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1- ordinary/conventional  [discussion started]
Uwe Mar09: what does ordinary/conventional mean. Definition or take out ?
14.7.2
Within 200m, ordinary/conventional measuring methods should be used. If there is reason to believe that a GPS measurement may be more accurate or safer for officials/crew than the conventional measurement, a GPS measurement shall be recorded.

MdB Feb10: I remember when GPS started coming Observers increasingly were inclined to use them for measuring. The intention was just to express that within 200m we consider that old fashioned way of measuring should be employed and only beyond that handheld GPSs should be used. I think the rule expresses that so I am fine with the wording as is. 
David L. Feb13:

I agree with Mathijs.  However, I think that using the word “conventional” alone is fine and goes along with its use in the second sentence.  I would delete the word “ordinary”.
DB 15Feb:
Happy to leave as is.

Gerald 20Feb:
“conventional”. …“old fashioned way” – why don’t we call it what we really mean: taping, surveying, pacing. – ok three words, but we need to correlate this description with Rule 14.6.2, where the precision of “measuring” is defined.


14.6.2
The following standards will be used:

Result method
Precision
Printout example [m]

tape / surveying
centimeters
1.23

pacing
meters
236.00

map coordinate
decameters
1250.00
Track point/GPS
meters
1231.00

Eric Feb10:
For sure “conventional” seems to be obviously the correct word……but as it has already been a few years we use GPS, one (young people?) could think GPS can be considered as “conventional”. Then, I would go for Gerald’s option of mentioning the 3 words “tape/surveying or pacing” instead or “ordinary/conventional” in order to be consistant with 14.6.2

2- goal center [discussion started]
Uwe Apr09: II.11 headline: can a goal have a center ? Isn’t it center of intersection ?

II. 11
GOAL CENTER OF INTERSECTION  (12.1)
The centerpoint of the intersections of roads will be:

MdB Feb10: The intention of Section II was to refine the rules in SIII and define how that rule would be used. Therefore the heading words in SII should be the same as in SIII I think. My notes indicate that you Uwe changed the heading by adding the word CENTER. Maybe we shouldn’t have done that. I propose to just leave as it was SII GOAL. 

David L. Feb13:
This is an example of why we need a rewrite of all the rules.  I think 12.1 should be rewritten to include an intersection as a goal.  It is implied but not stated.


Secondly, II.11 refers to 12.2, not 12.1.  Having said that, the rule title should be ‘center of intersection’.  There is no ‘goal center’ because a goal is a grid reference point. (12.1)

DB 15 Feb:
Suggest to leave just as GOAL.
Gerald 20Feb:
I thought that a goal is a center(point) of an intersection ;-)
Mathijs is right about the changes in 2009, prep09AXv5.doc, ISSUE 14 tells the story, where the title changed a bit with the meaning below that title:

II. 11
GOALS SELECTED BY A COMPETITOR (12.2)
II. 11
GOAL (12.1)
MdB comment:  I took the intersection description in a ‘new’ Section II rule. Mainly because the centreline method is not restricted to PDGs. The method applies to both “ ... set by the Director or chosen by a competitor.”

Nota Bene: the Competitor’s choice goals where moved to a second rule:
II. 12
GOALS SELECTED BY A COMPETITOR (12.2)
And then Uwe commented (and David seconded):

The headline of II.11 I would name as “GOAL CENTER” (instead of GOAL only)

Current version AX9 Section III or Section 3:

12.1
GOAL

12.1.1
A place defined by grid reference to the competition map, set by the Director or chosen by a competitor.

12.1.2
A competitor arriving at an expected goal that was rebuilt or moved, should aim for the closest replaced goal within 100 m. If the goal has ceased to exist and no similar goal is seen within 100 m, the competitor should aim for the coordinates. These coordinates will also be taken to calculate/measure any other related tasks of that flight.

12.2
GOAL SELECTED BY A COMPETITOR

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

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

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

So may I (Gerald) suggest a complete new wording for the title of II.11
(MdB yes, it can be used by directors and competitors) – but directors can also set a JDG in the middle of a field. And then again, intersections are not only used as Goals anway!

II. 11
Definition (method) of the centerpoint of an intersection
(when used as a GOAL or as an reference point) (12.1 and 12.2.1)

The centerpoint of the intersections of roads will be:

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

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

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

Eric Feb10:
In order not to re-write everything, I think that naming it the following (Uwe’s proposal also agreed by DL) is fine as the definition in 12.2.1 gives the definition:

12.2.1 A goal selected by a competitor shall appear from the map to be easily accessible to vehicles on the ground and precisely identifiable for measurement. Unless otherwise allowed in the task data, the goal shall be the intersection of two roads.
II. 11
GOAL CENTER OF INTERSECTION  (12.1)
The centerpoint of the intersections of roads will be:…….


It then just refers/defines what is the center of the intersection according to the chosen method. That’s simple.

3- collision [discussion started]
Uwe Apr09: 

Shall we distinguish between midair collision balloon to balloon and collision balloon to power line, fence, etc ?

10.1.3
Competitors causing a midair collision will be penalised by up to 1000 competition points.

MdB Feb10 I don’t understand the question. I my opinion both rules are in the rule book and address under different headings as they should 10.1 Midair Collision and 10.8 Collision with power lines etc.

David L. Feb 13:
I agree.  The rules are fine in this regard.

Gerald 20Feb:
I am only guessing, but maybe Uwe’s intent was to combine the rules into one? – Probably it is close to splitting hairs, but Uwe’s addition of the word “midair” separates it from the “ground”-collision, that is later covered in 10.8. If we have “Collision” as a rule title, one could perfectly assume that when we use “collision” without any further adjective, it has to mean 10.8 defined collision, even if used before (in sequence). Legalese talking?

Eric Feb10:
For me, no change needed here.

4- ED [discussion started]
Uwe Apr09: In rule rule 4.1.3 we define that the word ‘director’ is used instead of ‘event director’, but very often we speak about the ED. I suggest to use the abbreviation ‘ED’ instead. 


4.1.3
In these rules the word "Director" “ED” may be used instead of "Event Director".
MdB Feb10:
 OK with me

David L. Feb 13:
I think the rule is fine as is.  If you want to use an abbreviation, put it in Annex I, Abbreviations.  Then it can be used anywhere.
Gerald 20Feb:
I still don’t like abbreviations. It doesn’t really help saving to type some more letters, but it surely creates an unnecessary mental burden on us humans to remember (or guess) the real meaning behind it.

Eric Feb10:
As we hear more and more often “Competition Director” and less “Event Director”, the abbreviation “ED” is not even really correct, so I would leave the rule as is because everyone perfectly understand “Director” and his competition duties.

5- penalty for landing in PZ [discussion started]
Uwe June09: The penalty guide in the COH gives us a hint of how to penalize the temporarily infringement of a PZ. The landing inside is not covered. 

The question is if the formula is also applicable to landings of if we need an addition (e.g. double penalty for landing) 

We should also compare, if a landing in a PZ can be penalized less than flying through. If all tasks are finished and I have a PZ ahead, is it 'cheaper' to land inside than flying over it cutting the top edge ?
Mathijs June09:  

The PZs in Mondovi were a pain in the neck. Setting tasks around them was very difficult and flying around them also. A major problem was the curtail of the good flying area in the ‘flat land’ north of Mondovi where we flew most of the tasks last year. Unfortunately this was not allowed. This brings up the question of test events as Preworlds or PreWAG.  What sense does it make to do a test event in Mildura or Mondovi when the real event all of a sudden has all kind of restrictions (Mildura the airport PZ, Mondovi a cut of 1/3 of the good flying area). This is cheating on the bid …

Having said so, I think we have to think very deep again in the subject of PZs and its penalty. The now existing guidance in the COH PG is far from perfect. The only penalty that works ‘good’ is the blue PZ penalty. The other formula’s are far from perfect. E.g. The Russian pilot flew for quite a while just in the PZ ( he flew between 1 and 9 meters below the PZ altitude) and the formula gave him 100pnts which was too much in my opinion. Also evasive action and scratching a PZ is not honored. One thing could be to have a buffer but I do not favor that because competitors will start using the buffer zone as they did in Luxemburg. 

