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1611 (DL1) - Chapter 9, Launch Procedures [discussion started]


1712 (DL2b) – MARKER TO BE VISIBLE [rule change in 12.7 proposed]


1813 - marking of the center of intersection [majority to leave rule as is]
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New items and leftovers from last year to be discussed prior to the CIA Meeting 2009. 

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

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

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

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

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

Authors use a short signature together with a date for their respective comments. Contributors: Uwe Schneider (Uwe), Eric Decellieres (Eric), Mathijs de Bruijn (MdB), David Bareford (DB), David Levin (David L), Gerald Stürzlinger (Gerald), Claude Weber (CLW)
Business for 2008/2009 (the protocol from march 2008 shows the following tasks):

1 – track point definition [copy rules from AXMERG and paste into AXMER]
Uwe, Mar08:

In 2008 we have defined track points in the AXMER, e.g. in the OFB rule 7.2: 

7.2
OUT OF BOUNDS

The Director may define areas or airspaces as out of bounds. Take-Offs or contest landings in OFB Areas are prohibited and the competitor will achieve no result in the relevant task. Goal declarations in OFB areas or airspaces will be considered invalid. Competitors cannot achieve a valid mark, valid track point or result in OFB areas or airspaces.
But we are lacking a definition of track point or valid track point in the AXMER. 
In the AXMERG rule 12.21 and 12.22 do this job:

12.21
TRACK POINT

12.21.1
A track point is defined by recorded date / time, coordinates and altitude of a point of the track of a GPS logger.

12.21.2
When goals or targets are used, results based on track points will be the 3D-distance from the goal/target to the track . Shortest distance is best.

12.21.3
In tasks without goals or targets the horizontal distance between points will be used to calculate results.

12.22
VALID TRACK POINT

12.22.1
A valid track point is a track point meeting all scoring criteria set in the task data like scoring area and/or scoring airspace and/or scoring period.

I propose to add those two rules as 12.18 and 12.19 to the AXMER.

Eric, Dec08:

I agree, this would then be consistent between both sets of rules.

MdB, Dec09:

The problem with this approach is that it dilutes the purpose of having two separate AXMERs. For more general comments of the use of AXMER versus AXMERG see separate statement.

David L, Jan09

To begin with, we should recognize that there are at least four types of events.  First is with Observers and no loggers (AXMER).  Second is with Observers and loggers used for rule enforcement but not for scoring (Motegi Worlds, Brissac).  Third is with no observers and loggers used for rule enforcement and scoring (AXMERG).  The fourth type is a hybrid event using both Observers and Loggers for rule enforcement and scoring (our Nationals in 07 used this type successfully)

I agree with Mathijs that we eventually need one rule book to cover all types of events but until that time, we need a deifinition of a track point in the AXMER.  Using only 12.21.1 would be sufficient.  Ultimately we need a rule book which covers all possibilities. We are working on that currently in the BFA.  We will be using Alternative rules depending on the nature of the event.  I agree it is a lot of work but it is ultimately needed.

CLW, Jan09

I agree. But again the AXMER and AXMERG are getting closer. Maybe it’s time to discuss a merge of both sets.

Uwe, Feb09:

I agree to “harmonise” all AXMER and bring them into one. For the time being we should copy rules 12.21 and 12.22 from AXMERG and paste them as 12.18 and 12.19 into the AXMER. I agree with David L that using only 12.21.1 would be sufficient, but the more equal rules we have in both sets of rules the easier it will be to bring them together.

MdB, Feb09:

I agree with Uwe’s proposal to copy in total from the AXMERG.

2 – higher penalty for collision [“additionally” to be added]
Uwe, Mar08:

In 2008 we have introduced the rule :

10.8
COLLISION


A competitor whose balloon is in collision with power or telephone wires or their supports, at any time between inflation and completion of final landing will be penalised up to 500 competition points. Collisions may be penalised under the rule for reckless flying.

Should it read: Collisions may additionally / alternatively be penalised under the rule for reckless flying

Eric, Dec08:

I don’t think it brings much value here to put “alternatively”, as there is a rule for reckless flying and this specific rule for power line collision. I would be afraid that it brings a more “vague” rule to penalise.

But the wording “additionally” is a stronger one with a different meaning and I would be in favour of this one only, as it strengthens our message regarding reckless flying.

Proposal: A power line collision, being possibly the consequence of a reckless flying, may additionally be penalised on top of  the rule of reckless flying.

MdB, Dec09:

I suggest no change. The rule as now written means … normally you will be penalized 500 points… but if we consider it extremely dangerous or disreputable then we may penalize you with another more severe rule. For me that’s enough.

DB, Jan 09:

I agree with MdB.

David L, Jan09

I agree that adding the word “additionally”  makes it clear that this type of collision can be penalized under either rule.

CLW, Jan09

I personally would penalize either under 10.8 OR 10.2, never both. Especially because 10.2 permits higher penalties.

Therefore I don’t see a need for a change.

Gerald  Jan 09:

It is a hint, and should be a strong one, so adding “also” or “additionally” in the rule would accomplish this. (Erics proposal is doing too much – “additionally be penalised on top of”, it kind of says the same thing twice).
Uwe, Feb09:

I see a slight majority for adding “additionally”.
Collisions may additionally be penalised under the rule for reckless flying.
Eric, Feb09:

I’m fine with this last one.

MdB, Feb09:

I think we are splitting hairs. I wouldn’t change it.

3 – wording in 11.4 [words “task points” to be added]
Gerald, Mar08:
11.4   Ground Contact


Penalty for each contact is 250 if light and 500 task points if solid.

The sentence is a bit stenographic. Would it hurt to add two more words to clarify / make it readable?


Penalty for each contact is 250 task points if light and 500 task points if solid.

Eric, Dec08:

I agree.

MdB, Dec09:

I could live with the wording as is, but if a change is desired, that’s fine with me. I case of changing it, also change it in Rule 11.5!

DB, Jan 09:

I agree with Gerald/Eric

David L, Jan 09

I agree with the change here and anywhere else where it is needed.  I also agree with Mathijs that we should eliminate ‘task’ point penalties and have only one type of point penalty.

Uwe, Feb09:

To me it would be OK to have “task points” only once, but after the 1st number. 
Penalty for each contact is 250 task points if light and 500 if solid.

But I also can live with the proposed: 
Penalty for each contact is 250 task points if light and 500 task points if solid.

Eric, Feb09:

First one seems OK but our English native speaker friends will give us the best recommendation! ;-)))

David L, Mar 09

Either one works for me

4 – 14.6.2 combination of result methods [Majority to leave the rule as is]
Gerald, Mar08:

14.6.2         PRECISION

The following standards will be used:

Result method                Precision                      Printout example [m]

tape / surveying              centimeters                            1.23

map coordinate               decameters                       1250.00

Track point/GPS             meters                              1231.00

Any combination of result methods will revert to the lowest precision method used.

If positions can be determined relative to a common coordinate with a more accurate method, the precision of that method will be used.

Interpolation between track points may be used to establish the scoring position.

When carefully thinking that through, one might use the sentence “Any combination of results methods…” to downgrade the calculation to a lesser precision:  Goal coordinates are given as a map coordinate, so measurements to this goal are to be measured “in the lowest precision method” involved? Decameters again?      

I think when we fly a MDT Minimum Distance or a XDI Maximum Distance with a Track-Logger, we want meter-results and that precision to be used and even interpolated!

The above sentence “Any combination of result methods.... “ could lead to an unwanted downgrade.

May I suggest to remove the whole sentence?

Eric, Dec08:

Good catch! Mathematically speaking, you’re right (unfortunately….), so that mean that this case could occur if someone wanted to try to get a better result (than an other competitor)…..

And when I think that the elbow has been rescored in Hofkirchen for a few pixels on the map, I agree with you that we should be acting to prevent this case. But if we remove the sentence, this may also lead to an unclear/undefined situation. I don’t know what is the best solution…

I propose that we then go for the precision of the best one (most precise measure), i.e. we don’t round to the next 10m when the measure is taken with the GPS (precision of 1m), even if the reference point has a 10m precision. All this in order to avoid to downgrade the result. Not the best solution, but maybe the less worst!

MdB, Dec08:

Allow me to try to clarify the history of these rules and the reasons for introducing them.

· Any combination ... : The rule was intended to solve the problem of an Observer pacing or measuring to a house or object on the map and then deriving a result in centimetres. If that object was determined as a coordinate and the distance to the goal (possible also a coordinate) would be 300m then it would be nonsense to give 301,56cm if the Observers measures the marker as being 1,56 centimetres of the corner of the house.

· If positions  … : Then the exception was made if e.g. everybody drops in the corner of a street in a maximum distance task. In that case we decided the determine a theoretical best result by map e.g. 3500m and the from that point in the corner in the street determine the actual drops in centimetres to theoretical best result so ( best one is 3500 – 35cm= 3499,65cm, second 3500- 1,64= 348,36cm a.s.o. ).

· Interpolation  ... : The interpolation rule is entirely different and only says that we now agree to allow interpolation to achieve more ‘precise’ (or to use better words, to abandon useless rounding,) when establishing result when using loggers.

All three rule sentences have a good reason to be there and should not be changed unless found wrong. Frankly I can’t see anything wrong in them, hence I propose no change. 

DB, Jan 09:

I agree with MdB

David L, Jan09

I disagree with Geralds comment.  I think that the sentence “If positions can be determined relative to a common coordinate with a more accurate method, the precision of that method will be used.” Covers the situation he describes and the more accurate method (m.) is used.  I would not change the rule.

CLW, Jan09

In all tasks where targets are involved, the target coordinates will always be measured by the MT. Rarely map coordinates are used for scoring. Even if the goal and target is an intersection/tower/land mark, the MT will take a GPS reading. So no worries about the “Decameters again?”.

In the past few years, we all learned, even me ;-)  that MDT and XDI with coordinates (lines on the map) are “bad” tasks. We should always use markers or GPS-measure the boundaries.

In any way, this sentence confirms the essentials of result calculation: “The precision of a result can never be better than the accuracy of the measuring method.” That’s why I would leave it.

Gerald, Jan 09:

Thanks for your Ideas, I need to restate, to clarify, to explain. I should make my point a bit more specific, as it is not caught by the “If positions...”, and it is (usually) handled differently than David Levin describes, for example, look at the Result of Task 8, a Maximum Distance Double Drop (XDD), or Task 16, or Task 20, Maximum Distance (XDI)

http://www.webernet.lu/europeans2007/E[EUR07]C[EUR07]S[EUR07]ResultsTask8XDDV[F].html
I have seen the following type of measurement and the deliberate downgrade at the end, in the calculated result.
Two scoring positions with markers used for a Maximum Distance Double Drop. Both markers are found and their position – for calculation purposes –  placed “onto” the Grid, in other words moved to the nearest decametre-grid position. So, instead of using centimetres for markers, in this case we downgrade to decametres, which is ok, since we have no better reference. This also applies to the Europeans Task 8 Example, with Track points used as basis.

Running the Pythagoras on these two decametre-grid numbers, we get a result with more non-zero digits (pretty sure if you take a square root of some xx00-figures, you will get some non-zero ten and non-zero one-digits).

And then the misunderstanding happens: Some take this calculated result and cut off all the figures lower than 10 meters. I can’t understand why the result (of the calculation) is rounded again. Right there – at this point in the process – we don’t need to re-grid or use a weaker accuracy, we considered the 10-meter = decametre rule already once at the input side of the calculation.

