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Prep02v6AXconcl,  Version 6 conclusion,  20.11.2002 

Conclusions after AX-WG meeting 2002 and CIA Plenary session in Riga. 
This is the latest working document Version 6, but attached to the end of each item the conclusion we found in the meeting. 
The items are listed in the sequence as they came up. After the headline there is mentioned the [final status] of the item.

1- Typos and agreed changes (David L. + AX-WG) [typos to be corrected, agreed changes to be implemented, FAI indication to use UK English, no change in 2.2.2 nationality of competitor (FAI-Licence)]

David Levin did a great effort last year to review the rules for typos. Please find following his list of proposed changes together with some points which we agreed on last year but did not write it in the set of AX-MER which were proposed to the plenary meeting:

Les March 2001: It is good that David has had a fresh eyes approach to the rules, we have all been too close to them for many years and miss the obvious errors because we see what we expect, not what is actually written.
I. 9.1
THE OFFICIAL LANGUAGE(s) OF THE EVENT SHALL BE ENGLISH AND <* LANGUAGE(s) *> IN ALL INTERPRETATIONS THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE VERSION SHALL PREVAIL.

<* (For International Category I events, the organizer shall indicate which language(s) they propose to use when seeking sanction by the CIA. When using other languages other than English, the following should be printed in the rules.)

I. 13
INSURANCE


Each balloon shall be insured against all claims by third parties to a minimum of <* amount of money, currency *>. The competitor shall produce documentary evidence of this insurance valid for the period of the Event covering himself and any balloon which he may fly <* , or he shall purchase such insurance from the organizers *>.

II. 1
CONTEST AREA (7.1)


The competition map will be consist of <*specify numbers or other specification of map sheets. When publically available, include ordering source. Include map datum, grid system and other relevant information *>

II. 6
LANDOWNER’S PERMISSION (9.3)

<* If applicable provide information under which circumstances balloons may take-off and / or pack up without prior permission. Specify what constitutes public property when taking off is allowed from it. etc. e.t.c.) *>

II. 10
RECALL PROCEDURE (10.15)


<* Specify whether and a recall procedure will be used. If used specify how e.g via Car radio, beepers, etc. e.t.c.*>

II. 12
SAFETY LIMITATIONS (12.4)

No goal selected by a competitor shall be:

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

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

Dd.within 200 meters of a motorway or a road designated to be of motorway status. 
<* Specify what constitutes a motorway and motorway status. If possible use map legend. *>

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

1..3.1
Shall and Must mean the application is mandatory. Failure to comply will normally lead to a penalty, disadvantageous interpretation or other disadvantages.

David L. March 2001: 1.4 a. and g. The word "Licence" can be spelled "License" or "Licence" (according to the Oxford English Dictionary) 

In the U.S. we generally use "License". Either way, we should be consistent throughout the rules. In these rules you spell it "Licence" except here under 1.4 g. change "License" to "Licence" (PS  my FAI license says license)

Masashi March 2001: I prefer to use LICENSE.
Les March 2001: I don’t care

Mathijs Jan 2002: I don’t care
1.4
DOCUMENTATION


The following documents will be inspected when each competitor registers on arrival at the Event.


a.
Pilot Licencse

2.2.2
If a flight crew and/or passenger flying in the basket, other than the appointed observer, has competed in any previous national or international balloon competition (events) he must be of the same nationality as the competitor NAC that issued the competitors FAI sporting license. 

Masashi Jan 2002: 
Still need a clarification of this draft.  Or 'the competitor's NAC' is more better?
2.12
CONDUCT (S1 An3 4) 


ENTRANTS AND COMPETITORS AND THEIR CREWS ARE REQUIRED TO BEHAVE IN A SPORTSMANLIKE MANNER, AND TO COMPLY WITH THE DIRECTIONS OF EVENT OFFICIALS. INCONSIDERATE BEHAVIOUR SHALL BE PENALISZED BY THE EVENT DIRECTOR.

3.1
DEFINITION OF A BALLOON (GS 2.2.1, 2.2.1.1, S1  2.1.1.2)

David L. March 2001: 

4.3.2
This should probably be discussed next year , BUT, if you are going to print rule books,  why don’t you start spelling words correctly instead of blindly following British custom.  The Oxford English Dictionary has only one correct spelling for the words ‘organize’ ‘organizer’ and ‘organization’.  This is also true for the Merriam Webster Dictionary.
Uwe March 2001: If it is so, from my side there is no objection to change it now.
Masashi March 2001: We need to inform the policy which version we have to use.
Les March 2001: 
I have asked Max Bishop what is the FAI standard dictionary for documents and am awaiting a reply. 

Les Dec 2001: 
I have not had a reply from Max but will ask again.
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I think we should adobt the FAI standard if there is one, if there isn't one I  propose to use the 'British English' language version of the spell checker of MS Word for practical reasons.
David L., Jan 2002: 
Regarding N. American English vs. British English, I agree that we should get a reference from Max regarding English dictionary for official use.
Les, Feb 2002: Uwe, I have just had a reply from Max, he says that there is no standard. However they use the English UK on their Word spell checker. So I think  that it is up to us what we use. Sorry not to be much help.
Mathijs, Feb 2002: My suggestion is to standardise with latest version of MSWord English UK spell checker.
Uwe, Feb 2002: I agree to use MSWord English UK spell checker
Conclusion: MSWord English UK spell checker is used except for ‚metres‘ which stay ‚meters‘ and ‚centre‘ which stays ‚center‘. 
Rule 2.2.2 wording (nationality of the competitor / the NAC issuing his FAI-Licence stays as is.
4.3.2
IN ADDITION TO BEING CHAIRMAN AT JURY MEETINGS, THE PRESIDENT HAS THE RIGHT TO REQUIRE THE ORGANISZERS TO ABIDE BY THE FAI SPORTING CODE AND THE PUBLISHED RULES AND REGULATIONS FOR THE EVENT. IF THE ORGANISZERS FAIL TO DO SO, THE PRESIDENT OF THE JURY HAS THE POWER TO STOP THE EVENT UNTIL A JURY MEETING HAS CONSIDERED THE SITUATION

4.3.3
THE JURY HAS THE RIGHT TO TERMINATE THE EVENT IF THE ORGANISZERS FAIL TO ABIDE BY THE FAI SPORTING CODE AND PUBLISHED REGULATIONS. THEY MAY RECOMMEND TO THE FAI SECRETARY GENERAL THAT ALL ENTRY FEES BE RETURNED.

5.2.7
Publication of a new version of official scores does will only extend the complaint time in the matter concerned.

8.4
MULTIPLE TASKS

8.4.3
Penalties related to the take off will normally be applied in the first task. Penalties related to the landing will normally be applied in the last task. Other penalties should be applied in the task in which they were incurred unless this is impossible, in which case they will be divided equally over more than one or all tasks.

8.8.1
At task briefings the task data, preferably in writing, shall be handed out to competitors. They shall contain flight data related to all tasks and individual task data.

8.8.2
Flight data:


a.
date 
b.
official sunset/sunrise 

9.1.1
One or more areas defined by the organiszer and used when the task require all competitors to launch from a common area. A competitor taking off outside the prescribed launch area will not achieve a result in that the first task of that flight.

Mathijs, Jan 2002: See my comment on this issue at the end.

David L., Jan 2002: This is not my correction regarding the rule.  I agree with Les that all tasks on that flight receive no result.
9.2.1
Individual launch areas selected by the competitors. The boundaries boundary of the launch area is a circle of 100 meter radius from the individual launch point or the physical boundary of the area if closer. 

9.10
PUBLIC ADDRESS


Unless the Director has specified at the flight briefing that the public address system will be used, any information given over the public address system is of no effect for competition purposes.

9.22
CLEARING LAUNCH AREA


Within three minutes of his basket first leaving the ground a competitor shall have passed over the boundary of the launch area or shall have climbed to 500 feet above ground level. He shall not re-enter the launch field below 500 ft before the end of the launch period or after all balloons have taken off, whichever is the earlier.

10.15
RECALL PROCEDURE


The organiszer may introduce a recall procedure to be defined in the competition details. 

11.3.1
Where a competitor elects not to release his marker, his landing will be deemed a Ccontest Llanding. The scoring position for a contest landing is the final resting place of the basket. Published scoring periods and search periods apply.

11.5
GROUND CONTACT 2

 (Note: Competitors will not be penaliszed under both rules for any single contact.) 

12.3.1
A competitor shall identify his goal by map coordinates. He may add descriptive detail to distinguish between possible goals located close together near his coordinates.

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

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

13.3.2
In case that If a launch point infringes a natural set boundary, the infringement is the distance to the closest correct point.

13.3.3
Where the penalty relates to landing too close to a goal/target or mark, the competitor will only be penaliszed for the greater infringement . The penalty will be waived if the competitor can show that he was unable to comply within 10 minutes because of light wind.

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

15.1.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the declared goal (or nearest goal if permitted to declare more than one goal). Shortest distance, before any distance penalties, is best.

15.2.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the target, if displayed, or goal. Shortest distance is best.

15.3.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the nearest target, if displayed, or goal. Shortest distance, before any distance penalties, is best.

15.4.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the target, if displayed, or goal. Shortest distance is best.

15.5.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the declared goal (or nearest goal if permitted to declare more than one goal). Shortest distance, before any distance penalties, is best.

15.6.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the target. Shortest distance is best.

15.7.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the target. Shortest distance is best.

15.10.3
The result is the elapsed time from the take off to the marker drop. Shortest time is best.

15.13.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the launch point. Shortest distance is best. 

15.14.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the launch point. Shortest distance is best.  

15.16.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the launch point. Greatest distance is best. 

15.17.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the the launch point. Greatest distance is best. 

15.19.3
The result is the angle between the set direction and the line "A-B" . Greatest angle is best.

Comment from David B. Dec 2001:
I think that David Levin's grammatical corrections are excellent but as an Englishman and I presume all Brits would dislike the Ss changing to Z as indicated. It is very American and not English but I do not want to start a North Atlantic row!!

Comment from Les Dec 2001: 

I agree with David B we should use “s” I have not had a reply from Max, I will chase him up on my return.

Some other comments on David’s corrections:

9.1.1 If you take off outside the common launch area you should be penalised all tasks on that flight not just the first.