I still very much favor the dome type PZ (semicircular PZ) this PZ makes sense then it is based on the assumption that avoiding a point on the earth is what we want. So if there is a chicken farm a dome around it with a radius of 200or 300m makes sense. Also a pilot approaching this type of PZ and not sure of clearing it can climb a bit to stay out it. These type of PZs cater for 75% of all PZs. There are a few exceptions like nature reserves with irregular boundaries or industrial plants. Such PZ should be a area in the map with a flat ceiling and rounded edges.

Coming to Uwe’s question, should a landing in a PZ be penalized the same or harder than flying through it, cannot be answered easily. That’s why the PG is guide. Landing just inside the artificial boundaries of a large nature reserve makes more sense than scratching the corners and  trying to fly over it with the risk of dying out in the dark over the PZ.

In the case of Mondovi all pilots did a good job of making the best out of a miserable situation in the last task and the infractions were all minor. Some landed just inside, others overflew the PZ while scratching the corners.

Also the motorway PZ should be addressed. I agree with David that we should avoid low flying over the motorway in competition. My idea is a tunnel type PZ with a radius of 200m. The motorway should be defined as three dimensional polygon (series of points defining the centerline of the motorway). 

With all PZ issues we should be able to calculate the infractions automatically from the logger track. In case of an infraction the scorer should take the points the computer calculates unless there is reason to do otherwise.

Another thing what I should like you to start thinking about is what parameters triggers a warning or penalty for reckless flying. Some possibilities are 3d approaching rates, 2D alert circles, VS difference and who is doing what descending or ascending  etc.

Gerald 20Feb:
see my comments from the above item – I assume that VS in this very last sentence means vertical speed?

David L. Feb13:
I agree that the PZs in Mondovi and Mildura were not only a pain but had a huge negative effect on the competition.  Organizers need to get their local aviation authorities to agree to not change the flying restrictions after the test  event.  This is a separate issue from the PZ question at hand but it needs to be addressed along with the sanction fees, escrow deposits and other methods of securing promises made by organizers.  Reducing the travel allowance because the organizer lost a sponsor is also cheating on the bid.


Regarding the question of landing in a PZ, I agree that the COH is only a guide and the ED must be prepared to make an independent assessment of the circumstances behind a PZ violation and penalize accordingly.  In Mondovi, it was much better to land just inside the PZ than to attempt to fly over it near sunset.  In that case, the pilot was given a light penalty and the guide did not apply.  Regarding the formula for a common PZ violation of just flying too low, I believe the formula should be used without a buffer.  The Russian Competitor in Mondovi knew he was risking a penalty and should have flown a little higher creating his own buffer.  I think the 100 point penalty was appropriate. (The ED should point out in the GB that GPS has error and they should add their own buffer of 50 ft minimum)


I agree that the use of a dome PZ is a good idea for the right circumstances.  Rounding the edges of a conventional PZ could be a problem for the computer. I also agree that the tunnel PZ over a motorway with a 200m. radius will work.  The formula needs to be adjusted as the total possible violation is indefinite.


I agree that a table of warning and penalty levels for reckless flying is necessary.  Mathijs formula looks good but needs a little refining on the severity of the penalty.  Don’t forget, a formula is just a guide and the ED needs to look closely at all circumstances

DB:
I like the dome idea but difficult to estimate when flying (for me at least). I would suggest a much lighter penalty (or warning) for flying in the area between the cake and the dome. That makes it even more difficult!

Eric Feb10:
I also like very much the Dome type PZ proposed by Mat because:

- it is probably easier to “visualize” artificially during approach.

- The second big advantage for the competitor is having a more “soft” behaviour while approaching the PZ, i.e. “rounding around “ with a lighter climb rate and probably a smaller descent rate just after, and still respecting a 200m or 300m from the center point of the PZ, which is finally what the ED wants usually. If I remember well, Uwe made that kind of comment during one of our discussion last year in Lausanne.(“circle shape flight” over the dome PZ….which is also technically harder and probably good fun for the pilot!)

- Finally, the third advantage is that the pilot (who usually has to avoid a cylindric PZ and can deviated/pushed away by a different wind), can then stay much less in the top wind layer (theoretically only a few seconds) as he will have a “circle” track over rather than a “square” track over (thus staying much longer in this “wind”).

Regarding the penalty for landing in a PZ, I think we could put a minimum as a guideline considering the flight time within the PZ is shorter than flying through all the PZ and a maximum so that the ED can make his own judgement according to circumstances and datas coming from COH guidelines calculations.

7.5
PZ INFRINGEMENT


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


A competitor landing in a RED PZ will be penalized from 200 points up to 500 points.


A competitor landing in a YELLOW PZ will be penalized from 100 points up to 250 points.

6- PZ altitude [discussion started]
Uwe June09:  
one thing we have to think about with domes and tunnels is the altitude.
1- if I relate the PZ to a point on the ground I will end up with AGL altitudes again, more difficult to be monitored during the flight than an MSL altitude.

2- if we want pilots to fly over the motorway in 1000 ft AGL but 200 m horizontal distance to the center line is OK, then it becomes an irregular shaped tunnel. 
Solution would be to make the hor. and vert. distances equal, but I fear the tendency would be to make the boundaries bigger rather than smaller.
[image: image1.wmf]
MdB Feb10

Good point: therefore I suggest that the altitude given for a PZ could e.g. be under or above ground’. This enables using one or a few common PZ altitudes and dome type.

So these PZ would be defined as:

PZ A 1234 5678 Alt 300m Radius 200m

PZ B 5678 1234 Alt 300m Radius 200m

(In reality A maybe at 305m and B at 280m)

[image: image2.png]Take Off




Motorway: Gentleman whether we like it or not we cannot afford the staff to look in Ozi when 100+ pilots crossed the motorway while flying low. 

What we need is a series of points that ‘mark’ the centerline of a motorway three dimensionally like a tunnel. One can draw that in the map (or laptop). I suggest a radius of 200m from the center line of the tunnel.

General comment: The cost of staff is increasingly a factor in mayor events on one hand and on the other we have the cheap loggers/computers that can do all that and far more objective than any human effort. So if a pilot is afraid of being penalized, he should just stay away a couple of meters more.

David L. Feb13: I agree with both of your suggestions.
Eric Feb10: Agreed with first suggestion.

For the second one, I remember David L. and I badly experienced a problem of definition of “road limits” during the Worlds in Hofkirchen in 2008 as a task had to be rescored 2 or 3 times due to many claims about 1 or 2 pixels difference (crossing point of the road on the map!). Then , looking at this motorway case, I would strongly suggest we define PZs as a geometric regular shape (rectangular given from coordinates for e.g.) , even if that means a bit larger than 200m in some areas, but which has the big advantage of being clear numbers, not possible for discussion and giving penalties (you’re “in” or “out”) from a mathematical formula.
7- Distance penalty in limited scoring area [discussion started]
DB Dec09:  

An incident happened in Tochigi this year that may need debate. There was a limited scoring area of (I think) 200 metres. A pilot declared his goal such that he had something like a 4 kilometre penalty. This meant that all pilots that scored got about 995 of 1000 points and as he was about median all the rest got about 300 points that distorted the results somewhat.  
I know that you can throw into a scoring area and have 50 metres added but maybe any penalty or scoring infraction should not give a result greater than 100 metres outside a scoring area.
I believe he declared his goal at something like at 3 km with a minimum distance of 5km. Therefore he was 2km inside the minimum distance and thus received a 4km penalty. The scorers tried to find a way around this ‘distortion’ to the results but could not.


Uwe Jan10:  I see the problem. We have the following rules:
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 penalised. 

13.3.4
The result penalty will be in case of:

c)
all other tasks:


An increase (or decrease) of the competitors result by twice the amount of the infringement.

