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1. FAI Statutes and By-Laws changes adopted by the FAI GC in October 2010 
Annex 3
It was noted that the FAI Honorary Group Diploma was renamed FAI Group Diploma of Honour, and that FAI GC has decided to give control over the FAI By-Laws to the FAI Executive Board and that some By-Laws disposition were transferred to the Statutes.

2. SC General Section changes adopted by CASI in 2010



Annex 4
The changes as described in Annex 4 were noted.

3. Proposed SC GS changes

No proposal for SC GS was received.
4. Proposed SC Section 1 changes 
1. Proposal for an amendment of the Invitation Rules in the SC S1

Annex 1
After lengthy discussions and except for the No-Show issue, the WG does not see enough merit in the proposal to mandate a change and recommends to maintain the invitation procedures as written. However, the WG will provide EDS with written explanations to be added to the sanction application documents for the benefit of event organisers.
As far as the No-Show rule is concerned, the WG recommends to delete the valid reason explanation “(force majeure, illness, death)” in S1 5.6.6.1, and thus give the ED responsibility to decide if a No-Show declaration is justified.

2. Proposal to review SC S1  5.6.4 – Flight experience in CAT 1 Events

Annex 2
The WG decided that the SC S1 5.6.4 provisions (flight experience at the date of entering an event) do not apply to all CAT1 events, but only to World and Continental Championships. The Gordon Bennett event is therefore not affected by this rule. Should the AA WG wish to bring the GB Rule 2.2. (flight experience at the start of the event) in line with the S1 5.6.4 dispositions, the WG then recommends to the AA WG to change the relevant GB rule.

3. CIA Sporting Events – Criteria






Annex 6
The sanction and organisation criteria in Chapter 7 of the SC are well defined and easily understandable. The WG therefore does not see the need to change the SC dispositions, and recommends to the EDS to efficiently screen applications and apply the relevant SC dispositions to avoid future problems.

4. Proposed SC GS & S1 wording changes





Annex 5
The WG, having considered the proposed wording changes, found that they were purely editorial and did not affect the S1 dispositions, and therefore decided to make the required editorial changes to the SC S1.

5. AOB

a) Youth Category World Championships
Having considered the proposal from Lithuania to create a new “Youth” Category type of events, the WG decided to write the appropriate S1 rules if so requested by the CIA Plenary.

These rules would be available for adoption at the 2012 CIA Plenary.

b) Event Director overall operational charge 
On a suggestion from the Jury Board to review the role of the Event Director and the extent to which he can be expected to be in “overall operational charge” of the event, the WG decided to write an explanation paper for the 2012 CIA Plenary, to be given to the Officials SC for educational purposes.

6. Proposed Motions to the CIA Plenary Meeting 

No motions to be proposed.

7. Proposed Composition of the Working Group for 2011
The WG recommends the following WG composition:

· Chairman

J.C. Weber
· Members

Hans Akerstedt
Les Purfield
2 new members to be appointed

J.C. Weber, chairman

RSC Statutes, By-Laws and Sporting Code Working Group

Amendment proposed by Mathijs Debruijn on December 2, 2010 to the RSC S&SC WG

The various entries that I was involved in lately make me believe that we have to simplify the invitation process. Here is proposal for a change of the relevant rules in SI. The essence is:

· To abandon the idea of reaching the exact number of envisaged entrants.

· To have only two invitation steps: Round one > NAC invitation and Round two > individual invitation.

· To abandon the Organizers right to propose the initial number of invitations and the method of the additional invitations. These two things should be fixed in SI and be applied by any organizer.

· To fix in the Rules that a NAC (and only the NAC) can change a competitor within the lot that is taken by the NAC after the NAC invitation round.

· To write in the Rules that the entry fee (and deposits) are nonrefundable irrespective of the reason why a competitor does not participate.

· To delete the ‘No show’ rule without substitution.

Proposal for an  amendment of the Invitation Rules in SI

Here is my proposal based on various events in which I took part as Event Director, Official or Competitor. It is my conclusion that a lot of the present rules are the result of trying to reach the number of envisaged entrants precisely. This results in up to three complicated entry rounds and a problematic ‘No Show’ rule.

To start with the last: The No Show rule will always be a delicate issue. Anybody (individual or NAC) trying to tackle the legitimacy of a ‘No Show’ ruling will likely win if brought for CASI or CAS. Then somewhere down the process the Organizer will have made a mistake e.g. unclear email, unclear invitation wording etc. Therefore I propose the delete the ‘No Show’ rule without substation.

Another point I like to make: Is it important how many entrants a competition precisely has? I think No! It is however important how many an Organizer wants and will subsequently invite. So an Organizer should state in their bid e.g. 50, 80, or 100 and send invitations accordingly. It doesn’t really matter, if at the end 95 or 98 of the 100 invited show up.

Of course we don’t want to make it too easy to not show up. This is reached easier if you go for the money. In other words, Entry Fees must be paid by the deadlines and are Non refundable irrespective what the reason is (even force majeure). To make the entry fee barrier a bid higher I suggest that the money to be paid at the deadline also includes deposits for basket banners etc. In case of not showing up even the deposits are non refundable. After all the Organizer had the costs of providing for these things. 

