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Prep05AX,  Version 4,   02.03.2005 

New items and leftovers from last year to be discussed prior to the CIA Meeting 2005. 

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.

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 2004/2005 (the protocol from march 2004 shows the following tasks):

1. review penalty in AXMER rule 7.6 competition map in basket and all information marked in map

2. review penalties in view of SC 2% and 5% of best score

3. describe more options in sections I and II (item 13 prep03v6AX)

4. investigate solutions of scoring in case of a damaged ballon by force majeure 

5. review Fly On rules 

6. review rules on vertical speed limits
1- penalty for comp. map (from 2004) [new proposal to change wording]

Uwe, Nov 04:
we decided not to take action in 2004 but to further discuss the issue, so I reprint the last years discussion here:

21- Rule 7.6 Maps (Mathijs) [rule left as is]

Although not so important I think threatening somebody not to fly or having flown with 500 competition penalty points for forgetting or loosing his map is not very realistic. I suggest to delete the whole sentence about the penalty without substitution.

Masashi, Dec02: I am not happy to change.  How we estimate not realistic.  We have PZs in competition area.
David L,  Jan 03:
I agree with Mathijs’ suggestion.   The pilot who flies without a map will probably  loose enough points without adding a penalty.  There is certainly no competitive advantage.

Uwe,  Jan 03:
I have no strong opinion on the subject. But I do agree with David L. that there is no advantage in forgetting a map. 

Les, Feb 03 – I do not agree with the proposal, but I agree there is no advantage in forgetting your map, however the problems that you would cause the competition in a heavy PZ area are very high.

Mathijs de Bruijn, Feb 03: I respect Les' and Masashi's concern about PZs. But we have penalties already for flying or landing in PZs. Suppose somebody does land in a PZ without a map, are you going to penalize him up to a 1000 points for landing in a PZ plus 500 for forgetting his map? I think we are shooting with cannons at a nightingale.
Masashi, Feb 2003
I would like to propose ‚up to 250 competition points’.
Uwe,  Feb 03:
up to 250 competition points would be OK for me but we already have the up to 500

Conclusion: rule 7.6 left untouched

Mathijs, Dec 04: This is not a high priority item. However if we work on rules we should now and then also look at obsolete rules and if considered as such get rid of them. Has any one heard of a case were a pilot landed in a PZ because he flew without a map?
Uwe,  Feb 05: I think nowadays we should ask ourselves, if a competition map on the laptop is what we consider to be a "competition map in the basket". I think the competitor should still have the paper map as a backup in case of power loss or blue screen, but I would go down to up to 250 competition points. My suggestion:
7.6
MAPS

A competitor is required to carry a paper competition map in the basket. All published PZs, whether or not in force for the task, and all out‑of‑bounds areas shall be clearly and accurately marked on these maps. An adequate map of aeronautical restrictions must be carried, unless these are also marked on the competition map. A competitor violating this rule will not be permitted to fly the task, or having flown, will be penalised up to 500 250 competition points.

David L.  Feb 05  I agree that we should delete obsolete rules and this is one of them.  A pilot flying without a map will fly at a competitive disadvantage and if he flies in a PZ, he will get up to 1000 penalty points.  That ought to be enough of a penalty.

Masashi, Feb 05    I agree to change to up to 250.

David B. Feb 05
I agree that this rule should be deleted. A pilot forgetting his map would be known to the observer (or GPS) instantly even if the observer is on the ground. If the pilot uses his crew to help him with the task they will point out PZs and it is likely the pilot will avoid them with a margin rather than add to his disadvantage by flying through them.
Eric,  Feb 05: I agree to minimize this penalty because the main disadvantage is really not to have any map to fly the tasks. If the pilot has no map, he will get some help by radio from his crew to guide him where not to fly/land, etc…..So , the issue is mainly for him to get bad results during this flight and not so related to safety or other matters. As a conclusion, I would think to even modify the last sentence concerning the “permission to fly the task” in the following way for the same reason:

A competitor violating this rule will not be permitted to fly the task, or having flown, will be penalised up to 500 250 competition points.

2- review of penalties (from 2004) [proposal for additional rule]

Uwe, Nov 04:
The question 1 or 2 years ago was if the amount on penalties in our rules was in accordance to the SC GS, where in chapter 5.2 it says:

Technical infringements of rules or failure to comply with requirements caused by mistake or inadvertence where no advantage has accrued or could have accrued to the competitor concerned should, as a guide, carry penalties leading to a reduction of not less than 2% of the best score or maximum available score for the task.

Serious infringements, including dangerous or hazardous actions or repetitions of lesser infringements should, as a guide, carry minimum penalties leading to a reduction of not less than 5% of the best score or maximum available score for the task.

Mathijs, Dec 04:
Rule Nr. 
Short reference
Penalty
not fixed
Penalty
fixed

3.1.3
Use of rotation vents
250 - 500


3.5.2
Flying damaged balloon without permission
-1000


7.6
Flying without a map
-500


8.4.2
Task not flown in order
-1000


8.4.5
Wrong marker color (penalty per task.)

25

8.11
Late entry until 5 min before of start period

50

8.11
Late entry after 5 min before of start period

100

9.3
Land owner permission
-250


9.4
More than one vehicle in launch area. 

100

9.5
late vehicles in launch area

100

9.6.1
Ignoring launch master's instructions

200

9.17.2
Taking off without permission
-500


10.5
Behavior
-1000


10.6
Livestock and crop
-1000


10.8
Collision (with power / telefon lines)
-500


10.11
Driving
-500


11.4
Ground Contact 1 (light/solid)

100/200

11.5
Ground Contact 2  in 200m G/T (light/solid)

250/500

11.6
Permission to retrieve
-250


12.6
Modified Marker
-250


15.1.7
Late declaration (points per minute)

100

I have collected all penalties in the above table. The GS specifies a minimum penalty of 2% respectively 5% which means 20 or 50 points. In my opinion all penalties comply with that. I suggest however  to include a reference to the GS in Chapter 13 to indicate the GS's policy on this issue. How about in R13.2:

13.2
UNSPECIFIED PENALTIES

13.2.3
The GS specifies that penalties for technical infringement shall not be less than 20 points and serious infringements not less than 50 points.

renumber 13.2.3 to 13.2 4

In this respect I like to remind you again to my opinion to give up the differentiation between Competition and Task penalties points. There is no reference to this differentiation in the GS! It would make live a lot easier while giving up a rather theoretical and administrative point of view. It also makes scoring easier and helps accepting the scratch rule.

Uwe,  Feb 05: As per definition, the GS and S1 are part of our AXMER or even overrule them. However sometimes it helps to draw the attention to further existing rules and as far as I know there are not many competitors knowing the content of GS and S1. In that case I could live with Mathijs proposal for 13.2.3 but it is no must for me. 

Regarding the differentiation between Competition and Task penalties I found it OK so far and sometimes it was a good help to show authorities how we emphasise security linked rules. Mat, can you add in your table above the kind of penalty (competition or task penalties) in e.g. different colours. That would help the discussion.

David L.  Feb 05    I agree that the penalties listed comply with the GS rule.  However, I believe the rule implies a lesser penalty than what are in the AX rules.  I think the GS rule should be amended to reflect a more realistic range of penalties.  Unfortunately that is up to a different committee so we should refer it to the SC Working Group.  If the Sporting Code is not changed, maybe our penalties should be reviewed and reduced`.

I agree with Uwe that the Competition/Task penalty issue needs further study

Masashi, Feb 05

I agree we don’t need to add a new sentence.  It should be involved at COH.

However, I would like to rise again the old discussion about task point penalty for Group B scores.  When a competitor makes a ground contact, but he scores Group B under out of scoring period (or area), why he should be penalized a ground contact.  Or some directors will not penalize him under GC.  I believe we have to add a sentence that 

13.4
PENALTY POINTS

13.4.1
There are two kinds of point penalties: task points and competition points.

13.4.2
Task point penalties are subtracted from a competitor's task score, which cannot be reduced below zero. Competition point penalties are also subtracted from a competitors task score and may result in a negative score, which will be set against his total score in the Event.

13.4.3
Task point penalty will not be applied to a competitor who is scored as Group B.

David B. Feb 05 
I agree with David L. The rule implies lesser penalties than we apply (like 100%!!). This needs a review by the SC Working group. They have been allocated purely to prevent a competitive advantage if the rule is broken. This is really further covered by a penalty for a pilot deliberately deceiving the CD and also by the rule (used more now) that if no competitive advantage has been achieved then a warning may be given.  The trouble with the last statement is that should a pilot commit an offence twice such as flying the tasks in the wrong order twice  (and maybe score badly as a result) he would have to have a penalty applied the second time.  

I still like the difference that serious competition penalties can bring your score down to below 1000 but am open to debate.

I agree with Masashi that we could amend rules about ground contact for out of bounds scores or after scoring period.

Eric,  Feb 05: I agree with Uwe that having more details about competition or task penalties would be interesting in the table.
Uwe,  Mar 05:  it may happen that a „no result“ (group B) gets almost 800 Points (only few competitors score in the scoring area or scoring period). In such a case a ground contact penalty would add more differentiation in the big number of group B scorers.
3- options in sections I and II (from 2004) [COH to be made ]

Uwe, Nov 04:
we decided to further discuss the issue, so I reprint the last years discussion here:


13- section I and II  (Masashi) [transferred to SWG]

Masashi March 2002:

For future discussions:

About Part I and II, we need to introduce new approaches to describe detail rules.  Some rules requires what the event director shall write to detail of rules or conditions.  Some rules have options to be used, which the ED can choose or only choose from the list .  It is now bit complicated to understand or edit correctly for the Event Director such as myself.  Please think about sorting these rules as list of options, what the ED shall declare/describe/make detail rules.

Mathijs de Bruijn, Dec02:

If felt necessary, then such instructions should be written in the COH I think, since they are of minor importance to the competitor.

Uwe, Jan 03:
I’m feeling no need for a change however maybe I’m too deep in the business. I agree with Mat to write it in the COH, if necessary.

Les, Feb 03 – I think Masashi is right, Mat, your comments about the Mildura rules make this very point.
Masashi, Feb 2003

For the competitor, it would be benefit to see which rule has options or not, or ED can declare detail as he wishes.
Conclusion: the subject was transferred to the Scoring WG to be included into the COH

Mathijs, Dec 04: We can write anything in the COH. How are we going to force people to read it. In Mildura competitors were given a picture series of the Safety Officer showing the hand signals for launch masters. From the photos I could see that the SO had understood something the rest of the world was already practising without photos. What I am saying is that we should avoid a guide to the perfect Event Director. Being an ED of a mayor event should require some self study without getting everything served on a gold plate. Sorry for this rather cynical approach.

Uwe,  Feb 05: From my side there is nothing against having sets of options in sections I and II. For the most of them we already have a kind of that. If somebody wants to include options, please make a wording proposal.

Masashi, Feb 05      I am not ready to make a new proposal about this discussion.  So I agree those are as exist.

David B. Feb 05 
My only point here is that as the COH carries important information this should be made available to all competitors (with the rule book).

Eric,  Feb 05: Section I and II are OK for me since we are sure that competitors will read them (which is not the case of COH as Mat already mentioned).