In combination with a limited scoring area the result increase for a wrong declaration could be far more than the worst possible result. Anyhow if only 1 or 2 competitors do that, it will not alter the top half of the results. There must be more than half of the competitors doing this mistake to influence the points. That is quite seldom, therefore I would leave the rules as they are.

MdB Feb10 

I see DavidB’s point but also agree with Uwe that the case is very rare. Then it can only happen if  the ‘culprit’ is the median pilot. One could think about this rule in case of a limited scoring area: “The median result cannot be lower than twice the worst possible result in a valid scoring area. “ But I rather do nothing and hope it doesn’t happen again.

David L Feb 13:
I agree with the above comments.  Don’t change the rule.

DB 13.Feb: [answering to MdB’s Feb10 comment]
It will [happen again]. As MdB states it is the median pilot that causes this distortion. I like MdBs suggestion.

Eric Feb10:
Better to play “loto” rather than expecting such a distorted case come back again! ;-))) Even if this can happen again (probability of a bad median result), the distortion was mainly caused by 2 combined parameters together, i.e. particularly the enormous 4km penalty (and being median). So statistically speaking, getting these 2 factors in the same time might happen in 200 years, so I would leave the rule as it is.
8- Marker weight tolerance [discussion started]

Hans Akerstedt Jan10:  
a few years ago I asked you to discuss the marker specifications in the COH.
These were moved from the MER to 1.6.1 in the COH in the 2007 MER version.
Mathijs told me today that the specifications in the COH are intended as manufacturing specifications.
That may be the intention and not a rule but it does not say so.
Furthermore the text in present MER 12.6 refer to the specifications in the COH.
Therefore, a marker deviating from the specifications in COH 1.6.1 in not authorized and in the worst case a competitor could be penalized for using a marker that has lost some weight. Normally a pilot will make a complaint and usually after the task. The ED and/or the organiser can sadly not be penalized.
This is not a big problem for World or Continental events where new markers are produced for that specific event.
But for other events old markers may be used. We have had cases where old markers have been found to be lighter than specified in the COH. We even had this problem at the 2003 European Championships when markers were produced in two different places and one batch was much lighter then the other.
I also think that pilots may overestimate the effect of variations of marker weight on sink rate.
I have calculated the sink rate variation as a result of marker weight variation only.
Regardless of the sink rate of a correct 77 gram marker the variation in sink rate resulting from marker weight variation is:
5g lighter: 3.3% lower sink rate
10g lighter: 6.7% lower sink rate
5g heavier: 3.2% higher sink rate
10g heavier: 6.3% higher sink rate
Of course the sink rate also depend on many other factors such as streamer fabric elasticity and surface.
Also the fluttering of the streamer may be different at different sink rates and therefore the drag of the streamer may vary in a more complex way but I still think we need a tolerance in weight that is acceptable.
Suggestion.
Add to AX MER, maybe as 12.7 and/or as a note to COH 1.6.1 the following text:
The marker specifications in the COH are for manufacturing purpose.
For use in actual competitions acceptable variations are:
Total weight: ±10 grams
Total length: ±15 cm
The effect of these tolerances on marker sink rate is less than 10% 

Uwe Jan10:  For me there are two items in this discussion point. 1st is the specification, which I agree with Hans needs a tolerance mentioned. 2nd is the question, what happens if the marker is out of tolerance. If it’s only a small number there may be enough to substitute but if 50% are off limits, the question would be if the number of tasks has to be reduced to avoid their use or what measure could be taken. For the moment I propose to write the tolerance in the COH. I do not recommend to take them into the MER.

MdB Feb10 I have no problem writing a tolerance in COH. The problem is what can we do if an Organiser doesn’t read the COH. I think the specification should not be changed and have no tolerance otherwise we get different new markers. What we can do is write a sentence about utilizing used markers how about:

Old markers may only be used again in competition when their dimensions are within 10% of the specification mentioned above, they are not worn out and have enough room for declarations if desired in the type of competition.

David L. Feb 13:
I agree that this issue can stay in the COH with a mention of allowed tolerance.  The problem is again that the organizer is not taking care of business and EDS is not guiding them properly.  At the European Championship in Brissac,  the markers were old and uncoated.  The marker tails were fraying and competitors were complaining.  Nothing could be done.  EDS needs to inform organizers of the need for new markers in Cat I events and then confirm before the event that they actually have them.

Eric Feb10:
In Brissac, the markers were in fact brand new (correct weight and sizes) but the tails were fraying (badly cut!!) as said by David, which was a mess for some competitors. Initially, we asked for new markers and I did not expect/suspect any problem of that type and it occurred (just seen 1 day before the GB, so no possible corrective action). 

We should advise someone from local competition organization to check markers 2 weeks before the event (for e.g.).
As far as tolerances are concerned, I think 10% is too much (17cm!!) and we should be strict for the producer, so I would prefer we go for 5% in the COH.
9- waiver for flying close to livestock [discussion started]
DL (BFA) Jan10:  
2.
In the U.S. we often get a waiver to fly less than 500 feet from livestock or buildings.  The rule probably varies from country to country around the world.  We would suggest that the actual altitude limit of 10.6 be specified in II.7 and not in 10.6 so it is not fixed.

10.6
LIVESTOCK AND CROP (II. 7)


Balloons must not fly closer than (altitude specified in II.7) from livestock or buildings 
containing livestock and competitors and crews must not damage crops unless given permission by the landowner or person responsible for the crop.  Penalty for infringement of this rule is up to 1000 competition points.

Uwe Jan10:  I agree ! Again I would leave out the rule reference as a number. My proposal:

10.6
LIVESTOCK AND CROP


Balloons shall not fly closer than 500 ft defined in Section II from livestock or buildings containing livestock, and competitors and crews must not damage crops unless given permission by the landowner or person responsible for the crop. Penalty: up to 1000 competition points.

MdB Feb10
I doubt the wisdom of this change. The proposal in my opinion mixes up two different issues. A waiver is an exemption of air law. A waiver says instead of the required altitude over .... this or that you may now fly .... A waiver is not intended to regulate the individual civil duties and rights between a farmer and pilot.

The 500ft are in the rules as long as I know and for a good reason they regulate the distance we should stay away from livestock in order not to harm them. This principle has nothing to do with a waiver. I think cows are cows overseas as well as here. So I only change my mind if the committee thinks that flying over cows can be done differently in different countries, I personally do think so.

David L, Feb 13:
Actually the livestock situation changes from country to country and region to region.  In some areas of the U.S., the only livestock are cows and 200 ft. is fine.  In other areas we have race horses and 500 ft. is required.  The ‘waiver’ applies to air law but also applies to local custom.  In Austria, most of the cows live in barns and balloons fly within 500 ft. without penalties.  Only because no one complains.  I think the rule should be variable according to local custom.

DB Feb 15:
I would be happy with Uwe’s proposal.

Gerald 20Feb:
good distinction, MdB! How many penalties were given under this rule – anyone has any records of this? (Google won’t help much on this, I tried ;-).
And: Who can and will do the checking of this – only if the farmer complaints?

Eric Feb10:
I did not know that there were some differences from country to country as 500ft seemed to be “universal”. Even if 200ft or 300ft are Ok in some countries, I would advise we leave it at 500ft so that we’re not perceived as “softening” the behaviour rules. And as Gerald said, I’ve never seen penalties for that in competition (maybe I’m too young…;-)))))
10- light ground contact penalty [discussion started]
DL (BFA) Jan10:  
3.
The BFA feels that 250 task points for a light ground contact such as brushing a blade of grass, is too high and should be reduced to 100 task points.

11. 5
GROUND CONTACT 2 


No part of the balloon or anything attached to it may make contact with the ground or water surface or anything resting on or attached to the ground (marker excepted) within the Marker Scoring Area.  Penalty for each contact is 100 task points if light 
and 500 task points if solid.  Note: a contact is solid if, as a result, a change of motion of the basket or the envelope is observed.  

