Annex 12

Proposals for Section 7 2005
 Italian Proposal from Angelo Crapanzano
Here are some proposals to improve the fairness of scoring in some particular cases. Some of these could just be implemented into the scoring system but I suggest these rules to be implemented in the Section 7 as a guide for local regulations.

Stopped Task
 

If anything goes wrong with a task, generally speaking, it is preferable to cancel it but, sometimes, one both feels wrong to cancel a task and unsafe to let pilots keep flying.
In this case the only solution is to "stop" the task. 
Stopping the task is often a much easier decision for the meet director than cancelling. This could bring to an earlier decision thus to increased safety.
 

The problem is then how to score, in a fair way, a stopped task.
If the task is stopped then the pilots who started early have a big and unfair advantage because could fly for a longer time.
The solution is to give all pilots an "equal flight time".
The longest equal flight time we can use is the difference between the last pilot start time and the stop time.
This means each pilot could be scored as their flight ended at start time plus "equal flight time"  
Of course pilots which went on glide up to close of the ground because they knew the task was soon be cancelled will have an undue advantage. To solve this problem and also to slightly reduce the value of a stopped task (if a task has to be stopped there is something wrong to the day: reducing it's value is a good thing anyway) it is enough to take away 15 minutes to the "equal flight time".
 

I understand that, because of my English, this could be difficult to understand but a simple example will make it easy:
 

        - because of safety the meet director stops the task at 17:30
        - last pilot made the Start at 14:15
        - "equal flight time" is then (16:45 - 14:15 - 0:15) which is 2:15 
        - for scoring purpose, every pilot tracklog will stop at their Start time plus "equal flight time".
        - this means each pilot will be scored the distance he flew in 2:15 from his Start time
        - a pilot who started at 13:30 will be scored to the position he was at 15:45
        - a pilot who started at 14:00 will be scored to the point he was at 16:15. 
        - each pilot had the same time to fly so the score is fair enough.
 

Now we have to find a possible wording for the rule. It could be:
    If a task is stopped the "equal flight time" will be calculated as the difference between stop time and last pilot start time minus 15 minutes. Each pilot will be scored as his tracklog ended at their start time plus "equal flight time". (Of course a better wording is highly appreciated ()

As Griefemburg teached with Ciech and Ploner, stopping a task may lead to quite a wrong score. Canceling the task could often be a better choice.  

Do not forget that giving a meet director the power to stop or cancel the task in flight leads to a legal responsability. We should very carefully consider this problem.

Helping Pilot
If a competitor lands to help a fellow pilot it would be fair not to penalize his scoring.

The best solution is to score him accordingly to what he would have made but, of course, this is impossible to judge exactly.

The best thing we can do is to consider what he made on average in the whole competition and score him accordingly.

To get the most accurate result we should wait up to the last competition day then make a weighted average.

The weighted average is made dividing each day pilot’s score (excluding the task where he landed to help) by each DayValidity and then making the average. The resulting average, multiplied by the DayValidity of the day when he landed will give the “Help Score” he would get for the day. To reward the pilot who helps a fellow pilot I would like to have this Help Score” increased by 10%.

To avoid scoring problems the pilot would be scored for the day to where he actually landed and the difference to get up to the Help Score will be added as positive penalty points (which, of course, could not be negative in any case). 

To avoid the score of the pilot increasing suddenly at the end of the competition this positive penalty points will be recalculated each task so the difference on the last day will be minimal and not likely to heavily affect other pilots tactic.

Up to an English guy to make a good wording for the rule (.

Start Before Start Opening
It can happen that a pilot starts before the first start (Start Opening Time).

This could happen by accident but could also be desired by the meet director which wants pilots not so much interested in the ranking to be able to start earlier than first start time (Bogong Cup).

With the actual rules a pilot that starts before first start gets minimum distance only (like in US) or gets only distance (like in Italy). In my opinion both this systems are too much penalizing.

Tove Haney pointed out the problem at the Bogong Cup 2004 and we found out a good solution: 

The pilot who starts before the start opening time will have his tracklog shifted forward by twice the time (in seconds) he started earlier.
Example:

First Start Opening Time is 13:30

A pilot which starts at 13:22:15 will have his complete tracklog shifted forward by 7:45 x 2 minutes (930 s). His shifted tracklog says he crossed the start line at 13:37:45 and so on and the pilot will be scored accordingly. There is no scoring advantage because he will get less Leading and Position points.

This system will not heavily penalize pilots who start, possibly by accident, just before the first start time and will also allow pilots not much interested in the ranking to start at any time without affecting the leading bonus. 

If pilots are allowed to start before first start the crowding will be reduced and less expereince pilots will have the opportunity to fly with the fast ones for a while to make some experience.

Pilot Not Launched (DNF)

With any GAP scoring, according to the actual rules, a pilot who is present on takeoff but doesn’t launch, gets zero points but affects (via the Launch coefficient) the DayValidity.