Masashi Jan 2002: 

In general no specific comments, but the uniformed dictionary should be used in our documents.
David L., Jan 2002: 

Regarding N. American English vs. British English, I agree that we should get a reference from Max regarding English dictionary for official use.

Les, Feb 2002: Uwe, I have just had a reply from Max, he says that there is no standard. However they use the English UK on their Word spell checker. So I think  that it is up to us what we use. Sorry not to be much help.
Mathijs, Feb 2002: My suggestion is to standardise with latest version of MSWord English UK spell checker.

Uwe, Feb 2002: I agree with Mat to use of MSWord English UK spell checker.
Conclusion: MSWord English UK spell checker is used except for ‚metres‘ which stay ‚meters‘ and ‚centre‘ which stays ‚center‘. 

2- distance infringement in multiple goal tasks ? (Jury SC) [Jury felt wording is not clear, new wording of rule 14.1 and 15.x.3]
Last year we introduced the definition of the result in all tasks where multiple goal are possible:

Shortest distance, before any distance penalties, is best.
In Motegi the head of Jury SC Hans Akerstedt approached me saying that the new wording ist not clear. So I put the whole discussion into our document again. The comments begin with the input from 2001, where Masashi wrote:

I had sent the matter of distance infringement this May, but I am still in a maze to solve this problem.  If you add this matter on the list we have to reach a conclusion, I appreciate.

The problem is:

When more than two goals are allowed in PDG or FON, how we apply penalties if distance infringement is caused.

==============================

For instance, consider A, B and C as goals.  A is OK. B infringes 1 km, C infringes 2 km.

Question 1:

If a competitor dropped his marker on goal A, and his results 0.00 meter on goal A.   Should he be penalized or not?  He does not infringes against goal A, but infringes against B and C.

Question 2:

If a competitor dropped his marker on goal C, and his results 0.00 meter on goal C.   He infringes 2 km at C.  In this case, if a distance between goal B and C is 0.5 km, shall we take the goal B as his result? 

Or if a distance beween A and C is 0.7 km, shall we take the goal A as his result?

==============================

From those questions, I think there are three options to apply distance penalty in this case.

OPTION 1:

Take the shortest distance to one of goals.  If the goal has a distance infringement(s), a distance penalty will be applied.  Although other goals infringes, those will be ignored.

Results after applying penalty = the shortest distance + (if the infringement is caused at the related goal)

OPTION 2:

Calculate and compare all distance infringements and measurement results to goals.

Result (A) + infringement (A) : Result (B) + infringement (B) : Result (C) + infringement (C)

One of shortest distance will be used as his result.

 Results after applying penalty = the shortest length of (the distance between the goal and marker + the infringement )

OPTION 3:

Take the shortest distance to one of goals as his result.  All infringements to any goals will be added to the result.

Results after applying penalty = the shortest distance + all infringements

                    * in this sample case, all goals are valid in declaration.

=============================

I discussed this matter with Tom Sheppard in US, and Hans Huber and Les in Spain.  In US and Japan, OPTION 3 has been used in long time.  In Europe, I have heard OPTION 1 has been used.

In CIA-MER, I was not able to find a good interpretation to solve this matter.  We have to reach a conclusion to select one of above options.

I am hesitating to have multi goals PDG or FON in the next competition.  Since allowing one goal in PDG or FON is the best solution to avoid discussions.

Comment from David B:          

I go for Option 1. If you have a multiple fly on and you declare an invalid goal (eg no suitable goal) then that is invalid and would not count so any goals with distance infringements would also be invalid in that sense. A score on a valid goal should have no penalties associated with other goals.

Masashi:  

I would like to add the following sentence.

13.3.1
Where the individual launch point, a goal selected by a competitor, a mark, or a final landing infringes a distance limit at any time, the competitor will be penalized about all infringed limitations.
Mathijs Jan 2001:
Although I do not quite understand Option 1, I do favour Option 2. I think a distance infringement does not make a goal invalid (as David B. points out?). I think the rules do not need any change. To me it seems clear that any goal with a distance infringement results in a distance penalty for that goal. Therafter we apply the rules that says: "... shortest distance best ...". So as an example: A: Result= 125 +2x50=225m, B result=150+ 2x25=200m, C=210m. I would score this competitor according B with 200m.

Les Feb 2001

I still think that Option 1 is correct, I agree with David and Mathijs although I do not quite understand what Mathijs is trying to clarify in his example. It seems clear that any goal with a distance infringement results in a distance penalty for that goal only. I think that the rule should stay as it is.
David L:

I disagree with David B.  A goal with a distance infringement is not an invalid goal. I disagree with Mathijs.  The mark should be scored to the nearest goal and then any penalty is applied.  In Mathijs’ example, the adjusted result should be 225 because A was the nearest goal before the penalty.
Lindsay Muir Feb 2001:
I do not think this rule needs changing provided that you read rule 13.2.1 in conjunction with rule 12.2.2
Uwe Feb 2001:

To me option 1 must be used as the rules say:

15.1.3
The result is the distance from mark to declared goal (or nearest goal if permitted to declare more than one goal). Shortest distance is best.

So the result is measured to the closest one. 

13.2.1
A competitor infringing any rule for which the penalty is not specified may have a penalty (distance, angle or time) applied to his result or a deduction of points.

The distance penalty has to be applied on the result which at this moment is already fixed.

But I would propose to add that sentence to the Fly On task as well:

15.5.3
The result is the distance from mark to declared goal (or nearest goal if permitted to declare more than one goal). Shortest distance is best.

If there is room for interpretation I think we should add a sentence (probably in 13.2.1) stating clearly how to proceed.

Masashi Feb 01:  

I can live any option which I explained, if majority pick one of those.  But we need to state what penalty is applied (I mean only one or all, etc).  Otherwise, confusion will happen between officials and competitors. 

David B. Feb 01:  

Agree with last proposal

Realised in AX-WG Meeting:

In all tasks we changed the wording: Shortest distance, before any distance penalties, is best.

With this addition it should be clear that in case of  multiple goals the best result of a competitor is the shortest distance to a goal. After defining this as his result, the distance penalties will be applied.

Input from Hans Akerstedt Nov 2001:

In all tasks the paragraph 15.x.3 defines the result of a task and which result is best. This refers to the results of all competitors and defines, which result is the best. 

The addition made in 2001 to all tasks with possibilitiy of multiple goals: 

Shortest distance, before any distance penalties, is best.

was ment to define which of the multiple distances of a single competitor is his result.  

As it was written in the same paragraph which defines the best result in comparison to the results of the other competitors now it is confusing.

David B. Dec 2001:
I think we all favour Option 1 though David Levin is quite correct that I was wrong when I said the goals were invalid - I should not have used those words. However the point is as now said that we should be marked to the closest goal and any infringments for that goal only applied.

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dez 2001): 

I would use Option 1, I support Akerstedt when he is saying that 15.x.3 defines the best result among the competitors and not individually the best for each pilot (best in this pilots “choices”/possibilities for measurements to goals). Defining the option 1 would need a different place than 15.x.3.

Now, maybe 13.3.1 is the “better” place to rule this, trying to state that any infringement penalty is only applied once to the closest (and infringing) goal.

Les Dec 2001: 

Having re-read the comments from Mat on Option 2, I now understand and agree with what he is saying. A competitor should always be given his best result, even if that is after distance penalties. He should not be penalised for a goal which he did not fly to, after all in a HW he will always be scored to his best goal so why shouldn’t he on this. I think that we just need to decide if his best result is before penalties or after.

Proposal from Cees van Helden via discussion board:

Add the words: Distance infringement will only be applied to the relevant goal.

Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
Some years ago we introduced the definitions of 'Result' and 'Score' for a good reason. R14.1 RESULT says that a 'distance penalty' may be applied to a result. So the distance penalty then becomes part of the result.  The intention of the task rules in discussion, is to say that the shortest distance (= result) is best, hence this means including penalties as in Option 2. Last year we decided otherwise obviously without a perfect wording. So when in discussion again I still go for Option 2. Maybe the Rule should say: "Shortest (smallest?) result is best" or if you whish " Shortest (smallest?) result, including distance penalties, is best".
David L., Jan 2002: 

I agree with Hans and David B.  The rules as written work and option 1 is used.  If there is still confusion on this rule or any other because of language, I suggest we add an appendix to the rules to explain those rules which may be confusing to non English speakers.

Masashi Jan 2002: 

I think Option 1 should be used.  Because Rule 15.1.3 or Rule 15.5.3 said '(or nearest goal if permitted more than one goal)'  It means we have to consider the nearest goal as his intended goal, whether he made an distance infringement o not.  If we take Option 2, we have to change these wordings. The pilot skill should be evaluated with a goal which he wanted to go, and not with a goal which the result is better. Whether distance infringement happens or not, the best result with 1000 points before points penalty will be the shortest distance after adding all distance penalty if it happens.
Uwe, Feb 2002: 

I will not start the discussion again which we had 2 years ago. I’m sorry I implemented this when I copied the complete discussion from the last document.
The fact is, as Hans said, that in all tasks the paragraph 15.x.3 defines the result of a task and which result among the results of all competitors is best. 
The addition made in 2001 to all tasks with possibilitiy of multiple goals: 

Shortest distance, before any distance penalties, is best.

was ment to define which of the multiple distances of a single competitor is his result.  

As both definitions are written in the same paragraph this now is confusing. 

To avoid the confusion we should use use a a) more precise wording or b) another paragraph.
Solution a) 
15.1.3
The result is the distance from mark to declared goal (or nearest goal if permitted to declare more than one goal). Shortest distance, before any distance penalties, is best. The result of a competitor is the shortest distance before any distance penalties from his mark to the (nearest) goal.
15.3.3
The result is the distance from mark to nearest target, if displayed, or goal. Shortest distance, before any distance penalties, is best. The result of a competitor is the shortest distance before any distance penalties from his mark to the nearest target, if displayed, or goal.
Same applies in task 15.5.3
Solution b)

13.3.1
Where the individual launch point, a goal selected by a competitor, a mark, or a final landing infringes a distance limit at any time, the competitor will be penalized. 
In tasks permitting to declare more than one goal the result of the competitor is the shortest distance from his mark to the nearest goal before any distance penalties.
Conclusion: 
We have rewritten 14.1 to read:

14.1
RESULT

A competitors result is the achieved outcome in a task including distance penalties. Results will be expressed in meters, square kilometers, minutes or degrees with an accuracy of two decimal places. Distance penalties may be appied according to the rules.
The intention behind the wording change is to state, that the competitors result in a task includes the distance penalty. So the process is: a distance is measured, then the distance penalty applied, which leads to the result. The result is then transformed using the formulas into the competitors score. (task or competition penalties are then substracted from the score).