With an example:   after gridding we have marker offsets of 450 m to the east and 330 to the north. We apply the Pythagoras to measure calculate the distance: 450^2 + 330^2 = 202500+108900 = 311.400 SQR of = 588,03225m.
So for my understanding, the 588m is the real, calculated result (from two decametre-accurate grid positions) and not a rounded one of 590m.

Other Example with more likely Max Distance Distances of 17 km, I use the German punktation for numbers:

offset of 12.340m x  and 12.340m y  Pythagoras 152.275.600 * 2 = 304.551.200  Square Root    = 17.451,395 meter
offset of 12.340m x  and 12.350m y  Pythagoras 152.275.600 + 152.522.500 = 304.798.100 Sqr = 17.458,467 meter
There is no need or provision to round or downgrade this calculated result. It should stand as meters, (or even better than meters, as it is calculated).

I understand it is technical, but here my proposed wording for the end of 14.6.2 PRECISION

Any combination of result methods will revert to the lowest precision method used, but no rounding or downgrading should be applied after a calculation of a result (in other words, after the application of Pythagoras on two map-coordinates we keep the calculated result with all its digits and do not convert it to deka-meters).

If positions can be determined relative to a common coordinate with a more accurate method, the precision of that method will be used. Interpolation between track points may be used to establish the scoring position.

Uwe, Feb09:

Seems that the discussion is open again.

Eric, Feb09:

Gerald submitted some good points and I think the topic needs further deep discussions as several other comments are extremely valid, and I don’t think we’ll be able to solve that by e-mail now, and so the face to face meeting will allow better interactivity in the discussion.

MdB, Feb09:

We have discussed this at length in the past (Masashi Kakuda, Les Purfield, myself aso) and came to the now usual procedure to keep things simple, based on the assumption that:

· anything from the map cannot be taken with a better precision than 10 meter.

· since last year, we consider GPS coordinates not to better than a 1 meter.

With this assumption we calculate and thereafter round to 10 and 1 meter.
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Would we adopt Gerald’s thinking we would get map results to the centimetre (millimetre, nanometre ?). Some Juries may declare those results to be invalid. Things are even more complicated if you look at an Elbow. Yuri MITYAGIN has written a interesting several page highly mathematical document on this several years ago, which we did not take up in our scoring because we wanted scorers and pilots to understand what we are doing. Basically what Yury (rightfully) said is that among other things, we should take the leg length into consideration when calculating elbow results. The theory is that marker could be anywhere in a circle of 5 meter around point A, B and C. If you than calculate the worst combination (blue) and compare that with best combination (red) the difference could be a degree or more. This however implies introducing statistical probabilities etc. in our calculation.

I therefore plea to not change things even if they are not perfect.

David L. Mar 09:

I would leave the rule as is and possibly add some procedural explanations in the COH for specific situations which we should discuss.  As Directors, we need to recognize the situations which give rise to inaccurate results.  These situations could also be included somewhere in the COH.  Possibly a “Directors Guide”.

I agree with Yury’s analysis and I also agree that we don’t want to introduce statistical probabilities etc. into our calculations.  The debate on details would never end..
5 – delete GL/TGT in abbreviation list [majority in favour of deleting]
Gerald, Mar08:

Annex 1 – Typo: Abbreviation List   

              – and another change at the bottom of the page:

                            GL/    GOAL

                            TGT   TARGET

rationale:   although these two idioms are interchangeable to some extent, I would explain the abbreviations in separate lines. I even think that GL for GOAL is “over engineering” the abbreviation system. Yes: GL and TGT only appear here in the Annex 1, so please delete both altogether.

MdB, Dec08:

I agree that they should be separated. Whether they should be deleted I have no strong opinion. I think they are fine being there as an indication what idiom should be used when writing rules or TDSs ( whoops ... Task Data Sheets ().

DB, Jan 09:

I agree with Gerald

David L, Jan09

I agree that the abbreviations for Goal and Target should be eliminated.  Abbreviations are good for longer words or phrases but are not necessary here and therefore rarely used.

PS.  They are not Idioms. http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/idiom
CLW, Jan09

I like Gerald’s expression “over engineering” a lot.  I don’t like all the abbreviations anyway, except for the very general ones for the tasks or TDS and so on. Let’s not overdo it.

Gerald, Jan 09:

Sorry about the “idiom”, should have just used words (or expressions) and thanks for supporting this. I like readable texts where I don’t need to look up the abbreviations somewhere else, but maybe I am not reading enough ;-)
@MdB, sorry: specifically to the second thought in Mathijs remark: For that later purpose, to provide an indication of what  word  should be used, I wouldn’t expect that in an “Abbreviation List”, more in an “Glossary”.  Just my 2 cent.

Uwe, Feb09:

Majority to delete abbreviations for Goal and Target

See also item 6 of this list

6 (former G3) – abbreviations in the text  [new wording agreed in MER and MERG]
Gerald, Mar08:

rationale:   make it more readable, abbreviations are nice if often used, but not here in case of a single use.


6.3.2  The competitor will return the

– flight report form (FRF)

Eric, Dec08:

I’m fine with that.   

MdB, Dec08:

OK

DB, Jan 09:

I agree 

David L, Jan09

I agree. 

Uwe, Feb 09:

I agree. Additionally I propose to eliminate it from the abbreviations list (In MER and MERG)

There are some more abbreviations in the list which are not used. Following you see the current list except the tasks and in the last column if they are used in the MER/MERG or not:

ANNEX 1 - ABBREVIATION LIST

	Rule ref
	Abbr.
	Rule
	

	7.1
	CTA
	CONTEST AREA (CTA)
	not used

	7.2.
	OFB
	OUT OF BOUNDS (OFB)
	used in 7.2

	9.1 
	CLA

CLP
	COMMON LAUNCH AREA(S) (CLA)

COMMON LAUNCH POINT(S) (CLP)
	used in 9.1.3
used in 9.1.3 and 15.x

	9.2.
	ILA

ILP
	INDIVIDUAL LAUNCH AREAS (ILA)

INDIVIDUAL LAUNCH POINT(S) (ILP)
	not used 
used in 15.1 and 15.4

	9.3
	LO
	LANDOWNER'S (LO) PERMISSION
	not used

	9.19 
	T/O
	TAKE-OFF (T/O) (S1 … etc.)
	not used

	11.1 
	LND
	LANDINGS (LND)
	not used

	12.6 
	MKR
	MARKER (MKR)
	not used

	12.4 
	SRP
	SEARCH PERIOD (SRP)
	not used

	12.16 
	SCP
	SCORING PERIOD (SCP)
	not used

	12.17 
	SCA
	SCORING AREA (SCA)
	not used

	12.9 
	GMD
	GRAVITY MARKER DROP (GMD)
	not used (task sheet)

	12.10 
	FMD
	FREE MARKER DROP (FMD)
	not used

	
	MSA
	Marker Scoring Area (MSA) (for AXMERG)
	not used in MER. 
In MERG: 3.10.1, 8.4.4, 8.8.3, 11.2.2, 12.15, 12.19, 12.20, 12.23, 13.3.4

	
	TDS
	Task (data) sheet
	MER: 12.3.4, 15.1.2
MERG: 12.2.1, 12.2.2, 12.3.4, 13.3.4, 

	
	WIS 
	Weather Information sheet
	not used

	
	FRF 
	Flight Report Form
	not used in MER. 
In MERG: 6.3

	
	GMF 
	GPS Measuring Form
	not used

	
	TAS
	Task Score Sheet
	not used

	
	TOS
	Total Score Sheet
	not used

	
	GC
	Ground Contact
	not used

	
	GL/TGT
	Goal / Target
	not used

	
	GB
	General Briefing
	MER: 8.7.1
MERG: 8.4.5 + 8.7.1


MdB, Feb09:

I will have difficulties at home explaining why they came in and even more why we take them out. Therefore I suggest: leave it as is.

Uwe, Mar09:

To me the “not used” ones should be removed, once we agree not to use them this year.

7 - disqualification [majority to delete “in the event” ]
Uwe, Apr08:

In 2007 we wrote the following text:

10.2
RECKLESS FLYING


Reckless flying (e.g. any flying creating an unnecessary risk to other balloons, or people on the ground), not necessarily causing a collision, will be penalized up to disqualification in the event.

But a disqualification has a procedure which includes surrendering of the sporting license for (2?) years. So the term “disqualification from the event” is incorrect. We should delete the words “in the event.”

Eric, Dec08:

I agree.

MdB, Dec08:

I agree, I would even write a reference to the Sporting Code. “ --- will be penalized up to disqualification. (GS Chapter 5).

DB, Jan 09:

The problem is using some type of strong deterrent for reckless flying to try to prevent unnecessary danger to life. Disqualification including surrendering one’s sporting license for 2 years does just that – except most pilots probably do not know what disqualification really means. I think we should keep it as is but underline to pilots at briefing the full meaning. It does state – UP TO disqualification meaning that it does not automatically apply. Pilots can appeal if they feel it has been applied unjustly. Probably worth a debate!

David L, Jan09

I agree with Uwe’s and Mathij’s suggestions

CLW, Jan09

I agree.

Gerald, Jan 09:

Reference to Sporting Code is sensible. Mentioning it in the briefing is fine, but how can we make sure that all directors will follow that advice, especially if they don’t read this or read about it somewhere else (COH?)

Uwe, Feb09:

Majority to delete the words “in the event.”

David L. Mar 09:

After reading everyone’s comments and rereading the Sporting Code  GS 5.2.2.3, I would suggest the rule reads as follows.

10.2
RECKLESS FLYING


Reckless flying (e.g. any flying creating an unnecessary risk to other balloons, or people on the ground), not necessarily causing a collision, will be penalized up to 1000 competition points.  Repeated violations of this rule may result in disqualification from the event.  See GS 5.3 regarding surrender of Sporting Licence

Uwe, Mar09:

Still the wording “disqualification from the event” is incorrect. In the event the competitor can be grounded (no more flying in this event). If he should be penalised harder, then he can be disqualified as per GS 5.3 (that means surrender his FAI license for at least 2 years and no participation in competitions during that time). I would not go for the 1000 competition points in the first instance, as proposed by David L. We have that rule in midair collision (balloon to balloon inside the competition). Against the public (outside the competition) it should be possible to penalize harder, depending on the infringement. So the proposal is:
10.2
RECKLESS FLYING


Reckless flying (e.g. any flying creating an unnecessary risk to other balloons, or people on the ground), not necessarily causing a collision, will be penalized up to disqualification from the event. (as per GS 5.3 surrendering of Sporting Licence).
8 – collision on ILP [adding a new sentence under 9.18 or 10.1 or 10.8]
Eric, Dec 08:

During Pre-Europeans in Brissac, I had a case where there was a collision on an ILP where several pilots took off in the same field. In the rules, there is nothing specific to justify giving penalty points as the collision was within the boundary of the ILP field. The hit balloon could have been damaged and I think it would have been fair to penalize the balloon causing the collision. (see Safety Officer report (Hans Akerstedt) also mentionning this)

It has been long discussion around my penalty and I could’nt find and prove any justification to maintain it: rule 9.2 or or 9.16 or 9.18 or 9.20 or 10.1 ( one balloon not in flight) does not specify it.....and as it is still within the boundary,etc…

Comments? Ideas?

I would propose to add 9.2.5: A balloon taking off on an ILP and causing a collision basket to envelope to another balloon taking off from the same launch field will be penalised by 250 competition points.
MdB, Dec08

I think we should differentiate between the rules about launch procedures in CLAs or ILAs and collisions. I suggest no change in the CLAs and ILSs rules. 

