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Summary of Session 1 on 4" March 2021 (13:00 - 15:30 UTC)

1. Opening and Welcome (Eric Mozer)

The IGC President Mr. Mozer welcomed the delegates, alternate delegates, and observers to
Session 1 of the 2021 IGC Plenary meeting. He then specifically welcomed FAI President Mr.
David Monks and other FAI Executive Board representatives present hamely Mrs. Marina
Vigorito and Mr. Pankul Mathur as well as other guests including the IGC Presidents of honor
and the representatives of some FAI Air Sport Commissions. Mr. Mozer regretted that the
meeting cannot take place in Copenhagen as initially planned and appreciated the support
from the IGC delegates given the circumstances, expressed in a high participation to the virtual
meeting.

The President then called the meeting to order and requested the observation of a moment of
silence in honor of friends and colleagues lost in the previous year.

1.1 Roll Call

A roll call of Delegates was undertaken by Mr. Foltin, and it was determined that 37 voting
members were present (including 1 proxy).

1.2 Administrative matters

- The IGC Secretary Vladimir Foltin reminded the meeting about the guidelines to
be followed during the virtual meeting that are also available on the cloud.

- The Secretary informed the meeting participants that the meeting will be recorded,
which requires a prior consent from all participants. No objections or concerns were raised in
this regard.

- FAI representative Visa-Matti Leinikki was appointed to oversee the counting of
ballots during the meeting and explained the procedures to be used (yes/no for normal votes
and electionrunner.com for secret votes).

The Secretary informed about the use of IGC cloud for dissemination of
documents during the meeting and reminded all presenters to send their files in advance by
email.

2. Minutes of previous meeting, Budapest 6 and 7 March 2020
Note: The item was discussed on Day 3.

The President presented the minutes of the previous meeting held in Budapest 6 and 7 March
2020 (available here) prepared by IGC Secretary Mr. Vladimir Foltin. The minutes were
unanimously approved including minor editorial comments received from EGU.

3. IGC President’s report

3.1 Bureau Decisions taken since the last Plenary that need the IGC Plenary approval
3.2 Discharge of Bureau responsibility for decisions since the last Plenary

4. FAIl Matters

The FAI President Mr. David Monks addressed the meeting participants, introduced himself
to the IGC and expressed appreciation to the new FAI Executive Board. Mr. Monks particularly
welcomed that Mr. Eric Mozer had joined FAI Executive Board. While regretting the IGC is
losing a high-quality person Mr. Monks is confident of the good succession within IGC and
wished the best luck to the very good candidates for IGC president. Mr. Monks priorities as for
FAI are return to financial stability, improve efficiency and communications. FAI secretariat is

FAlI - FEDERATION AERONAUTIQUE INTERNATIONALE — THE WORLD AIR SPORTS FEDERATION
2 MINUTES OF THE 2021 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE FAI GLIDING COMMISSION (IGC)


https://www.fai.org/sites/default/files/igc_2020_plenary_meeting_-_minutes_final.pdf

working hard with the Commissions to achieve on those priorities. FAI is proud of and thanks
to all volunteers particularly those devoting their time to work for the Commissions. This year
is going to be another unkind year to air-sports and FAI will rely on IGC to manage its sport
as best as it can. FAI will succeed despite the unusual times we are living. Better time will
come.

4.1 FAI's report to the IGC Plenary

Mr. Visa-Matti Leinikki from FAI secretariat reported on behalf of Markus Haggeney, FAI
Secretary General who was unable to attend. The outcomes of FAI General Conference 2019
called for the FAI to become leaner and more effective and the FAI secretariat to focus on the
main issues of Competitions, Records and Awards and the necessary management,
communication, and promotion. It also requested achieving of these priorities as rapidly as
possible. The serious budget cuts (approx. 35% of fixed cost) resulted in the immediate cost
cutting measures affecting staff (FTE), salaries, work-schemes and change of the modus
operandi to a “survival mode” (even before pandemic). Consequently, the tasks and
responsibilities had to be re-focused on core FAI activities, which resulted in amendment of
the staff work profiles and the detailed cost review affecting insurance, rent and running costs.
The new financial system has been implemented in 2020, which resulted in better and more
tailored services and lower costs (approximately 50%). That allowed for implementation of
Application Management System (AMS) with full workflow management used for invoicing and
collecting of fees. Concerning the FAI website, it has been reported that the information, which
was previously published in the FAI Year Book (discontinued last year) is now available on
the FAI website and the FAI Commission webpages are now easier accessible through the
specific menu item on the home page. Regarding the FAI's financial situation, it has been
mentioned that the membership been declining for a long period of time (over 6 years) despite
of the higher membership fees since 2019. One of the reasons is that many large members
have switched to a lower membership class, which then resulted in a lower membership fee.
The FAIl budget structure has changed in 2021, now it contains overall, sectorial and
commission budgets respectively. The income in in 2021 is expected to be 50% lower, so are
the costs. The budgeted Commissions’ projects are not seriously affected. The focus of FAI
in 2021 will be:

- Overhead/office: Continuing to improve the financial system and related tools,
interfaces, automated workflows, outsourced activities; Introducing the electronic
handling of documents (organizer agreements); Reviewing the structure and number
of bank accounts needed to run the FAI and to Cooperate with Commission
Secretaries on invoices, payment approvals and related reporting.

- Services for FAI activities: Addressing the diverse schemes in place for sanction fees,
performances bonds and deposits; Reviewing ASC services for organizers and the
pricing structure (event directors, officials, technical expertise); Reviewing the different
ways of ordering, handling and invoicing FAI Medals and Diploma; Reviewing the
records handling-processes and; Identifying harmonized workflows with Commissions,
and involving National Record Officers.

- Secretariat/ASC Support: Electronic or face-to-face plenary meetings: tools, cloud
space, document handling, invitation processes; Handling expense claims and
reducing the diversity of processes amongst Commissions; Regular financial reports
and related timelines; Implications of activities handled in CHF and EUR; Guidelines
for the creation and dissolution of special reserves (provisions) to meet the request of
the auditor and; Paperless office.

The FAI has benefited from Swiss support scheme in 2020 during COVID-19 pandemics and
as a result the secretariat staff (5 persons/ 3,2 FTE) were all working mostly part time.
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5. Finance

IGC Treasurer Mr. Patrick Pauwels reported about FAI finances.

5.1

Treasurers Report and 2020 Financial Statement

Mr. Pauwels referred to the published financial report (available in the cloud) and added that:

An in-depth audit (early 2020) of the FAI accounts of 2019 resulted in several
corrections. The final figures were approved by the FAI General Conference in
December 2020. The provisional IGC figures as presented during the Plenum in March
2020 were also changed.

The audit also led to a completely new accounting system as from January 2020 with
the support of a new accounting service bureau. Less complex, more transparent and
better reporting possibilities.

While 2020 is still a transition year, as from 2021 all ASC will work with a new
budgeting/ reporting system.

The IGC budget 2020 was updated due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Nearly all Cat. 1
events were postponed.

The results for 2020 are still provisional, as the overall accounts are not yet finalized.

Important was the procurement of the first batch of "IGC Trackers", the second batch
will be delivered shortly.

The proposed budget for 2021 is based on a normal working year, thus expecting that
all planned events can take place. An update will be made as necessary.

As FAl is based in CH, the accounting is done in CHF (with extra transfer/bank costs).
In three years-time (2019 — 2021) will have used +50% of our special reserves.

Overview of Financial Statement by the end of 2019 (Euro):

Revenues 32 712,99

Expenses 57 059,09

Result of the working year - 24 346,10
IGC Special Reserves 116 537,07

Overview of Financial Statement by the end of 2020 (Euro):

52

Revenues 17 695,40 (-45% YOY) were mostly driven by the income from the sanction
fees (Women WGC in Australia), Ranking List and some GNSS flight recorders
approvals.

Expenses 45 135,53 (-21% YOY) were mostly due the cost of officials, championships,
and meetings, GFAC operations, website, ranking list hosting & development, currency
conversion fees and bank charges and finally by the purchase of the first batch of
IGC/OGN trackers.

Result of the working year - 27 440,13
IGC Special Reserves 89 096,94
2021 Budget

Overview of proposed budget for 2021 (Euro):

4

Revenues 39 900,00
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- Expenses 66 080,00

- Result of the working year - 26 180,00

- IGC Special Reserves (by the end of 2021) 62 916,94
Mr. Mozer thanked Mr. Pauwels for the report and his work on IGC finances over the last year.
6. Proposals requiring voting (Eric Mozer)

Mr. Leinikki reminded the voting procedures to be used (yes/no for normal votes). Following
that Mr. Mozer initiated the practice vote so that all delegates will have a confidence in the
procedure and voting. The delegates were recommended to do the voting accessible from the
list of participants

6.1 Year-2 Proposals

Mr. Mozer asked Mr. Spreckley to lead the session. Mr. Spreckley then briefly referred to the
consultation trial on Year-2 proposals and reminded that it related only to the Year-2 proposals
affecting Annex A.