This takes care of the question weather to apply the distance penalties first or after scoring.

Then we rewrote 15.x.3 in two parts:

1- In the tasks with possibility of multiple goals we wrote: 

15.1.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the nearest valid declared goal (or nearest goal if permitted to declare more than one goal)
15.3.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the nearest target, if displayed, or goal. 

15.5.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the nearest valid declared goal (or nearest goal if permitted to declare more than one goal)

This takes care of the question, to which of the multiple goals a competitor will be measured.

2- In all tasks we first wrote:

15.x.3
[Shortest (distance, time)][Greatest (angle, area, distance)], including distance penalties, is best. 
The intention of this change was not to clarify the question of when to apply the distance penalty again, as we did this in 14.1 already, but to avoid misunderstandings between the new 14.1 and 15.x.3. 

The misunderstanding could have been that 14.1 says, distance penalties are applied first on the result and then the best result will win. In 15.x.3 it said, that the smallest or greatest distance is best. Those two probably would have led to problems, so we decided to include the words "..., before distance penalties, is best" in 15.x.3.

In fact this solution is not nice as we state in two places how to do.

Another possibility to solve this specific problem was to rewrite all 15.x.3 to read:

15.x.3
[Smallest][Greatest] result is best. 

In the first sentence of a15.x.3 it was and is described, what the result is. The second sentence says, what is the winning result. Weather this is done by saying e.g. "smallest distance is best" or "smallest result is best" is of no difference, except that we refer strictly to the definitions in 14.1.

The advantage is, that the wording is shorter, refers strictly to a definition and we avoid the problem found by Masashi.

So it was agreed to change all 2nd sentences of 15.x.3 into [Smallest][Greatest] result is best. e.g.

15.1.3
Smallest result Shortest distance is best.
3-  GMD rule still ambiguous [wording added to make it clear]
Two years ago we had a long discussion on the gravity marker drop rule. The aim was to find a wording not leaving space for interpretation on what the penalty for infringement will be. (You will sure remember. The question was, wheather at a required GMD a throw into the edge of a scoring area would result in the measured result + 50m or into a “no result”, if the addition of 50m in the least advantageous direction would take the marker outside the scoring area.)

It seems we did not succeed at that time with a water tight wording (even we thought it at that time). In several competitions this year the direcor gave his interpretation of the penalty application and in the WAG we even had a protest on it. In the decision on the protest the jury wrote that the present wording is still ambiguous.

12.9
GRAVITY MARKER DROP


The marker must be completely unfurled when released . The tail may be loosely collected in the hand of the person releasing the marker. Gravity shall be the only means for the marker to drop. No horizontal motion shall be applied to the marker in relation to the basket. The person releasing the marker must stand on the floor of the basket. Penalty:  50 meters will be added to the competitors result in the least advantageous direction.

In order to help us finding a decision I reprint the discussion from 2 years ago:

 Least advantageous direction [penalty instead of ‚no result‘ introduced]
In rules 12.10 and 12.11 we introduced the 

Penalty:  50 meters will be added to the competitors mark in the least advantageous direction.

There are two ways of interpreting the ‘least advantageous direction’ in the case of a limited scoring area. 
Interpretation A is the simple addition of the 50m to the result (which goes in line with the definition of a distance penalty in rule 13.4. 
Interpretation B is, that if the addition of the 50 m in the least advantageous direction would bring the marker outside of the scoring area, the result will be a ‘no result’.

I can live with both interpretations, but I think there should not be a choice of interpretation in the rules. 

In my opinion interpretation A is the easier one and is applied as a distance penalty like in cases of take-offs or landings too close to a goal, target or marker.
For the interpretation A I would propose to alter the wording of rules 12.10 and 12.11 to:

Penalty:  50 meters will be added to the competitors result mark. In case of the marker being part of a geometric task like Elbow or Land Run the marker position will be altered by 50 m in the least advantageous direction.

Comment from Mathijs:

I agree that different interpretations by Directors of this rule is not desirable. To me the intention of the rule was to simplify the penalty issue with regard to the Gravity Marker Drop.

Actually the rule says:

Penalty: 50 meters will be added to the competitors mark in the least advantageous direction.
It does not say that if his result is then more then the radius of the scoring are he will be considered to be "out". What do you do if a competitor who is well inside throws his marker by mistake, should he end up with a "No Result"? What do you do with an irregular shaped scoring area? Imagine a pilot is blocked by an other balloon. If he had to drop his marker by gravity it would be on top of the other balloon, so he throws his marker. Should this competitor achieve a "No Result" because his result plus 50 meter is more then the radius of the scoring area?  

Scoring areas are not set to make live difficult for pilots but for practical reasons like a well fenced area for crowd control or a distance that can be easily and quickly measured. For those practical reasons it does not make a difference why a marker is inside.

For a pilot passing just outside a scoring, it is much more satisfying  to throw inside and take the penalty than drop outside. The ultimate goal of a competition is to have as many scores as possibly.

For all those reasons we should not try to interpret this rule other then what is written. On the contrary we should make it clear in the rule clarifications and explanations going out with the coming rule amendments, that there is only one interpretation. A marker is IN when it is IN. When it should have been dropped, the competitor will get 50 meters added to his result if it is not dropped.

Comment from Joe:

I agree with Mathijs.

Comment from David Bareford:

I used to think the rule should put such a marker outside a contest area but I now think that if you are that close 50 metre added is better. But see comment above in #23.

Comments from Les:

It is obvious that we are going to have to discuss this again at the meeting.

Comment from Uwe:

I agree with Mat and Joe that a penalty is a penalty which is applied to a result. A ‘no result’ cannot be the consequence of a penalty. To express this clear I’d like to revise my proposal to read:

Penalty:  50 meters will be added to the competitors result mark in the least advantageous direction.
I think from that wording no doubt should arise. The moving of the mark in the least adv. Direction was thought to be applied in tasks like Elbow or Land Run if one of the markers was linked to a GMD. I did not see that combination before. If we want to cover it we should think about my original proposal.

Comment from Masashi:

I agree to just add 50 meters to the least advantageous direction.

Realized in 2000 by AX-WG: 
Wording changed into: “Penalty: 50 meters will be added to the competitors result in the least advantageous direction.” This says that it is a penalty (which is applied on a result) and allows for changing the mark in the least advantageous direction in geometrical tasks.

David B. Dec 2001:
I agree with Masashi's last statement

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dez 2001): 

I think we still would need the explicit wording for stating that “inside” stays “inside” in this case, since changing the word from “mark” to “result” did not convince all directors that this is what the WG decided – we had interpretations like: the least advantageous direction is “outside”, so therefore a thrown marker into and within a limited scoring area is “no result”, even with the “result”- word instead of the “mark” used.

Please make this one watertight, with explicit stating that the basic scoring (separating between “in” and “out”, the decision for the area) is untouched, unmodified by this rule.

Les Dec 2001:

I really cannot see the point in having a GMD rule if you are going to allow people to throw their markers. In the previous discussion point you want to penalise a competitor if he has a distance infringement on any goal and on this one you want him to be able to obtain a result by breaking the rules. 

I have no real problem with the 50m penalty if you are in the scoring area as there should be a penalty for throwing the marker. To be able to throw a marker to get a result when you are outside of the area is incorrect and should have a greater penalty. The whole idea for having a scoring area and a GMD is to get a more representative picture of a competitors skill in flying to a target area rather than his throwing ability. The object of a scoring area is that those who do not get in, do not get a result (under the present rules). Why should it be a test of throwing skills.
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
The majority of the group was in favour of applying a distance penalty of 50m when a marker is thrown in the scoring area rather then dropped. So the discussion now can only concentrate on how to pass this message on.

The differing opinion is based on the assumption that throwing a marker rather then dropping it when prescribed by the rule, is something not honourable. Should this opinion be valid then we would not have voted for the 50m-penalty rule altogether some years ago. But, for many practical reasons, we did!
So for what reasons a pilot throws instead of drops, should not be our concern anymore, but be accepted as a tactical option.
Almost all Jury decisions end with a phrase saying this or that rule is not clear enough. But when we are going to change the rules every time the jury says so, we are going to write rules for directors and juries instead for competitors.

The wording "least advantageous direction" means that it will be added when the shortest distance is best and subtracted when the greatest distance is best. No other interpretation was intended when writing this rule in my opinion. 
David L., Jan 2002: 

I agree with Mathijs, David, Uwe and Gerald.  We can make the rule watertight by using an appendix as previously suggested or by a parenthetical statement in the rule.

Masashi Jan 2002: 

There are several matters we have to think.  One of officials of 2001 WAG was worried that if we accept the infringement of GMD, it might be possibility to encourage violating rules.  This is worth to be considered. In the other hand, by a mistake, a pilot infringes this rule complete inside of the scoring area and then his mark is moved to outside of scoring area, this is too harsh for him. In addition, it is very hard to say his mark would be outside or inside after making an infringement of GMD.  Who can definitely say his marker would land outside of the scoring area if he use the GMD.

So I agree to score the marker inside of the scoring area, whether GMD infringes or not, should be dealt as valid result.  I hope we find better wordings in this rule.
Uwe, Feb 2002:
Other than David L. I think that we should rewrite the rule water tight and not create appendices.

12.9
GRAVITY MARKER DROP


The marker must be completely unfurled when released . The tail may be loosely collected in the hand of the person releasing the marker. Gravity shall be the only means for the marker to drop. No horizontal motion shall be applied to the marker in relation to the basket. The person releasing the marker must stand on the floor of the basket. Penalty:  50 meters will be added to the competitors result in the least advantageous direction.

That’s the rule we have at the moment and what is not clear enough. I try to make it clearer in the sense that throwing in will be a valid result. That was the outcome of the discussion 2 years ago. Sorry I cannot supply you with alternative b) in the sense that throwing in will lead to “no result”. As in 2000 I tried a lot but could not find a good wording which is less than 5 sentences.
My suggestion is:
12.9
GRAVITY MARKER DROP


The marker must be completely unfurled when released . The tail may be loosely collected in the hand of the person releasing the marker. Gravity shall be the only means for the marker to drop. No horizontal motion shall be applied to the marker in relation to the basket. The person releasing the marker must stand on the floor of the basket. Penalty:  50 meters will be added to the competitors result. In case of  the marker additionally being part of a follow on task the penalty will be applied in the least advantageous direction for that task.