Another opinion I have is that I think HAB CAT I Events (Continental and World Championships) should be limited to 100+3 competitors. Higher number of entrants increases the risk of accidents without increasing the quality of the event.

Another opinion is that an Organizer should not decide on the Invitation Formula. The only thing an Organizer should decide on is the number of entrants they plan to have. With, in the mean time 36+ eligible NACs, we should fix the minimum number to two.

The extra places should be filled by a method explained in SI. This method should be agreed upon in the CIA and the use of this method is obligatory for the inviting NAC. If the CIA feels that this method is not appropriate she can of course change the formula after discussion and per agreement in the CIA plenary.

To summarize what is necessary:

· The organizer should specify in their bid the number of entrants they plan for their bid in increments of ten (10,20 …90, max 100) + 3 medal holders.

· A minimum of two entrants will be invited per NAC.

· The extra places will be determined by a procedure published in SI

· There will be only two invitation rounds:

 Round one > NAC invitation

 Round two > individual competitor invitation.

· The entry fee (plus deposits) is non refundable irrespective of the reasons for not entering.

· The role call at the General Briefing determines the number of official entered pilots.

· A change of competitor after the entry deadline is only acceptable within the NAC’s allotted number of entrants up to the General briefing roll call.

Following is a discussion draft for an amendment of the Invitation Rules in SI.
CHAPTER 5 - FIRST CATEGORY SPORTING EVENTS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter sets out the framework for:

WORLD CHAMPIONSHIPS (GS 3.1.6)

CONTINENTAL REGIONAL CHAMPIONSHIPS (GS 3.1.5)

SPECIAL INTERNATIONAL SPORTING EVENTS (GS 3.1.3 & 3.5.1)

5.1.1 Sporting Events in class A and class B may belong to either the general or feminine category of Sporting Events. In the feminine category all persons on board of the aerostat must be female and representing the same NAC, except for competition officials.

5.1.2 Unless an article refers specifically to a gender category or either World, Continental Regional or Special International Sporting Event, it applies to all.

5.2 OBJECTIVES

The objectives of a First Category Sporting Event are to:

- Determine the Champion Pilot, or two Champion Pilots in the case of a World Gas Balloon Championship;

- to stimulate the development of aerostation by an international comparison of performance of pilots and aerostats;

- to reinforce friendship amongst aeronauts of all nations.

5.3 AUTHORITY

5.3.1 A First Category Sporting Event shall be organised in accordance with this Section and the General Section of the Sporting Code of the FAI by, or on behalf of, a NAC affiliated to the FAI.

5.3.2 World Championships in the same sub-class and gender category shall not be held closer to each other than approximately two years.

5.3.3 Continental Regional Championships in the same sub-class and gender category shall not be held more than once a year on the same continent, or in the same year as a World Championship in that sub-class.

5.3.4 Intentions to bid and bids from an NAC to organise a First Category Sporting Event must be presented in the standardised CIA format published in the CIA Bidding Check-list and timetable, and shall be subject to the following bidding process:

5.3.4.1 World - or Continental Regional Championship:

Intentions to bid must be received by the CIA at least 60 days before the date fixed for the CIA meeting three calendar years before the year scheduled for the Event. They shall be included in the Agenda of that meeting. Exceptionally, and only if the CIA has received less than 2 intentions to bid in accordance with the tree year deadline, the CIA may accept intentions to bid up to 60 days before the date fixed for the CIA meeting two calendar years before the year scheduled for the event. Intentions to bid shall not be accepted more than six years before the year of the event. The letters of intent, supported by a letter of recommendation from the bidders’ NAC, shall be presented to the CIA meeting by the bidding NACs’ respective CIA delegates and be recorded in the meeting minutes. The letters of intent must contain the following information:

· The title, dates and place of the event,

· the organiser’s name, coordinates and qualifications,

· the maximum total number of competitors the organiser is prepared to accommodate,(in increments of ten up to maximum 100 + 3 medal holders)

· the equal number of competitors to be invited from each eligible NAC,

· the organiser’s policy on entry-fees,

Ensuing bids, supported by the complete bid files and the FAI/CIA Organiser Agreement signed by the organizing NAC and the Organiser, must be presented to the CIA Plenary meeting two calendar years before the year scheduled for the Event, unless these time limits are changed by the CIA under special circumstances Bid presentations shall be included in the Agenda of that meeting, and the bidding NACs’ respective CIA delegates shall present the bids to the CIA meeting. Bids shall be considered by this meeting and the CIA is empowered to accept or reject such bids. Voting by the Plenary to award the organisation of World- or Continental Championships shall be by secret ballot and simple majority.