The problem is the words “ ... converging in flight, …”. A legal way around that is to penalize him under rule 10.1 of reckless flying which is not restricted to “converging in flight” but covers anything reckless. I think I would have chosen to do that.

However addressing Eric’s proposal I would like to make the general comment that we only should change the rules if there is a real problem because changing them for every incident that happens ‘inflates’ the rule book too much. Furthermore as mentioned I think R10.1 would be justified to be used in this case.

But if a wording change is desired I would choose to address the issue where I think it belongs, namely in the collision rule. How about this ?

10.1.5
This rule also applies when a competitor collides during inflation or after having taken off, with another balloon still on the ground. 

Another possibility is to write this sentence at the end of Rule 10.1.1

DB, Jan 09:

How about Rule 2.11 – Responsibility.

David L, Jan09

I agree that no change is needed as the infraction could be penalized under 10.2.  However, I see no problem in adding a sentence to the end of 10.1.1 as Mathijs suggests.

Gerald, Jan 09:

FIRST, I have to disagree with MdB’s last sentence: to add it at the end of 10.1.1 (and second David Levin in that)

10.1
MIDAIR COLLISION

10.1.1
When two balloons are converging in flight, both competitors are responsible to avoid collision. The competitor of the higher balloon shall give way and shall climb if necessary. This rule also applies when a competitor collides during inflation or after having taken off, with another balloon still on the ground
That doesn’t make sense to me:   Title MIDAIR COLLISION, “converging in flight”, both responsible to avoid collision. And then we are talking about a situation that is not MIDAIR, not converging in flight, and how can we hold the lower balloon (the still on the ground balloon) responsible for avoiding this collision?

SECOND: @DB: 2.11 Responsibility, being a Section One Rule, would be a way to penalize, if that is what you ment. But I see no “fix” for that problem in amending 2.11, (as it is a Section One Rule, and that specific incident here doesn’t feel right to append it there (out of discussion is for me that we should ask for a Section One Change, anyway).

THIRD: Happened to me. A pity, that this ground contact is kind of “exempted” due to the first sentence in 11.4, so that only leaves 10.2 Reckless Flying. Could happen also on Common Launch field, if a balloon suddenly “stands up”=moves from lying to upright – right in your flight path, but we pilots should know that ahead of time and take care, anticipate it.

What other rules come in to my mind, that could “touch” the subject (pun unintended)


10.3
CLEARING GOAL AREA / CLEARING LAUNCH AREA ??? – not really.

A competitor who has dropped his marker shall clear the vicinity of the goal as quickly as reasonably possible.

10.8
COLLISION


A competitor whose balloon is in collision with power or telephone wires or their supports, or with a balloon on the ground at any time between inflation and completion of final landing will be penalised between 500 and 1000 competition points.

At least, the rule 10.8 has the broader aspect of the timing: any time between inflation and ... landing (and no restriction on the place like 11.4 has). Maybe we would have to specify the precedence of this 10.8 and the 11.4: like  10.8 overrules rule 11.4 in case of a collision with one balloon in flight and another on the ground.  –– BTW: I am not sure if we have precedence defined somewhere else in the rulebook, or if we deliberately try to avoid it?
Uwe, Feb09:

First I thought this would be a ground contact, but the balloon did not yet pass over the boundary of any launch area and thus das not made a valid take-off and thus is not yet in flight.

I’m not happy with adding that sentence to either 10.1.1 or as 10.1.5. Rule 10.1 says “Midair Collision” and it will be difficult people look there when a take-off incident occurred. 
If we put it somewhere we should do so in chapter 9 take-off. I would suggest to copy the sentence from 10.1.3 under the loss of control rule:

9.18
LOSS OF CONTROL


A competitor losing control of his balloon shall deflate immediately or take appropriate action. Competitors causing a collision will be penalised by up to 1000 competition points.

Even not flying I would say the competitor could also be penalized for reckless flying. What do you think ?

Gabi, Jan09:

I would also make a point here as there are some accidents that happened after the final landing. Example is the Brazilian Nationals 2005 where the pilot made the final landing and the envelope was deflated over a power wire. He thought it was a telephone cable and asked the crew to retrieve the envelope from the wire... but it was a power line... one of the crew members died and another one was seriously injured. He didn't fly at the competition after that and I think he was penalized enough. But in case he had done the safety procedure (explained at the General Briefing) and called the electric company they would have turned off the power and nothing would have happened...

But in that latest case I think he should also get a penalty for power line collision. This would also be applied on cases where the pilot makes a final landing for the competition but decides to do a second flight just for fun... if he has a collision during this second flight he should also be penalised. So I would suggest to change the wording of the rule from "... at any time between inflation and completion of final landing..." to "... between inflation and complete deflation of the balloon after the final landing"

Eric, Feb09:

Uwe’s proposal comes back to my initial one , i.e. to put something in Chapter 9 Take-off. I’m fine with that. But I don’t think we can talk about reckless flying here, as per the definition we recently re-inforced in the rules.

DB, Feb 09:

My 2.11 was referring to a way of penalising someone. However I agree with Uwe that we could put something in 9. I would put 

 Competitors incurring a contact between their basket and another balloon that has not yet taken off may be penalised by up to 1000 competition points.

We have also always had the slight conflict of 9.19 – the Sporting code’s definition of take-off and 9.20 our definition of take-off.  This causes problems with minimum distances. One could leave the ground, rest your envelope for 2 minutes against the balloon envelope in front still on the ground, then climb and leave the launch field before the three minutes giving one a two minute advantage in that task without incurring a penalty. If one imposed the ground contact rule of 500 points that is unfair against a pilot leaving a compact launch site whose envelope may just kiss another just after timing starts.
David L, Mar 09

After rereading all of the comments, I like Geralds suggested amendment to 10.8.  It is simple and to the point.
Uwe, Feb 09:

Seems as Geralds version is favourite:
10.8
COLLISION


A competitor whose balloon is in collision with power or telephone wires or their supports, or with a balloon on the ground at any time between inflation and completion of final landing will be penalised between 500 and 1000 competition points.

9 (DB2) - Measurement by tape within 200 metres  [proposal to change wording] 

DB, Jan09

Somewhere a rule states that one must measure by tape any marker within 200 metres of the goal. In Tochigi this year I dropped my marker within 200 metres of the goal but on the other side of a very large river – luckily it was measure by the EDM but if it had been a PDG then I would have had to wade through the water (as I cannot see the crew doing it for me – or the observer). Similarly in Japan the marker could be 300metres up a very steep slope within 200 metres of a goal and direct measurement at 150 metres would be worthless. Should we amend the rule to allow some leeway?

David L, Jan09

I agree.  How about this suggestion?

14.7.2
Within 200m, ordinary/conventional measuring methods shall should be used. If there is reason to believe that a GPS measurement may be more accurate than the conventional measurement, a GPS measurement shall be additionally recorded.

MdB, Jan09: 

Principally I agree with DL suggestion, however I think I remember why we used this wording. Some Observers (lazy ones ... () where inclined to use GPS even in cases where a measurement could have been taking. Having said so I wouldn’t object a change as David indicates.

Uwe, Feb 09:

I agree with the wording proposal by MdB for MER and MERG

Eric, Feb09:

I agree with the idea ,and I would also propose to add 5 words to cover other cases (Safety) that excludes lazyness realistically mentioned by MdB.

DB is right: he would have done it to get a score, so it is our duty to prevent people taking such risks (like climbing in trees as well).

14.7.2
Within 200m, ordinary/conventional measuring methods shall should be used. If there is reason to believe that a GPS measurement may be more accurate or safer for officials/crew than the conventional measurement, a GPS measurement shall be additionally recorded.

10 (DB5) – Advice to crew on driving [majority to leave rule as is]
DB, Jan09

It might be important to put somewhere in the pilot information, rules pertaining to road traffic as advice to crews e.g. minimum alcohol levels for drink/driving as well as rules concerning speed limits and what some ‘confusing’ road signs may mean. This could be a section in the COH. 

David L, Jan09

This would be written in section II.  Rule II.8

MdB, Jan09: 

I have no objection other then that I would like the AXMER and COH not to become too much teacher like documents ... (

Uwe, Feb 09:

Competitors asked for this before and that’s why we have Rule II.8


II. 8
DRIVING LAW (10.11)

<* Provide local driving laws other than normal. *>
So it’s foreseen to be in the rules and not only in the COH where it would be more hidden. But we cannot make anything if the organisers are too lazy to write things there. Also signs and laws may be so familiar to them that they don’t think it’s worth to be stated there. I think this section should be filled from people from abroad.

Eric, Feb09:

I agree, I think Rule II.8 is fine enough to put that kind of informations.

MdB, Feb09:

The COH contains the following on driving:

10.11
DRIVING

The Director is not the police or a law enforcement officer. So generally he should not penalise for breaking traffic rules, like wrong parking e.g. However if a competitor or his crew drives through a red traffic light or races far above the speed limit through a village, the director should intervene if this is reported to him, generally with a warning in first instance.

For me this is enough. When I rent a car abroad, AVIS doesn’t give me a booklet with driving rules but assume I will comply with the local rules.
DB, Feb 09:

I agree that 11.8 and COH are adequate. Discussion ended.
11 (DL1) - Chapter 9, Launch Procedures [discussion started]
David L, Jan09

I have found that at smaller events such as our Nationals and the WAG, the use of launch masters is not necessary.  Competitors are often experienced enough to launch themselves with the assistance of their crews.  We provide launch masters if requested by the competitor.

Rules 9.15 and 9.17 should be optional for events with less than x balloons.  The Director should be able to treat the CLA in the same manner as the improvised launch field in 9.1.3

MdB, Jan09: I agree.

Uwe, Feb 09:

Here my proposal(s)
9.6.1
The launchmaster will allocate to each competitor a space in which to prepare and inflate his balloon. If the CLA is big enough, competitors may be allowed to find their own spaces. The launchmaster has the authority to regulate the operation of all balloons and vehicles on the launch area.
Penalty is up to 200 task points.
9.15
READINESS FOR TAKE‑OFF


When a competitor is completely ready for take‑off, and has positive buoyancy, he should wave a white flag to indicate his readiness to the launchmaster. When the launchmaster has acknowledged this signal, the competitor should leave the flag displayed on the edge of the basket and await further instructions while maintaining his readiness to take off. The launchmaster will, as far as possible, launch balloons in the order of signalling their readiness. Competitors should equip themselves with a suitable white flag about 50 cm square for this purpose. If the CLA is big enough, competitors may be allowed to take off at their own discretion without a launch master.
9.17.3
If the balloon does not take off within 30 seconds, permission to take off may be cancelled by the launchmaster.
9.17.4
If the CLA is big enough, competitors may be allowed to take off at their own discretion within the launch period without clearance of a launch master.
Eric, Feb09:

I’m fine with the proposed additional rule as it leaves the choice to the ED in coordination with his Chief launchmaster, whether the number of competitors is small or not, as well as the launch field(s).
MdB, Feb09:

 I found out that the rule changes have not be taken up in the AXMER. So I urgently suggest to take R9.6.1 of the AXMERG (word is may instead of will). I would not suggest using expressions like “If the CLA is big (should be large btw) enough ...” 

Uwe’s suggested changes under 9.15 and 9.17.3 are not necessary in my opinion. Both rules assume that a launch master is used. So if a launch master is not used as per rule 9.1.3 then obviously the launch master’s approval does not apply.