Now you english native speakers are asked to correct my suggestion.
Conclusion: 

After long discussion about wether to „encourage a competitor to break a rule“ we decided that in the rules there already are plenty of examples where the competitor has the „choice“ and where breaking the rule would lead to an advantage (e.g. a revision of the declared goal after the end of the declaration time to react on changing wind direction). Then we agreed to rewrite 12.9 to read:
12.9
GRAVITY MARKER DROP


The marker must be completely unfurled when released. The tail may be loosely collected in the hand of the person releasing the marker. Gravity shall be the only means for the marker to drop. No horizontal motion shall be applied to the marker in relation to the basket. The person releasing the marker must stand on the floor of the basket. Penalty:  50 meters will be added to the competitors result in the least advantageous direction. A marker thrown into a scoring area will be regarded as a valid result and the penalty will be applied.
This should make the procedure clear to everybody and not leave room for interpretations.
4-  allow different nationalities in events like WGPX (Uwe) [section II rule to weaken up rule 2.2.2 for certain competitions]
this year I competed for the 4th year in the Honda World Grand Prix. As you know one of the major aims is as written in S1 5.2:


-
TO REINFORCE FRIENDSHIP AMONGST AERONAUTS OF ALL NATIONS.

In this type of competition one competes not for his NAC and the honour for his country but to get the best position of his team. For example I fly together in one team with Joe Heartsill from USA. We generally devide the competition him flying Monroe, I flying Mobilux and one of us flying Motegi. In the discussion about whom of us flying Motegi we came to a point that we could do it both together. This would be the highest level of promoting the friendship of aeronauts of different nations, I think. There are two problems which we encounter in the rules:
a)

There is always one pilot nominated which has to fly all competition flights.

b)

2.2.2
If a flight crew and/or passenger flying in the basket, other than the appointed observer, has competed in any previous national or international balloon competition (events) he must be of the same nationality as the competitor. 

Problem a) is the smaller one as we can agree on one of us to be nominated the P1 and the other may be the copilot/fight crew. However I think it would be challenging if we would have the possibility to share the P1 job. 

Problem b) is more serious. The rule 2.2.2 is made for competitions where you fly for the honour of your country and in the name of your NAC as e.g. in worlds, WAG or continentals. In the team type competition there is no reason for this, however as it is in the rules it must be followed.

I could imagine that we find a wording similar to the obesrver appointment:

6.2 In WAG, World Championships and European Championships the observer will not be of the same nationality as the competitor. 

My proposal is:

2.2.2
If in WAG, World Championships and European Championships a flight crew and/or passenger flying in the basket, other than the appointed observer, has competed in any previous national or international balloon competition (events) he must be of the same nationality as the competitor. 

David B. Dec 2001:
 I support Uwe's aims.

Uwe Dec 2001:
I found a comment which David L. made march 2001:

2.2.2
This one may need some discussion in the RSC. If a competitor represents a country other than his own nationality, shouldn't the last sentence read: 

"...he must be of the same nationality as the NAC that issued the competitors FAI sporting licence" 

Uwe march 2001: This one we will have to discuss in 2002 as it changes the sense of the wording and it is not only a minor spelling correction.
Masashi march 2001: Not change in 2001.
Les march 2001: Needs adding to the next discussion document.

Uwe Dec 2001: 

I think we should react on this in 2002. I already forwarded it to the RSC and S&Sc WG. I support David L.’s proposal.

Les Dec 2001:

I have added this to the RSC Agenda for discussion but it has to be compatible with the other WG’s (AA & BX) so we must not make the wording too AX specific, as it will have to go into Section 1.
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I don't think we should change the rule although I sympathize with Uwe's ideas when referring to the WHGPX events. I do agree that e.g. in these Events it would be a good idea to allow a swap of competitors or that they fly together (provided they are from one team). But I think we should try this out in these Events only. 
Therefore I am in favour of allowing e.g. Masashi, if he wishes so, to propose a different rule for the WHGPX Events. Therefore I would not like to restrict the present rule to WAG, WC and CC as Uwe proposes but do it the other way around and allow it for certain competitions in which the team-objective is prominent. May be we can add an alternate rule in Italics something like:

<* 2.2.3. When seeking CIA sanction organisers may apply for a waiver of the Rule 2.2.2, for competitions were teams fly against each other. In these Events competitors of one team may swap or fly together irrespective of the NAC that issued the competitors FAI sporting licence. *>
David L., Jan 2002: I agree with Uwe’s suggestion.
Masashi Jan 2002: 

I fully understand what Uwe wants to say.  But think about in the different phase of WHGPX.  Like Motegi, the event is sanctioned as CAT1 independently.  So if we accept Uwe's idea, it means that the winner of event will be a team, and not a competitor.  If the AX-MER is flexible and accept a team winner, we can live in this idea.  Otherwise, we can not implement this idea.

Uwe, Feb 2002: I agree with Mathijs proposal to approach organisers of team events like the World Honda Grand Prix encouraging them to allow team mates on board (and maybe P1 changes with team members).
Conclusion: 

We added a new chapter in section II competition details:

 II. 16
FLIGHT CREW (2.2.2)
<* When seeking CIA sanction organisers may apply for a waiver of the Rule 2.2.2, for competitions were teams fly against each other. In these Events competitors of one team may swap or fly together irrespective of the NAC that issued the competitors FAI sporting license.*>

This rule allows organisers to suggest alterations of the rule for nationality of flight crew as they see fit to the nature of their event.
5- GPS tracks used for measuring distances [blue PZ introduced]
This year two major competitions (swedish nationals, US Naba nationals) were run with loggers. In both competitions, the logger tracks were used for scoring, when the distance to the goal was bigger than 200m.

Other competitions (Motegi/JAP, Rhoen-GP/GER) were also run with loggers, but the AX-MER prevented the use of the logs for scoring, as it is not foreseen in the MER.

I think we should, together with the Scoring WG, work on methods defining distances by GPS logs and on a wording allowing the use of it for scoring.

David B. Dec 2001:
 I agree

Les Dec 2001:
 I agree

Proposal from Cees van Helden via discussion board:

Since we now use a GPS for measuring in certain cases, I would like to suggest that the penalties for not properly using the GPS, (not measuring the goal in FON or PDG or using GPS when the distance to the goal is less than 200 meters or incorrect application of the GPS measurements), be specificly mentioned in the rules.(R.14.6.2) 
I noticed Masashi using in almost all cases, where applicable, at Motegi a penalty of 60 meters, while in one case he used a different penalty. (10 meters for measurements under 200 meters at task 1) This should be clear for both competitors and directors. (Why 60 meters and not 50 meters, like in gravity marker drop, this makes penalties more uniform ) 
Furthermore, some old GPS have a EPE precision over 10 meters, why not always apply the EPE and be added to the GPS measurement, instead of not accepting GPS measurement when EPE is over 10 meters. 
David L., Jan 2002: I agree

Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I think Masashi's 'measuring penalties' in Motegi were not supported by the rules. Measuring is done by Observers (Officials!) and I don't think you can 'penalize' a competitor for the actions of an Observer. I think we should write measuring rules that should be used as guidelines and if a Competitor/Observer does it clearly wrong we should send them back to remeasure. Furthermore the standards of Debriefers are varying also (one Debriefer is content with this or that and the other isn't).
[image: image1.wmf] 

 E.g. (In Motegi btw.) My marker dropped close to a house that was not on the map about 150m from the goal. There was no way of measuring direct because of a river and bushes. Conventional measuring rectangular to roads etc. was not possible because all roads were bent. Nevertheless because of the rule the Observer tried to measure conventional and handed in a result that was absolutely less correct than a GPS result would have been.  Penalizing or writing rules about this issue encourages this irrational behaviour.
I think we should leave the rules as they are without 'measuring penalties'. Pretty soon we will be measuring only within e.g. 200m and do the rest with computer programs by analysing GPS tracks.
GPS Loggers:
I intend to prepare a separate document for the AXMER WG and SWG about GPS loggers including my experiences from Italy. But this takes some time. My goal is a stepwise solution:

First Step: I propose to allow GPS loggers as an official instrument to monitor PZ infringements and infringements of altitude restrictions and to change the penalty in these rules (R7.5 PZ Infringement and R10.14 Air Law to " … up to 1000 points proportional to the offence." instead of from  "… 500 to 1000 …"
Second Step: To experiment on CAT II level with using GPS loggers for task setting and measuring and thereafter proposing AXMER rule changes to use the results of these experiments.
Rule amendments as a result of the introduction of GPS loggers.

As explained in my extensive report (http://home.t-online.de/home/ciacc/download/gps_rep.zip 1,5mB) on the use of loggers in competition, I see three ways of using them:

1. Additional observation tool

2. Scoring tool

3. Task setting tool

My recommendation is to change the rules in a stepwise process according to the development and experiences. Therefore we need a general rule that stipulates that loggers may be used and specific rules as they develop.

For the general rule I suggest:

R6.8
GPS LOGGERS

A GPS logger is a device that logs the track and altitude of a balloon. GPS loggers may be used in competition as an observation tool and for scoring and task setting purposes.  For scoring and task purposes, specific rules are required in World and Continental Championships. Competitors shall comply with the operational instructions on their use.

As a result of the fact that loggers allow us to supervise ATC altitude restrictions and PZ infringements, I suggest the following changes:

7.3
PROHIBITED ZONES (PZs)

7.3.1 The director may define airspace or areas as prohibited for competition purposes. The boundaries and, if applicable, the upper limit in feet AGL or MSL,  the altitude limits in feet MSL, shall be published in writing for each PZ.

7.3.2 Circular PZs shall be defined by the center point map reference and radius in meters. PZs with natural boundaries shall be defined by marked copies of the competition map to each competitor individually.

7.3.3 There are two three classifications of PZs: Red, Yellow and Blue
7.3.4 A YELLOW PZ is a restricted area where no take‑offs or landings are permitted.