6.1.1 Elimination of glider type in declaration (IGC/SC3)

Mr. Howard Mills presented the proposal (available here) on behalf of the SC3 Committee and
asked the delegates to support the proposal.

The proposal has been adopted by a clear majority.

Mr. Foltin, the IGC Secretary, in response to question from Mr. Fila (Sweden) confirmed that
the number of votes remained the same as during the roll call.

6.1.2 Eliminate written declarations for badges (IGC/SC3)

Mr. Howard Mills presented the proposal (available here) on behalf of the SC3 Committee and
the reasons behind. He mentioned that the proposal was extensively discussed during the
previous IGC Plenary meeting and reminded that it only affects Gold Distance performances
that are not claiming Diamond Goal the same time. Mr. Mills then concluded by mentioning
that the change will be applicable from the next scheduled release of the Sporting Code i.e.
from October 2021 (as stated in the proposal). Following that he asked the delegates to
support the proposal.

Mr. Rick Sheppe (USA) stated that the USA is opposed to the proposal for the following
reasons: It does not add security, it does not remove requirement for signing a paper by official
observer that identifies the pilot and the glider, the steps that cannot be done by the flight
recorder. Also, the paper declarations are completely legal that can be the very useful option
especially in the club environment. The proposal can make the process easier for the IGC, but
not for the pilots.

Mr. Artur Rutkowski (Poland) mentioned that the proposal raises some questions related to
the possibility to file declarations via Internet. As there is no common tool for this or a possibility
from IGC such tools would need to be developed at the national level.

Mr. Mills, in response to Mr. Sheppe, referred to his experience at the national level. The paper
declarations can contain some errors (e.g. swap between LAT and LONG). Therefore, one of
the main objectives of the proposal is to remove the need for a paper declaration of
coordinates. Then, in response to Mr. Rutkowski, he added that one non-representative survey
a year ago among NACSs revealed that many participants were generally against the Internet
declarations. Then the question is if making such declarations for the silver and golden badges
(other than diamonds) possible would be worth of effort.
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Mr. Alexander Georgas (Greece) expressed his support to USA. IGC voted favorably for
simplification of the rules in the past. The presence of official observers ensures validity of the
claims and we should trust them. The proposal can make the rules simpler for some, but more
difficult to others. Greece is against the proposal.

Ms. Mandy Temple (Australia) referring to her statement last year mentioned that Australia is
using the Internet declarations for badge performances for quite some time without any
problems. The pilots find it as a big advantage because the online declaration proves that it
was done before the flight and allows for online verification of the claimed task meeting the
criteria. Otherwise the clamed performance might be lost for reasons such as declaration not
meeting triangle task criteria. The problems with the coordinates have not been observed. The
system is very well understood especially by young pilots who found it more convenient. The
paper declarations almost stopped completely. It also provides advantages and less workload
for official observers. As a result, more people are interested now in doing official observer's
tasks than before. Australia is firmly in favor of the proposal.

Mr. Mills added that the current sporting code allows internet declarations for silver and gold
attempts.

The proposal has been adopted by a clear majority.
6.1.3 Eliminating unnecessary scaling of handicaps (IGC/Annex A)

Mr. Reno Fila (Sweden) presented the proposal (available here) on behalf of the Annex A
Committee. The proposal has been initially triggered by identifying a difference between
Swedish and IGC rules related to handicaps. A double scaling has been discovered in the IGC
rules. Handicaps are scaling the glider performance to the Standard Cirrus and that is fine
because all adjustments happen on that scale. There is however another rescaling in the rules
that depends on which gliders participate in the race. The performance of one glider is
completely independent from the performance of another glider flying on the same day.
However, if one glider drops out of competition, the handicaps of other pilots may be suddenly
different because their handicaps will be rescaled in relation to handicaps of gliders remaining
in the race (function of max. handicap in the class). The rule although strange has been always
like that in the past. What is proposed is to use the handicapping as it was always intended,
i.e. to apply a simple scale factor without any double scaling based on who else is flying the
competition. It will also result in more security about what minimum distance needs to be flown
to allow for the competition day to be valid. That value now depends on what other gliders are
in the race. There is a need to correct this and use only one simple factor for scaling the
performances.