Uwe,  Mar 05:  I think we agree on making COH an policy document (ref. Item 15) would solve the problem.
4- damaged balloon (Eric Decellieres) [time to implement the possibility to apply the scratch rule ? wording proposal ?]

Uwe, Nov 04:
we decided not to take action in 2004 but to further discuss the issue, so I reprint the last years discussion here:
Eric Nov 2002:
I like Mathijs‘ proposed rule "Excluding worst score" (in the AX-MER lite) because of the different possible reasons you mentioned!  A recent example in Châtellerault happened during the first Task flight on  Sunday morning when a pilot had his envelope damaged while scoring on the  second JDG and unable to go on flying and possibly score on the 3rd JDG! In this  case, he could have hoped to have a good score on the 3rd task......and finally,  he scored n°99 on 99 pilots! In this case, excluding the worst score would have  been fair for him.

Uwe Nov 2002: I remember we talked about the poor hungarian pilot of the Mol-balloon who was “washed from the sky” by another competitor. He was behaving totally correct and was penalized with the last place in the follow on task because he couldn’t make it to there with his severe damaged balloon.

In France we discussed to address the competitors a score in the task(s) concerned which is the median of all his other scores during the competition in case beyond the competitors control. The decision weather the occurance was ‘force majeure’ for the competitor I would leave to the director together with the jury like in rule 8.6:

Mathijs de Bruijn, Dec02: Although I support Uwe’s solution, I think it is a complicated solution and therefore I like the scratch rule.

David L, Jan 03:
 
I like both rules.  I agree that a pilot who is forced to terminate his flight at no fault of his own, should get a score on the targets not reached.  Using his average score is a good idea but there are complications because you don’t know his average until after the last task.  I also like Mathijs’ suggestion to drop the worst score in AX-MER lite.  

Uwe, Jan 03:
 
I still favour a rule as I proposed. Maybe we could take the average of the tasks so far in the competition, or, if happened in the 1st flight, the average of the first two normal flights in the competition. Thus we don’t need to wait until the end of the competition.

I think all persons involved, director, Jury and even the other competitors feel with the poor competitor and would like to award something to him to make good. The only barrier is, that there is no rule for it which would allow for doing so. 
What do you think about a rule leaving it totally to the discretion of the jury. The decision if he was forced to terminate his flight at no fault of his own and if yes, what ‘compensation points' to address to him. In the end the jury stands for a fair competition and should be able to act to the satisfaction of all involved. So they could react on the case depending on the circumstances in the competition. All they need is a rule allowing them to do it.
Masashi, Feb 2003

While I totally agree and that Hungarian pilots were given disadvantage by the other pilot, I do not agree with Uwe’s consideration.  I have never seen giving ‘relief points’ to a poor competitor in other sports.  If we do think about relief, I think it is better to delete the worst score from all competitors.  Because it will be fair chances to all, and seems a consolation match.  In the other hand, it is not a good idea to ask Jury to decide it is ‘force major’ or justification of points.

Conclusion: it was decided not to change rules for the moment and if yes in the future, the scratching of the worst score would probably the best way to handle this.
Mathijs, Dec 2003

I still favor the scratch rule for all the reasons mentioned before by me and others. So let’s go for it! I propose 1/7 ‘scratch ratio’. The scratched task will be the task with the lowest score. I would not like to go into the discussion about penalties. I think even if a pilot has competition penalties in a certain task and that brings him to zero or below he should be able to scratch that task irrespective why he was penalized. 

Nr tasks
Nr scratches

up to 6
0

up to13
1

up to 21
2

up to 28
3

David B., Jan 04:

I am not in favour of a scratch – in past competitions it has made little difference to overall ranking. Though I would like ‘relief’ points and leave it to the discretion of the jury and have implemented them in one competition I ran I think that we should follow other sports and leave it as ‘bad luck’.

Uwe, Feb 04:
before taking the scratch rule into AXMER I would like to test it. If not in reality in sportive events, then at least in theory by rescoring events according to the scratch principle. Mathijs, would you prepare this with competitions where we all were like the 2002 worlds and the Mobilux 2003 ? Then we can have a notion to what extension the rule could  change the final scores.
On the other hand the scratch rule would not help you out when you loose 3 tasks of a quadruple task flight. You'll need more than 21 tasks to fully recover. But at least it will diminish the impact in such case. 
If the rescored events convince me that still the best one wins, then I would go for the scratching rule.

Mathijs Feb04.

There is an extensive document on the CSC website with examples, reasoning and effects. The whole question boils down to the fact that the scratch rule shifts the scores a bit in the direction that the best pilots is the one with the most best scores instead of the least worst scores. The effect is rather limited but helps a pilot who had some (very) bad luck


David L., Feb04

I agree with Uwe’s approach.  If there is no difference in results, I like Mathijs 1:7 rule.

Masashi, Mar. 04

I would like to stay as it is.

Uwe, Mar 04:
I hope I can find the time to read the document on the CSC website and see the examples. Mathijs, can you please bring the text of your rule proposal ?
Conclusion: 

It is Business of the AXWG for 2004/2005 to investigate solutions of scoring in case of a damaged ballon by force majeure

Mathijs, Dec 04: I am still in favour of the scratch rule. It is simple compared to other solutions and it works I think. For those who want to study the effects of my proposal from two years ago please check this link. http://www.ciacsc.info/ciacsc/download/scratch.htm
We could include a temporary restriction like: Until further notice not to be used in Continental or World Championships. Section II of the AXMERG require a specification of it's use. So even if this rule is accepted this does not mean that it must be used. It means that it can be used for those who want to try it.