7.3.5 A RED PZ is restricted airspace above a prohibited area and will include an upper altitude limit.

7.3.6
A BLUE PZ is a restricted airspace with a lower altitude limit generally as a result of Air Traffic Control restrictions. The boundaries and altitude limits shall be specified. 

7.4
PZs IN FORCE


(no change)

7.5
PZ INFRINGEMENT

A competitor flying, taking-off or landing within a PZ in force will be penalized by 500 up to 1000 competition points, proportionally to the offense.

Reasoning for the changes:

· The general rule specifies what a logger is and that it must be used as specified by the Director (in the future we should establish a standardised operation procedure). Furthermore the rule gives Directors freedom to experiment with loggers for scoring and task setting purposes on competitions other than World and Continental Championships.


· GPS loggers log absolute altitude, which is effectively the same as MSL-altitude.  Therefore all altitude restrictions shall be expressed in feet MSL. The old rule of AGL was no good anyhow as often it is difficult to determine the Ground Level of a PZ especially in a hilly environment. Now the Director is forced to specify a specific altitude in MSL and the competitor flying on QNH only has to watch that the altitude limit as indicated on his altimeter (and/or GPS) is complied with. (It is of course advisable to group PZs in one or a few groups with the same altitude limit and not to specify slightly different altitudes for each PZ.)

· I introduced a third type of PZ (BLUE because of the air) that effectively stipulates the Airspace not available for competition. Until now ATC airspace restrictions were often abused and not penalised. Abusing Air space restrictions can give considerable competitive advantage, which should be avoided besides the troubles and danger it causes. Therefore abusing Air Space restrictions should be handled like abusing PZs and the loggers enable us to do that. This makes competitions fairer and saver. E.g. a competition area has one Airway that has a lower limit of FL65 (=6500 ft MSL) and everywhere else the limit is FL100, then there are two BLUE PZs: PZ1 is the area of the airway with a limit of 6500ft and the rest of the competition area is PZ2 with a limit of 10 000ft.

· Since the loggers allow us to judge the magnitude of a PZ infringement, we should cater for penalising appropriately to the offence. It makes a difference, I think, whether a competitor  crosses a PZ in 1400ft if the limit is 1500ft than if he would cross the PZ at ground level over the farm. The loggers enable us to make that distinction and therefore we should cater for that in the Rule 7.5.

Masashi Jan 2002: 

Using GPS has two phases.

a. Using GPS to determine position or get coordinates refer to the competition map.

b. Using GPS log to get results in the certain task.

Phase a is already written in the AX-MER 2001, but the phase b is not described yet it the AX-MER.

We limit more than 200 meters for using GPS measurement, however, unfortunately, not few pilots used GPS measurement inside of 200 meters or sometimes less than 100 meters.  In some cases, as Mathijs explained, GPS measurement was needed and the best solution in the certain situation. However, some cases were just laziness of observers or competitors.  So I need to set some distance penalty system to avoid easy use of GPS and to encourage using ordinary way to measure.

There are still problems after SA removed on May 2000.

- Average of accuracy of regular GPS devices such as Garmin 12XL, eTrek or III+ is between 5 to 13 meters, under the best satellite conditions.

- The GPS devices are influenced by radio transmitting or mobile phones, or

jammed by heavy tree leaves.

- It takes minutes to be stable to show the position coordinates 'exactly'.

- The data of GPS sometimes jump with unknown reason (depends on the unit

or model?).

In the other hand, the GPS position reading is the equal quality of, or better than map reading under the best condition.  As you know, position reading from the map has at least 10 meters error.  So if the GPS measurement is operated in the good condition, the reading from the GPS is reliable to use as the map reading.  And it would be better than pacing.

However, there is another matter we have to consider.  Using GPS measurements tend to discourage reading maps or checking a position on the map.  There are some observers stopped to read the map when a pilot used a GPS.  Under my experience, the reading map or checking map is still important for verifying positions.

In conclusion, we need to set the standard criteria of GPS measurements, and a result from the GPS measurement under these conditions should be used as it is without adding distance handicap.

Proposed criteria:

- the GPS must operate more than 1 minutes after position reading available. (to get stability to read)

- EPE is equal or less than 10 meters.  (to assure the best satellite and signal conditions)

- Three records in 30 seconds intervals. (to assure no jamming or data error)

- If the EPE shows more than 10 meters, the recorded EPE should be added to the result.

- If a pilot fails to follow these instructions, his results will be added 50 meters or assessed from the map.

Uwe, Feb 2002: 

I agree with Mathijs proposal but I would like to find a similar wording for red and blue PZ:

7.3.5
A RED PZ is restricted airspace above a prohibited area and will include an upper altitude limit.

7.3.6 A BLUE PZ is a restricted airspace, generally as a result of ATC restrictions, and will include a lower altitude limit.

I don’t think we need the sentence „The boundaries and altitude limits shall be specified. „ in 7.3.6 as we have it already in 7.3.1. 
Maybe we should think about penalties for abuse or non readable logs, like we had it with barographs.

Conclusion: 
New rules introduced:

II. 17
DETAILS FOR THE USE OF GPS LOGGERS (6.8)

<* When running a competition with GPS loggers, provide operational instructions on their use.*> <* If a GPS logger supplied by the organiser fails to record a log, the GPS log recorded by the GPS of the competitor may be used as backup.*>

6.8
GPS LOGGERS

A GPS logger is a device that logs the track and altitude of a balloon. GPS loggers may be used in competition as an observation tool and for scoring purposes. For scoring purposes, specific rules are required. Competitors shall comply with the operational instructions on their use.
In World and Continental Championships, GPS loggers shall not be used for scoring purposes, only as an additional observation tool for PZ monitoring. 

We changed 7.3 Prohibited Zones to read:

7.3.1
The director may define airspace or areas as prohibited for competition purposes. The boundaries and, if applicable, the altitude limits in feet MSL, shall be published in writing for each PZ.

7.3.2
Circular PZs shall be defined by the center point map reference and radius in meters. PZs with natural boundaries shall be defined by marked copies of the competition map to each competitor individually.

7.3.3
There are three classifications of PZs, Red , Yellow and Blue.

7.3.4
A RED PZ is restricted airspace and will include an upper altitude limit.

7.3.5
A YELLOW PZ is a restricted area where no take‑offs or landings are permitted.

7.3.6
A BLUE PZ is a restricted airspace, generally as a result of ATC restrictions, and will include a lower altitude limit.

6- Map Deviation (David B.) [wording of II.1 changed]
Regarding the Map I think one thing that competitors should always be given (somewhere) is the deviation.

II. 1
CONTEST AREA (7.1)


The competition map will consist of <*specify numbers or other specification of map sheets. When publicly available, include ordering source. Include map datum, grid system, deviation and other relevant information *>

Uwe Dec 2001:
For me the deviation could beincluded in the ‘other relevant information’ but I do not oppose to mention it.

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dez 2001): 

Giving the explicit (german: taxative) list of necessary & sensible map detail is strongly supported, I would even extend it to give GPS-related information, so that pilots know (in advance), how they need to program their GPS (to level playfield again).

Les Dec 2001:
 I agree with Uwe
David L., Jan 2002: I agree with all comments
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I think variation is the word (deviation is the misreading caused by the aircrafts own magnetic stucture and is irrelevant in ballooning because a balloon has no nose and tail and compasses used in balloons are not fixed). Variation normally is the difference between magnetic North and True North.  Balloonist use Grid North so what we also need is the difference between Grid and True North.  So I would suggest  "… grid system, variation (Magnetic-,  Grid- and True North), and other …".
Masashi Jan 2002: 

I agree to Uwe.

By the way, do we need 'include ordering source'?  Our maps are made by ourselves and we do not want to describe ordering information in it.  I think this sentence should be removed.

Uwe, Feb 2002: 

I agree with Mathijs proposal 

Conclusion: 

We changed II.1 Contest Area to read:
The competition map will consist of <*specify numbers or other specification of map sheets. When publicly available, include ordering source. Include map datum, grid system, variation (Magnetic-, Grid- and True North), and other relevant information *>

The contest area is <*specify area in relation to the competition map *>

7- Late Entry (David B.) [ rule left as is]
Rule 8.1 Someone will bring up sometime whether it is valid to register a late entry by phone. Should that be allowed ?

8.11
LATE ENTRY

8.11.1
A competitor may make a late entry at the signals point with a penalty of 50 task points up to five minutes before the start of the launch period, or 100 task points thereafter. Officials will not be available to give a personal briefing except for Air Traffic, safety matters and PZs.

8.11.2
In tasks where competitors select their own launch areas, late entries shall be made at the Competition Center.

Uwe Dec 2001:
I thought about adding the words “personally” or “in writing” but still the late entry might be made by fax or SMS personally by the pilot. What is a better english expression for 

A competitor may make a late entry by showing up at the signals point
?

P.S. Wherever in the rule is stated “in writing” (e.g. goal declaration) we should think about, if we allow fax, email and SMS or not. 

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dez 2001): 

Thinking of the possibility for a Late Entry in case of a FLY IN, do I need to waste time and go to the Competition Center ?
I would appreciate it if we could use modern communication means like phone or SMS to still be able to launch in such a situation. Will need some time to be accepted by all directors, but we had already some good experiences.

In case the group does not favour that openness, the wording for the late entry could be “by personally showing up”.

Les Dec 2001:

I have a problem with this, the late entry should be in person at the appointed place. If you intend to use SMS or Fax what are the timing implications, is it the time it was sent or received, I don’t think that there is any timing on SMS. If we intend to allow other methods of making a late entry other than “in person at the appointed place” then we need to think about the implications.
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I think modern technology is there to be used. I can imagine that a competitor is stuck in a traffic jam because of an accident. I think that using a mobile phone to tell that he will be late is reasonable. Why not accept it. My opinion is not to change the rule until we have the feeling it is being abused repeatedly.
David L., Jan 2002: I agree with Les.  Add words “in person”.
Masashi Jan 2002: 

I think the late entry means he need to pick up a marker in anyhow.  So he should go to somewhere to pick up it.  I think he can not ask to deliver it by mobile phone.  Am I wrong?

Uwe Feb. 2002: I agree with Mathijs to leave the rule until we have abuse. If the majority feels we have to react now I go with the proposal of David L. to add the words “in person”.
Conclusion: 

We agreed not to make a change.