DB, Feb 09:

I would tend to agree with Mathijs. 

David L, Mar 09:

I agree with Mathijs regarding 9.6.1 in the AXMER.  However, rules 9.15.1 and 9.17.1 also state “the launchmaster will…”  I suggest the solution is to add a phrase to the end of 9.1.3 as follows;


“The Director may also apply this procedure to the Common Launch Area”

We already assume the power to do this but this phrase will prevent someone from complaining that we are not following the rules precisely.
Uwe, Mar 09:

That would then read:
9.1.3
The Director may establish an improvised CLA by a radius around a coordinate or clearly bordered area. Competitors will select their own launch positions within this area. The use of launch masters and relevant rules is at the Directors discretion. Competitors must take-off within the set launch period or if flag signals are used within the period indicated by the flag signals. The Director will declare the CLP used for this CLA at the task briefing. The Director may also apply this procedure to the Common Launch Area.
12 (DL2b) – MARKER TO BE VISIBLE [rule change in 12.7 proposed]
David L, Jan09:
12.7
MARKER TO BE VISIBLE

This rule should be eliminated.  Who’s looking?

MdB, Jan09: I agree.

Gerald Stü, Jan 09:

First I thought, it is a nice joke: MdB had a bad experience, disliked a particular rule and suggests: Just delete it, if nobody of us really checks it – and so MdB can get away with it. ;-)

Then I had to read the rule. There sure is still a reason for that pre-flight check ability to avoid deceiving or foul play (placing markers on ground instead of throwing them from the basket). So I think, it should stay and the launch masters – at least on a Common Launch Area (CLA) – can still check today.

For a deletion I would like to have more reasoning or more background or a good example.

Uwe, Feb 09:

I agree with Gerald to leave the rule in for the same reason.

Eric, Feb09:

I also think it opens the door to possible bad behaviours, and it is not painfull for the pilot to show his markers before take-off. It should normally be the duty of the chief observer to remind his/her observers to check this before take-off. I would also leave the rule as it is.

MdB, Feb09:

Come on guys. Some countries have gone so far in the past that the marker needed to be signed by the Observer or sometimes they were secretly marked by the ED. 

I have been in windy take off’s in which I was battling to keep my balloon under control when the Observers asked to see my markers who were securely in my trousers under my overall, this was a real pain of the neck. In AXMERG events the marker must be in the MSA controlled by officials. In AXMER events the Observer is either in the basket or with the crew and sees what is going on.

I only once proved a deliberate cheating with a marker in an Event and that pilot has never be seen in competition again.
DB, Feb 09:

I would tend to agree with Mathijs.
Uwe, Mar 09:

The text of the rule is:
“The appointed observer may inquire …” To me the “may” means that the observer may ask me but I don’t MUST show it to him. There is no penalty, if I don’t do it. If you share this understanding I don’t see this rule needs a change. 

David L, Mar 09:

Rule 12.7 states that “All markers must be visible in the basket at take-off”    So the Director should apply a penalty (or at least a warning) per 13.2 if an observer or an official reports that the markers were not visible.  If you really think this procedure will prevent someone from cheating, then leave it in.  I think someone who wants to cheat will find a way to do so regardless of this rule.

Uwe, Mar 09:

What about this:
12.7
MARKER TO BE VISIBLE


All markers must should be visible in the basket at take‑off.
13 - marking of the center of intersection [majority to leave rule as is]
Yury Mityagin, Russian Chief Observer, Jan 09:

During this year Russian balloon championship we met the problem which  as found to be not specified in the existing competition rules. In a FON task it happened that more than a half of the pilots declared the same goal 
 the intersection of two roads. The center of crossing was not marked. The one pilot
s crew came to the goal before (observer was in a basket) and sprayed the center. The balloons passed by, dropping the markers very close (within 1-3 meters ) to the marked center. Later the competition director came to the goal with two observers and they found that the center mark made by the pilot
s crew is not at the exact position of road crossing but is shifted by about 

two meters. They sprayed the exact position and deleted the previous one. But all markers were already dropped, and pilots targeted to the first  mark!

The situation became quite confusing 
 most of markers landed between two center marks. And the order of the results changed considerably depending which mark was used for measuring.

The problem became a subject of discussion between officials. A several proposals were given, up to cancel the task at all. Finally a decision was made to measure all the results from the exact (the second) center mark. Fortunately the decision did not caused pilots to protest, while the reasons for protesting were quite obvious.

It was clear that the confusion resulted from the actions of pilot
s crew, so the pilot had to be penalized. But the only item of the Rules we found to be used in the case is 13.1.2:

13.1.2 Cheating or unsporting behaviour, including deliberate attempts to deceive or mislead officials, wilful interference with other competitors, falsification of documents, use of forbidden equipment or prohibited drugs, or repeated serious infringements of rules should, as a guide, result in disqualification from the event.

So the pilot was penalized by 200 competition points by Rule 13.1.2 It seems to me that the use of Rule 13.1.2 for such a situation is too severe. The actions of the pilot
s crew in the discussed case have no elements of DELIBERATE ATTEMTS. When I discussed the incident with them they looked at me with innocent eyes and told

that it is their usual practice...

Nevertheless to prevent such a situations in future I propose to add to the Rules the following amendment:

12.2.3 Determination and marking of the position of the center of the crossroads shall be made by competition officials only, but not by competitor or competitor
s crew. The penalty 
 200 competition points. 

The exact number of penalty points, of course, may be discussed.

What do you think about my proposal and is it possible to move it to the Rules Subcommittee at the forthcoming CIA conference?

Uwe, Feb 09:

It’s not forbidden for the crew to mark the center of the intersection. They are not allowed to use the sign of the official center mark (usually a cross with a circle) but they are allowed to mark a cross only. The responsibility  is to the full discretion of the competitor. If an official or observer later decides, that is not the correct position, he will put the official mark at another location and all measurements will be taken from the official mark. 
However officials and observers are well advised to make the crew mark official in a case like Yuri describes. Competitors want to compete against each other, this means, be better than the other. If in the flying of the ballon to the goal all of them succeed, the competition is then marker throwing. For that the asphalt area of the intersection is not exact enough and they need a marked center. If the crew makes one, all will try to throw their markers on that existing mark. It does not really matter if the sign is in the real center or a meter away. The relevant thing is that the mark (sign) is there before the marker drop.

I don’t think we should penalize that action and I don’t think we need a rule. Maybe it’s wise to write a chapter in the COH about marking of goal center.

Eric, Feb09:

Agreed. No real need in the rules, but main examples’ description would be usefull in the COH, both for officials and competitors’ crew members.

MdB, Feb09:
I agree with Eric that this should be mentioned in AXMER events in the GB (General Briefing () to the crews.

David L, Mar09:

I agree that we don’t need a rule change here.  I think there should be a sample GB check list in the new “Director’s Guide” in the COH and discussion of this situation should be on the list.  (I still think of the Gordon Bennett when I see GB()

14 - new discusion pilot declared goals and safety limitations [majority to change rules 12.2, 3, 4 and II.11,12]
MdB, Feb09:

II. 11
GOALS SELECTED BY A COMPETITOR (12.2)
The centerpoint of the intersections of roads will be:

<* the intersection of the centerlines of the roads. *>

<* the center of the largest circle that can be accommodated within the area of hard road surface at the intersection. *>

The director shall provide a graphical definition of unusual intersections.

The following types of roads are permitted for the purpose of goals selected by competitors:

<* Specify with reference to the map legend. *>

<* If applicable, specify list of goals that may be selected by competitors. *>

II. 12
SAFETY LIMITATIONS (12.4)
No goal selected by a competitor shall be:

a.
within a built‑up area <* Specify  built-up areas. *>

b.
on the following roads:<* Specify type of roads excluded for goals selection. *>
c.
within 200 meters of a Red PZ

d.
within a blue PZ

e.
within 200 meters of a motorway or a road designated to be of motorway status (measured from the outer edge as shown on the map). 
<* Specify what constitutes a motorway and motorway status. If possible use map legend. *>

f.
within 200 meters of a power line shown on the competition map 

<*Add any other restrictions according to local conditions and, if applicable, refer to colours of road types as printed on the maps used. Built-up areas to be defined by, for example, the method by which they are shown on maps. *>

I noticed that the regulations of Rule II.11 and II.12 often lead to confusion.
Let’s assume the ED has said all white and orange roads with two straight lines are allowed for goal selection under II.11 and under II.12 he has said the N24 (red) is not allowed.

What happens if a competitor selects a goal on the N24? He has not complied with II.11 AND II.12  
For which rule should he be penalized?  maybe double be for both?
Even more complicated: Let’s assume the N24 is orange. Then obviously the competitor may select on that road under RII.11 but may not under   RII.12.

I also noticed that some directors wanted to prevent goal declarations within 200m from a e.g. N24 but instead of mentioning that under RII.12.e he mentioned it under RII.12.b
What actually is the consequence of not complying with either 11 or 12? R12.2 is not specified in Section II. Only R12.4 says the competitor will not achieve a result. In the COH we did not specify anything in this respect. The usual practice however is that the declaration is invalid hence the competitor will not achieve a result ( =GroupB score).

So looking from the point of view of a competitor it doesn’t really matter whether his goal is unsafe or invalid in both case he will not achieve a result. Therefore I propose to join both Rules 12.2 and 12.4 and as a consequence II.11 and II.12.

12.2
GOAL SELECTED BY A COMPETITOR

12.2.1
A goal selected by a competitor shall appear from the map to be easily accessible to vehicles on the ground and precisely identifiable for measurement. Unless otherwise allowed in the task data, the goal shall be the intersection of two roads.

12.2.2
Measurements will be made from the center of the intersection as specified in the competition details. If the intersection shown as a crossroad on the map turns out to be a staggered tee-intersection, then the goal will be the midpoint between the points defined with the method mentioned in the competition details.

12.2.3
A
 list of roads allowed for goal declarations by competitors will be printed in Section II. 

12.3
DECLARATIONS BY COMPETITORS

12.3.1
A competitor shall identify his goal by map coordinates. He shall add descriptive detail to distinguish between possible goals located close together near his coordinates. For goal declaration of pre-defined goals, the 3-digit goal number may be used.
12.3.2
In case of ambiguity between more than one valid goal within 200 m of the coordinates, the goal achieving the least advantageous result will be placed upon a competitor's declaration. If
 there is no valid goal shown on the map within 200 m of the coordinates, the competitor will not achieve a result.

12.3.3

A goal declaration violating the restrictions of Section II will be considered invalid and the competitor will not achieve a result. In case the competitor is allowed to declare more than one goal in a task and one or more goals are invalid, the competitor will be scored to the nearest valid goal if any.
12.4
NOT USED

II. 11
GOAL (12.1)

The centerpoint of the intersections of roads will be:

<* the intersection of the centerlines of the roads. *>

<* the center of the largest circle that can be accommodated within the area of hard road surface at the intersection. *>

<*
The director may provide a graphical definition of unusual intersections. *>

II. 12

GOALS SELECTED BY A COMPETITOR (12.2)
The following types of roads are permitted for the purpose of goals selected by competitors:

<* Specify with reference to the map legend. *>

<* If applicable, specify list of goals that may be selected by competitors. *>

No goal selected by a competitor shall be:

a.
within a built‑up area <* Specify  built-up areas. *>

b.

within a blue PZ

c.
within 200 meters of:

1. Red PZ
2. a motorway or a road designated to be of motorway status (measured from the outer edge as shown on the map). 
<* Specify what constitutes a motorway and motorway status. If possible use map legend. *>

3. a power line shown on the competition map 

<*Add any other restrictions according to local conditions and, if applicable, refer to colours of road types as printed on the maps used. Built-up areas to be defined by, for example, the method by which they are shown on maps. *>

Uwe, Mar09:

Well done Mathijs, I think the proposed wording describes more logically what restrictions have to be followed. E.g. to arrange all 200 m limits under one item. Just two remarks from : 
- The headline of II.11 I would name as “GOAL CENTER” (instead of GOAL only)
· The italic section at the end of II.12 has to be separated from the power line as it is an extra item (but it’s already wrong formatted in the current AXMER).