Uwe,  Feb 05: Looking back to the last major events I flew I see not only occasions of not being able to fly a task because the balloon was damaged by somebody else but I see also obstruction in the 'short final' because the balloon was kicked away by another one. Timing my approach to find a free slot in the 'chain of pearls' is in my eyes a part of the skill to be proven in competition, but the (bad) luck if I am washed away by another balloon is not.

So I agree with Mathijs that it is time to implement at least the possibility to apply the scratch rule. Mat, can you make a wording proposal for the new rule on the 1:7 basis ? I think to start with it would go into section II.

David L, Feb 05  When we first started this discussion, I thought the scratch rule was a good idea.  Not just for damaged balloons, but also because we have all experienced those awful flights where everything seems to go wrong and we get a low score (that couldn’t have been our fault).  After studying the effects of Mathijs proposal, I have change my mind and don’t think the scratch rule is a very good idea for giving relief to pilots who are forced to terminate their flight.  The rule penalizes pilots who are the most consistent.


If David Bareford had a smaller lead at the last worlds, he could have been pushed out of first place by the rule as proposed.  This was because he not only had the highest total score, he was one of the most consistent.  Jan Balkedal would have been pushed out of a medal because his flying was consistent.  This rule needs a lot of further study.
Masashi, Feb 05  I almost agree with David L.  Scratching a worst score can not used as a part of tactics to win.  Or it would work to help other pilots.  We see scratching scores in the sport / competition, which are scored by human feeling such as gymnastics or figure skating.  Our competition is scored at the marker position and no input by human feeling.  

I agree a kind of relief for a pilot who was forced to receive disability by other pilot(s) would be needed.  But we may need to study in the other way.  In motor racing, when a driver is involved a crash accident caused by other driver(s), there is no relief for a driver who made not the accident and just be involved.

David B. Feb 05 
I agree with David L. and Masashi. We could end up penalising the most consistent pilot (such as Jan in the French Worlds). In Motor Racing Nigel Mansell only had to complete the Australian GP to win the World Championship but suffered a flat tyre 4 laps before the end – there was no relief. I still vote against a scratch score.
Eric,  Feb 05: From the beginning, I’m in favour of the scratch rule proposed by Mathijs, but I would like to add two comments:

· I think we have to take into consideration a very important factor: worst scores due to penalties (competition or tasks) SHOULD not be deleted otherwise we could help some pilots making mistakes or even behaving badly to think “who cares? My penalties will disappear due to the scratch rule” and we may have to face unexpected issues, not in line with the spirit of our sport and also not promoting/ranking the best skills. But to do so, we need to write more details to better explain that rule.

· In the same way, I think the ratio could be less especially if we keep in mind the original occurance “force majeure”. My proposal is that scratch ratio 1/7 could be something like 1/10 so that we end up with either 1 or 2 scratched worst score during a classic competition (very rare to have more than 30 tasks).
Finally, I also agree that it is time to implement the possibility to apply the scratch rule.
5-FLY ON (from 2004) [wording proposal for rule clarification]
Masashi, Nov 04

I want to note that we have to discuss missing marker in FON task

problem again': 
'Penalty for Group B pilots'

Uwe, Nov 04:
we decided to further discuss the issue, so I reprint the last years discussion here:
Uwe, Dec 03:

During the Europeans 2003 it happened that a competitor was flying a HES, FON with the observer on board. Before take-off he wrote a preliminary FON goal on the observer sheet. During flight he revised his goal and wrote the new coordinate on the marker. The observer took note of this as asked by the pilot. After landing and packing the team measured the FON marker and then came to measure the HES marker. They found this one wasn't there any more where it was dropped. The observer measured from the position he could remember from the flight in the basket.

The director didn't accept the FON goal coordinate the observer took note but gave as result the distance to the preliminary declared goal.

The competitor protested but the jury decided against him.

There are two rules affected by this case:

6.4
REQUEST TO WITNESS


If an observer is asked by a competitor to record or witness any particular piece of information during a task he shall do so.

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. 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.

The pilot obviously referred to rule 6.4 when he asked the observer to take note of the coordinates written on the marker. My interpretation would be the same as the observer records a fact whereas rule 15.5.5 refers to a preliminary declared goal. In the case mentioned the director and the jury decided that rule 15.5.5 was a specific rule which has more value than rule 6.4 as a general rule. ( I would have argued the other way round, saying that rule 6.4 is out of the unchangeable part of the rulesbook whereas rule 15.5.5 comes from the changeable part which has less weight.) Anyhow we should first decide which is the correct way for the competitor to revise his goal declaration and then rewrite rule 15.5.5 accordingly.

12 Hans Akerstedt, Dec 03:
Rule 15.5.5 deals very specifically about the procedure for revision of declaration of goals. "The competitor may make or revise this provisional declaration at any time up to the release of the previous marker". Then it goes on to say that a verbal declaration is of no effect. The reason for this wording was that the observer shall not be in a position to be blamed in case he makes an error when recording the declaration. We have no way to penalize an observer. The pilot must personally write it. That is part of the game.

That the rules in chapter 15 are changeable does not mean that they have less (or more) weight than other rules. It does not mean that they can be changed by the competitor. Would you say that Rule 13.2 has more weight than the rules with specified

penalties in Chapter 15? I hope not. Only the Director can change them but changes must be notified to each competitor in writing. 

Suggest that you add to rule 6.4 ... unless otherwise specified in other rules.

Rule 6.4 was never meant to override other rules. It is meant as a means to gather complement information that is not recorded elsewhere.

You should ask Mathijs. Usually he knows all the history behind all rules.