8- Late Declaration (Uwe) [no change made]
Davids item no.7 reminds me on a case that happened in the worlds 1997 in Saga. The task was a PDG+FIN, PDG declaration to be made to the appointed observer before take off (as it is quite common nowadays). The competitor forgot to hand the declaration sheet to the observer before take-off and realised it in flight. He could not land and hand it over as the FIN allowed 1 take off only. The competitor dropped the declaration sheet from the balloon (still outside from the minimum distance of the PDG) and guided the crew + observer to the place by radio to pick it up.

For me such a “declaration” is a clear “no result” as the competitor did not follow the instructions “before take off to the appointed observer”.

However the task rule 15.1 PDG allows for a late declaration for the prize of 100 points per minute late. 

15.1.4
Each competitor will declare his goal(s) by coordinates in writing and his declaration shall be deposited before declaration time at the place specified in the briefing data, clearly identified with his name and/or competition number.

15.1.5
A competitor who wishes to revise his declaration may deposit a further declaration, within the declaration time, provided that it is clearly marked to distinguish it from any previous declaration(s).

15.1.6
The timekeeper will close the declaration box precisely at the declaration time, and will accept late goal declarations, writing the time in minutes and seconds on each. 

15.1.7
Penalty for late declarations is 100 task points per minute or part minute late.

I remember the “airborne declaration” of that competitor turned out to be valid but I do not remember if he received the time penalty or not. Anyhow my question to you is: should such a late decalration lead directly to a “no result” or shall we allow the late declaration applying time penalty ? (In the first option I feel we should add something to the rules, e.g.

15.1.8
Declarations and late declarations may not be made after take-off.


Les Dec 2001:

I agree with the above proposal.

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dez 2001): 

Airborne declaration: Tough one, but very creative on the pilots side. Do we want that much leeway (flexibility) and possible overuse of that possibility of late declaration ? I tend to be more strict on that, otherwise we open the door for other creative ways to extend the declaration and would also have the troubles of proof / timing and so on.

I would support 15.1.8 as stated above by Uwe   “may not be made after take-off”

PS: Another example comes to my mind: in the case of forgotten markers, the creative and improvising pilot throws similar objects (glove or the like) to get at least a “mark” and hopefully some scoring.
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I agree that this declaration should be nullified and obtain a 'No-Result'. But I think this incidence is not important enough to change the rules.
David L., Jan 2002: 

I agree that there should be no result.  I actually made a dropped declaration in a PDG at our Nationals many years ago and got away with a result.  I think that was a mistake.  The words in the rule are clear when it says “before take off”.  Again, I would suggest using an Appendix to add comments for rules.   This one gets a comment that “no declarations after actual take-off”.  Otherwise, add 15.1.8 as suggested.
Masashi Jan 2002: I agree the proposal.
Uwe Feb. 2002: 

Again I do not favour the possibility of appendices but I think it’s our job to make the wording of the rules short but clear. If we need to add something to clarify we should do so. I stay with my suggestion as above.
Conclusion: 

We agreed not to make a change as rule 15.1.1 is clear and should not be interpreted as stated in the exampüle above.
15.1.1
Competitors will attempt to drop a marker close to a goal selected and declared by him before flight. 

9- Distance Infringements (David B.) [wording proposal agreed]
Rule 11.2: Masashi always adds - In PDG or FON etc. the goal described corresponds to the goal selected by the competitor and does not apply to the goals chosen by other competitors. Should we add that to the rules?

11.2
LANDING AT WILL

11.2.1
When a competitor makes a landing at will, the landing point is the final resting place of the basket after landing.

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

Uwe Dec 2001:
I think the words “.. mark of the competitor.” do define it already. But maybe if it reads 

within 200 meters of any goals/targets, or any mark of the competitor.
It is clearer ? (english native speakers, please advise).

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dec 2001):  

Do we have to go into that detail? Then I would propose:  “… within 200 meters of any target (set by Director)
or chosen goals of that competitor
or any mark of that competitor”
Hope this makes it clearer.
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I also noted Masashi doing this and I think superfluously. A couple of years ago we added "… of the competitor." with the intention to just mean exactly that. So for me a rule change is not necesarry.
Gerald Stürzlinger (Dec 2001):  

Rule 11.12: Likewise Masashi clarifies this with  - from the middle of the line on the map. Should that be added?

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 200 meters of a motorway or a road designated to be of motorway status. 
<* Specify what constitutes a motorway and motorway status. If possible use map legend. *>

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


Such distances are measured from the middle of the line on the map.
<*Add any other restrictions according to local conditions and, if applicable, refer to colors 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 Dec 2001:
I think the lines on the map are not so wide and if the competitor choses a goal such close to a power line or motor way he should be prepared to get a distance penalty of  some meters as in the short time and without magnifying glasses it will be difficult to see if the distance is 200m or 195m. The price of this risk is high as an infringement leads to “no result”.

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dec 2001): 

Choosing a goal that close to a (200m) “penalty” is anyhow risky (also for own personal safety) and should be avoided by pilots.

I thought that all measuring out of the map has the maximum accuracy of 10 meters.

In case of ambiguity the case is [or goes – my English is loosing me] for the defendant (pilot). So the best (for the pilot) possible interpretation is the “middle” line, right ?

I therefore see no special action needed, I cant recall other interpretations (like “200m are measured from the outer line of a motorway”) – we all know that the roads are printed not to scale, in other words they are much wider in map “units” than scaled from reality.

Les Dec 2001:
 I agree with Uwe, the rule should remain as is.
David L., Jan 2002:  

I think the rule is clear as written but again, I suggest using an Appendix for further explanation.

Regarding II.12, I agree with Uwe.

Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
Interesting, I thought Masashi's addition was referring only to Highways shown as dual carriage way on the map. In this case Masashi's addition makes sense I think. Actually I was involved in a Jury Decision once precisely about this issue. The competitor declared almost (practically as he claimed) 200m from the centreline but 180 from the outer line. So I think the following addition could make the rules more precise.

d.
within 200 meters (of the center as shown on the map) of a motorway or a road designated to be of motorway status. 
<* Specify what constitutes a motorway and motorway status. If possible use map legend. *>
Masashi Jan 2002: 

No further comment.  Just I want to say that my additional explanations were made for competitors who made the same question every time (or year).
Uwe Feb. 2002:  

I agree with Mathijs arguments and wording proposal (as there has been a jury case before)

Conclusion: 

We agreed not to make a change in rule 11.2 and to alter rule II.12.d as stated above in green. 

10- Parking close to individual goals (David B.) [rule left as is]
How about parking only 50 metres from pilot declared junctions i.e. in PDG, FON?

3.10.3
Retrieve vehicles shall not be parked within 100m of a goal/target set by the Director or selected by the competitor.

Uwe Dec 2001:
I see your point David, as e.g. in Motegi it was difficult to find a parking place 100 m away. However this rule said 150 m until last year, when we changed it. I remember in the discussion that we wanted to see what is the result of this “test” reducing it 100m. But you must keep in mind that in certain tasks even PDG and FON being chosen by the competitors independently they turn out to be the indiviual goals of 90% of the competitors and it is crowded like at a JDG. In this case you may want to have open space for marker throwing rather than having to drop (and measure) on a parking lot.

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dec 2001): 

I would stay with 100 meters for a while. Some exercise for the ground personnel is still good for the sportive part of our sport (yes, that I say as a pilot). Uwe is right that we want to avoid CAR-and-CREW crowded goals, I would say that this (crowd)  also diverts/uses a lot of concentration at the most concentrating part of a flight – the marker drop.

Les Dec 2001:

I think that this should stay at 100m, congestion is a big problem at major events and as Uwe says it is difficult to measure on a parking lot.
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
My crew chief (not so young as Gerald's I suppose) would support David's idea. But Uwe is right in certain cases many competitors choose the same goal. So I am indifferent and can live with the present rule but also accept a change to 50m.
David L., Jan 2002:  I’m ok with 100 meters.

Masashi Jan 2002: I do not feel to change the current rules.
Uwe Dec 2001: I propose to leave the rule as is
Conclusion: 

We agreed not to make a change 

11- Yellow PZ (David L.) [rule 7.5 changed]
David L. march 2001: 7.3: For discussion next year.  This rule is technically wrong.  Flying in a yellow PZ is o.k.

Uwe march 2001: For me this rule is correct. Discussion for 2002.

Masashi march 2001: Discuss later.
Les march 2001: Add to the discussion document for 2002

Comment from Uwe Dec 2001:
David L., can you please clarify what you mean ? The existing rule is:

7.3
PROHIBITED ZONES (PZs)

7.3.1
The director may define airspace or areas as prohibited for competition purposes. The boundaries and, if applicable, the upper limit in feet AGL or MSL, shall be published in writing for each PZ.

7.3.2
Circular PZs shall be defined by the center point map reference and radius in meters. PZs with natural boundaries shall be defined by marked copies of the competition map to each competitor individually.

7.3.3
There are two classifications of PZs, Red and Yellow.

7.3.4
A RED PZ is restricted airspace and will include an altitude limit.

7.3.5
A YELLOW PZ is a restricted area where no take‑offs or landings are permitted.

Les Dec 2001:

I do not understand what the problem is, are we talking about scoring in PZ’s again ??

Mathijs, Jan 2002: Neither do I.
David L., Jan 2002:

My comments were actually aimed at 7.5 which, if taken out of context, is technically wrong because you can fly within a yellow PZ.  
7.5
PZ INFRINGEMENT


A competitor flying, taking-off or landing within a PZ in force will be penalized by 500 to 1000 competition points, proportionally to the offense.

No change really needed here but the rule really should read “A competitor violating a PZ in force will be penalized…”

Masashi Jan 2002:  I can not see what is wrong.
Uwe Feb 2002:

I still do not see necessity for a change as a yellow PZ is defined as no take-off and landing area. So in fact you cannot fly within as it is not an airspace. You only interfere with it if you touch the ground. Maybe you can call it an area with increased ground contact penalty.
Anyhow I support Davids suggestion to change the wording as it is not only clearer but shorter.
7.5
PZ INFRINGEMENT


A competitor flying, taking-off or landing within violating a PZ in force will be penalized by 500 to 1000 competition points, proportionally to the offense.

Conclusion: 

We agreed to change the rule to read:
7.5
PZ INFRINGEMENT


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

12- Written Task Data (David L.) [wording proposal to be discussed for 2003]
8.8
TASK DATA

8.8.1
At task briefings the task data, preferrably in writing, shall be handed out to competitors. They shall contain flight data related to all tasks and individual task data.