5.3.4.2 Other First Category Sporting Events:

Bids must be received by the CIA at least 60 days before the date fixed for the CIA meeting

the year scheduled for the Event, unless these time limits are changed by the CIA under

special circumstances They shall be included in the Agenda of that meeting. The bidding

NACs’ respective CIA delegates shall present the bids to the CIA meeting, supported by the

complete bid files and the FAI/CIA Organiser Agreement signed by the organising NAC and

the Organiser. Bids shall be considered by this meeting and the CIA is empowered to accept

or reject such bids.

5.4. CANCELLATION

The organiser may not stop, cancel or transfer a First Category Sporting Event to another place or date except for reasons of force majeure.

5.5. ELIGIBILITY

5.5.1 A First Category Sporting Event is open to all NACs which have met their obligations to the FAI. In the case of a Continental Regional Championship (CRC) it is open to all these NACs in that region, but the organising NAC may issue invitations to compete to other NACs, but not for the title of Continental Regional Champion.

5.5.2 Organisers may invite on a personal basis, in accordance with the Sporting Code General Section Chapter 3, a limited number of individuals who do not otherwise have an opportunity to participate.

5.5.3 Aerostats flown in a First Category Sporting Event must have current certificates of registration and airworthiness, or in place of the latter, an equivalent document from the recognized authority of the country concerned. The organisers are empowered to reject any aerostat which in their opinion is not of a reasonable standard of airworthiness.

5.5.4 Aerostats carrying advertising shall in all respects be treated equally with other balloons.

However, the organisers may in the entry conditions reserve the right to advertising on the basket only.

5.5.5 After the beginning of the GENERAL BRIEFING of a First Category Sporting Event, no change of competitor or entrant is permitted.

5.6 INVITATION AND ENTRY PROCEDURES FOR WORLD- AND CONTINENTAL REGIONAL CHAMPIONSHIPS

5.6.1 INITIAL INVITATION

5.6.1.1 The organising NAC must issue initial invitations to participate to all eligible NACs. Copies of all invitations must be sent to the respective National Balloon Federations and CIA delegates, where these exist, for information.

5.6.1.2 The organising NAC shall issue an invitation for an equal number of at least two competitors to each eligible NAC. The current championship medal holders (top 3), if any, shall be invited in addition through their NACs.

5.6.1.3 Only the initial invitation must be sent by the organising NAC to eligible NACs, all further documents pertaining to the initial invitation may be directly addressed by the organisers to the nominated participants.

5.6.1.4 The following information must be given to all eligible NACs with the initial invitation:

- the maximum total number of competitors the organiser is prepared to accommodate,

- the total number of eligible NACs invited,  This is irrelevant
- the organiser's policy on entry-fees,  This should be according to a standard rule in SI
- the equal number of competitors to be invited from each eligible NAC in relation to 5.6.1.2, Should be two
- the organiser's policy and chosen procedure on invitations in relation to 5.6.2.1, This should not be an organiser’s option but according a standard rule in SI

- the exact timetable for issuing further invitations (if any) and official entry forms,

- the date of the deadline when invited NACs must have responded and taken up their initial

and further (if any) invitations.

- the deadlines for the return of individual all entries.

5.6.1.5 There may be a reserve list which shall consist of an additional number of eligible entrants notexceeding 10% of the maximum total number of competitors under 5.6.1.4.

Only those NACs who have taken up all their invitations within the published time limits shall be considered for the reserve list.

The number of eligible entrants from each eligible NAC shall be according to each NAC’s

ranking positions in the final results in the previous similar event. Reserve places shall be

allocated to each NAC in the same order as that NAC’s ranking positions in the previous

event.

5.6.2 ADDITIONAL INVITATIONS

5.6.2.1 The organisers may choose to accommodate more competitors than the minimum stated in 5.6.1.2, and the organising NAC may issue additional invitations to each NAC according to the ranking method in 5.6.2.2.

After the date of the deadline when invited NACs must have responded and taken up their

initial invitations, only those NACs who have taken up all of their initial invitations within the published time limits shall be considered for additional invitations

5.6.2.2 The Ranking Method

The ranking method is as follows:

The number of additional invitations to each eligible NAC shall be according to each NAC’s ranking positions in the final results in the previous similar event. Invitations shall be allocated to each NAC in the same order as that NAC’s ranking positions in the previous event. The invitation of additional pilots may be performed in several steps, each with its own deadline for return of entry forms and payment of entry fee. A further round starts where the previous round ended.

Invitations may be sent out until all available places are taken, up to the maximum total numberof competitors the organiser is prepared to accommodate, but in no case later than 60 days for World Championships and 45 days for Continental Championships before the start of theevent.

After the published deadline only invitations according to 5.6.5.2 may be issued.

5.6.2.3 Limitation

When using the ranking method in 5.6.2.2, no NAC shall have more competitors than 10% of the total number of competitors the organiser is prepared to accommodate. The current medal 

holders, invited under rule 5.6.1.2 are not included in this limit.

The wording of above rule should be rewritten
5.6.3 NOMINATION OF ENTRANTS

Each NAC wishing to enter a World- or Continental Regional Championship shall nominate its own entrants by the time limit for entry published in the invitation.