The launch coefficient rule is there for evident safety reasons: each pilot should take his own decision wether to fly or not without too much pressure. 

To reduce scoring pressure on the pilots, as already made in Australia and suggested to me by Wesley Hill, I propose to give minimum distance score to the pilots present on takeoff which didn’t launch for any reason. 

Not to affect the scoring calculations, they should get these points as positive penalty points.

According to the Jury decision, in Griefenburg there have been a problem with the Pilot Not Launched definition (DNF in Race program).

Junko chrashed on takeff and the jury decided it was not a flight and should score O points because there was not a “flight performance” achieved. Lacking a COL (Chrash On Launch) option Junko had to be scored as ABS (Absent).

Even if the the proposal to give minimum disance points to DNF is accepted it is important to exactly define DNF, ABS and, if necessay, COL.

GAP defines:

· ABS is a pilot wich is not present on takeoff. He scores 0 points and does not affect the score of the other pilots.

· DNF is a pilot who is present on takeoff but decided not to launch. He affects the Day Value. Right now a DNF pilot is scored O points but you have just seen I propose to give them minimum distance.

· Any pilot who launches (or clearly attempts to, even if he chrashes) is scored normally. In reality this point is not exactly defined in the GAP scoring but has always been intended like this, as clearly written in the Italian competition rule book,

According to Noel Whittal and the Jury in Griefenburg, the last point is in contrast with Section 7 which requires a “flight performance” to be scored. Of course this contrast is even more evident if the previous proposal to score DNF pilots is accepted.

In my opinion the actual Section Seven requirement of a “flight performance” is ambiguous and unsafe:

· Ambiguous because, just to stay in Griefenburg, it’s diffucult to distinguish between Junko’s crash and Corinna’s “landing” on launch on training… which one is a flight performance or not?

· Unsafe because it pushes pilots in doubt to launch to get a score. 

I feel competition pilots have no boubt on this subject. Giving some points to pilots which, for example, have been blocked on takeoff by a tail wind is just sportman and would not effect in a negative way the competition results.

 Groups and Cut
Pilots don’t like groups and cut for three main reasons:

1) in case some days are cancelled it’s difficult to decide when ending the preliminary rounds 

2) pilots not in the final A group are very disappointed and normally do not fly the B competition

3) score normalization has proved to be unsatisfactory  

1) in case some days are cancelled it’s difficult to decide when ending the preliminary rounds
This problem was solved at the 1987 Australian World Championship with this rule:

If pilots are divided in groups the preliminary rounds shall continue until the average number of valid rounds conducted is at least 45% of the potential flying days, that is the average number of valid rounds conducted to date plus the number of days remaining in the competition. 

2) pilots not in the final A group are very disappointed and normally do not fly the B competition

This is another major problem but could be solved if the pilots in the B group have the possibility to get back in the A group and help the team. This could be achieved having, each day, the task winner and the first in the ranking to move up to the A group (this means a maximum of two pilots per day). The only problem is how to score them in the days they were missing the A group:

a) score them as they flew minimum distance

b) score them with half of the score they got in the B group

Personally I do prefer the second one because gives a bigger incentive to fight to give points to the team. Of course these scores should be given as positive penalty points not to affect the daily scores of the other pilots.

I feel pilots which got the A group should not go down to the B group because it would be unpleasant and moreover, very difficult to score them in a proper way. 

The number of pilots which will originally enter the A group is not mandatory half of the field and should be decided considering that it would increase by a maximum of two pilots per day.   

In my opinion, but someone could disagree, it’s still preferable not to have groups but, with this system, it’s possible to run a fair and acceptable competition with groups. 

3) score normalization has proved to be unsatisfactory
This problem is due to the normalization system. In the old system the winners of the groups got equal score entering the final group in the final but and everybody else was scored proportionally but this will easily bring to problems (Larry Tudor in Mt Buffalo 87). If, for any reason, a pilot wins his group with a big margin all the other pilots will enter the final group with a low score. This is due to the scoring distribution inside each group, which could be steep or not depending on the pilots quality and the task flown. 

One could think that giving the same score to the group average and proportionally score the other pilots could be a solution but this brings to the group winners entering the finals with different scores which is absolutely unacceptable (Alpago 88).

The solution is to normalize both the winners score ad the scoring distribution slope. This could be achieved having the pilot normalized score calculated so that both the winners' score and the average score in each group will be equal. This is achieved with this formula where only the pilots who made the cut will be considered in the calculation:

Normalized score: PilDev *AvgWinDev / GrpWinDev / 2 + AvgAllPil

Where:  PilDev = Pilot score minus average score of his group 


GrpWinDev = Winner score minus average score of his group


AvgWinDev = Average of group winners deviation 


AvgAllPil = Average of all pilots' score 

In the very unlikely possibility that a pilot will be normalised to 0 points or less he will score 1 point.