The proposal has been adopted by a large majority.

Following that the amendment by Sweden has been tabled and seconded. The amendment
proposed immediate applicability of the proposal.

The amended proposal has been adopted by a clear majority.

6.1.4 Requirement for 1 second recording interval possibility for all GNSS FR used at
Continental and World Gliding Championships (IGC/Bureau)

Mr. Angel Casado (Spain) presented the proposal (available here) on behalf of the IGC Bureau
and added that the 1 second interval makes the difference in analyzing the flight in case of
claim or resolving issues. All the new flight recorders that are nowadays used at the
championships are capable of recording in 1 second interval so there should be no impact.
IGC Bureau strongly supports the proposal and invites the delegates to support it too.

The proposal has been adopted by a clear majority.
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6.1.5 Penalties for incorrect finishing (Belgium)
Mr. Pauwels, the delegate from Belgium presented the proposal (available here).

Mr. Rutkowski, acknowledging the objective behind is safety, asked whether the initiators have
considered various finish ring radiuses when proposing the penalties. He added - There are
many different radiuses used at the competitions. Sometimes the finish 100m below the limit
could be safe but may result in a harsh penalty. Has this been considered? Should not we
change the proposal so to address this issue?

Mr. Bob Henderson (New Zealand) — Trying to catch-up with all the changes to the finish since
the last time | have been involved in Annex A. New Zealand would prefer the finish ring to be
set at or around 3 km radius and this proposal would mandate the 10 km radius. There is still
a holistic issue to be solved: How to define a safe finish without pilots gaming their final glides
to try to minimize any penalties they do receive on the glide. The proposal is not supported by
New Zealand.

Mr. Spreckley clarified that the proposal does not deal with the finish ring radius but addresses
only the penalties.

Mr. Aldo Cernezzi (ltaly) — Italy is against the proposal for several reasons. Pilots make
mistakes in high workload and in stress situations like the final glide. The current rule is fair
enough, but | acknowledge the rules could be always improved. This proposal can make the
pilots more anxious about the final glide. In such a stressful situation during the competition
the pilots may be more prone to an error. | withessed the accident, which happened in Ferrara
in Italy. A pilot knew about not being scored speed points if crossing the ring too low. Because
of that the pilot pulled-up and flew as slow as possible along the finish ring. Then stalled and
entered a spin at the height around 100 m about the ground. The allowed altitude was 150 m.
All of that happened because the pilot wanted to get some more points for speed. The current
rule of 1 point per meter provided the penalty will not be higher than the speed points is good
enough. On the other hand, | would like to note that if | could modify something, | would modify
the penalties so that these will be proportional to the day factor. If one day is worth of only 500
points, the penalty should be lower than it would be on a 1000 points day.

Mr. Uys Jonker (South Africa) — We support all views presented by New Zealand. We do not
think this proposal will add to safety. One example is from WGC in Uvalde, where the finish
ring with 15 km radius was used together with a quite high finish altitude. On one occasion
there were 15-20 gliders struggling to get up to the finish ring altitude despite being well above
the safe final glide height required to reach Uvalde. If the finish as proposed here would have
been used there, those gliders would had been likely not scored for speed, which means that
at a contest like WGC they will be effectively out of the top competition. We therefore do not
support the idea that crossing the finish ring 100 meters below is scored as an outlanding as
that does not add any benefit nor that would be fair in many instances, especially when the
finish ring is wide. The second example supports the concern raised by ltaly i.e. that the
penalty should be proportionate to the distance points. There was a recent case of two
finishers at our national championships on a 200 points day where the second one finished
10" instead of 2" because of the severe penalty despite he would have finished much faster
than the other finishers who scored better on that day. Therefore, we support that penalties
should be proportionate to the points of the day.

Mr. Sylvain Gerbaud (France) — The proposed penalty for finishing 100 meters below is good
close to the airfield, but it is not fair if far from the airfield. Regarding the proposed penalties,
we will discuss it also later as there is the Year-1 proposal suggesting the time penalty instead
of points. The use of the time penalty will mean that in case of the only finisher will not be
severely penalized even if finishing 100 meter or more below.
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Mr. Rene Vidal (Chile) — I want to make a comment. The statistical data from the safety working
group report collected over the last 12 years suggest that landing and arrival is the most critical
phase of flight in terms of accidents and incidents recorded. The proposal may require pilot to
look inside the cockpit continuously to monitor the arrival altitude and that may result in a
higher workload, which is not safer. This should be considered in deciding whether to support
the proposal or not.