5.6.4 PILOTS-IN-COMMAND

Pilots-in-command shall have been authorised to act as pilot-in-command of that subclass of

aerostat for which the World- or Continental Regional Championship is held, at least twelve

months prior to the start of the event, and each pilot-in-command shall have accumulated at

least 50 hours as pilot-in-command of aerostats in that subclass by the closing entry date,

unless these experience criteria are modified by the CIA for a specific subclass of aerostat,

under special circumstances claimed by the organising NAC.

5.6.5 DEADLINES

5.6.5.1 Organisers, NACs and entrants must adhere to published deadlines for entry.

5.6.5.2 If an NAC fails to respond by the proper deadline or if an entrant fails to fulfil his obligations, the NAC or the entrant in question may will lose their respective right to enter, but could be kept on a standby list should vacancies appear.

5.6.5.3 Subject to consideration of currency export regulations in some countries, entrants may be requested to send an excess entry fee by a published date. This part of the total entry fee shall be returned when the entrant arrives at the event. If the organiser has reason to believe that the entry fee is not sent by the deadline, the organiser has the right to invite another NAC according to the ranking method in 5.6.2.2.

5.6.5.3 At the individual entry deadline, competitors must have officially entered the event and have paid the entry fee plus deposits. Failure to enter and/or pay the amount due before the deadline will lead to not being accepted for the event.

5.6.6 PROCEDURES FOR CHAMPIONSHIP ENTRANTS WHO FAIL TO APPEAR

5.6.6.1 An entrant who fails to appear at an FAI Category 1 event is defined as an entrant who, without giving valid reason (force majeure, illness, death) before the start of the General Briefing, is absent at the time of the roll call of the General Briefing of the event. An absent entrant shall be qualified “No-Show” only by decision of the event director confirmed by the

International Jury.

5.6.6.2 After the roll call of the General Briefing and before publication of the official final entry list, the event director shall present any no-show qualification decision to the Jury President. The event Jury must consider all available information before confirming the event director’s decision. The Jury’s confirmation must be recorded in a written document to be published on the official notice board and forwarded by the event director to the NAC concerned without delay.

5.6.6.3 A no-show entrant shall be prominently mentioned as such on the official entry list published after the General Briefing. He shall not be qualified as a competitor and shall not be considered in the ranking calculations.

5.6.6.4 A no-show entrant shall be disqualified from participating in any FAI Category 1 event for the rest of that year and an additional period of two calendar years. For the next event of the same type, a no-show’s NAC will have its entitlement to entries reduced by the number of its no-shows in the previous event.

5.6.6 PROCEDURES FOR CHAMPIONSHIP ENTRANTS WHO FAIL TO APPEAR

Up to the General Briefing a NAC has the authority to substitute an entered competitor by another competitor of that NAC. A competitor not answering the roll call of the General Briefing is considered not having entered the event. The competitor’s entry fee and deposits are forfeit irrespective of the reason for not appearing.

The following comments were received:

Uwe Schneider, December 02, 2010:

good idea, Mat, to simplify the process.

I'm not willing to make it more complicated but I'd like to propose awarding the organising NAC with extra place(s). Background of my proposal is, that in the past organising NAC have done a lot of effort to rise the number of 'their' entrants selecting the initial entry method (2 or 3 per NAC) and the additional invitations method. If you 'take it from them, it may be a lot easier coming to a positive vote if you give them this goodie. And for organising a major event, they receive a reward ...
blue skies

David Levin, December 02, 2010:

I  agree with both of you.  However, I would not award an extra entry spot to a country that already has more than x places.  For example, the U.S. should not get an extra spot for hosting the Worlds as we already have possibly six entries  ( I wouldn’t count podium places).  A smaller country with few possible entries would be motivated to bid and get the extra spot(s).


Uwe Schneider, December 03, 2010:

Hi David,

thanks for pointing out that view, which I did loose out of sight.
In the additional invitations list we defined a maximum of 10% for a NAC, not counting the personally invited medal holders. I would set the same limit with (1 or 2) places awarded for hosting the championship.

Alex Nagorski, December 06, 2010-12-15

I offer some of my thoughts on Mathijs' proposal: 

· I like the idea of only two rounds and not having to worry to fill up the exact number of entrants proposed. 

· For the number of entrants I would suggest establishing a maximum but not a specific number. 

· I like the idea of the host country getting an extra entry or two but under the conditions David mentioned. 

· Refunding entry fees is a problem as it is interesting to see how many excuses people come up with.  A firm policy would be nice. 

· I disagree about eliminating the No Show rule as that was created to stop several individuals/countries from taking up places in the invitation process.  It was a problem at the World Air Games but has worked other times. 

I will also leave you gentlemen with another point to discuss. 

In these financially difficulty times hosting large events like the Europeans and Worlds will be a problem.  They are very  expensive to host and not necessarily a good investment for many sponsors.  The CSC should be discussing on how to reduce event costs and especially the number of entrants.  

Additionally if organizers can't get good sponsorships, they will pass on the majority of the costs to the competitors who will see significant increases in entry fees.   Or even worse, we will see fewer countries interested in hosting these large events. 