Uwe Jan10:  I think it’s all about the risk you take. When we had 500 points for any ground contact, I kept a safety margin of 5-10 m. Since we have 250 points or a light contact, I go down to 2-5 m. When we lower the penalty to 100 points, my limit will be 0.5 – 1m. What will be the next step ? (Mathijs proposed to waive the light contact penalty at all as there may be no equal possibility for surveillance.
MdB Feb10 

As Uwe says outside the MSA I would like to not penalize at all for ground contact but only

would forbid dragging and intermediate landings (see reasoning last years).

In the MSA I think the distinction between light and solid should remain. In other words light contact penalty should stay but if the committee wishes to lower this then that’s fine with me. The problem is as Uwe says pilots will fly lower and take more risks. But then in case of a GC a motion of the envelope is more likely making it a solid contact. This will increase the pressure on officials to testify what they see, in case of a protest etc. Therefore within the MSA the present rules are fine I think , but I can live with lowering it to 100 points for light contact. 

David L, Feb13:
I agree that we can eliminate the light GC outside of MSA or 200m, inside MSA should be 100 or 500pts for light or heavy contact

DB Feb14:
There is often overzealous use of this rule by officials (laying on the ground to spot the basket brush one blade of grass that is higher than the rest). I would agree that outside the MSA any light contact which does not alter the direction of the balloon need not be penalised. With logger only competitions whose to observe you anyway.

Gerald 20Feb:
I would keep the penalty for a light contact at 250 points for a while – stabilize the rules, pilots will adapt and take care a bit more within MMAs (right now).

Eric Feb10:
OK as well to eliminate the light Ground contact outside 200m (R11.5), but I think we should stick to the 250points so that we avoid allowing pilots to take more risks (closer to the ground) and having to witness/interprete comments or pictures from a difficult situation. Pilots knows since many year that any light contact is strongly penalized and should take a “buffer” accordingly.
11- throwing marker in limited scoring area [discussion started]
DL (BFA) Jan10:  
4.
The BFA feels that a competitor should not be able to throw a marker into a limited scoring area (such as Gordon Bennett) when GMD is required.  They feel a limited scoring area should be treated differently than an MSA and make it really limited for a GMD.

12. 9
GRAVITY MARKER DROP (GMD)


In a Gravity Marker Drop (GMD), no horizontal motion shall be applied to the marker in relation to the basket and gravity shall be the only means for the marker to drop.  The person releasing the marker must hold the unrolled marker by the tail (non weighted part of the marker) and release the tail of the marker.  The marker shall be allowed to fall from the top edge (bolster) of the basket.  The person's hand holding the tail of the marker shall not be outside the basket.  Penalty for infringements in an MSA are: minor infringements with no competitive advantage: 50 task points.  Otherwise, 50 meters will be added to the competitor’s result in the least advantageous direction.  Penalty for infringement involving limited scoring areas not utilizing logger results, e.g. Gordon Bennett Memorial, is a “no result.”


A marker thrown into an MSA scoring area will be regarded as a valid result and the penalty will be applied.
Uwe Jan10:  If I remember how many competitors I have seen to throw accidentally where a GMD was required I cannot support this rule change. I can see the rationale behind the BFA request: It’s forbidden but you can do it for the price of 50 meters …

But if one flies over the X and forgetting the GMD throws 1 meter and gets a “no result” for this I think it’s too harsh.

MdB Feb10 I strongly warn changing this rule. This rule and its penalty never intended to regulate honesty. It was a mere attempt to fix a penalty that’s all! Any change of this will start the whole discussion again. It has been up to a Plenary Decision unfortunately and the whole thing is just not worth it. We then decided to say when you do not drop when you should have, you’ll get a penalty.  We do not say throwing is correct! We also did not say throwing is dishonest. The net effect of the decision was that the scoring area became a bit ‘bigger’, that’s all.

David L, Feb 13:
The suggestion was not for throwing into an MSA but only for limited area scoring such as a GBM.

DB Feb14 [before reading Davids Feb13 remark]:
I agree with Uwe and Mathijs.
Gerald 20Feb:
As David suggests (and the point originally started) we could focus on the distinction between a Gordon Bennett Memorial-Tasks and other, standard Marker Measuring Area-type tasks.

But as I remember the big discussion was already started way before the use of loggers for scoring and the MSA “surroundings” – which are nowadays usually not marked with a tape.

The penalty for disregarding the gravity marker drop was set for Gordon Bennett limited scoring areas, usually visually flagged or taped or with natural boundary – immediate feedback for the pilot!

Therefore I would leave the rule as it currently is – stabilize the rules.

Eric Feb10:
Leave the rule as it is for me as well. With a strange shape scoring area (fine long rectangular for e.g.), it gives more room to score (pilot’s fun!) and also a “last possibility” to a pilot who took the risk to be very close to the target, but finally flies by side MSA by 1 meter (too harch). The penalty of 50m has been set for that.
12- lost marker in MSA [discussion started]
DL (BFA) Jan10:  

5.
The BFA feels that under rule 12.15.2, if a marker has been seen by an official within the MSA and is subsequently lost, the result should be the 2D logger result. Once seen, the loss of the marker is certainly not the fault of the competitor and he should not be penalized by applying a 3-D result.

12.15
LOST MARKERS

12.15.2 
If the marker has earlier been seen by an official on the ground and is estimated within the Marker Scoring Area then the official’s evidence, together with the logger’s data, will be used to determine the competitor’s result.  The result will be the best 2D-distance from the goal/target to the track or the point of the MSA boundary farthest from the goal/target, whichever is better.

Uwe Jan10:  that change would be OK for me but shall we introduce a “not better than …” ? There will be occasions where the dropped marker is moved with the wind to a 50 m result. The marker cannot be found for some reason and the track passes right over the X. What then ? The discussion will arise that for a dropped marker one has to calculate with the time of releasing (drift in moving direction) and the ground wind (drift 90° to moving direction). With the 2D track result the task was just to fly over the X. Both drifts are not taken into account.

MdB Feb10 Since the introduction of MSA’s I have not seen a marker really getting lost in MSA! When a marker is stolen in the MSA then it will be observed by an Official and the pilot will get an estimated result.  I see more problems arising than are solved when this change is adopted. How about a group of balloons flying over the target and a pilot drops his marker but it is carried away by another balloon while the pilot thinks it reached the ground. Or a (dishonest) pilot flies over the target in about 1000ft but drops too late  (or not at all) while other balloons are low over the target. He then claims his marker was in the MSA and the officials just didn’t see it and now it is stolen ...

DB Feb14:
I agree with Mathijs. This could open a lot of problems.

David L, Feb 13:
The rule only applies to markers that have been seen on the ground so Mathijs’ last example does not apply.  I agree that this rarely happens but if officials loose a marker, the competitor should not be penalized with a 3D result.
Gerald 20Feb:
Have you ever seen a pilot with an intention to lose a marker within a Marker Measuring Area (formerly called MSA), deliberately?

I think the current wording of the rule covers it quite right.

1. seen by an official on the ground … then the official’s evidence
The official evidence has to exist, anyway (prerequisite) 

2. together with the logger’s data, will be used to determine the competitor’s result
in my understanding  just additionally checking for plausibility
(@BFA: I see no intention here to actually use track data points for creating a result) 

Therefore I would leave the rule as it currently is – stabilize the rules.

Eric Feb10:
No change.
13- goal declaration [discussion started]
DL (BFA) Jan10:  

7.
As the U.S. is experimenting with goal declarations and logger scoring only at those goals, we would like to add further task data to the Task description to define the parameters of goal declaring.   This will assist the director in writing a complete task sheet.  (less questions in the briefing)

15.1
PILOT DECLARED GOAL (PDG)

15.1.1
Competitors will attempt to achieve a mark close to a goal selected and declared by him before flight. 

15.1.2 Task Data:


a) Declaration time and place (also see 12.3)

b) Number of goals permitted

c) Minimum and maximum distances of goal from CLP or ILP

d) Minimum distance of goal from any subsequent goals or targets
, if applicable

e) Goals available for declaration, if applicable

15.1.3
The result is the distance from the mark to the nearest valid declared goal.  Smallest result is best.

Uwe Jan10:
I agree
MdB Feb10
I disagree but purely for practical reason. I do like the idea of other parameters very much! The ED is explicitly allowed to change the rules in chapter 15 so there is no problem doing that. The problem is that if these ‘experiments’ are written in the rules we will have to write in each TDS that we do or do not apply this or that. So again go ahead and experiment bit do not fix too many task data in the task rules.
A good example is the 3D shape task it only has one task data, but e.g. the PIE task has different scoring spaces with different ‘bonus’ values in different parts of the shape. If the task is set this way it needs to be written of course in the TDS but in another 3D task maybe completely different parameters need to be specified.