Mr. Rick Sheppe (USA) — | have two points to make. This type of finish has been used in US
national championships for quite some time and we have a good experience and feedback
from pilots. Therefore, we are in favor of the proposal. | want also to address all other
comments in general. There seems to be some misunderstandings about what the proposal
does and how it will be used by the task setter. The minimum finish altitude rule remained
unchanged for a long time. That altitude should be normally as low as it could be. There is no
proposal to change that. The other altitude limit set to 100 meters below the minimum finish
altitude should be so extremely low that trying to reach the airfield from there would result in
a very dangerous situation and the pilots should be discouraged doing that. So the point of
having a subfloor: If you are below the floor you get the penalty 1 point per meter, if you are
below the subfloor you should have no motivation to continue to the airfield and you should
outland. Because the score will outland you anyway. This is an enhancement of safety.
Perhaps the number 100 is not large enough and maybe it should be 200 meters. It should
anyway bring the lower limit down to a dangerous limit and that is where the subfloor should
be. This is a good proposal.

The proposal failed.
6.1.6 Delete designated start option (France)

Mr. Gerbaud introduced the proposal (available here). He added — | just repeat what was said
last year, the designated start option creates more problems than solutions. It also contributes
to creation of gaggles and dangerous situations at the start.

Mr. Rutkowski — | want to say one thing supporting this proposal. We have tried it a few times
already e.g. at EGC in Ostrow where | have had a direct possibility of observing it's use in a
real environment. The experience proved it is a wrong way not providing for safe starts.
Therefore, Poland is strongly supporting this proposal.

Mr. gjvind Frank (Denmark) — | have tried it in Ostrow, and it was extremely dangerous. Please
vote for this proposal.

Mr. Jonker — | also want to support what other have said. This method created the biggest
gaggles | have ever seen at WGC. | did not see the advantage of splitting the gaggles, but the
contrary.

The proposal has been adopted by a large majority.

Following that the amendment by Sweden has been tabled and seconded. The amendment
proposed immediate applicability of the proposal.

The amended proposal has been adopted by a large majority.
6.1.7 Energy Control at the Start (France)

Mr. Spreckley briefly summarized the proposal and the three amendments to this proposal,
developed during the consultation trial, which also need to be considered. All proposed
amendments have been available in the cloud before the meeting.

Mr. Gerbaud introduced the original proposal (available here). He added — The main
motivation is to relieve the pressure on pilots during the pre-start phase, when all gliders try to
reach and remain at the top of thermals. In case of clouds, the situation may be even worse.
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The idea of the proposal is to limit the start energy in terms of altitude and speed so that pilots
would have a less stressful start. The proposal removes the incentive for pilots to strive for a
maximum altitude and energy before the start.

The meeting then considered the amendments filled in advance, all of which were seconded
for discussion.

The first amendment from Romania, proposing to make the procedure optional at the
discretion of Championships Director, has been introduced by Mr. Norbert Scarlat (Romania).
He added — We think the procedure is not necessary to be used on some days e.g. with blue
thermals. Therefore, we propose the amendment to make it optional.

Mr. Reno Fila (Sweden) — The reason that Sweden supports this amendment is because we
are totally opposed to the original proposal as such. We have just failed one proposal on the
grounds of high pilot's cognitive workload during finish and we are about to discuss the
proposal that hugely increases such a workload during the start where the congestion of
gliders is even higher. If the proposal would eventually pass this amendment could at least
make it optional. Anyway, we would rather see the whole proposal fail.

Mr. Jonker — From a competition pilot’s point of view the workload is a problem. | understand
the safety issues. Bigger problem is to control two items, the height and speed. The speed
limit used could be a realistic e.g. 200 km/h instead of a low limit that would require pilots to
control it closely. However, the need to monitor two parameters simultaneously will increase
the pilot’s workload so that the safety may be affected.

Mr. Spreckley has clarified that the current discussion concerns only the first amendment from
Romania.

Mr. Henderson — Responding also to the comment made by Mr. Fila about the workload, |
would support this amendment to make it optional to ensure that the Championship Director
is not to use the altitude and speed restrictions for the start.

Mr. Gerbaud — After all the pre-meeting discussions France accepted the proposed start
procedure can be optional in the rules. | also do not see anything making the procedure
mandatory in our proposal.

