculations. However this rule is also used for some other Rules like landing to close to a goal or MKR, Taking OFF within distance limits during Fly-In etc. I therefore propose the following wording:

13.3 DISTANCE INFRINGEMENTS 

Competitors landing in the MSA, taking off too close to a goal or target, choosing a goal outside the limits specified in the TDS or otherwise abusing the set distance limits of a task will be scored in Group B.

The following change is a logical consequence.



11.2.2
Unless otherwise stated in the task data, a landing at will is not permitted within the MSA. 200 meters of goals and targets, or any mark of the competitor
Uwe, Jan06:

In comparison with a 200 or even 500 task points penalty a ‘no result’ is rather harsh. Any suggestion to avoid it ?

Eric, Feb06:

I agree with Uwe: no result is quite hard regarding some distance limit infringements….

But I have no specific idea yet…..
MdB Feb06

Thanks Uwe for your comments on the AXMERG proposals. I agree with all of them. Can I ask the other members for some feedback? It is most helpful and appreciated.
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