David L, Mar09

Good idea Mathijs. Also, I agree with “GOAL CENTER” as GOAL is defined in 12.1
G1 – result with a marker in case both loggers did not work [additional wording proposed]
Gerald, Mar08:

When we were working on the AA Rules and changed “Barographs” to “Flight Data Recorder”,  we were looking into the AX MER Gs definitions to learn & copy from these.
Then I found a definition in AXMERG 6.5.2 that – at least I think – could cause unwanted side effects. Please check!
6.5               GPS-LOGGER FAILURE
6.5.1            In case of unusable track logs, the officials may ask the competitor to provide any GPS equipment he may have to substitute the missing track information.
6.5.2            In case both the official track log and the competitor’s GPS-equipment are not providing the necessary information to establish a result, the competitor will not receive a result. It is therefore in the competitor’s interest to equip himself with a GPS that provides track information usable for scoring (position, altitude and time) and use the same set-up (time interval etc.) as the official logger.
 my Question: can’t a pilot achive a result with a marker in case both loggers did not work?
Ok, the 6.5.2 first sentence covers it a bit  ( In case .. are not providing the ... information to establish a result ... )
 
I thought that the case of a marker release within an MSA should be covered here and take precedence over Logger failure. The whole rule 6 does not talk about other possible results (with markers) – shouldn’t it be better interlinked?
I propose something along the lines:
6.5.2            In case both the official track log and the competitor’s GPS-equipment are not providing the necessary information to establish a result, the competitor will not receive a result in a logger-only-scoring task. It is therefore in the competitor’s interest to equip himself with a GPS that provides track information usable for scoring (position, altitude and time) and use the same set-up (time interval etc.) as the official logger.

Eric, Dec08:

This proposal makes sense to clarify the situation.

MdB, Dec08:

I think if the Mark is in the MSA then the competitor will achieve a result and he obviously is lucky. However I see another problem in R6.5.2 that needs to be addressed in my opinion concerning this issue: Let’s assume there is a three part task flight and the competitor scores 3x in the MSA but his tracks are useless. Then it is impossible to check other task related issues like PZ-infringements, collisions etc. Or even more extreme he scores 3x times then flies thru a PZ and deliberately deletes his track (which might be difficult to prove depending on the type of logger used).

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

If we accept this approach then I would suggest to write the following in the Penalty Guide.

A competitor not supplying the required logger track or substitute track of his own GPS, should be penalized 100 points. If it is obvious that the Official Logger’s failure was not at the competitor’s fault but the competitor did not have a useful substitute then he should be penalized 50pts only. If the competitor may have abused a PZ or other rule because e.g. he flew close to a PZ, or very high near the top of the Blue PZ,  but the lacking of his track failed to provide evidence of a rule violation, then the competitor should be penalized up to 1000 points (in steps of 100) according the likelihood of a violation.

DB, Jan 09:

I agree with MdB’s approach in the COH. I don’t think we have to clarify logger-only as the first part states - 6.5.1 In case of unusable track logs, the officials may ask the competitor to provide any GPS equipment he may have to substitute the missing track information.

David L, Jan09

I agree with both Gerald and Mathijs.  A competitor with a marker in the MSA should receive a result. The Language of 6.5.2 must be changed to allow this.  I also agree with Mathijs that the competitor should receive a base penalty for not having a working backup logger and also be subject to PZ and Reckless flying penalties.

CLW, Jan09

I agree with the Gerald’s concerns, but I would suggest :

6.5.2            In case both the official track log and the competitor’s GPS-equipment are not providing the necessary information to establish a result, the competitor will not receive a logger result. It is therefore in the competitor’s interest to equip himself with a GPS that provides track information usable for scoring (position, altitude and time) and use the same set-up (time interval etc.) as the official logger.
 
Gerald, Jan 09:

Citing MdB: “I think if the Mark is in the MSA then the competitor will achieve a result and he obviously is lucky.”

Gerald: Or good ;-)

Back to the original point here (and could we please split up the discussion if you have another point to make – mine was that a mark should give a result, MdB’s was about penalty – thanks). Using MdB’s proposal (which I hereby support) and my new wording proposal (bold) I merge them into:

6.5
GPS-LOGGER FAILURE

6.5.1
In case of unusable track logs, the officials may ask the competitor to provide any GPS equipment he may have to substitute the missing track information.

6.5.2
In case both the official track log and the competitor’s GPS-equipment are not providing the necessary information to establish a result, the competitor will not receive a track point based result (a mark will still give a result). Additionally he will be penalized for not providing the necessary evidence concerning compliance to the rules.


It is therefore in the competitor’s interest to equip himself with a GPS that provides track information usable for scoring (position, altitude and time) and use the same set-up (time interval etc.) as the official logger.

Uwe, Feb09:

I agree with all, Gerald, Claude and Mathijs. So I propose to enter both parts into rule 6.5.2:
6.5.2            In case both the official track log and the competitor’s GPS-equipment are not providing the necessary information to establish a result the competitor will not receive a logger score result in a task scored by logger only. He will be penalized additionally for not providing the necessary evidence.
It is therefore in the competitor’s interest to equip himself with a GPS that provides track information usable for scoring (position, altitude and time) and use the same set-up (time interval etc.) as the official logger.
Gabi, Jan09

There is another discussion that shows up here. If the pilot doesn't have a valid track and there is a marker drop. Will he achieve a result? In an event without observer how would the Director be sure the pilot took off out of the minimum distance and not in an out of bounds area if there is no track available?

Eric, Feb09:

The concept is for sure interesting and I agree with Uwe’s last wording summarizing the discussion, BUT I’m afraid we may enter in the “grey zone” here regarding penalties if we don’t specify it clearly. Because if we say that markers within an MSA will give a score (which is absolutely important for the sport), then we may risk that PZ or distances infringements occur and we can see it with no back up.. And then, how to estimate the points gain IF this happens?…….versus the infringement??? Not easy! I find difficult to estimate the “likelihood of a violation” with 80 to 100 pilots in the sky and leave penalties by steps of 100.

Moreover, we already know that a big part of the pilots have 2 GPS with them, on top of the official one, so it becomes statistically very rare to have 3 GPS not working!

I would propose that we make it very clear in advance, showing a compromise between a non negligible penalty and the acceptance to score markers in case of you are really not lucky (3 GPS failures!),  like 250points or whatever else number agreed by the group.

MdB, Feb09:

I like Gerald wording best “...will not receive a result based on track points ...” . I would not like to use the expression “... logger result ...” then in rule 12.21.and 12.22 we talk about Track Points. I have no problem with fixing the penalty in the rule like Eric suggest. However fixing it may too strong or maybe too light. I still like the approach of writing advise on the penalty in the Penalty Guide, but have no problem with starting at a higher base penalty (100 or 200 ?).

DB, Feb 09:

I agree with Uwe’s 6.5.2 but to amend with Gerald’s wording concerning based on track points ...”  as mentioned by Mathijs above. I am also against fixing penalties here as I think it is mostly covered by other rules – like individual rules and also unsportsmanship
Uwe, Mar09:

markers within an MSA will give a score ! PZ or distances infringements will lead to a penalty which will be applied on the score/result. If we can’t prove the PZ infringement, then …. Good question. Shall we imply a potential infringement and the competitor has to show (by GPS track) he did not infringe ? Or is it the duty of the director to show evidence of the infringement. In any case we should see that competitors are treated equally and have equal opportunities. If this is in the rules before the event, then it’s fine with me.

David L, March 09:

Sorry to change positions but we are still left with the problem of proving compliance with other rules.  As Gabi mentioned, we still have rule 13.3.4 in AXMERG to consider.  If the flight starts with a minimum take off distance requirement, a marker found in the MSA will still have a no result if the competitor’s ILP was too close to that goal.  The same applies if the competitor lands too close to a goal and has no track to prove compliance.  Furthermore, PZ violations will be impossible to penalize with no track.  I am afraid that there is no penalty language for the COH that can cover all potential violations when there is no valid track log.  (Remember all the “no result” penalties at last years Pre-WAG where many pilots violated the minimum distance requirements on some but not on all goals in a flight).

G2 – mark or TP in scoring areas  [additional words proposed]
Uwe, Mar08:

In 2008 we have introduced:

15.15.4
Competitors will not achieve a result, unless they have a valid track point or a mark in two scoring areas.
Should it be in two different scoring areas ?

Eric, Dec08:

I would write it: “in the relevant scoring areas” as there are so many possibilities of scoring here.

MdB, Dec08:

I agree with adding ‘different’ then that is the same wording as used in 15.15.1

DB, Jan 09:

I agree with MdB

David L, Jan09

I agree with Mathijs, add the word ‘different’ in 15.15.4

CLW, Jan09

Fine with me.

Gerald, Jan 09:

15.15.4
Competitors will not achieve a result, unless they have a valid track point or a mark in two different scoring areas.
Wait a minute, how can you have “a” point or “a” mark in two different scoring areas? I mean a single point, a single mark? May I propose to correct the plurality also?   Well,   replacing “a mark” with “two marks” doesn’t really work.

And just the plural: “unless they have valid track points or marks in two different areas” sounds maybe right?
Help. my English is losing me, maybe you can assist?

15.15.4
Competitors will not achieve a result, unless they have a valid track points or a marks in two different scoring areas.
Uwe, Feb 09:

I agree with Geralds proposal but I found the words “in each of” when looking for the german words “in je einem”

15.15.4
Competitors will not achieve a result, unless they have a valid track point or a mark in each of two different scoring areas.

Eric, Feb 09:

We are almost OK with the wording. But I come back with my proposal of the  “relevant scoring areas” or “valid scoring areas” or something similar. In fact, in a task with 4 or 5 scoring areas (for a MDD 15.15 or XDD 15.18), you may score in “two different scoring areas” but 2 that are only valid for the first mark or for the second one if not enough described o the TDS. Yes, one can say that the different validities of each of them may give enough informations on their description (for Mark A or for mark B) and their validity, but I open the question to the group whether we should avoid that question ? (a competitor scoring in 2 areas for mark A saying that he scored in “2 different scoring areas” according to the new rule 15.15.4. – creating conflict of rules).

PS: we’ll still need to put the same wording in R15.18 (whatever is decided).

But finally, maybe that’s not so complicated…..
MdB, Feb09:

I still suggest to only add “ different” in 15.15.4.

DB, Feb 09:

I would just go with “different”.

David L, March 09

I like Gerald’s last suggestion but I also agree with Eric’s point. So I suggest;

15.15.4
Competitors will not achieve a result, unless they have a valid track points or a marks in two different scoring areas as per the TDS.
G3 (DB1) – Size of Marker Scoring Areas  [proposal to take it up in COH]
DB, Jan09

I propose that in any task all marker scoring areas are of the same size with a minimum of 50metre radius. Needs adding to COH. I would also propose that the edge of the MSA should have a tape 1metre x 2 metres at each compass point to show the boundary as throwing the marker in when one realises one is just out is worth it – this happens in boundary scoring areas and there one can see the boundary e.g. edge of road.