Masashi, Dec 03:
Not only case of 2003 Europeans, we saw several other problems in this task.  We need to reconsider this FON rule carefully. I believe R. 15.5.5 has more priority against 6.4, since that is detail rule of FON task.  There is no rule that rules in chapter 1-14 are superior than ones in chapter 15.  Anyhow, we need to solve these confusions.

Mathijs, Dec 2003

I think the Director's interpretation and Jury's decision were both simply wrong. It is precisely the reason why there is a Jury in the first place; to judge on a Director's interpretation of the rules. If the rules are not clear, as always will happen, they should use there best judgement and that judgement was wrong as clearly became evident during the Debriefing Session when all competitors knowledgeably on the case criticised the Jury's decision. So I don't see any reason for a change of the rules. What we should do I think is, let the Jury board know what happened and ask them to use there best judgement more often than only looking at the letter of the law.

David B., Jan 04:
I agree with Mathijs that both the director and jury were wrong (see my comment about unsportsmanship behaviour before – it should apply to directors!). It is about time that competition directors stopped being vindictive in penalty apportionment (full marks for Mathijs’s penalty handbook). 

On a separate note I still think the wording of the rule about FON is wrong. We should be applauding pilots that stick to their original provisional declaration with the observer at take off without having to scribble on markers. 

The rule could be written: 

15.5.4 Competitors shall write clearly either on the observer sheet or 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 it or if more goals are declared than permitted or if no goal or more than the permitted number of goals are declared 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. 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. Any goal written on the marker tail has precedence over any written on the observer score sheet.

Uwe, Feb 04:
I support the wording proposal of David B. My original approach was to add a sentence to 15.5.5 like: 
If the observer is flying in the balloon, the competitor should revise his goal declaration on both, the marker and the observer sheet, as a precaution, in case the marker should be lost.

Mathijs Feb04

The major difference between David's text and before is that the declaration can be on either the marker or the Observer's sheet. I am willing to accept David's text and hope it  solves more problems than it creates. I think David's text 15.5.4 should be preceded by: 

"Before releasing the previous marker, competitors shall write …

David L., Feb04

I disagree with David B’s suggestion.  I don’t think we should eliminate the sentence that provides for a provisional goal.  I like the old rule.

The problem at Vilnius was that 6.4 should have been applied because it was not a “verbal declaration”  as contemplated in rule 15.5.5.  What we need to be done now is to remove certain jurors from the jury list when they continually prove that they have no real understanding of the sport, the rules and fair play.  

Masashi, Mar. 04
My comments was not changed.  I support new wordings and the rule should be changed.
Uwe, Mar 04:

I agree with Masashi that the rule should be changed. I'm fine with the wording as proposed by David B. but I also could live with the former way of having to write on the marker in any case, but then with the addition as I proposed in Feb 04.

Conclusion: 
There was a long discussion on the wording of Fly On rules 15.5.4 and 15.5.5 but we could not agree on a new wording to take care of all cases that can go wrong. Instead of this we propose that in such cases the COH is taken into consideration where all cases are listed and a solution is proposed.

We recommend to the Jury board that the Jurors are trained on the COH and in Jury decisions the recommendations given in the COH are taken into account.D

Mathijs, Dec 04: 

I propose not to change the present rule. This rule is the one with the most amendments (refinements?) and changing it again would only make it more vulnerable to yet another interpretation. To Hans' remarks: " … The pilot must personally write it…" that is precisely what he did as observed by the Observer. Why this was not accepted, I still do not understand.

Uwe, Feb 05:
I have seen many different decisions on that issue so far and in the end I can live with all principles. The only thing I miss is the clear wording of what happens, if... 

So I suggest to leave the rule as it is but to add the following sentence to 15.5.5: 
If the observer is flying in the basket, the competitor must revise his goal declaration on both, the marker and the observer sheet.

David L, Feb 05  

I agree with Uwe’s suggestion.  It puts the responsibility on the pilot to make sure he has the correct goal declared and does not depend on a reasonable jury to straighten it out if he forgets to write on the observer’s sheet.

Masashi, Feb 05

I almost agree Uwe’s commet.  I added some words.

If the observer is flying in the basket and the competitor want to revise his goal, he must revise his goal declaration on both, the marker and the observer sheet.

David B. Feb 05 
It appears that we almost agreed to a change based on my suggestion then it has turned around again. Masashi’s wording really makes no additional improvement on what is there at the moment. It seems to mean NOW that if your marker is found with the revised declaration you will be penalised if this is different from that which is written on the observer sheet. Lets leave it alone again. This all started from a misuse of the rules to unfairly score the lost marker – we should have learnt from that.
Eric,  Feb 05:

I agree with Uwe last proposal, which at least gives more clear guidance to the pilot, who should not be able to claim if such a case occurs.
6- 8 digit goal description (Masashi) [agreement on wording proposal]

Masashi, Nov 04
Please discuss the rule changes when we use GOAL (or intersection) List for FON or PDG.  We used the goal list in Motegi and I allowed to use goal numbers without 8 digit coordinates.  Mobilux also did.

But AX-MER is requiring 8 digit coordinates for declaration.  I guess the new procedure using only goal number will be more popular.

Mathijs, Dec 04:

See my proposals in the other document (AXMERG). It is important the we insist on a three digit notation. (so 001 would be valid and 1 is invalid).  The reason is that three digit declarations exclude to a great extent different interpretations if read up side down or mirror-like. A 6 could be a 9 but 006 could only be interpreted may be as 900 and I don't think  a competition will have that many goals. Any small line could be a "  1 " but " 001" is unambiguous.

Uwe, Feb 05:
I agree with Masashi and Mathijs to open the possibility for predefined goals. My proposal:

7.8
MAP COORDINATES

To identify a point on the competition map, the coordinates must be written in eight-digit format. First four digits west/east and the second four digits south/north. (Easting then Northing.) For goal declaration of pre-defined goals alternatively the3-digit goal number may be used.