David L, Feb 13:
I know that chapter 15 is variable and a 3D task will vary a lot.  However, if an ED calls a PDG with an ILP and does not add min and max dist., then there will be problems.

DB Feb14:
I agree with Mathijs – allow as rule change at each situation.
Gerald 20Feb:
I think not all Directors are as experienced and fail-prove as some D. For me it therefore makes sense to give better guidance to the others. I feel that some Directors are reluctant to change (even) the 15.Rules, so a good template would help to avoid some easy-to-catch mistakes. The real geeky directors can still change and adapt the Task rules as they want – or even create completely new.
Have I told you of my new invention: the WST (ok, not abbreviated: the Winter Slalom Task). It is kind of a Hesitation Waltz combined with MJDG. Given three or more Goals – the minimum distances to each goal are measured, smallest combined distance is best.

And some additional line in the Task rules would not stop directors from declaring such points just “not applicable” in the Task Sheet. Add more guidance, please.
Eric Feb10:
It has been years and years like that and I did not experienced big issues with this. We know Chapter 15 is flexible and all parameters have to be thought about. When needed, you can add these parameters as many others when tasks are modified: so I would leave the rule as it is.
14- GBM definition [discussion started]
DL (BFA) Jan10:  

8.
The following additon to rule 15.8.2 is suggested as a GBM could be the first task with competitors choosing their own launch sites.  

15.8
GORDON BENNETT MEMORIAL (GBM)

15.8.1 
Competitors will attempt to drop their marker within a Scoring Area(s) close to a set goal.

15.8.2 
Task Data:

a) Position of goal/target

b) Description of Scoring Area(s)

c) Minimum and maximum distances of goal from ILP, if applicable

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

Uwe Jan10:  I agree, but can live with the ‘old’ wording too. If set as the 1st task the information can be given in the text of the task.
MdB Feb10 I agree with Uwe. If this is changed then it should be changed in several

rules then we often set other tasks than the FIN as first task. The wording of 9.2.2 already implies that this can be done. If we adopt this proposal then the ED has to specify this item each time in the task data even if the option is not used.

DB Feb14 [before reading David L Feb13]:
I agree with Mathijs – allow as rule change at each situation.

David L Feb13:
Ok, if you don’t want to add the items to chapter 15, we should have a chapter in the COH as an ED guide to task calling and task sheets.  An inexperienced ED can forget one item and ruin a flight.
Gerald 20Feb:
@MdB comment of Feb10:

“the ED has to specify this item each time in the task data even if the option is not used.”

Not really. The Event Director can use the full template or make individual changes. If the MER Task Rules 15.x suggest a) b) c) d)    the Director will usually follow that in the task sheet – and just note “not applicable” on those points where not useful. It kind of creates a bit more of a safe, suggested framework – and not really limiting the creativity (or burdening too much work on the Director).

If a director sets a task (using the well-known and proven template in the Rules), and finds he doesn’t need to set a minimum distance between a goal and the ILP, then just drop it off (legally an allowed change of the task rule) – at your own risk.  But with a smart framework a lot of such unintentional drop-offs or omissions would have been avoided – and a lot of protests and/or unhappiness too.

See also my comments in above item 13: I think not all Directors are as experienced and fail-prove as some others. It makes sense to give better guidance. A good template would help to avoid some easy-to-catch mistakes.

I would like to see the changes here in the task rules 15.x, maybe accompanied by an explanation in the COH.

Eric Feb10:
As previous comment, no change for me. Anyhow, I understand the points about possible datas forbidden by the ED. Chapter 15 + 8.82 and 8.8.3 clearly state what are the key needed datas for the task.
15- Publication of tracks [discussion started]
MdB Jan10:  
Often I am asked to publish all tracks of a competition openly. Until now I haven’t done that and do not want to. For this reason I address this issue to you so that we may find an opinion shared by all of us.

Competition effects:

I think a pilot has the right on his own track! Also it is important for a pilot to check if the track we use as his track is indeed his track. Errors could be made while downloading or scoring and as an ED or scorer I would be most happy to have the assurance that pilots check the tracks they are scored to.

I think publicizing all tracks openly during an event is not wise. It may lead to unnecessary discussions, queries etc of one pilot about the track of another.

Legal viewpoints:

There may be parties interested in the tracks whose curiosity is not necessarily in the interest of us pilots, like law enforcement officers, aviation authorities, assurance companies, nature reserve agencies etc. We might be given these persons all the tools they want to be after us and once they get used to it they may pass a law that we have to track all flights and send in the tracks e.g.

Also it may be against the privacy act if we make tracks of balloons publically available.

Media rights:

It may be that an event sponsor makes the publication of tracks part of the protected coverage. I have no strong opinion either way or it may be possible that tracks cannot part of such a deal. At the moment I have seen events where there is a clause the event organizers retain the sole rights to use the tracks for their purposes. This may be a legal right for an organizer to stipulate. However this cannot mean the sponsor of pilot cannot use his own track for PR purposes by that sponsor.

So my conclusion is that we should make the track of a pilot available to him and that we should be very careful on deciding anything beyond that to avoid creating facts that we later may regret. I suggest not putting this in the AXMER but in the COH. How about?

PUBLICATION OF TRACKS

The ED should try to establish procedures that enables a competitor to obtain his track used for scoring, at the earliest possibility. This enables a competitor to check that the results he has been scored to are in fact derived from his track. The procedures should avoid that other parties inside or outside of the competition, can obtain these tracks.

Uwe Jan10:  maybe we should address this issue also to other WG and SC prior to write a wording in COH. The wording must be agreed in the plenary and it would be wise to have other WG and SC supporting us rather than starting a big discussion with no decision at the end.

David L, Feb 13:
I agree with both of you.  This rule should be applied to all CIA sanctioned events including the Gordon Bennett.

DB Feb14: I am all for openness. A competitor should have nothing to hide from his performance and as each task is individual it is unlikely that the pilot’s track will give others a subsequent advantage. It also removes the “well I am sure I saw him over there so why did he get such a good result” 

Gerald 20Feb:
The creator of the track (Pilot/Competitor) has the original right of the data. For practical reasons – the director is collecting the tracks for scoring purposes – the storage of all the track data starts at the competition office. The creator can give some rights to the competition director, e.g. the right to publish it, but maybe limited to an inner-circle-media, or degraded (no names, only 2-d tracks). I understand and welcome some other publications like the Gordon Bennett Live Tracking – that GB2009 was a new media coverage record, I guess.

So one little addition to the 

PUBLICATION OF TRACKS

The ED should try to establish procedures that enables a competitor to obtain his track used for scoring, at the earliest possibility. This enables a competitor to check that the results he has been scored to are in fact derived from his track. The procedures should avoid that other parties inside or outside of the competition, can obtain these tracks, unless track data usage approved by the competitor.
Eric Feb10:
Publishing pilots’ tracks to anyone/any other competitor seems to me a bit risky, i.e. subject to speculation, denunciation (in case infraction not being seen by officials, etc…….) and could potentially create more problem than what we want them to solve.

More than that, the risk is “high time consuming for the ED and his team” just explaining what others may not have understood (with 80 or 100 competitors in Europeans or Worlds!) rather than concentrating on running the competition…..
16- Task order default [discussion started]
MdB Jan10:  
R8.4…  stipulates that task must be flown in order unless otherwise advised in the TDS (Task Data Sheet). This rule is contra productive in logger scoring rules and caused problems as again this year in the Preworlds. The problem is that it can be very difficult for a pilot to determine what task he is flying if no markers are used or if he misses the MSA. 