David L, Jan09

I agree that the MSA perimeter should be marked with tape. We did that at the Worlds.  I disagree with the recommendation of equal MSA sizes for a particular task.  This limits all of the MSAs in a task if the Director wants to pick one small one to give the competitors a better chance to score in the task.   I had many comments of varying MSA sizes in a single task at both the Worlds and our Nationals.  I think that the differing MSA sizes is part of the task and the competitor needs to figure in all parameters when formulating his strategy for a flight.

MdB, Jan09:

I agree with both DB and David L...  I agree with DB that it is a pain of the neck to have to look up every time what the MSA is especially if they change very often. I disagree with David L that this may be part of task as much as I dislike different Scoring Periods for each task. The Scoring Period I my opinion should only be used to regulate the flight length in total hence it should be the same for all tasks in one flight (with a few exceptions) and should not be introduced in the task-setting as an additional burden. The same reasoning goes for different MSA sizes. Having said so, I agree with David L that there can be circumstances that a smaller than standard (100m) MSA may be unavoidable e.g. because there is no other goal in the vicinity. Also in general the scoring period should be set for a flight and the use of it left to the pilot again with the exception if there is a good reason to do otherwise.

I agree with both DB and David L that we should endeavour to mark the MSA with a any type of object. I think small traffic pylons would do and I suggest to take this up in the COH.

CLW, Jan09

I agree with DB

Gerald Stü, Jan 09:

I think different sizes of MSA (and I still would like to call them Marker Measuring Area, but that’s a different topic, slap on my hand) is part of the game, and that directors should have the right to adjust accordingly to the real place at the target.

Did not get David Levin’s  “[use] one small one to give the competitors a better chance to score in the task”? so with a smaller MSA it is a better chance to score, to hit with a marker? Maybe I got it wrong or I should start a new training?

Visually aiding the pilots with a perimeter (circle) tape, or maybe some easier (less work, less time to put up) hinting with flags, poles, any visual marks is greatly appreciated. Yes please, and probably in the COH.

Uwe, Feb 09:

I agree with MdB and the two Davids that the edge of the MSA should be marked. 
But I see scoring areas of different size A- as a tool to use more areas and give the competitors the most space (and marker possibility) possible and B- as a nice “add on” to strategic planning. 
Same applies to scoring periods. Other than just speeding up the flight length for me the scoring period brings in a CRAT like effect in the planning of the total task series of the relevant flight.

I also suggest to take this up in the COH.
Eric, Feb 09:

Agreed as well on marking as best as practicable the edges of the MSA.

But I would leave the MSA size at the discretion of the Director because it really depends on the competition area. At the last worlds in Austria, it was quite not easy for David to find so many possible target fields, and I agree with him and Uwe that we should give to pilots the maximum flexibility & chance to score in the task, which also means setting large MSA size when the field allows it (not reducing it to the lowest size among several MSAs).

MdB, Feb09:

I am outnumbered here and probably my grey cells are too old to remember different MSA’s and scoring periods (.

G4 (DB3) - Minimum drop altitude  [MERG or MER too ?]
DB, Jan09

The Americans, I believe, have prevented a lot of bombing of targets to reduce 3D scoring by having a minimum drop altitude where 2D takes effect. Do we want to pursue this?

David L, Jan09

Yes, we are just starting to do that and NABA also did that.  We are changing the rules only to give the Director the option, not to make it required. 

BFA rule;

 12.21.2
When goals or targets are used, calculated results based on distance and altitude of the track points will be either 2D, 3D, modified 3D-distance or any combination thereof at the Director’s discretion and stated on the TDS.  Shortest distance is best (see APPENDIX C for guidance).

MdB, Jan09:

I noticed that development and I need to explain why in my opinion it is not useful. First of all it does not affect good drops that means for a good drop in the MSA or even on the target it still is worthwhile to be low! So we are only talking about scores outside the MSA !!! For that it is useless to dive to the deck as some competitors claim this rule requires. If you are 150m from the goal at 1m you will get practically the same result as if you were in 50m high. If you are 500m away you will get practically the same result on the deck as in 300feet. So why competitors claim this rule forces them to dive to the deck, I don’t know.

	2D m
	altitude m
	3D result
	new
	 
	2D m
	altitude m
	3D result
	new 

	150
	250
	292
	292
	 
	500
	250
	559
	559

	150
	200
	250
	250
	 
	500
	200
	539
	539

	150
	150
	212
	212
	 
	500
	150
	522
	522

	150
	100
	180
	150
	 
	500
	100
	510
	500

	150
	50
	158
	150
	 
	500
	50
	502
	500

	150
	40
	155
	150
	 
	500
	40
	502
	500

	150
	30
	153
	150
	 
	500
	30
	501
	500

	150
	20
	151
	150
	 
	500
	20
	500
	500

	150
	10
	150
	150
	 
	500
	10
	500
	500

	150
	1
	150
	150
	 
	500
	1
	500
	500


The 3D scoring rule only serves the purpose to equally divide the scoring chances in subsequent tasks. We all know that it is sometimes very beneficial to not go down in a multiple part task flight. It would be greatly unjust if competitors not going down would benefit from doing so compared to the ones trying to drop in the MSA. Also it could be that if you stay high you may fly over the goal while going down you drift away. In my opinion it would be unjust to score a pilot zero metres if he is high over the goal.

So I think the discussion is a ‘storm in a glass of water’ (German expression) . As you can see from the table above the differences are small. But if a change is desired I can agree with a standardized rule where a competitor will be scored 2D when below 150m above the goal/ target altitude. It is important to use the goal/ target altitude as reference then in undulating terrain a low MSL altitude would not work. Don’t forget pilots will now ask for the goal/ target altitudes during briefings. My approach would be; leave things as they are and explain that the benefits of going to the deck outside the MSA are not worthwhile.

But if a change is required I suggest this wording:

12.21
TRACK POINT

12.21.1
A track point is defined by recorded date / time, coordinates and altitude of a point of the track of a GPS logger.

12.21.2
When goals or targets are used, results based on track points will be the 3D-distance from the goal/target to the track. Below 150m above the goal or target the horizontal distance between points will be used to calculate results. Shortest distance is best.

12.21.3
In tasks without goals or targets the horizontal distance between points will be used to calculate results.

Uwe, Feb 09:

I’m confused if this issue applies to MER or MERG or both. At the moment we have altitude limitation for marker drop only under MER rules when a marker is lost. 

The problem came up with the hybrid competitions, observer plus  logger scoring.  The 1st  sentence in 12.15.2 Lost Marker says: 
If the marker has earlier been seen on or falling to 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.

A smart competitor flew with the observer and dropped the marker from high altitude over woods. There was no real chance to find the marker but this was not intended. The observer was asked to mark the 3D position on his GPS. With the drop time this could be backed up by the official logger. So the competitor received a reasonable result and a substantial advantage against those flying over the wood and dropping the marker where it could be found. 

At that time it was found that this situation should be avoided and we added some words to the sentence above: If the marker has earlier been seen on or falling to 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, provided that the marker was released from an altitude lower than the one defined in section II.
The other situation where the altitude affects the score (but is not yet set as a limit) is 3D scoring. The lower you are, the better is the result. But, as Mathijs listed, the last meters to the ground do not bring the real advantage. But from the Europeans in 2007 I remember a favourable wind in 1000 m altitude. This is really not the position where you want to have a 3D score. And to get the marker into a 100 m MSA from that altitude is more luck than skill. So you will see balloons dive down following their markers to get a reasonable 3D score in case the marker fails the MSA. But if the next goal is in the same direction, after crossing the closest point you will see balloons shooting up to get the favourable wind again. If all do the same, descending and climbing balloons should be separated if there is some ground wind. But as I remember some decided late for their descend and crossed the path of those already climbing.

I see the BFA/NABA approach to avoid this in lower altitude which already gives more safety. But it will not solve the problem if the high wind is the one to cruise combined with a 3D score at surface level.

Last question: Should we discuss this in respect to MERG only or also to MER ?

Eric, Feb 09:

In that case, I like David L. suggestion used by the BFA: leave it at the director’s discretion as he will be the man knowing the weather forecast and setting tasks. This will also help us to see where we go with such modifications……as there are always unexpected problems occurring when modifying such interconnected rules.

Moreover, if it is stated in the TDS, then it is a data of the relevant task(s), even leaving the possibility to the Director to have 2 FONs with 2 different scoring methodologies.
MdB, Feb09:

Uwe brings up a valid point. The discussion about high drops in the AXMER is different and for that reason we decided the introduce a maximum drop altitude for lost marker assessed results.

In the AXMERG I strongly warn for giving up the 3D scoring rule then this will change competition completely.

Whether there should be a base minimum I have said  what I wanted before. If at all, I would not like this altitude to be variable as Eric suggest. If the group thinks we should introduce a minimum altitude e.g.150m then we should write that in the rules and it should be the same everywhere. I think varying this altitude will only add confusion to the pilots.

G5 (DB4) – Definition of scoring area in AXMERG [discussion started]
DB, Jan09

We all know that there was a ‘mistake’ in Austria when the boundary of a scoring area had not been clearly defined – crossing the road meant either crossing the edge of the road as defined on the map or as defined by the physical edge. Do we need some advice in the COH ?

David L, Jan09

Oops!  I better answer this one.

Yes, a mistake was made but not necessarily in the definition on the task sheet.  The mistake was my initial decision to use the center line to determine the road for scoring purposes.  The task sheet stated that point A of the Elbow task would be “the first track point past red road 54.”  Therefore, I corrected my decision and we used the first track point after the last black pixel which defined the outer edge of the road.  In fact, all methods were inaccurate because of the nature of map making but this was the most fair procedure.  Any guidance in the COH would be appreciated.  I know Mathijs will suggest using grid lines instead of roads but that brings up another argument entirely.  I like to use physical boundaries that the competitors can see, even though it is more difficult to score.

MdB, Jan09: 

I can’t resist answering to this one. Obviously in Austria as in Magdeburg to ‘mistake’ was made to use ‘natural’ boundaries in TP scoring. This is like living in different worlds (... Elton John). Markers relate to a natural boundary as one easily understands and can be measured as in or out and by tape or GPS to a point. Track points are artificial points precisely determined by a coordinate but where that point is on the earth greatly depends on the quality of the map etc. So if you want to use points for elbows or max distance tasks it is very easy to state a grid line or a circle from a point (I prefer the circle then that is easy to see on your GPS even without laptop) or even a line between two grid points. Furthermore the top pilots (in the Worlds I think 75%) fly with a laptop anyhow. Giving them a natural boundary is in effect more difficult then now the pilot has to look on his laptop where that point is. Whether we like it or not paper maps are increasingly becoming a thing of the past. Each of us uses his Car Navigation System to go somewhere so why not in balloons. Frankly I don’t have maps in my car anymore. I don’t know what guidance you want in the COH. ‘My’ guidance would be don’t use natural boundaries in TP scoring tasks.

Gerald, Jan 09:

I like paper maps, they can’t run out of power, they don’t brake, sometimes they fly away. Even with liking the logger-tasks, usually I try to find a visual reference on the surface – especially if the 3d-task is in the lower stratosphere –
that I can use as a bearing point. I dislike(d) tasks that go for gridlines, 0-coordinates, because there are no bearing points, even if you use a moving map, you can only “see” your position approaching a thin gridline. For me this “experience” is not nearly as good, as clear, as close to active steering, active flying and achieving a result as crossing a real road (or hitting a real target on the surface – with my marker!).