----- END -----

SC S1 issue re. P1 flight experience in CAT1 events, raised by Don Cameron

At 14:05 22/04/2010, Rudy Paenen, CIA Delegate Belgium wrote:


Hello Don,
I have a question about flight hours for the Pilot in Command during the next Gordon Bennett in the UK.
What would you use for the GB2010 as limit 50hours by the day of entry (26th of April) or 50hours by the beginning of the competition (24th of September)?
 
Sporting Code S1
5.6.4 PILOTS-IN-COMMAND
Pilots-in-command shall have been authorised to act as pilot-in-command of that subclass of aerostat for which the World- or Continental Regional Championship is held, at least twelve months prior to the start of the event, and each pilot-in-command shall have accumulated at least 50 hours as pilot-in-command of aerostats in that subclass by the closing entry date, unless these experience criteria are modified by the CIA for a specific subclass of aerostat, under special circumstances claimed by the organising NAC.
 

Don Cameron replied 

 
 Hi Rudy
As you can see the Gordon Bennett rule is slightly different from the porting Code section 1. It might be construed that the Gordon Bennett rules, approved by the CIA, should prevail and that it could mean that 50 hours prior to the start, not prior to 26 April. I am happy with that and will not raise a problem, but, if anyone else does, the ultimate decision would rest with the jury.


Gordon Bennett rule:
2.2 PILOT LICENCES AND EXPERIENCE
Both pilots must hold a valid LTA licence (free balloon) and a FAI Sporting Licence issued by their NAC. Pilots must either hold a passport or an identity card from the nominating NAC's country, or they must have held a resident's permit from the nominating NAC's  country for the preceding 5 years. The pilot in command must have been authorised to be pilot in command of a gas balloon for at least twelve months prior to the start of the Coupe and must have had at least 50 hours experience as pilot in command and must be authorised to fly at night.
At least one of the two pilots must be able to communicate with Air Traffic Control in English and have sufficient experience in operating the navigation aids
 


At 15:16 22/04/2010, rudy.paenen@dommel.be wrote:


We like a clear answer which one you would use, in the CIA approved rules for the GB2010, is nothing about this, so we suppose the Sporting Code section 1 is used than. But maybe we are wrong and it is very important for us to know the correct way you will handled this problem.


From: Don Cameron [ mailto:dcameron@cameronballoons.co.uk] 
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2010 4:26 PM
To: Jean-Claude Weber; rudy.paenen@dommel.be
Subject: Re: Flight hours Gordon Bennett 2010
 
Hi Jean Claude
Can you help Rudy Paenen with an opinion on the interpretation of  this rule about the time when the pilot has to have 50 hours?

At 17:31 22/04/2010, JC Weber wrote:


Dear Don, dear Rudy,
 
When we discussed the change to the S1 5.6.4 two years ago, it was felt that in order to qualify to enter the event, the condition that the pilot must have the 50 hours at the time of the closing entry date should remain. If you would allow a pilot to enter without having the required flight experience (50 hours) at the time of the closing entry date, then you may end up with a pilot not qualifying at the time of the start of the event. This would not be acceptable and the pilot would not be allowed to participate.
 
As in any case the S1 supersedes the GB Rules, and as the organisers have not requested a change of the experience requirements under special circumstances, it is therefore clear that the pilot must have the 50 hours at the closing entry date.


Don Cameron replied:

I am happy with your opinion and I think there is good reason for it.

On a technical level, it might be possible to argue that since the GB rules are approved by the CIA and the S1 rule allows for the condition to be modified by CIA decision, perhaps the GB rule would prevail. Maybe, when we have time (if we remember) we should align this rule with the S1 version. The GB rule could even be interpreted to mean that he must have 50 hours by twelve months before! How easy it is to make ambiguous rules!



----- END -----

Agenda item 3. – FAI Statutes & By-Laws changes adopted by the FAI 2010 GC

The following changes have been adopted by the General Conference:

1. THE FAI HONORARY GROUP DIPLOMA 

This diploma was established in 1965 by the FAI as the “THE FAI HONORARY GROUP DIPLOMA”. 

In 2010 the FAI General Conference decided to rename this Diploma “THE FAI GROUP DIPLOMA OF HONOUR”.

2. FAI By-Laws

The Constitution of FAI is now defined as “The body of fundamental laws and principles that prescribe the nature, objectives, functions and limits of FAI. It consists of two parts. 

· The relatively permanent elements of the FAI Constitution are set forth in the FAI Statutes and may only be changed by the General Conference. 

· The procedural and more detailed elements, and any other matter necessary for the conduct of FAI business and aeronautical and astronautical activities, are set forth in the FAI By-Laws and may be changed by the Executive Board.

The FAI By-Laws are formal written rules, to guide the implementation of the Statutes. They deal with awards, badges, publications, procedural rules for the various FAI bodies and any other matter as necessary for the conduct of FAI business and aeronautical and astronautical activities.