David L, Feb 05

I agree with all of the above suggestions.
Masashi, Feb 05,

I agree with Uwe’s proposal.

David B. Feb 05 
I agree with above.
Eric,  Feb 05:

Ok for that. Maybe we should also add a similar sentence in rule “12.3.1 IDENTIFICATION”, even if it may be considered “redundant”.
7- Search Period (Masashi) [discussion started]

Masashi, Nov 04
Search Period  matters (it came from 2003 Motegi, too)

It may need further discussion, including in SWG.

Uwe, Feb 05:
I'm waiting further input from Masashi .

Masashi, Feb 05

This problem was mentioned by our officials in Motegi.  This rule has confliction or potential confliction with other rule(s).  I will input it later.  Sorry.

our files reveal the last change in this rule in 2003:
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the discussion was:

26- Scoring Period (Masashi) [rule 12.16.2 wording change]

Masashi, Dec 2002

In Motegi 2002, one of competitors complained this matter and I agree to his argument.

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, or he has landed, within the set time limits.

The situation was at FIN, his observer did not see marker drop of PDG and FIN marker.  He landed within the scoring period, but his observer did not assure his landing time, since he arrived several minutes after the end of scoring period at the landing site.  FIN marker was found within the scoring period by the observer.  However, the PDG marker was found out of scoring period.

Intention of Rule 12.16.2 is, if he landed before the end of scoring period, his unseen marker is valid.  In this case, his landing time was not recorded safely.  But the last maker (FIN) was found in time.  PDG marker was found on the way between take-off point and FIN mark.  Rule 12.16.2 can not help this situation.

I think we need to add the following sentence to 12.16.2.

If the next marker was found in time, previous marker will be scored unless any other information available.

Uwe, Jan 03: The problem is related to item no. 12 of this document. 

If I understand Masashi correctly he proposes:

12.16.2
A competitor will only score if his marker is found or seen falling to the ground by officials or an Observer, or he has landed, within the set time limits. If the next marker was found in time, previous marker will be scored unless any other information available.

Maybe we could use the wording as we have it in the lost marker rule:

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.

So my proposal is:

12.16.2
A competitor will only score if his marker is found or seen falling to the ground by officials or an Observer, or his following (in time) marker was dropped or he has landed, within the set time limits. 

Les, Feb 03 – I think that the rule must state “the next marker was found in time” so I prefer the first version.

Mathijs de Bruijn Feb 03: I think the rule is fine. In the example of Masashi the ED should use his best judgement. Besides these issue can be setteld with the GPS loggers easily. I propose to leave the rule as is.

Masashi, Feb 2003

The current R12.16.2 can’t help the case which we met in Motegi.  We have to add proper wordings for Eds in the world.  Otherwise, if they apply the rule strictly, the competitpor can not be rescued.

Conclusion: Scoring period rule 12.16.2 rephrased to read: 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.

Scoring period rule 12.16.3 deleted as information is contained already in rule 12.16.2.
8- 200 m rule (Masashi) [wording proposal]

Masashi, Nov 04
11.2.2 and 11.3.4

 200 meters should be applied for a target AND a goal, if we set a  target in JDG with goal coordinates?

Mathijs, Dec 04 

Masashi is right of course that generally we do not need the 200m rule in a JDG task.  However if you reduce it then competitors may land on other markers without noticing it. When we changed chapter 11 some 8 years ago we wanted to make a rule that is simple and works. That’s why we changed to a standard 200 distance in all tasks/goals/targets. I think the rule is fine. In some special cases e.g. if the scoring area is a runway, the Director can on individual basis allow to land outside the runway.

Uwe, Feb 05:
To my understanding the 200 meters rules always applied to goals and targets, not to goals or targets. If the rule is not clear we should think about writing goals and targets instead of goals/targets. What do you think ?

David L, Feb 05  

I agree Uwe’s suggestion.  However I think Masashi was referring to another problem.  If a JDG is declared at a goal and a target is set some short distance from the goal, is the distance limitation measured from only the target, or from the target and the goal.


I believe  that the limitation should be measured from only the target, if one is displayed.  Otherwise it should be measured from the goal.  The point of the rule is  to keep landing balloons off of and out of the target area.  Therefore the limitation should be measured from what the pilots are actually aiming for.  The target, if one is displayed, otherwise from the goal.
Masashi, Feb 05  I am sorry to make confusion.  David’s comment is what I wanted to say.  If we set a target, why we have to apply the limitation from the goal (of course, if there is no target, the goal should have limitation).

If we declare a goal 500 meters away from the relevant target, it would be nonsense to measure infringement of goal limitation.  So that 200 meters should be applied to only a target when it is set.

David B. Feb 05 
I agree with Masashi. If a target is displayed then the 200 metres should only apply to that.
Eric,  Feb 05:  Same for me. I always understood the rule as “goals and targets”, so Uwe’s proposal is fine for me.
9- right of way (Eric) [proposal to use penalty guide]

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 collisioa 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.
10- digits for GPS measuerments (Eric) [agreement to write rounding procedure in COH]

Eric, Nov 04
14.6.2

Masashi and David probably remember the problem of 8 or 10 digits for GPS

measurements in Mildura in last June. I think we could put more details in

this rule especially when organizers use a scoring program with 8 digits,

just to precise where figures have to be rounded.

Mathijs, Dec 04 

I don't know the nature of the problem in Mildura and cannot comment on it. First of all we are already calculating with one meter precision according the rules (last sentence R14.6.2) secondly nothing prohibits a director to e.g. use GPS co-ordinates in a goal list. I doubt whether it is wise or necessary to change the 8-digit notation in the present rules, for goal declarations and use in maps it works fine.  