David L. march 2001: Why the words ‘preferably in writing’.  I’d like to see someone hand out a verbal description.

Uwe march 2001: This one we will have to discuss in 2002 as it may change the sense of the wording 

Les march 2001: Add to the discussion document for 2002

Les Dec 2001:

David, I believe that this is a historical thing and was there when verbal briefings were held. I have no problem with the proposed amendment.
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I see what is ment by the rule. But technically David L. is correct, nevertheless I can live with the wording.  I can see good reasons to verbally pass on Task-Data in certain cases. So if a change is felt necesarry, how about this:
8.8.1 At task briefings the task data, preferrably in writing, shall be given (passed on?) to competitors. They shall contain flight data related to all tasks and individual task data.
David L., Jan 2002: No further comment

Masashi Jan 2002:  

I would like to keep it as it is.  No change.

Uwe Feb. 2002: 
I can live with Mathijs wording proposal as it would allow the passing on of task data verbally in a field briefing (e.g. revision of JDG coordinates). A verbal “Handing out” of information may be difficult.

Conclusion: 

We agreed to discuss again during 2002 for the meeting 2003.
13- Inconsintancy (David L.) [ rule left as is]
David L. march 2001: Discussion for next year.  Rules 12.16.3 and 12.16.4 are inconsistent.

Uwe march 2001: They are except one deals with scoring period and one with search period which makes a difference. The wording was intended to be the same.

Masashi march 2001: Why ‘scoring period’ and ‘Search Period’.  Explain me. 
Les march 2001: If there is some confusion we should add it to the discussion document for 2002

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

12.16.4
A competitor who does not achieve a scoring position within the Search Period will not achieve a result. 

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dec 2001): 

I thought the intention was to avoid “late” results, that some pilots brought in after the search period (no capitals).

As far as I recall, the “trick” was that for a contest landing some thought you did not need a search period (at least no search time). In case the scoring period was unlimited (intentionally or by mistake), some pilots extended their flight beyond the end of the search period and still wanted to be scored with their contest landing, as they needed 0 seconds to “find” the mark(ers).  To my understanding that was one reason we needed both limitations as in 12.16.3 & 4.

Les Dec 2001:

Scoring periods and search periods may well be different, you could well drop your marker within the scoring period but cannot find it within the search period, especially if it is a multiple task flight. 


The rule should stay as it is.    
David L., Jan 2002: 
I still think that 12.16.4 could be confusing.  How about adding at the beginning of the rule “If there is no scoring period,…

Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I think the reason for 12.16.4 was, that a competitor scored with a competition landing after the end of the search period (no scoring period was set). This was felt not to be OK but within the rules at that time. So we changed the rules to say that one could not score after the end of the Search Period. We then put this rule in paragraph 12.16 SCORING PERIOD although it dealt with the search period. The place of this rule may be not optimal but I wouldn't know a better one, so I suggest no change. The point whether to write with big or small characters ("S" or "s") should be answered by our Anglo-Saxon (anglo-saxson?) friends, I suppose.
Masashi Jan 2002:  

I think 'a scoring position' should be replaced 'a mark' in R. 12.16.3 and R. 12.16.4.

I do not think we need to change it.

Uwe Feb. 2002: 
I agree with the a.m. arguments and propose to leave the rule as is
Conclusion: 

We agreed not to change the rule.
14- Watership Down (David L.) [rule left as is]
David L. march 2001: 15.7 Pardon my ignorance but I thought this was a two part task.  When was it changed?  Is it now a one part task and if so why?  If it is still a two part task, the wording is all wrong.

Uwe march 2001: It has been changed to a single task a couple of years ago as all tasks in chapter 15 were single except this one. The wording is correct so far. It discribes a H&H which follows a FIN. (A while ago I proposed to strike out the Watership Down  completely and to adapt the H&H wording to care for it being a follow on task, but for sentimental reasons I was voted down.)
Masashi march 2001: I agree with Uwe.  I support this task leave as it is.
Les march 2001: David, this has always been a one part task in Europe since Nigel Tasker wrote the rule, but people thought that it was a lot of effort for only 1000 points so have modified it.

Comment from Les Dec 2001:
 No further comments.
Mathijs, Jan 2002: I agree with above comments and suggest to leave as is.
David L., Jan 2002: OK, sorry for the inquiry

Masashi Jan 2002:  I do not think we need to change it.

Uwe Feb. 2002: I suggest to leave as is

Conclusion: 

We agreed not to change the rule.

15- Take-off penalties (David L.) [wording change agreed]
David L. march 2001: 9.1.1 What do you mean by the last two words ‘that task’.  Shouldn’t the rule state  ‘…will not achieve any results in that flight’?

Les march 2001: Add to the discussion document for 2002. The decision was that you only loose points in the take off task when this rule was changed.

9.1.1
One or more areas defined by the organizer and used when the task require all competitors to launch from a common area. A competitor taking off outside the prescribed launch area will not achieve a result in that the first task of that flight.

Les Dec 2001:

These are my comments from Item 1. If you take off outside the common launch area you should be penalised all tasks on that flight not just the first.

Gerald Stürzlinger (Dec 2001): 

Basically only take off task should be penalized, - I flew (accidentally!) an example of a two part task (infringing the launch area) where the director insisted that I gained more advantage also on the second task and therefore I got also “no result” on the second.  My opinion in that case: There is a rule for applying unspecified penalties and that should be used to level out any extra advantage that was gained by violating the launch area. Do you want more details for that case ?
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
R9.1 deals with  Common Launch Areas, hence if you take-off outside the Common Launch Area (where everybody else takes-off!) you must be either pretty stupid or do it by purpose. I agree with Les that it that case you should be penalized in all tasks.
R14.4.1 stipulates Group C
Competitors not making a valid launch …  
This rule implies in my opinion that the competitor should be scored in Group C in the first task and  (maybe) in Group B in the other tasks of that flight.

How about this:
9.1.1 One or more areas defined by the organizer and used when the task require all competitors to launch from a common area. A competitor taking off outside the prescribed common launch area will be scored in Group C in the first task and Group B in te remaining tasks of that flight.

David L., Jan 2002: 
I can go with either scoring in group B or C for all tasks on that flight.

Masashi Jan 2002:

I prefer to penalize a pilot who infringes this rule as Group B (no result)

in all tasks of that flight.  That is the principle of original rules.
Uwe Feb. 2002: 
I agree with Mathijs proposal as infringing the launch area may be done by purpose calculating with the penalty on the first task but also calculating with a big advantage for the follow on tasks. Rule 8.4.3 ‘allowes’ such procedure with the present rules.
8.4.3
Penalties related to the take off will normally be applied in the first task. Penalties related to the landing will normally be applied in the last task. Other penalties should be applied in the task in which they incurred unless this is impossible, in which case they will be divided equally over more than one or all tasks.

If we change rule 9.1.1 as proposed above we jump over the ‘normally’ of 8.4.3 and make such ‘tactical’ thinking useless. 
But we eliminated all wording like ‘will be scored group B’ last year and wrote instead ‘will not achieve a result’.  So I propose to write :
9.1.1
One or more areas defined by the organizer and used when the task require all competitors to launch from a common area. A competitor taking off outside the prescribed common launch area will score zero points in the first task and not achieve a result in the remaining tasks of that flight.

But I could also live with :
9.1.1
One or more areas defined by the organizer and used when the task require all competitors to launch from a common area. A competitor taking off outside the prescribed common launch area will not achieve a result in all tasks of that flight.

Maybe the second proposal is easier to understand.

Conclusion: 

We agreed to change rule 9.1.1 to read:

One or more areas defined by the organiser and used when the task requires all competitors to launch from a common area. A competitor taking off outside the prescribed common launch area will not achieve a result in all tasks of that flight.

16- Unusual Intersections (Mathijs) [rule change agreed]

Increasingly I am given a handout of "Unusual Intersections" from the Observer Handbook. I am not always sure that what is given to me is actually approved by the Observer Sub Committee nor that it is the latest information on the subject nor that the technical reproduction is correct. Besides that, I do not agree with some of the interpretations there.

So I would propose that either we produce a statement that this information is for guidance only and has no binding effect on competitions or that we are involved in it's production and that we agree or even produce it ourselves  and add it as an attachment to the AXMER. E.g. some of the images of intersections are generated by programs at displaying/printing time, producing weird pictures. The correct images should be in .gif or .jpg format. These formats are fixed and independent of the program displaying them.
David L., Jan 2002: 
I agree with Mathijs suggestion that the intersection descriptions should be part of the rules as set by the Rules Subcommittee.

Uwe Feb. 2002: 
I agree with Mathijs but could also live with the intersection descriptions being part of the competitions handbook.
Conclusion: 

We added the following sentence to rule II.11:
The director shall provide a graphical definition of unusual intersections.
17- Unusual Intersections (Masashi) [discussion for 2003]

New Item - I propose.

About an intersection, if there is no intersection in real, while it is clearly written on the map, what do we do?  We may describe those situation and (recommended) solution in the next COH.  But I would like to know your suggestions.
Uwe Feb. 2002: 
In times of GPS being more and more spread within the ballonists I would say the observer and/or crew should go to the GPS-coordinate and indicate the competitor where the spot is. Or the competitor should throw the marker to the coordinate on his GPS. But what is defined as ‘still there’ or not. If the intersection has been ‘moved’ by 100 (200) m, shall he take that one or go for the coordinates ?
Conclusion: 

To discuss the item for the meeting 2003.

Leftovers from 2001

There are two items which we decided in 2001 not to take any action but to further study and discuss. I’m reprinting the items in total.

L1-  Follow On Goals [clear wording difficult, no action in 2002, discussion stopped]
Uwe made an input in late 1999 on the minimum distances in multiple task flights. It was discussed in the AX-WG meetings in 2000 and 2001. The problem was seen but in both years we could not find a satisfactory wording so the problem was handed over to the agenda of the next year.

Please find following the complete discussion beginning from late 1999:

We agreed to think about an addition to rule 8.4.4 where at the moment in a multiple task flight the minimum distance from the take-off location (competitors choice) to the first goal should be applied to all other goals of that flight too. 
We wanted to modify that rule saying that the minimum distance from take-off to the follow-on goals (not in the first task) may be infringed as long as the competitor can prove that he was beginning the follow-on task (marker position) with the minimum distance required. Please correct my wording proposal below as it seems to be quite complicated to me.