Amendments to the By-laws shall become effective 15 days after the date of  publication and notification to the FAI Members.

The General Conference has delegated the power to amend the FAI By-Laws to

the Executive Board.

----- END -----

Agenda item #2: SC General Section changes adopted by CASI in 2010-12-19

The following changes were adopted by CASI:

1. Continental Records Working Group recommendations

Chapter 6 of the General Section of the FAI Sporting Code was amended to read as follows:

6.1.2 
To be eligible as an International World Record, the performance must have been recognised as a National record by the NAC concerned, except for international team performances in Class G (Parachutes - Largest Formation Record), and for all performances in Class K (Spacecraft) and Class P (Aerospacecraft). In any case the FAI rules have to be fulfilled.

The following paragraphs were added to Chapter 6:

6.1.3 
A performance may meet the certification criteria for a World Record and/or a Continental Regional record. The certification claim must state whether certification is requested as a World Record, a Continental Regional Record or both. The administration fee charged by FAI for certification of each International Record will be charged only once, even if both World and Continental Regional Records are established.

6.1.4 
For record purposes Continental Regions shall be as defined in 3.5.4 of this General Section of the Sporting Code for Continental Regional Championships, with one exception:That a FAI Air Sport Commission may stipulate in its own Specialised Section of the Sporting Code that part of the Russian Federation East of the 61° meridian shall be assigned to Asia.

6.1.5 
Each FAI Air Sport Commission shall decide if Continental Regional Records may be established in its activity and, if so, in its own Specialised Section of the Sporting Code, shall set out any specific criteria to be applied to the participants and/or other terms and limitations applicable thereto.

These changes were passed with a 9 to 8 majority.

2. Proposal for modification of GS 4.2.3

It was resolved that the following be added to GS 4.2.3:

In the event an FAI Performance is evaluated on video evidence, only one Official Observer need be present to verify the recording, and the performance may be evaluated using that recording by the required number of official observers at a later date.

----- END -----
Notes on FAI/CIA Document consistencies

These notes have been prepared (by Dave Morgan, UK) whilst reviewing material for a CIA Jury application.  Some points may appear pedantic, however, as well as adherence to good English grammar, use and practice; it is also complied with the international readership in mind.  Many of our International colleagues will not have English as a First Language and as such a reduction in the inconsistencies of usage in any of the internationally read documents can only make life easier for all.  I appreciate that any changes to format, grammar or content will need to be reviewed by the applicable controlling authority and that theses changes will take time to implement, however, I hope they will be considered in good faith and an honourable intent.

General Section 2010

Rule 3.11.2.4 uses the term “Contest Director”.  In all other rules and in the SC01 the term used is “Event Director”.  In the interests of consistency; please consider clarification or change of this reference to “Event Director”

Rule 4.2.4.1 uses the term “Director of the Championship”.  In all other rules and in the SC01 the term used is “Event Director”.  In the interests of consistency; please consider clarification or change of this reference to “Event Director”

SC01 -  2010

Rule 5.3.4.1. There is a typo on line 4  “... tree year deadline”  Additionally this reference is not local to the rule that it refers to and should contain a cross reference to the applicable section and rule.

Rule 5.6.6.1 & 5.6.6.2.  These rules use the term “event director” without proper capitalisation while in all other rules the reference is afforded a proper title i.e. “Event Director” – To make it clear that we are always referring to the same role I would suggest amending the capitalisation to make to the whole document consistent.

Rule 5.7.2.  This rule refers to “Category One Sporting Events”, while all other references are to a “First Category Sporting Event”.  In the interests of simplicity and consistency I would recommend a change of Rule 5.7.2. to the proper term.

Rule 5.9.4. and 7.1.14.3  Refers to “…the briefing on the opening day of the Event” presumably being the “General Briefing”.  It is quite possible at larger event to hold other ‘briefings’ e.g. “Press briefing” on the opening day of the Event, which may not even be the first day of the competition.  For clarity and consistency I would recommend a change to the wording of this rule to be more consistent with the General Briefing which is designed to convey all important information to competitors at the start of a competition.

Rule 7.1.1.  Refers to “FAI Category II event” while the terminology used in the GS Rule 3.5 is “Second Category Events”.  For consistency it would appear that a change of terminology to correlate to the GS usage might be in order.  In fact, this Rule should be reviewed as it could be interpreted as in conflict with the GS 3.5 which does not appear to require a second category event to be approved and sanctioned by the Air Sport Commission concerned.  GS 3.5.1 indicates that First Category Events include “International Sporting Events approved by the FAI Air Sport Commissions concerned“, but there is nothing mentioned for Second Category Events.

Also the title used for the commission is in consistently applied in this rule i.e. “approved and sanctioned by the FAI Ballooning Commission in accordance with the

rules and regulations published by the CIA,” here the same body (The Commission) is referred to as the “FAI Ballooning Commission” and the “CIA” while elsewhere the term used is “FAI Ballooning Commission (CIA)”.  To the novice reader for whom English is not there first language it could easily be construed as being two separate entities.  This could easily be tidied up to remove any possibility of confusion.  The agreed Terminology (Title) for the Ballooning commission should then be applied consistently throughout all FAI documentation.