Uwe, Feb 05:
I think the problem arises in some cases from the order of rounding. I can take all data as precise as possible (1m), do my calculations and then apply the appropriate rounding on the result. Some of my German fellows and may be others do the rounding on the data according to the source, then calculate and finally round again. I think that is simply overdone. Mathematically rounding is defined to be applied on the result. Do you think we have to write instructions ?

David L, Feb 05

Yes, we obviously need instructions and I believe Uwe’s system is best.  Calculate the result with raw data and then round the result.

Masashi, Feb 05

Mathematically, if we want to have 10 meters results, we should use 1 meter in calculation.  After all calculation, the results should be rounded to 10 meters.

Better to write it in COH?  Or in AX-MER?

David B. Feb 05  I agree with Uwe’s method and it should be written in the COH.

Eric,  Feb 05: This is exactly what I meant: depending on people (and equipment), either you round the source datas (to 8 digits) or you round the results, but I think we should write where to round in order to avoid discussion on both possibilities.
11- altimeter (Eric) [proposal to delete rule]

Eric, Nov 04
3.7 Altimeter.

In this rule, we say that it is mandatory to carry an altimeter. But, for

example, altitude infringements are based on GPS logs that are analyzed

after the flight. Then that means that pilots probably check Blue PZ with

their GPS rather than with their altimeter? Is is mainly the case or not?

Because if yes, we should say that the observer must see "Either the

Altimeter OR the GPS" of the pilot and not only the altimeter.

Mathijs Dec04: 

This rule is there since the very first beginning. At that time Observers used to report infringements and in order to do that the pilot was forced to have his altimeter available and visible to the Observer. Nowadays Observers usually have their own altimeter or GPS and secondly we have the loggers to testify what a pilot has done.  So from this point of view we don't need a competitor's altimeter anymore. Air law requires that a pilot has an altimeter but it is not our job to police air law. Competitors are btw. quickly finding out that in order to comply with altitude restrictions and/or to fly the new tasks they better use their GPS altitude than their (maybe faulty) altimeter. Putting this altogether I would even propose to delete R 3.7 in total. Please don't forget. we should not only make new rules but also delete old ones if they are out of date.

Uwe, Feb 05:
I agree with Mathijs and I'm fine deleting R 3.7.

David L, Feb 05

I agree to delete the rule, however, small competitions using observers and no loggers may want to keep it in as an option.

Masashi, Feb 05

I am sorry that we need R 3.7,  since balloons are not aircraft in our air law.  So if we delete it, we may need a local rule.  I strongly ask you to leave as it is.

David B. Feb 05  Leave the rule. The GPS output is an altimeter as it is measuring altitude. You do not need to carry another instrument just because it is called an altimeter.

Eric,  Feb 05: Thanks for you comments: my initial thought was related to this old-fashionned rule and I see you share my views.
12- Typo in 15.13.3 (Eric) [agreement  to change to "CLP"]

Eric, Nov 04
R 15.13.3

Can we discuss a small correction: The result is the distance from the mark

to the "common" launch point. (as it is written "common launch point" in the

R15.13.1). ?

Mathijs, Dec 04 

I agree it should also say Common Launch Point in 13.13.3. Maybe we should use the abbreviation "CLP" in 15.13.1 and 3.

Uwe, Feb 05:
I agree to change to CLP in 13.13.3, 15.13.1 and 3.

David L, Feb 05

I agree

Masashi, Feb 05

I agree, too.

David B. Feb 05  I agree with above.

13- estimated result (Masashi) [wording proposal for new rule]

Masashi, Dec 04
When the marker is lost while it was dropped at 1000 or 300o ft high

or more, how we can solve the estimate position.  The GPS logger now

produce more accurate position in the air.  But how we can estimate

its position when it is dropped at 300o ft high.  Of course, this

discussion is based on the observer watched and record marker

dropping time.

I believe we have to set the calculated solution.  I will make a sample soon.

Mathijs, Dec 04 

I don't know precisely what Masashi is proposing. However I can only warn using GPSs and (Observer reports as well) for high altitude drops. We all know that Markers may drift a considerable distance while falling (usually in the wrong direction(). I have been in competitions twice where nobody could score in the set area although we fly over the corner of it in high altitude. One time a pilot was given an assessed result in the area because the Observer said he had seen it drop (from 6000ft!). In reality the marker was lost out of sight over the area and most probably fell way out of it. How can you estimate the position of a marker with a logger? I think you can't. That's why we use the hypotenuse (R12.21.3) in AXMERG competitions. Only if this rule is adopted also in AXMER for lost markers then I would accept it. Other wise I would promote a rule that no assessed positions are established when a marker is dropped above 1000ft above GND.

How about the following under 12.15 Lost Markers:

12.15.2 If GPS loggers are used, then the assessed result cannot by better than the best hypotenuse of a track point to the goal or target.

Uwe, Feb 05:
I feel good with Mat's proposal of 12.15.2

David L, Feb 05

I agree with the concept.  Need to change wording.  ……cannot be better than the distance from the closest track point to the goal or target. (Using hypotenuse of vertical and horizontal distances)

Masashi, Feb 05

Yes, I agree Mat’s proposal.  My idea was to consider the marker drop altitude, marker drop speed and balloon speed.  It can make a cone and the top of cone is at position of the balloon when a competitor drop the marker.  But I am satisfied with Mat’s proposal.

David B. Feb 05  I agree with GPS solution. My worry is that I think it will quickly lead to markers being lobbed out at any height as your marker is unlikely to better your GPS hypotenuse near a goal and when away from the goal it will make little difference. I will be interested to see how competitors react to this.