Unless we have other means of indicating which task they are flying like e.g. with the new Flytec logger, I strongly urge to change the rule to:

Unless otherwise stated in the TDS, tasks may be flown in any order.

Reasoning:

What actually is the fun of forcing a pilot to fly tasks in order? Isn’t as much or maybe more fun to leave it up to him?

We have other means of curtailing tasks and flights by e.g. using Scoring Periods.

In 75% of the cases tasks will and can only be flown in the order indicated on the TDS because the wind is blowing in one direction. It is only when the wind is variable or has changed that a foreseen order of tasks cannot be flown or another order is better. In that case a lot of problems are solved if the pilot could just do that

Scoring programs think like humans. It is easy to score if the flight results pop out in the intended order. But what if not? How do you tell the program where one tasks starts and another ends? How long should the program wait to determine if a pilot is still trying to get to the target? These are tough programming questions and would easily be solved if the program just calculates the best 3D scores anywhere in the flight but before the end of the scoring period of that task.

Facit:

It is time we change our rules and in my opinion the AXMERG AND the AXMER. Then most of what is said above is valid for both set of rules. Nevertheless I urge for the change in the AXMERG.

8.4
MULTIPLE TASKS

8.4.1
The Director may set more than one task to be performed on one flight. The tasks will be scored separately, with a winning score of 1000 points before penalties for each task. The combination of tasks should aim at the possibility of winning each task independently. 

8.4.2
Unless otherwise specified, tasks in a multiple task flight shall be flown in the order indicated in the task data, penalty up to 1000 task points in each task.

8.4.2.
Unless otherwise specified in the TDS, tasks in a multiple task flight may be flown in any order. Penalty up to 1000 task points in each task.

8.4.3
When markers are used, dropping the marker(s) of a task indicates the completion of that task and the start of the follow on task, if applicable.

8.4.4
Competitors missing the MSA or choosing not to drop their marker(s) or when scoring by track points is indicated, are considered flying in the follow on task if they cross the boundary line (area, grid line, arc, etc.) or boundary time of the follow on task.

8.4.4
Competitors are considered flying in a task when they have crossed the boundary line (area, grid line, arc, etc.) or boundary time of that task.  
8.4.5
If electronic marks are used to determine the transition point from one task to another, then their use is mandatory as specified in Section II and/or the GB.

8.4.6
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.

8.4.7
If not otherwise stated in the Task Data, the minimum distance from the launch point to a goal/target applies as well to all further goals/targets on that flight.

8.4.8
Marker order. Unless track points are used, the task data shall specify for each task the marker(s) to be used. If no competitive advantage is gained, the penalty for releasing the wrong marker is 25 task points per task. If more than the allowed number of markers is released in a task, the competitor will be scored by track point.

This is what happened in the PreWorlds:
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‘First’ task was to a target, second task was an Elbow with starting point defined as “… first TP after crossing Easting 40 or Northing 50 …”

The green pilot did what was ‘planned’ by the ED when setting the task which was that the pilot would either cross one of the lines after passing the target.

The red pilot took a wider curve and crossed the Easting line without noticing (and probably wanting) to.

My problem as ED was that actually I had to score the red pilot to the target at the best TP before Red-A and then score his Elbow starting at Red-A. That would have spoiled both of his tasks then he did a good drop on the target and a good Elbow after crossing the Northerly line. What I did is not important at this moment (I think I scored him to the target by his drop and to the elbow by Red-A but strictly speaking this is disputable).

Would we change the rule and make the task order free unless said otherwise, then things would be very clear. He would have started his elbow at Red-A, but could also drop his marker of the ‘first’ task legally thereafter.

I have played with several scenario’s and come to the conclusion that especially with TP scoring the task order is not important and the old rule is unduly restrictive. With electronic markers this is different of course and is already catered for in the rules.

Another argument is that people may say ‘then a pilot may fly his entire task vice versa’. Well that may be true but so what. Normally the director and the wind will be such that this doesn’t make sense. But I have been in situations where a wind change occurred and the new rule would have made live a lot easier for everybody.

Yet another thing is that people may say, ‘well this may drag on flying in a task forever’. For that we have scoring periods and if the rule is changed, EDs will have to take a closer look at setting scoring periods which is btw a good idea in the first place.

Uwe Jan10:  we certainly had good reasons to introduce the rule to be flown in order by default. Let us try to remember this to see the reasoning and check if all reasons are taken care off before we change. Also may be that in future we fly with pushbutton loggers and then we again have the clear point of ending one task and starting the next.

David L, Feb13:
I don’t have any problem with changing the rule.  The ED already had the choice to run tasks in any order.  However, one question is whether it is ok to fly two tasks simultaneously.  This is what would have occurred in the Pre Worlds flight with the new rule.  Does this violate rule 8.4.1?  I believe the original reason for this rule was that the strategy of a competitor varying the task order was considered unsportsmanlike behavior.  Actually, it was one pilot with a better strategy.


What is the penalty in 8.4.2 for?  Does this need to be explained in the rule?


What exactly is the purpose of 8.4.4?  What if a task does not have a boundary line or time.  I think this rule needs some more thought or refinement.

DB Feb14: In Mathijs’ example if the task were to be flown in order the red pilot should get his target score first then get scored to the north-south line as that was the first scoring point after finishing the first task. Your rules probably did not state what happens if you cross either line before completing the first task. Again it is up to good task setting and I think we should leave the default as in order.

Gerald 20Feb:
8.4.2. (in blue) from above made me smile….  (and David caught it, too)

8.4.2.
Unless otherwise specified in the TDS, tasks in a multiple task flight may be flown in any order. Penalty up to 1000 task points in each task.

So nowadays we get a penalty for not flying in any order? Tough!

But sincere, here I would rather stick with the old rules, and ask the directors not to set tasks that open to many (wrong) leads.

I was never directing myself – it is probably harder if you try to be very creative – but often I was a victim of task setting that just didn’t work (usually, because the wind did not follow the task setters intent).

With the loggers we have new possibilities for tasks and we should use them! But we will also see some pitfalls and problems with these new thinking, we need to learn from that experiments and gain experience.

In Logger scoring have seen some tricky combinations of tasks and the “change of task” is not as sharply defined as it was with markers. But still we can try to search for more methods to distinguish tasks and also find tools to make things more unambiguous, clearer and transparent for the involved.
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In the above example (easier in retrospect) the definition of the beginning of the Elbow Task could have been moved to the Target of task 1 – blue line in my diagram – yes, making it dependent on the (northerly) wind! 
So one more solution: Task two, the Elbow starts after you leave the circle or cross the gridline – still dependent on the wind…. (so include the Take Off point and the first JDG-Target in the circle and you are good).

Or maybe fix the original on a different idea: your elbow starts at 7:30 / your elbow starts 30 minutes after your launch, regardless where you are….     Task setting is tough, I understand. 

Eric Feb10: As we have the possibility to choose one option or another in the rules, I would not change them (keep “in order” by default in AXMER. Anyhow, for the AXMERG, I agree that we should put it “in any order” by default. ….then what if we merge both sets of rules this year? Probably keep both details…..
17- Marker order [discussion started]
Eric Feb10:  I would propose a small modification in the text.

8.4.5
Marker color order. The task data shall specify for each task the marker(s) to be used. If no competitive advantage is gained, the penalty for releasing the wrong marker is 25 task points per task. 

Usually, Marker Order means in our mind Blue color or Red color, etc….., i.e. an associated color with a specific marker associated to a task. But , in case you have 2 colored markers for one task (MDD or XDD for e.g.), I think it is better to mention we are talking about a color associated to a task. 

Also related to previous point 16: TASK ORDER DEFAULT where we need to think about avoiding problems.

Not sure this topics requires attention, but just wanted to get your feeling on that one.