Rule 7.1.2  Refers to “FAI Category I event” while the terminology used in the GS Rule 3.5 is “First Category Events”.  For consistency it would appear that a change of terminology to correlate to the GS usage might be in order.

----- END -----
Comments by Hans Akerstedt:

26th Polish Hot Air Balloon Championship

21st Ladies World Cup

11th Wloclawek Balloon Mayors Cup …........

18 – 22 August 2010

The jury president for the above events, Moniek Vande Velde, called me 22nd of August as she had a few problems with this event (see Moniek’s comments below).

This was a CIA Sporting Event.

1. Jury.
The appointed jury consisted of herself, Patrick Kearley and Tom Dragan Miclousic. This was according to the sanction application sent in to CIA. However, Mr Miclousic had at the last minute canceled and did not show up. It is not clear at what time he canceled his participation. Moniek was unable to get this information from the organizers, partly because the organizers did not speak English.
The organizers had appointed another jury member, Mrs Wanda Musial, who did not speak English, had no FAI license and is not an approved CIA juror.

There are no established procedures and qualification criteria for jury members at CIA Sporting Events, but the replacement juror should have some minimum knowledge and also be able to communicate with the rest of the jurors. It is sometimes difficult to find a qualified replacement juror at short notice. In this case the president was unable to find the juror in time to sign reports and result lists.

The missing juror, mr Miclousic, has done it before. In 2003 he simply did not show up at a CAT 1 event without any previous communication. His case will be discussed at the next Jury Board meeting.


2. The CIA sanction.
This event consists of at least 3 events. In the CIA sanction only the Polish Championship and the Ladies World Cup are mentioned.

From CIA minutes 2010
29.3   CIA SPORTING EVENT APPLICATIONS FOR APPROVAL
Event Name
21st Ladies World Cup and 26th Polish Championships

The main event seems to be the Wloclawek Balloon Mayors Cup.
a). SC1, 7.1.1: A CIA Sporting Event is defined as an International Sporting Event in accordance with Chapter 3 of the General Section.

b) SC1, 7.1.5.1: A CIA Sporting Event a minimum of 2 NACs and for AX, at least 15 competitors shall have entered the event.

c) SC1, 7.1.13: …. The title of the winner shall not be.....or National Champion.

These rules combined prevent a national championship to be sanctioned as a CIA Sporting Event. Maybe if the event is an open national championship where pilots also representing other NACs may compete for the title. But what title?


3. In the official program there were 30 pilots representing 5 NACs. There were at least 7 female pilots representing 3 NACs. (I have only identified 7 female names but there may have been more). In the end there were 22 pilots from 4 NACs competing. There were only 3 female pilots, all from Poland.
So there was only one NAC represented in the Ladies World Cup. Minimum 2 required.
Only 3 pilots competed. 15 are required for an AX Sporting Event. ( SC1, 7.1.5.1)

I wonder how many times this rule has been overlooked in the previous 20 Ladies World Cups?

The only sanction that would have been justified is for the Wloclawek Balloon Mayors Cup and that event was not mentioned in the sanction.

I suggest that the jury Board take a look at the status of mr. Miclousic as a CIA juror.

I suggest that we are a bit more careful with event sanctions in the future.


I suggest that the Statutes WG take a look at chapter 7 of the Sporting Code, section 1.

2010-09-13

Hans

Comments by Moniek Vande Velde

Jury Comment on  2010 Polish Championship, Wloclawek, Poland, August 18-22

Upon arrival at Wloclawek, Poland, and after meeting Jury Member Patrick Kearley, 

we learned from the Organiser ( Mr. Marek Kozinski, Director of the Wloclawek Aeroclub) that the foreseen Jury Member Tom Miklousic (Cro) had last-minute cancelled. 

Mrs. Wanda Musial had been appointed as replacement.

She said to be a balloon pilot but doesn’t hold an FAI licence nor speaks English. (cc of ID in attachment)

Upon receipt of the Competition Rules we read:

Under Section 1 I.2: The Event is an approved CIA Sporting Event sanctioned by the FAI Ballooning Commission (CIA) (cc.attached).

The Competition Rules for this Event state as name for the Event: 21st Ladies World Cup and 26th Polish Championship (cc. attached).

The Competition Rules for this Event state under Section 1 1.3: The Event is organised by: Aeroklub Wloclawski supported by Aero Club of Poland.

Mr. Jerzy Czerniawski was not present at the Event.

Although Mr. Kozinski was doing his utmost to please all the demands of the Event Director and the Jury President communication was very difficult since he doesn’t speak English either and all communication had to go by means of an interpreter.

However, there is great confusion on whether this Event is CIA sanctioned or not.

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

The Directorship of Eugenijus Komas (LTU) was excellent: an interesting set of well set tasks was appreciated by all pilots.  His attitude towards competitors and officials is excellent.

There were 4 flights with 16 tasks.