There is one differentiation: distance to the surface, in other words altitude. I clearly prefer real world references – where I can use my 3d vision/perception – for tasks quite close to the ground. If we are flying at 5.000ft ++ above ground, at least my personal experiences with precision sightings for landmarks on the ground fade, it is hard to tell if you crossed a river or a road from up there. Here comes the moving map into the picture, now it makes sense to have that kind of information to assist your position estimates (it becomes an instrument to augment your senses).
In that altitude we could only fly a star-task with a GPS and better supported even with the moving map.
I hope I could make my point what makes sense for me – it depends (on the altitude).

For the original thought in this discussion: I would go for the natural border, the road, in reality. Use the middle line of the road as the border. For scoring there are options. Use map “pixels” that represent the road, but our roads don’t show the middle line and are usually (European hand drawn maps) broader painted, since a millimetre in the map  would scale to 50 m wide roads.

My possible “solution” for that: drive the (middle of) the road with a GPS and take that newly created track as the reference for all decisions. I understand that this means work, probably you only would need to do that on some “edgy” conditions, or on hot spots, where there are possible attraction points for crossing the road, where more pilots could get closer results to each other (clustering, ties). You could do it after the flight, before the flight.
GPS recorded track lines could provide 1) a closer mapping to the reality and 2) more detail (I am tempted to say more accuracy) on a mapping display than the pixels of a blown-up map (if you score visually on a computer, which you probably would have to do for natural, physical boundaries, anyway).

My 2 cent.
Uwe, Feb 09:

In the Austrian worlds 2008 it was bad luck the situation developed different as thought. The flight was thought to continue low flying in the valley starting the task after crossing the road. So the visual approach is a good one. But it was possible to cross the road in a certain altitude as I did in approx. 4000 ft. (see screenshot. Did I cross the street at 1st attempt ? The track does not leave the black border line) As Gerald states, you cannot be sure when you cross the street by vision only. In that situation you need the GPS and electronic map. All would have been OK if there would have been a certain wind speed in all altitudes. But as it was possible to fly back, it would have been better for that occasion to have a clear line. So maybe we write in the COH that real borders a more welcome to the competitors but a mathematically described line eases the scoring a lot.
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Eric, Feb 09:

My feeling (maybe I’m wrong) is that competition pilots prefer to look at a physical boundary and throw a marker inside the scoring area. So that’s why defining a line is probably less interesting, but this appears to be the only PRECISE and correct method. And for Gerald, driving with a GPS on the middle of the road was tested at the Worlds 08, but finally showed very erratic results directly on the map (even out of the road sometimes), so this solution is not applicable.

So, until there is a merge in AXMER and AXMERG where observers can look at this type of marker drop, it is better to leave as it is and try to avoid difficulties like that. (more easy to say anyhow….)

MdB, Feb09:
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I entirely agree with Eric’s feeling that pilots like naturally boundaries when using markers. But if we don’t use markers what then? 

Let’s assume the track as ‘driven’ by officials is the yellow line and the green one is the center line (better center step (). How should the scorer score. By the green line is wrong. By the yellow line would be correct but wrong again because now  it is not a natural boundary and if you are high you can’t see anyhow where you are, neither on the map nor visually to the ground but only on your GPS or laptop.
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When I started flying on the Super Conny we only had round instruments, when I retired on the B747 (11 years ago!) we had TV screens with the airway on it, but we still had a 40kg heavy Navigation Kit with all the maps of the world. Nowadays most new airplanes have all maps in a Data Base and they are shown as selected by the pilot.

Btw. I still use my paper maps as wall paper in the hobby room of my new house (.

G6 (DL2a) – 12.4 safety limitations to reenter AXMERG [discussion started]
David L, Jan09:

Rule 12.2.1 allows for Goals to be selected by the competitor.  If a competitor can choose a goal that is not on a predetermined list, why do we eliminate 12.4 Safety Limitations?

MdB, Jan09: I agree. We can put them back in.

Uwe, Feb 09:

I was trying to leave the rules for Goals to be selected by the competitor as I hoped for technical solutions to allow for PDG and FON in logger only competitions. (Seems I was right). So we put II.12 and 12.4 back in place and all is fine.
This relates also to following item G7.

G7 (DL3) - Use of Fly On Task in Logger Events [discussion started]
David L, Jan09:

I miss being able to call FON in logger events and I know the competitors like the task.  It is difficult to have many tasks in one flight when there are limitied goals available and winds tend to change in the later part of the flights.   In Luxembourg they use SMS for FON goal declarations.  How effective is this?   Can we put FON back in the rules and use SMS or some other method for declarations?

MdB, Jan09: 

Basically I agree, the problem is however what is good in Luxemburg may not necessarily be good in the USA or Russia. I propose to leave things as they are and gain some more experience with GSM. If at all modern technology is hated then I think we will induce an uprising if we require valid goal declarations by mobile phones. I think it is better to wait until we have our standardized keypad logger combination.

Gerald Stü, Jan 09:

Talking to David Levin in Salzburg this week (17. Jan 2009), we came up with a possible modification to the Fly On (some say FON) goal declaration in flight: First the FON FON declaration!

Yes, I mean the declaration via the PHONE, just say your competitor number and your goal (coordinates) to a message box (mobile box, voice messaging system, whatever you call it – pun unintended). The messaging system records the time and the originating number (my phone can).

Then we were playing also with the SMS, the texting: If most of the current mobile GMS phones have the feature of keeping a log about the sent messages, we have another evidence of a declaration, so that the “much feared” idea – that the message could not be sent from the balloon – has a backup system, an evidence that the pilot sent this message at this time.

And then we could synchronise the track log timing with the SMS text message timing protocol (if untemperable, that is) and prove that the Pilot declared 2km or 10 minutes before hitting his Fly On Target.

Together with the voice-declaration to the voice message system/box we build more safety, let’s say more chances into the system for evidences / proofs of declaring the Fly On Target in time and according to the set requirements of the task.

What do you think?

Uwe, Feb 09:

For me the FON was never deleted in AXMERG. It was a problem to set it during a certain period of time but I’m sure we have the technical solutions to do it now, Be it the SMS as stated by Gerald or be it the new logger generation as shown by Marc Andre or loggers from gliding community. They have the possibility to key in messages and store them with a time (and position) stamp. I think we don’t need more for the FON and it will be back this year.

Eric, Feb 09:

I already set that SMS FON task, but I know that SMS declaration may still be erratic in time of message delivery (depending of the country where you are……SMS can be delivered from 1 sec to several hours????......).
But I like the phone declaration or the new logger type. Worth leaving this possibility  in the AX-MER and write again the details in R15.5 that was mentioned as “Not used”. 

Last point: IF a phone declaration is allowed, I don’t see a problem that it comes from “any phone”, i.e. the pilot can call his crew by Radio to declare the goal for him in case of he is too high……Thoughts about this?
MdB, Feb09:

I just bought a new GPS logger that precisely does what Gerald describes. You can talk to it by pushing a button and it will record the message with time stamp etc. together with the track.

But we should be careful with this subject. The FON rule has been the most debated rule and induced half of all protests. We have finally one of the most restrictive and precisely described rule (see PG in the COH). If you marker is stolen but the Observer saw your writing, it is not enough (Europeans in Lithuania) or declare on the Obsever sheet Worlds 2004. I see a lot of problems of pilots claiming they declared but the SMS never arrived. I know you will say it will be registered but what if it didn’t and the pilot insist having declared. Look at the COH of all problems with FON declarations. I think we need a 100% watertight procedure before using this rule in the Europeans or Worlds.

DB, Feb 09:

I agree with Mathijs. We need to continue to work with this before it is introduced into World and Continental Championships.

Uwe, Feb 09:

I agree with that “phone by crew” approach. It is in line with a declaration of a PDG, where we also have the possibility of the crew putting the paper slip in the box.

But if we write SMS declaration possibilty in the rules, we should do so in section II. As we hopefully have the new loggers developed by André brothers in use soon and with those loggers we would key in the goal coordinates directly into the logger. To react on the different types of loggers, we should have the specific wording in section II where we can adapt it.

G8 (DL2c) – Observed Mark and Valid Mark [discussion started]
David L, Jan09:
12.12 and 12.20  Observed Mark and Valid Mark

I think these two rules should be modified and combined. Why do we need “observed mark” ?

12.12.1 should be eliminated and 12.12.2 should be added to 12.20.  

12.20.2 should be moved to rule 12.21 defining Track Point.

12.12
OBSERVED MARK

12.12.1
A mark which has been measured by an official. 

12.12.2
Measurements will be made to the closest point of the weighted bag portion of the marker. 

12.20
VALID MARK

12.20.1
A valid mark is a mark within the MSA provided it is within the scoring area and period if set. A valid mark shall have precedence over any track point.  

12.20.2
Measurements will be made to the closest point of the weighted bag portion of the marker.

12.20.2
A competitor’s result based on a track point cannot be better than the worst possible result in the MSA.

12.21
TRACK POINT

12.21.1
A track point is defined by recorded date / time, coordinates and altitude of a point of the track of a GPS logger.

12.21.2
When goals or targets are used, results based on track points will be the 3D-distance from the goal/target to the track . Shortest distance is best.

12.21.3
A competitor’s result based on a track point cannot be better than the worst possible result in the MSA.

MdB, Jan09: I agree with a.m. amendments.

Uwe, Feb 09:

In theory I agree with David L, but …
Rule 12.12 Observerd Mark is from the AXMER and copied to the AXMERG.  

Rules 12.20 Valid Mark and 12.21 Track Point as well as 12.22 Valid Track Point were felt to be needed for AXMERG and added to chapter 12.
If we agree to combine those rules we have to keep in mind if we can apply the definitions also to AXMER. And don’t forget that we want to recombine AXMER and AXMERG. The more differences we build in now the harder the work will be.
Please see also item G9 for this discussion

Eric, Feb 09:

Agreed on David’s proposal and Uwe’s one to write only one wording for both AX.
DB, Feb 09:

Also agree as with Eric.
G9 – electronic mark  [discussion started]
CLW, Jan09

The World Balloon Trophy in Luxembourg (known under some other names before) used pushbuttons for many years and is forced after a jury ruling in 2008 (see Jury report) to define in a more detailed way the use of pushbuttons, e.g. electronic marks.

As the event uses the AXMERG since a couple of years, I suggest to take this, in my opinion long overdue issue, to a discussion in the AX WG.

The different rules concerned are found under chapter 12, and here are some suggestions for adaptation:

The first change will be in 12.11, suggesting:

12.11
MARK

12.11.1
A physical mark is the point on the ground vertically below the weighted part of the marker where it comes to rest after falling from the balloon. If the marker is displaced after coming to rest or disappears subsequently from view (e.g. beneath water level), the earliest position an official or observer has seen the marker in ground contact will be taken with the accuracy available. Same applies, if the marker is carried on top of another balloon.

12.11.2
An electronic mark is a track point specially marked for scoring purposes. The technical details and procedures are defined in II.17. If no electronic mark is found in the recorded track, or the scoring criteria defined in the TDS are not met, the competitor will not achieve a result in the relevant task.

12.12
OBSERVED MARKER
12.12.1
A marker which has been measured by an official. 

12.12.2
Measurements will be made to the closest point of the weighted bag portion of the marker. 

The rules 12.13 to 12.18 are still ok, as they always refer to track points, and the electronic marks will be covered under track points later.