G1 – Definition of Marker Scoring Area [discussion continued from 2009]

NEW TOPIC – MAYBE OLD TOPIC!!  Definition of Marker Scoring Area

GAL, Mar09: This may be a re-hash of previous discussions, but I’d like to (re-) open a conversation about the definition of a Marker Scoring Area.  The current rules only allow markers dropped into a MSA to be used for a competitor’s result – if the marker is not in a MSA, the competitor’s result is derived from a track log.  I think this is overly restrictive and not in keeping with (perhaps only my understanding of) the original intent of defining an MSA.  I believe the original intent was to put a reasonable limit on the distance to which a measuring team would measure.  I do not believe the original intent was create an absolute limit, and thereby create what has been described as a “soft Gordon Bennett” – I know that there was a least one case at the 2008 World Championship where a competitor was 5m outside the MSA, and I’m sure there have been many other cases.  I would like to see the rules modified so that easily measurable markers near a MSA can be used for a competitor’s result.  As a trial of this, I recently was the ED for the 2009 Canadian Hot Air Balloon Championship.  We changed the CIA AX MERG rules by:

· changing all references to Marker Scoring Area (MSA) to Marker Measuring Area (MMA)

· changing Rule 12.19 to

12.19
MARKER MEASUREMENT AREA

12.19.1
The MMA is an area defined by a radius around a goal/target or an otherwise clearly defined area within which results will be achieved by markers.  The MMA defines the minimum distance/area within which a measuring team will measure markers.  If a measuring team official can see, without any optical assistance, a marker from within the MMA, and can measure without, in their sole opinion, unreasonable effort, markers outside the MMA may be measured, provided that all other rules regarding Out of Bounds, Prohibited Zones, crops and livestock, etc. are complied with.

While I’m not happy with the wording of 12.19.1 above (it seems too wordy and legalistic), it does convey my intent and was understandable by the competitors.  These changes allowed us measure, and use for scoring, more markers that we would have otherwise.  Several excellent drops from altitude were used, rather than ignored.

While on the subject of MMA, sorry MSAs!, I think we may want to look at AX MERG Rule:

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

While this is probably fine for circular MSAs, it may not work for odd shaped MSAs, such as “long and skinny” rectangles, perhaps defined as a section of a road.  I believe I have seen rules from other organizations that say “A competitor’s result based on a track point cannot be better than the worst achieved result in the MSA.”, although this does not address the case when no result is achieved in the MSA.

[discussion to be continued in the next season]


MdB Dec09:  

I recommend renaming the Marking Scoring Area (MSA) to Marker Measuring Area (MMA) in the AXMERG. In the last years people often mistook the MSA as a Scoring Area in the conventional idea. Meaning; you don’t get a score when you are not in, not realizing you will get a 3D score. This misunderstanding is logical and can be easily prevented by this rewording.
MdB Feb10
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I do not support the ‘soft’ MMA. First of all where do we start and where do we stop. One of the achievement of logger scoring is that it is fast. In Hungary e.g.it is sometimes easy to see a marker several hundreds of meters and measuring can easily done 500m away in such a field. But take the example below (very typical in Debrecen) you have a long free field boarded by crop fields. Pilot A drops his marker in the Maize immeasurable at 130m and pilot B drops his marker 300m away easy measurable (with some walking). Should we then score B and not A? Another thing is with many pilots and tasks the scorers may be waiting for the results while the Target Teams trying to be the nicest kid in town measure anything they can do and don’t come back. No in my opinion this is a step back to the old days when we had more officials than competitors. On the other hand I have no problem that under certain conditions if the man power and landscape allows it with a limited number of pilots to do that, than why not. But this should not become a standard option in my eyes.

David L, Feb 13:
I agree with Mathijs’ comments.  Creating a soft MMA will invite complaints and protests as well as create inconsistencies and delays in scoring.


I’m ok with changing the name to MMA

DB Feb14: I am for keeping MSA but agree that in the WC 2008 they became Gordon Bennetts. One MSA was 30metres while the alternative was 50 metres and the first could easily have been 50metres. They need to be a useful distance.

Gerald 20Feb:
MMA Finally! The markers are measured within the set area and will later be scored according to the measured drops.  Marker Measuring Area is the easier-to-understandable description of what is going on there. I strongly suggest the name change to MMA!

About the SMMA “Soft Marker Measuring Area” – I am not comfortable with the idea that results “may” be gained or not.

“….If a measuring team official can see,… and can measure without, in their sole opinion,
unreasonable effort, markers outside the MMA may be measured….”
This would mean putting the decision of getting a marker-measured-result completely into the hand of the measuring team. I have never seen such a suggested “change of powers” before. Please stick with strict boundaries, all “softness”, kindness and fuzziness will bring us no further, only dispute.

About the third topic in here: “Worst achieved OR possible result” in 12.20.2  – If the whole brown field in the above diagram was the MMA and marker B not there (only the two near the cross and new Marker C that I put into the diagram), I think Pilot A should still get ~ 320 meter – the worst possible result, otherwise he could be better than Pilot C with his 200m drop.

I support to leave the 12.20.2 rule with “worst possible result in the MMA”

Eric Feb10:  Completely agree with the MMA name: much easier to understand and mainly avoid confusion/misinterpretation.
G2- Wording in tasks  [discussion started]
Uwe Apr09: competitors don’t have a track point or mark, they achieve it.

15.15.4
Competitors will not achieve a result, unless they have achieve valid track points or a marks in different scoring areas as per the TDS.

MdB Feb10 Something for our English (American) speaking friends.

David L, Feb 13:
I agree with the change.

DB Feb14: I am happy with have. Many other words could be considered – ‘produce’, ‘obtain’

Gerald 20Feb:
unless they (have) achieved   (past tense)?

Eric Feb10:  Good catch Uwe! Giving English lessons in Germany?
G3- 6.5.3 fine tuning  [discussion started]
Uwe Apr09: maybe we have to define better what point the competitor is scored to:
6.5.3
An electronic mark recorded by a competitor’s GPS-equipment can only be used if the equipment has been approved by the director before the flight. Otherwise the competitor will be scored to his nearest mark or landing position, which ever is best.

Proposal:

6.5.3 An electronic mark recorded by a competitor’s GPS-equipment can only be used if the equipment has been approved by the director before the flight. Otherwise the competitor will be scored to his nearest electronic mark of the official logger, nearest physical mark or landing position, whichever is best. A score to a track point will not be made.

David L, Feb 13:
I’m ok with the change.

DB Feb14:
I am happy to leave as is. More words for first time pilots makes it harder to understand rather than easier.

Gerald 20Feb:
@Uwe: Very sharp! Covers the new push-button loggers as well. And the possible hole of scoring to a single track point (without especially marking it) is closed.

[I also fixed the word which ever to whichever.]

Eric Feb10:  Agreed.
G4- 2D distance [discussion started]
Uwe Apr09: In rule rule 12.21.5 we describe the horizontal distance’. I propose to add for clarification the words ‘(2D distance)’ or ‘(2D measuring)’ as in rule 12.21.3
12.21.5
In tasks without goals or targets the horizontal distance (2D distance) between points will be used to calculate results.

MdB Feb10 OK

David L, Feb 13:  OK

DB Feb14: OK

Gerald 20Feb:
Yes, clarifies.
Eric Feb10:  OK.
G5- Distance penalty in limited scoring area [discussion started]
DL (BFA) Jan10:  

1.
If a competitor should make ground contact in an MSA after dropping a marker, rule 8.4.3 would cause the ground contact penalty to apply to the following task.  The penalty should apply to the task where the infraction occurs and ground contact in an MSA should be considered part of the task of the MSA.  

8. 4
MULTIPLE TASKS

8.4.3
When markers are used, dropping the marker(s) of a task indicates the completion of that task and the start of the following task, if applicable.  Ground contact penalties of Rule 11.5 within an MSA will be assessed to the task of the MSA.

Uwe Jan10:
I support the MERG rules change as above. But I would leave out the rule reference as a number, just leave the ground contact penalties. The wording in MER is OK and does not need to be changed:

Other penalties should be applied in the task in which they were incurred.
MdB Feb10:
I can see an advantage of this proposed rule change only when we change the task order rule as I propose.