As you can see in the following graph, this way any “error” is shifted to the low ranked pilots where it is will not give problems. 
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nice flying (
Angelo Crapanzano

P.S. scheduled GAP 2002 improvements:

To allow having an X-MAX task (i.e. free distance and free course task) within a normal competition, I’ve developed a system to score it so that it’s possible to add it to the normal tasks.

I hope to get Ivan Twose to implement the X-MAX scoring into Compe-GPS for the 2004 season.

Scoring program and World Ranking
This proposal intend to produce:

       

 - an accurate World Ranking
       

 - a reliable eligibility system for Category 1 events
       

 - get rid of all the problems involved with category 2 events
       

 - a free and good single program to the organizers (instead of the actual two)
       

 - bring money to CIVL

1) Any competition in the world must be valid for the World Ranking if:
       - use an approved scoring system and program
       - send the competition data in an approved format via internet
       - pay a fee to CIVL via internet by credit card

2) the fee could be:
        a) fixed amount
        b) entry fee of one pilot
        c) amount calculated from number of pilots and number of
competition days (flown of scheduled).

3) There should be at least one free scoring program available for the
organizers (i.e. paid from CIVL). Upon agreement with who makes the program
it could be paid by:
        a) fixed amount plus fixed yearly amount for maintenance and or
        b) percentage of the fee paid to CIVL by any competition (with a
minimum and or a maximum amount?)

4) Any pilot can compete in valid competitions (according to national
rules) but, for a pilot to be ranked in the World Ranking, he needs to have
a valid FAI licence. If a pilot gets a FAI licence all his previous
competitions become valid.

5) To have a good World Ranking we need to update it automatically on a
central server thus immediately available to the competition organizers
after sending the results. To get this we need database of pilots with a
unique ID number which could be:
        a) FAI licence number
        b) National Federation number
        c) other

6) the ranking program/server could be paid with a similar system to the
scoring program.



In my opinion this is a very simple system that works for sure and will make things fair and much easier for everybody.

World Championship Team Size
In my opinion the actual 6 members team per nation has some problems because, while some countries could bring more good pilots other countries have problems to even bring a full team. Moreover we need a way to better control the number of competitors to the World Championship 

To solve both problems I propose to reduce the number of pilots per team to 4 but to allow two teams for any nation who placed in the first 10 places in one of the previous three World Championship.

Being the team of 4 pilots only, the best 2 in each task will score for the team and this would allow the less developed nations to better place in the Team competition.

This system allows:

· the most developed nations to bring 8 pilots instead of 6 

· the less developed ones to bring a full team

· the less developed nations to better place in the Team ranking

· to reduce the number of less experienced pilots

· to increase the value of the Team competition

The Women Team coming from the Women World Championship (in case it would become a rule) should be handled the same way of any other team: if they place in the first ten they will get the right to have two teams. 

Meet director responsibility

In Italy a meet director has been sued because a pilot got killed in competition. 

He lost the trial.

I feel this is big problem and FAI should found a solution to reduce the responability of meet directors in case of accidents otherwise we’ll not have meet directors (and by consequence competitions) in the future.
Women to Compete in the World Hang Gliding Championship in Hay 2005.

I fully support Tove Heaney Proposal to have an additional team at the World Championship consisting of the six top female pilots in the world and hope it would become a rule.
Why is this necessary?
Most of the top female pilots are from highly ranked countries where it is difficult to get on the national team.

Examples of this are the Australian, English, German USA and French teams. Women pilots from these countries have made their open teams at some stage in the past, but often because another (male) pilot has withdrawn. 

Allowing women to compete in the Open World Championship would help improve women’s skills and be greatly inspiring to female competition pilots.

Tove’s proposal: 

Choosing the team:
· We would have the Women’s World Championship in Austria (in June) as a qualifier for the Worlds Championships in Hay. 

If this is the preferred method of selection it would give a perfect timeframe for participants to get prepared. This will give the top six pilots from the Women’s Worlds an opportunity to compete at Hay.
· Top six from the world ranking.

· An invitational.

· Other?
Support:
During the recent Australian competitions I canvassed the idea, with many of the top pilots, of how to get women involved in competing at this high level. 

At the Bogong Cup I took a survey from most of the pilots and the results were very encouraging.

The competitors are more than happy to have the “top” women fly with them at the Worlds Championships, but seem to be very negative towards having general women (one or two from each country) competing with them. 

Pilots were concerned that this may encourage countries to just fill the positions with competitors that may not be qualified or up to the standard required to compete in a competition of this high level.
Why at Hay:
The world Championships at Hay presents a perfect opportunity for this proposal to be undertaken as the difficulty of increased numbers in this competition will be less crucial due to the towing aspect of the launch.   

Most of the top women are very experienced tow pilots. For the ones that are not experienced in towing I, (Tove Heaney Australian Chief Flight Instructor, specialising in towing) can run a course/clinic and practise for these women prior to competition in the controlled environment at my flight park in Australia. 
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