12.19
MARKER SCORING AREA

12.19.1
The MSA is an area defined by a radius around a goal/target or an otherwise clearly defined area within which results will be achieved by markers.

12.19.2
The MSA will be provided for each task in which markers are used.

12.19.3
Competitors not achieving a physical mark within the MSA will be scored by track point. 

12.20
VALID MARK

12.20.1
A physical mark is considered valid if the mark is within the MSA provided it is within the scoring area and period if set. A valid mark shall have precedence over any track point.

12.20.2
An electronic mark is considered valid if the recorded track point meets all scoring criteria defined in the TDS.

12.20.3
A valid physical mark shall have precedence over any track point or electronic mark.

12.20.4
A competitor’s result based on a track point or electronic mark cannot be better than the worst possible result in the MSA.

12.21
TRACK POINT

12.21.1
A track point is defined by recorded date / time, coordinates and altitude of a point of the track of a GPS logger.

12.21.2
When goals or targets are used, results based on track points will be the 3D-distance from the goal/target to the track or electronic mark. Shortest distance is best.

12.21.3
In tasks without goals or targets the horizontal distance between points will be used to calculate results.

I also suggest to adapt 12.6, which has a first sentence being a more historic than useful definition.

12.6
MARKER


Markers (as specified in the COH) supplied by the organizers will be used for scoring purposes to mark a physical position on the ground. Competitors are responsible for collecting the necessary marker(s) before the task. The marker must not be modified in any way.


Penalty for modified or unauthorized markers is up to 250 task points.

In addition, the rule 11.3 about Contest Landing is again of interest as a competitor may land without having made one or more electronic marks, in tasks scored by electronic marks.

Here is my suggestion for this modification:

11.3
CONTEST LANDING (wording compared to 11.3 from AXMER)
11.3.1
Where a competitor elects not to release his marker, In tasks flown with markers or electronic marks where a competitor elects not to mark, his landing will be deemed a contest landing. The scoring position for a contest landing is the final resting place of the basket. Published scoring periods and search periods apply.
11.3.2
No handling assistance may be received from anyone on the ground and no one of the flight crew may leave the basket before the basket has reached its final resting place.

11.3.3
Any retained marker must be handed over to the appointed observer an official at the earliest opportunity.

11.3.4
Unless otherwise stated in the task data, a contest landing is not permitted within an MSA. 200 meters of goals/targets.
Of course there would be a few other places in the rules, where the term contest landings would need reintroduction.

There were more detailed rules under II.17 used at the World Balloon Trophy. I would leave these details in II.17 for now. General adoption in Section III can be discussed individually in the coming years.

As my english is far from perfect, please feel free to change to any better wording.

Uwe, Feb 09:

I see CLWs  goal to rewrite the rules in a way that they fit to AXMER and AXMERG. I can only support this work and I’m fine to adapt the wording to both, AXMER and AXMERG, as a 1st step of recombination of both.
Also in competitions under AXMER we sometimes fly tasks scored by track points. So the definitions are well appreciated in AXMER too.
Gabi, Jan09

12.11.2 - the electronic mark will not be found in the recorded track... I think it will be a waypoint, right? So you need to change the proposed wording. Maybe to "recorded data" or "logger data"... 

 Another discussion about the electronic marks is just when you miss a waypoint for one task. Do you assume the pilot didn't push the button and get the next waypoints for the next tasks? Or do you use the first waypoint for the first task and so on?

 This will lead to another discussion about scoring... If you use an automatic scoring software it can take the first waypoint for the first task or the nearest waypoint for each task according to the logic of the program. But in all cases it would be good to have a visual look at the results.

12.21.2 - here we are back to the precision problem as it says the "results based on track points will be the 3D-distance from the goal/target to the track or electronic mark". 

The result must be the 3D-distance from the TARGET to the track. Not from the goal!

12.21.3 - should it say the "distance between TRACK points OR ELECTRONIC MARKS"?

Eric, Feb 09:

Claude catched a good example of the interest to merge both sets of rules. Agree with the modifications.

MdB, Feb09:

I agree with Claude’s suggested rule changes concerning the electronic mark. I don’t see a necessity to change the MARK to physical mark for me the word MARK is fine. A MARK can be not physical if the marker remains hanging in a tree or drifts away in e creek, but I like the idea of introducing the electronic mark. There should however be an option in the rules (Section II) that stipulates whether electronic marks will be used.

David L, Mar09:

I like the idea of introducing the possibility of electronic marks but also agree that there should be an option to use or not use.  

12.12
I still don’t see why we need this separate rule.  Just add 12.12.2 to 12.20

12.21.2
If a competitor is required to create an electronic mark to achieve a result, then we should eliminate the words “shortest distance is best” as it applies here to both the electronic mark and the track.  The TDS would then describe the result as “shortest distance to the track” or “distance to the electronic mark”

12.6
I agree to change (even though it reminds me of fun times landing on a target)

11.3
Do we really need to use this rule?  Why not just state in the TDS that the landing point will be used for scoring if there is no mark in a task and electronic marks were required.

G10 – Failure of electronic mark device (logger button)  [discussion started]
CLW, Jan09

Here is an extract of the World Balloon Trophy 2008 Jury report on a conflict in opinion between the direction and the jury.

In the protest that was presented to the jury, the conflict was about scoring a result when there is no “logger mark” (button push) on the GPS track that was downloaded from the GPS Logger.  So, the pilot was scored as Group B.  However, the event rules, under 14.6.2 state that “Interpolation between track points may be used to establish the scoring position.”  

It is recommended that an additional line be added to rule 14.6 to read:

Failure to push the button on GPS Loggers so equipped will be result in the scoring position determined using rule 14.6.2.  A competitor’s result based on a track point determination cannot be better than the worst possible result in the Marker Scoring Area (MSA).

My personal opinion is that the topic has nothing to do with 14.6 and the rule cannot be used to justify giving a result.

In addition, using this proposed wording, in whatever place in the rules, will suggest the pilot not to push the button anymore at all, because he will then be scored to a better, actually his best position along the track, which voids completely the use of electronic marks/logger push buttons.

Nevertheless, I suggest to introduce a rule that covers a malfunction of the electronic mark device (push button). I would put this in 6.5, where general logger failure is covered:

6.5
GPS-LOGGER FAILURE

6.5.1
In case of unusable track logs, the officials may ask the competitor to provide any GPS equipment he may have to substitute the missing track information.

6.5.2
In case both the official track log and the competitor’s GPS-equipment are not providing the necessary information to establish a result, the competitor will not receive a result. It is therefore in the competitor’s interest to equip himself with a GPS that provides track information usable for scoring (position, altitude and time) and use the same set-up (time interval etc.) as the official logger.
6.5.3
An electronic mark recorded by a competitor’s GPS-equipment can only be used if the equipment is of the same type and has been approved by the director. Otherwise, the competitor will not achieve a result.

Uwe, Feb 09:

I agree with the proposal. But does that mean in case of the push button loggers, that the competitor has to have a push button logger by himself as backup and if not, his individual GPS loggers will be useless ?

Eric, Feb 09:

Then we come back again to the reliability of electronic equipments. Having a push button logger will force pilots to get equipped with the same type of logger if they want to have a chance of back-up in case of failure. Otherwise, I’m afraid that there is no other solution to prove that they scored (pushed the button) at that time. But even if they have one, it will be impossible as well to prove that they pushed the button at exactly the same time.

DB, Feb 09:

I agree this is a problem but how do we produce equipment is of the same type in Luxembourg when the logger is a big box with no reference. It is also hard enough on fast flights to throw markers, press the logger in case it is out of the MSA and then press the back up logger. We just need more reliable equipment before we go further.
MdB, Feb09:

I agree with Claude’s proposal as written and his observation on the Jury’s report.

David L, Mar09:

Ditto!
AXMER versus AXMERG  [discussion started]
Eric, Dec 08:

One of the main reflexion for our AX-WG could be: do we merge AX-MER and AX-MERG for 2009? Next Europeans will be with Observers, then 2010 Debrecen will be without....then next with.....etc

If we think as a group that this change could be relevant, then I'm fine to have Observers scores and GPS scores for Brissac in August 2009.

But we need to be sure we don't generate too many problems......

 

Main advantages would be:

- minimize and optimize the work, especially for our friend Uwe who is updating documents

- having only one set of rule that any organizer will have to use, and letting him the choice of Observers or not in section II. We could list in section II which paragraphs concern Observers and which not. We could also add an item in the Task datas list concerning "method of scoring" to be defined for each tasks. (we could even allow pilots to "drop" the observer during the flight (5 min stop allowed?.......for example to score further FONs if they want.......why not?)

- possibility to combine GPS tasks with observers tasks during the same flight (we now have very frequently 4 to 5 tasks in the mornings.....which will allow to make interesting combinations.....and increase the number of tasks as the debriefing will split the workload between Observers debriefing and GPS debriefing/scoring).

Thoughts/comments?

MdB, Dec08:

To pick up Eric’s ideas in his email, I would like to address the issue of the use of AXMER and AXMERG. When loggers were introduced a necessity was felt to write separate rules for competitions based on their use without Observers. Initially the AXMERG were a derivate of the AXMER. Increasingly the AXMERG became the motor of rule making. Now we are in situation that most major events (EC, WC WAG) are run with the AXMERG. Running an event with Observers like the EC2009 is becoming an exception and what will be in the future we don’t know. 

Organisers that use or like to use Observers now find themselves in a position that the AXMER do not fit the job neither the AXMERG. Actually we need a third set of rules for this type of events, which is a mixture of both. This however is not desirable option I think we all agree on.

Therefore I think the best option would be to merge both set of rules into one rule book. This in my opinion should be a rulebook based on the AXMERG and with separate rules, exemptions, notes or whatever that indicate different rule making or options when Observers are used.

One combined rule book, would mean a lot of work but is my opinion worth the effort. However I doubt that we can make such a rule book in time before the EC2009.

DB, Jan 09:

I agree with MdB

David L, Jan09

I agree that a combined rule book is needed.  Some rules would apply to all events and some would have alternative chapters depending on the type of event.  Eg  Chapter 6 for Loggers,  Chapter 6 for observers  (and loggers)

Gabi, Jan09

It's being discussed the situation of merging both AXMER and AXMERG and I agree it's time to do it although it will be a lot of work. Otherwise we keep working on the AXMERG and just forget about improving the AXMER.

I'm just afraid that in the first events there will be some problems on rule interpretation so maybe there should be some tests and lots of thoughts before publishing the final version.

Uwe, Feb 09:

I agree to produce a combined rule book during 2009 to be ready by march 2010.





























































�I added a simple statement here.


�I joined the former R12.3.3 as a second sentence under R12.3.2 because it relates to ambiguity.





� This text is new because this part is not about ambiguity but about a ‘wrong’ goal.





Rest of Rule 12.3 unchanged





�Rule not used any more





�I took the intersection description in a ‘new’ Section II rule. Mainly because the centreline method is not restricted to PDGs. The method applies to both “ ... set by the Director or chosen by a competitor.”





�In the sentence about unusual intersections I changed the word shall in may. After all this is quite a burden and not always necessary  ( in italics as an optional rule).





�Renumbered


�I deleted former: b. on the following roads:<* Specify type of roads excluded for goals selection.





Because actually the choice made by the director should in itself make it not necessary to declare what you may not declare on.





The rest I rearranged editorially. a. and b. relate to within and c. to within 200m from.
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