Mr. Foltin (IGC secretary) confirmed that wording of the original proposal allows for the
optional use.

Mrs. Frouwke Kuijpers (Netherlands) — It would be good if the proposal is optional so that we
can learn how to work with it, which would not be possible if it would be mandatory. | would
also add that IGC should write a guideline when and how to use it. Referring to the earlier
statement by Romania about the use on blue days and, the designated start option we have
just discussed, | still think this is a good method for start but may be not for all kinds of weather
conditions. Keeping that in mind, the procedure should be optional.

Mr. Bruno Ramseyer (Ireland) — We deleted the designated start option just recently, the
problem with that procedure was that we had no guidelines how to use it and then it was used
incorrectly. This is going to happen again if we introduce rules but do not actually give out
guidelines for their application.

Mr. Gerbaud confirmed that the proposal by France anticipates the procedure as optional.

There was no further discussion on the amendment and the discussion confirmed that vote
was not necessary.

Following that the second amendment filed in advance by Romania was discussed.
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Mr. Scarlat (Romania) introduced the amendment — The big question is whether we do really
need such a procedure because limiting the altitude and speed at the start line will not affect
what the pilots will do before the start. They may still go close to cloud base and try to stay as
high as possible until the start. What we propose here would be a better and easier rule. We
see no issues and perhaps it will make pilots more responsible when preparing for the start.

Mr. Rutkowski — In what way this amendment is better for pilots to have a sharp cut in the
altitude decided by the Championships Director? Why it would be better than having a buffer
with some penalty points? We have having the same discussion as we have had earlier about
the finish ring, in which we have understood that a sharp limit is unsafe in such situations
because it motivates pilots sometimes to make strange and even dangerous decisions. We
must also consider that pilots sometimes may not be fully conscious about actual altitude of
their start, at least not knowing the exact number. A difference of few meters may result in
devaluating the whole performance on that day. Therefore, Poland is against the amendment.

Mr. Kristian Roine (Finland) proposed the following amendment:

It is proposed to remove the following text from proposal 6.1.7: "If the excess height above
the altitude limit is 50 meters or less, the pilot may avoid a penalty by finishing above the
Minimum Finish Altitude by at least the same margin. "This rule creates incentive to start and
finish task 50m higher than what organizers intended. Simplify altitude and speed penalties to
this: "Exceeding the maximum altitude or speed at the Start:1. If the excess height above the
altitude limit is 100 meters or less, the penalty is1 points per metre.2. More than 100 meters
above the altitude limit: no valid start.""4. From 0 to 50 kph above the groundspeed limit: 1
point per kphl5. More than 50 kph above the groundspeed limit: no valid start".

Mr. Roine then proposed to introduce all amendments together and have only one discussion
about all of them. He also added — In addition to what we propose, there are some additional
issues that would need to be solved in the original proposal. For example, we propose that
the pilots can have a valid start even if starting 50m higher than the altitude limit imposed by
the organisers if finishing the task with the same or higher altitude difference. This could
reduce the risks of finding the first thermal low or outlanding close to finish. This may require
modification of the originally proposed rule. The second point is that we must make simple
rules. We cannot make this rule a one-page long list of possible penalties in different cases. It
must be the rule pilots can understand. We propose penalties that are in line with the current
penalties i.e. up to 100 meters one point per meter and after that no valid start and a very
similar and simple rule for the speed. The original proposal is too complicated.

Mr. Mozer requested the delegates to discuss only the tabled amendment.

Mr. Sheppe — From the discussion it seems there is a disagreement about what causes a
heavy workload. If a soft penalty at the start is in place, then pilots will aim for the limit because
of knowing it is a soft penalty. If a hard penalty exists, then they will avoid that limit because
they know it is a hard penalty. | really do not know which one creates more workload. Because
of that | support the arguments presented by Mr. Roine, which is not the amendment discussed
yet. Consequently, US will vote in favor of this amendment.

Mr. Gerbaud — If there is no penalty there is no rule. We should have an appropriate penalty
for the rule. This proposal is quite long because it is a result of all discussions we have had
before the meeting where we have tried to satisfy everybody who participated in the
discussions with the view to find a consensus for this rule. Therefore, the text is perhaps more
complicated than it was before. Regarding the workload, there is the 50-meter altitude buffer
and the ground speed need to be at least 160 km/h and that allows also for a higher speed
limit.
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