Eric,  Feb 05: 
I also agree with Mathijs not to accept distance estimate from altitude drop, but from a real GPS hypotenuse value.
14- Result Method  Precision (Jury Board) [agreement to write precision procedure in COH]

Debbie Spaeth, Aug 04
Addition to Rule 14.6.2 – Result Method & Precision

Suggest that this rule include a reference to Angle measurements, precision and rounding.  I.e. Does the CIA wish to have angles for ELBOW or ANGLE tasks listed to 123.4 degrees or 123.45 degrees?

leg mtr.
°

 3000
0.19

4000
0.14

5000
0.11

6000
0.10

7000
0.08

8000
0.07

9000
0.06

10000
0.06

 Mathijs, Dec 04 

Good point. When establishing 'Precision' the prime focus was at distance and not degrees. To the left is table showing the ATAN of a 10m GPS/Map precision against a leg length. So a 10m difference with a leg of 3000meters makes of 0.19 degrees. So roughly it can be said that until a leg length of 6000m it makes sense to publish results in 2 decimals and above in one decimal. Whether this differentiation is worth the effort I doubt. We had cases (Europeans in Luxemburg) where everybody could do a 180° elbow (so actually a badly set task). The scorer then calculated with surveying equipment the scores to 2 decimals. I have no doubt that that calculation was very precise. What sense it made is another thing. I dropped within 10m of the CLP and scored somewhere at eights position because some other ones dropped their markers 'better' in line (not closer to the CLP!).  The whole thing was a farce of course. Reducing the score to 1 decimal, would result in ten people tying the best score in such a case, which maybe more realistic but not necessary better for the competition (10x1000 points or ten times 12 in the WHGP). 

Uwe, Feb 05:
if the measuring method allows precision of 2 digits, why not using it ? If the precision is not given, we can write 123.40 degrees.

David L, Feb 05

I agree with Uwe that if the precision is available, we should use it.

Masashi, Feb 05

After the experience of 1989 Worlds in Saga, I always used 0.2 degrees at minimum unit.  The reason is exactly what Mat said in the above.  We usually used 2000 - 3000 meters in minimum leg of ELB.  I think it is better that a minimum unit 0.2 degree at R. 14.6.2.

David B. Feb 05  I agree with Uwe’s point.

Eric,  Feb 05: Precision to 2 digits makes sense.
15- Policy vs Advisory (Jury Board) [agreement to make COH mandatory]

Debbie Spaeth, Aug 04
CIA Documents – Policy versus advisory

I would suggest that the CIA needs to have a sub-committee or person responsible for ensuring new technology statements and information, that are CIA policy, be transferred to the MERs or other appropriate documents.

This comment is based on the fact that several pieces of information, relevant to a competition, are scattered in documents listed as “advisory”.  An example of this is the “Competition Operations Handbook” (COH).  The COH lists the March 2003 SWG statement on altitude margin/penalty factor.  This is an important document for pilots to understand in terms of the ANGLE or ELBOW Tasks.  I would suggest that this information be copied to the MERs, as an appendix item.  

The point is that a competitor must search documents listed as “advisory” for information that is actually “policy” in competitions. The CIA either needs to copy these items to the Appendix of the MERs or publish a category of documents that list those items of interest to competitors.

Mathijs, Dec 04 

I entirely agree! But my solution is different. I already proposed one or two years ago to change to CIA policy on Documents. At the moment CIA Documents are classified in toto as Mandatory, Advisory or for Information. The COH is a good example of the negative effect of this classification. In the COH there are chapters that fit in each of those categories. My proposal was to introduce a classification "Mixed" wherein documents should mention which chapters fall in what category.

Another thing is what needs to be written in the AXMER. I am very reluctant on inflating the AXMERs with 'non competition' issues. I would even take out the whole Chapter 14 Scoring and put it in the COH. A lot of it is rather technical but if a pilot is interested then he can always look or study the COH (which I recommend anyhow for the serious competitor). Take e.g. the following rule:

7.5
PZ INFRINGEMENT


A competitor violating a PZ in force will be penalised by up to 1000 competition points, proportionally to the offence.

This is a good rule as it should be printed in a rule book. How the penalty is calculated in detail should not be published in a rule book but elsewhere as e.g. the COH.

So I strongly advise the working group to see that my request to change the classification policy is put to effect!

Uwe, Feb 05:
I agree with Mat that the COH is made a mandatory document. If there are some parts not settled yet, those could be marked accordingly. In the AXMER we implemented test rules with the addition: "until further notice not to be used in continental and world championship". I would do the same with the "living" chapters of the COH, but make the body of the document mandatory. 

We invested quite some work in the COH and I cannot understand if the rules written there are not followed.

David L, Feb 05
I agree that we need to incorporate the COH into the rules.  However, I  think we need to take a closer look at the COH in light of that connection.  Maybe we could mark those rules in the COH which are most likely to affect the competitors in their decision making so that they are brought to the competitor’s attention.  Or, as Debbie suggests, put them in the MERs in an Appendix.

Masashi, Feb 05

I prefer to agree with David.  We need to study how we mix / separate AX-MER and COH.

David B. Feb 05  I stated in 3. – “My only point here is that as the COH carries important information this should be made available to all competitors (with the rule book).”

16- making AXMER and AXMERG equal  (Mathijs) [work ongoing]

Uwe, Feb 05:

Mathijs looked on the differences of and made a good proposal to make them equal in the relevant chapters. I'd like to include his work (AXMERG discussion MdB.doc) into the scope of our discussions in March 2005. 

David B. Feb 05  I agree.

Eric,  Feb 05: Good point.
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