DB Feb14:
I support the change above.

Gerald 20Feb:
supporting it – without any locking to a task order setting.
Eric Feb10:  Agreed as well.
G6- penalty for distance infringement [discussion started]
DL (BFA) Jan10:  

6.
The BFA feels that the penalty in rule 13.3.4 is too severe for the violation.  They would like to return the rule to distance penalties for distance violations. 

13. 3
DISTANCE INFRINGEMENTS (also see II.12 and 12.4)

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.

13.3.2
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 receive a result penalty for the greater infringement.  The result penalty will be waived if the competitor can show that he was unable to comply because of safety reasons, or because of light wind (unable to clear area within 10 minutes).

13.3.4 The result penalty will be in case of:

a) Landing in the MSA: no result

b) An Elbow task: an increase or an Angle task a decrease of the competitors achieved angle with:

2 X ARCSIN [INFRINGEMENT / DISTANCE LIMIT]

c) Race to an Area or Land Run task: One (1) task penalty point per meter infringement.

d) All other tasks: an increase (or decrease) of the competitors result by twice the amount of the infringement
. 

Uwe Jan10:  I agree that the penalty in 13.3.4 of MERG is much harder than in MER. I think the problem was to find a formula to calculate the penalty in all occasions and therefore one simple (but harsh) rule was written. If we feel we can find formulas which are applicable to all occasions and penalize according to the MER, then it’s fine with me.

MdB Feb10 The main reason for the change in the MERG was that in an Elbow usually TPs are used and not markers. Let’s say the task is an elbow and the task data says that Point A is where he crosses Easting 50, Point B is 2km after A and Point C is 2km after Point B.

[image: image8.png]


The first pilot flies as intended and prescribed in the TDS. The other pilot turns too early, what to do? At the moment the rules are clear the wrong pilot never achieved a point C, hence he has a ‘No Result’. According the rule proposal one could say; well he wanted to turn at point X just 100m short of the 2km so we will give him a penalty. But what point should the scoring program use? 

This example btw just happened in the Australian Nationals because the pilot calculated the 2km by the odometer of the GPS instead of the strait line. Without Markers or Electronic Marks the old penalty point rule for Elbows and Land Runs just doesn’t work. But with Electronic Marks it may be possible but even then I am against. It is my opinion that the Director should find who is the best pilot and not who are the worst pilots. Then one can spend an enormous amount of time doing those calculations. A pilot competing in a National Championship or higher should know the rules and if not you will learn them by doing.

DB Feb14: Probably needs discussion. Many penalties are too harsh for the infringement made but as Mathijs states it becomes difficult to judge at times.

Gerald 20Feb:
For Mathijs explanation, I see another interpretation for the example just below the chart:  “At the moment the rules are clear the wrong pilot never achieved a point C, hence he has a ‘No Result’ – Why isn’t the landing the third elbow-point C, infringing the distance limits and resulting in an angle penalty?

G7- modified 3D scoring [discussion started]
DL (BFA) Jan10:  9.
The BFA has implemented modified 3D scoring and also PDG and FOT with no MSA.  Appendix C in the BFA rules explains the scoring method.

APPENDIX C – GPS-LOGGER DISTANCE MEASUREMENTS AND SCORING BANDS
Altitude bands must be determined based on local conditions and average MSL elevation in the competition area.  As a guideline, the 2D scoring band should not be much more than 500’ above the average ground level.

In the following exhibits, it is assumed that the ground elevation is approximately 1,000 ft. MSL

Exhibit 1 below is a graphic demonstration of 3D, modified 3D, and 2D measurement techniques.  All logger-based scoring will be based on the best valid 2D, modified 3D, or 3D track point.  2D measurements will be used within a scoring altitude band (see Exhibit 2) from the surface up to 1,500’ MSL.  Modified 3D measurements will be used for altitudes >1,500’ and <2,000’ MSL, and 3D measurements will be utilized at altitudes > 2,000’ MSL.  The scoring program is designed to analyze track results and select the method providing the best result given these and the constraints of the TDS.


Exhibit 1


















       

Exhibit 2

The graphic below demonstrates how the various rules for logger-based scoring will be implemented at a Marker Scoring Areas (MSA) as well as at pilot declared goals.  Pilots not achieving a marker drop in the MSA will be scored using 2D scoring from the surface up to 1,500’ MSL; modified 3D scoring will be used for track points between >1,500’ and <2,000’ MSL, and 3D scoring will be used for track points >2000’ MSL.

Using Rule 12.21.4, Pilot A and B in this example would receive a measurement of 100m (worst possible marker score). 

   










        

                                                                                                                                                                














        























Uwe Jan10:  introducing the 3D measurement we had some people saying that we make it complicate. It certainly did not improve when we came up with 2D under this altitude and 3D above. But time worked for us and people seemed to get used to 3D. If we have now 2D, modified 3D and 3D measuring in the same task, discussion may come up again. For myself I can check my scores. But all others should be able to do so too without being an engineer.

MdB Feb10

I agree with Uwe I can’t see any advantage in this complicated way of scoring.

DB Feb14:
I tend to agree with Uwe.

Gerald 20Feb:
This 3-staggered altitude scoring looks complicated to me, one “clearer” solution would be an continuous scaling factor –one formula could solve it like: before calculating the hypotenuse, the altitude is doubled.

3-D Scaled Distance is the Square Root of [ Squared(2-D Distance) + Squared(double altitude) ]

But again, too complicated. Please let the current version settle in for a while – stabilize the rules.

AXMER versus AXMERG  [discussion started, work for 2009]
Eric, Dec 08:

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

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

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

 

Main advantages would be:

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

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

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

Thoughts/comments?

MdB, Dec08:

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

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

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

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

DB, Jan 09:

I agree with MdB

David L, Jan09

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

Gabi, Jan09

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

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

Uwe, Feb 09:

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

GAL, Mar09:  I agree and am willing to help!

Definition of mark (scoring point)

Marker, electronic mark, track point, interpolation

Volunteered by Garry Lockyer

[work for 2009/10]

Uwe Jan10:  I seems to be a harder job as we thought. In fact we would have to unify 4 types of competition:

1- AXMER with observer and may be with loggers to check PZ infringements

2-AXMER with observers and with logger scored tasks

3-AXMERG with logger scoring

4-AXMERG with pushbutton logger scoring (simulating marker drops)

Given the small amount of time left until the CIA conference I would encourage all of you to work on the issue but we should present to the CIA at maximum a draft which we continue to work on during 2010.

David L Feb 13:
  Three years ago we ran our Nationals in Waco, Texas with observers and logger scoring.  Mathijs was there.  It was a successful competition and I think most of the competitors liked the combination.  We used a set of rules combining MER and MERG.  I’ll take a look at those rules and try and come up with a draft in a few weeks  to accommodate all possibilities with  observers, loggers, pushbuttons etc.   (maybe).  All suggestions are welcome.

Preparation Document History (as far as I know)

17. Jan 2010:
Uwe sends his version 2

11. Feb 2010:
Mathijs comments this version and releases it to the group.

20. Feb 2010:
Gerald combines the last two edits (David Levin and Bareford) and adds his own comments.

21. Feb 2010:
Eric gets the version3 and Uwe also will work on it.

Thanks for all your conrtributions!
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�US waivers permit 200’ dome in non-congested areas.


�May want to suggest this change to CIA as well


�Consider making this distinction for penalties involving MSA’s vs. a limnited scoring area.


�We should suggest the CIA adopt this 2D distance in this case rather than 3D


�Suggest adding this as this can be overlooked by Director thus allowing competitors to ‘stack’ a PDG in close proximity to other goals


�suggest addition as GBM could be first target


�This change should be presented to the CIA as well.


�Suggest we ask CIA to consider the penalties of b, c, and d rather than a no result





page  SEITE 24 of  ANZSEITEN 20



Page 1 (31)(