8.4.4 If not otherwise stated in the Task Data, the minimum distance from the launch point to a goal or target applies as well to all further goals or targets on that flight unless the competitors marker proves that he started the approach to a follow-on goal or target complying with the minimum distance set. 


Comment from Mathijs:

I do not really see the problem Uwe is trying to solve neither therefore I understand the proposed rule change.

Comment from David Bareford:

No comment

Comment from Les:

I think that the rule is quite clear and unambiguous at present. If we change it to Uwe’s wording it becomes much more subjective. I propose to leave it as is.

Comment from Uwe:

I’ll try to explain the problem with the help of a  sketch.

[image: image2.wmf] 


A double task, FIN plus HES with 4 goals was set with the minimum distance for the FIN being 3 km. The task was expected to be flown from west to east. 
When measuring wind at the expected take-off area (A) it had turned heading west instead of east. In order to comply with R. 8.4.4 the next take-off choice was outside of the 3 km to all HES goals(B). But the wind measured there was heading NE.
A third measurement was made at (C) and due to the short time the take-off was made from there.
The flight path was at low altitude to the FIN and a test in the high altitude showed a wind giving possibility to reach the HES goals afterwards.

According to the present wording of 8.4.4 the competitor should be penalised for this flight as he infringed the minimum distance of two HES at take-off. 
According to my opinion he should he not be penalised as he began the approach to the HES from outside of the 3 km radius and can prove this with the marker position of the FIN. (Also he did not infringe the one HES goal where he scored.)

I agree with Mat that the wording was not very clear, therefore I try it again and ask for your help to improve it if you understand which problem I want to solve.

8.4.4
If not otherwise stated in the Task Data, the minimum distance from the launch point to a goal or target applies as well to all further goals or targets on that flight. 
The launch point may infringe the minimum distance to a follow-on goal or target if the marker proves that the competitor started the approach to the follow-on goal or target complying with the minimum distance set.


Comment from Masashi:

I do not want to take a such thinking way as Uwe’s draft.  I want to leave the rule as it is.   If we take a new change, our life will be more difficult.

Comment from David Bareford:     

I understand Uwe’s problem as this almost happened in the Europeans in Austria last. Maybe Competition Directors need to realise these problems when task setting. They should allow a take off in any 360 degree direction to the first goal at equal distances by limiting minimum distances.

Comment from Masashi:

No further comment, since I still have the same opinion.
Discussion ongoing

Comment from Masashi:  

I still support that the current rule is better than Uwe’s draft.  Because in his sample case, there is still possibility that a competitor may drop his marker a FIN and a HES after take-off immediately at the closest point to one of HES goals.  Under his proposed rule, it might be correct. 

Of course, the Event Director should consider task setting carefully at such wind conditions.

Mathijs Jan 2001:
I now understand Uwe's dilemma. But I think we should not change the rule because the advantage of changing it does not balance the disadvantages of confusion that is caused by the change. Also directors should try to avoid this problem when setting tasks and when it happens unforeseeable, so be it. When a director thinks this situation might arise, then he should state that tasks may be flown in any order.

David L:

I agree with Mathijs.  Leave the rule as is.

Lindsay Muir Feb 2001:
I think both the suggested wording changes to rule 8.4.4 may be difficult to understand for competitors who’s first language is not English.  I understand the point that Uwe was trying to put forward with his diagram. However, if I am correct, the scoring program takes into consideration the take off point and goal scored to and NOT any goals that a pilot might have flown past.  I believe that, while in theory a competitor could be penalised for taking off too close to hesitation waltz goals (or perhaps PDGs etc.) this is unlikely to happen in reality.  I don’t believe there is any need to change the rule.

Masashi Feb 01:  
no further comment.

Comment from Les Dec 2001:

No further comments, I think that the rule should stay as is.

Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
I still propose not to change the rule. I am afraid it causes more confusion than it is trying to solve.
David L., Jan 2002: 
No further comments.  I also understand Uwe’s dilemma but changing the rule as suggested may create more confusion.  Next time, use the high winds on both tasks.
Masashi Jan 2002:

Sorry, but I do not think we need to change it.
Uwe Feb 2002: 
As there is no easy way of solving the problem I agree to stop the discussion. 
Conclusion: 

No action in 2002, until problems arising no further discussion of the item.

L2- ORGANIZING DIRECTOR (Mathijs) [no action by AXWG]
Until now we are missing a wording for this title and job description. That this important you see in all documentation of major events in which people are trying to qualify this important function to the outside world in many different titles e.g. Executive director (Russian C.), Championship director (Europeans 94), President Organizing Committee (Europeans 2000). When we include this title in Chapter 4 Organization Officials we achieve that this person is mentioned in the Rulebook, his title is standardized and everybody knows in the future who that person is.
CHAPTER 4 ‑ ORGANIZATION OFFICIALS

4.1
ORGANIZING DIRECTOR

The organizing director is responsible for the preparation of the event. He will be appointed by the organizing NAC. He will apply all relevant FAI/CIA regulations when preparing the event. Once the event is started, he will work in close cooperation with the Event Director and is responsible for all items not covered under GS 4.3.5 Event Director.

4.2
EVENT DIRECTOR (GS 4.3.5)

4.2.1
THE EVENT DIRECTOR ...

Comment from Uwe:

Until now I lived quite well without the definition of an Organizing Director however I have seen some funny names for that position. So giving him an official name would help perhaps and also defining his duties and power.

Comment from Les:

If you want to call it something else it must not be in conflict with the Sporting Code definition of Event Director.

We used to have Championship Director, who was responsible for the Event organisation and Competition Director who was responsible for the competition. These were merged when the GS was changed some years ago.

What position is Mathijs proposing for Organising Director, “Event” or “Competition”.

Comment from JCW:

Tricky proposal. The Organiser (or/and his representative(s)) have, in my view, nothing to do with the sporting aspects of an event. These are the Event Director's prerogatives. Therefore they should stay out of the Rules, dealing exclusively with sporting aspects. We could end up with very funny names or persons here.

Comment from Masashi:

I just want to see/follow the Sporting Code.
Comment from David Bareford:         

I agree with Mat. The event director, I understand,  is the competition director and the Organising director is the previous championship director.

Can I make a comment here. It was obvious in Bad Waltersdorf that everyone was involved in the organising committee except the pilots thus the chief observer must have said that if the observers do not get this and that they will not come. So they got a lot and the poor pilots from overseas got nothing. This could have been different if a pilot representative had been present. I hope this will change with the Competitors Commission.

Comment from Uwe:

A good proposal made by Frank Schweppe to distinguish one from the other. Mathijs proposed "Organising Director" and he "Event Manager" so what do you think about "Organisation Manager"

Comment from David B:          

I still think we need a ‘Competition Director’ the other person could be the EVENT MANAGER or ORGANISING MANAGER

No action taken by AXWG for the moment, discussion ongoing

Comment from Masashi:  

I agree to JCW comments, since the organization matters should ne be included in the MER.  The MER should focus competition side.
Mathijs Jan 2001:

I agree with at lot of what is said above. Nevertheless I still think we should give this person a standardized name and mention that in the rules. There are other things in the rules that have nothing to do with competition (e.g. insurence) and still are incorporated.  I also agree that the CS GS should be looked at of course and that's why the name "Event Director" is already reserved. I propose to adopt my text from last year. 

Les Feb 2001:

I think that you are going to open up a can of worms with this one and get into all sorts of complications with the Sporting Code. I agree that when it was Competition Director and Championship Director it was clearer as to who did what, but with the introduction of organisers agreements and EPAS will it not be clearly stated in the sanction applications who does what. 

Whatever is in the MER’s should reflect the job of the person running the competition and at present that is the Event Director.

David L:
I agree with David Bs comment regarding a pilot representative.  The pilots is Bad Waltersdorf were ripped off by the organiser.  This must stop.  The WAGs present the same situation.  Officials get to go for free and the pilots pay too much.   Only pilots with enough money get to go while others must stay home.  Particularly those from outside of Europe who must pay huge travel expenses.

Masashi Feb 01:
 No further comment.

Les Dec 2001:

I understand the concerns about organisers but these rules are about the competition not how it is organised for social events etc, this is the responsibility of EPAS and the CSC.

I think that the Event Director is the person that organises the competition and the Officials and that is all these rules should be concerned with. 
Mathijs, Jan 2002: 
First of all the issue I started was not intended to deal with who gets what, but solely a suggestion to standardize the title of the 'Organizing Director' and describe his main responsibilities.
I think the discussion has gotten into a deadlock. For me it seems rather odd that we should not be able to agree on a simple subject like this, but obviously we are going to live on with Rules were this person is given a different title every time.
David L., Jan 2002: 
I agree with Mathijs’ suggestion that the two jobs should be spelled out in the rules.  However, I think this should be written into the Sporting Code and the two titles should be “Event (or Organization) Director” and “Competition Director”



Masashi Jan 2002:

I understand the difference of two kinds of directors.  But I think there is no way to change for us unless the CASI (or FAI) changes sporting codes. By the way, I am interested in lawsuits in the USA.  There are several cases that the Event Director was sued in several situations.  But in the certain case, he was sued at the responsibility of tethered balloons which was not related to any competing, but it was tethered during the event.  If the Event Director was invited as just managing competition, should he have responsibility it?  Under the current rules, job of ED is seemed to do so. We have to think about such situations, I think.  (refer to Balloon Life magazine, 08-2001, page 14-15)

If we or FAI hope to develop or enhance the event, the rules or codes are should be written as the competition director should focus managing/operating competition, and the entire of event management should be controlled by the other persons.  In my experience, we used more than two million USD at the 1997 Worlds, and I was not the chief of responsible person.  The Saga City Mayor did, because otherwise the city council did not agree to expense such huge amount money.  Of course, I had the full responsibility and right of control of managing competition.  That is the

real life.  We have to see the real situation we live.
Uwe Feb 2002: 
I agree with David L. Do you want me to forward this subject to the S&SC WG ?
Conclusion: 

No action by the AXWG, asking other WG for advice.
In addition to the a.m. changes items 14.1, 14.6 and 14.7 have been changed on input of the Scoring Working Group.
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