No complaints nor protests.

The Jury was present at all briefings and at the main goals.

The Jury checked the results with the Scorers.

It was an Event without Observers.

The Scorers (Chief: Krysztof Opechowski - PL) excelled in their task.

We are confident that the flight logger data were efficiently and consistently analysed.

We verified the scoring program used (MdB)

We checked at random the Measuring Teams measurements with the Task Results.

We verified the calibration of the electronic map with the paper Competition Map.

We conducted a tour with the Chief Scorer after the results of the second flight were processed and are confident the process produced valid results.

(cc. att. Example Task 6 Pilot 5 ‘virtual’ CRAT)

On one occasion the loggers produced inaccurate data but this was smoothly solved by verifying the pilots GPSses.

We verified all (= few) penalties and judged them correct.

Some thoughts:

· All briefings were translated: we wonder if someone unfamiliar with competition ballooning is able to do this correctly

· Without observers pilots may give less attention to landowners: there is no-one to state a landing in crop.  Event Director should emphasise that, whether the damage is some crop or a Cathedrals rooftop the pilot should take the initiative to search the owner, as well as the Event Director.

· The targets were not in accordance with the Competition Operating Handbook (8.7.1 – only 5m.)

· Not all members of the Measuring Teams were experienced or had had sufficient training.  We recommend the use of marker flags.   Also teach gravity drop and unfurled markers rules to Measuring Teams.

· It would be good to have a Public Relations Officer to inform the general public of what is going on:  eg: public comes to the official launch site but after the briefing all pilots drive away and no-one knows what is going on.  General public should be informed of the basics of the task: where can something be seen?

Ladies

? 21st Ladies World Cup ?

Only 3 ladies (all of Polish nationality) participated in the Event. 

The Event was run without observers.  How can it be verified that no male pilots are on board?

Moniek Vande Velde

Jury President

Email Hans Akerstedt November 12, 2010

Dear Patrick and many thanks for info. Sorry for delay. I have had much communication with Moniek about these issues. She called me already while she was in Poland.
I then sent some information to the CIA Bureau and the Jury Board members but I have not had any reaction from there so far. But basically that is why I have waited for reaction before answering you.

Here are some issues that we will discuss at our next CIA meeting.

No-Show juror.
This is the second time with this individual and I do not think we will use him at any Cat 1 event in the future. Moniek did not know any details about his cancellation so I may have to ask him if he has any excuse.
For a CIA sporting event, the jury is appointed by the organising NAC. The Jury Handbook does not say anything about the qualification of the jurors. So the appointment of a replacemant juror was OK but it was unfortunate that she could not speak anything but Polish.

Medals and certificates
During a period in the past, it was the duty of the jury president to bring these items to the the event.
It did not work well so now I think it is standard practice to send them directly to the event organisation.

Multiple events. SC1 7.1.5.1
Here many mistakes were made from all sides. See Sporting Code, Chapter 7. 
The Sporting Calender lists the 21st Ladies Cup and the 26th Polish National Championship.


Polish Nationals. 

Unless it is an open championship where a non-Polish pilot can be the winner a national championship can not be sanctioned as a CIS International Sporting event.
National Championships need no CIA sanction. A sanction from the NAC concerned is enough.

21st Ladies Cup.
To be recognized as a CIA international Sporting Event there must be at least 15 competitors from at least 2 NACs. I say no more. I have to correct you. This was no World Championship which is a Cat 1 event. It was a Cat 2 event but the name was World Cup probably to give it higher status.

Woclawec Cup.
This was listed in the rules and in the official program but was in fact not included in the sanction.

So there were mistakes with the sanction on all three events.

World Airship Championship, Dole. Ref GS 3.5.3.1
There were 11 competitors representing 9 different NACs. For a Cat 1 event there must be at least 4 NACs entered unless the CIA decides otherwise. Strangely enough there is no limit on minimum number of pilots entered. There is no requirement on the number of continents represented. So this event followed all rules regarding representation.

Hope this answers your questions.
Sorry for late answer.
Had not forgotten but filed under "Too Difficult"

Hans




PATRICK KEARLEY VTX skrev 2010-10-15 11:40: 

Dear Hans,
 
As you know I was on the jury with Moneik in Poland and you have received her report.  A few issues were uncomfortable namely the no show of one jury member and a local replacement, also there seemed to be a communications breakdown between the CIA and the FAI as Lausanne had sent certificates and medals directly to Poland which we did not know about and if an event is sanctioned which is part of a multiple event it is difficult to have separate rules  within a combined structure.  Also can one talk about a World Championship with only three competitors from one country.  We had a similar situation in Dole with the World Airship Championship with only competitors from Europe.
 
Sorry to bother you with these details but I think it would be useful to review these circumstances.
 
Sorry we missed you in Sweden but you must make Aspo a port of call.
 
All best
Patrick
 
-- 

Hasse Akerstedt

Sveavagen 7

SE-18160 Lidingo

Sweden

Tel: +46-8-7658331

CIA Plenary
Tokyo, March 2011
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