SCORING WORKING GROUP Discussion paper Jan. 2006
Steve IRELAND (SWG)  R12.3 Declarations by competitors

Steve brought this issue up in the SWG discussion but I think it belongs more in the AXMER discussions and that's why I pass it on.

12.3             DECLARATIONS BY COMPETITORS

12.3.1          A competitor shall identify his goal by map coordinates. He 

shall add descriptive detail to distinguish between possible goals located close together near his coordinates. For goal declaration of pre-defined goals, the 3-digit goal number may be used.

12.3.2          In case of ambiguity between more than one valid goal within 

200 m of the coordinates, the goal achieving the least advantageous result will be placed upon a competitor's declaration.

12.3.3          If there is no valid goal shown on the map within 200 m of 

the coordinates, the competitor will not achieve a result.

12.3.4          In tasks where a competitor is required to declare his 

goal(s) or other declarations according to the TDS, he shall do so in writing and his declaration shall be deposited before declaration time at the place specified in the briefing data, clearly identified with his name and/or competition number. If more goals or declarations are made than permitted, the competitor will not achieve a result.

12.3.5          A competitor who wishes to revise his declaration may 

deposit a further declaration, within the declaration time, provided that it is clearly marked to distinguish it from any previous declaration(s).

12.3.6          The timekeeper will close the declaration box precisely at 

the declaration time, and will accept late goal declarations, writing the time in minutes and seconds on each.

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

minute late.

Which is also quite clear except for R12.3.6 and R12.3.7 which are only really valid when a declaration box is used. However, as is common these days PDG declarations are to the observer before takeoff (particularly at ILS for obvious reasons). In the last year I have had 2 interpretations of these rules-

1. That the instructions are "to the observer before takeoff" therefore the cutoff point is the takeoff and after that there cannot be a goal declared.

2. Or if the goal can be declared to the observer after takeoff (ie observer in the basket) then R12.3.6 and R12.3.7 come into play and the competitor is penalised 100 task points/minute up until 10 minutes.

I personally think that option 1 is the correct interpretation but I am open to suggestion.

Mathijs, Jan06:

I agree with Steve and support his proposed solution. I propose to pass this item on the AXMER WG.
Background info:

Rule 12.3 (Declarations by competitors) was introduced recently to make it available for other tasks too (not only PDG) and should be rewritten altogether to reflect this intent, together with Steve's input. This rule should e.g. be used to enable a pilot declared MDD or BOX task etc. and not be restricted to goals only.
Mathijs Jan06 R10.14 Air Law.(Blue PZ infraction)
The rule on penalising Blue PZ abuse is a great success. Although many penalties were given in the Europeans there was not one written complaint or protest. Some pilots inquired and when shown the evidence were impressed by the objectivity.
However it has been observed that the warning zone of 250ft was abused frequently often by the same pilots who used it to their advantage.
In particular in the Mobilux 2005 there was a low ceiling of (2500MSL approx.1500ftAGL!) and in one flight flying just 150ft higher than allowed gave a great advantage.
Furthermore I have heard some people say that they considered the warning zone as a GPS imprecision zone. This is incorrect! When I proposed the 250ft, it was based on the assumption that occasionally somebody may overshoot the altitude unintentionally. Now that everybody knows about this rule and the penalty, we should give up using a warning zone altogether. Firstly when you shortly fly too high the penalty is small because of the short time and secondly we should prevent that the warning zone is used on purpose.
So I hereby propose to apply the penalty of (1pt/1ft/1sec)/100 strictly for any ft above the limit without using a warning zone!.
Mathijs Jan06 Precision.

In the past I had some discussion with scorers about calculation methods, precision of Loggers aso. Some of them explain that statiscal algorithms should be applied. I disagree with that although the theory of precision and statiscal analysis is not at all disputed by me. However there are many hypotheses, prerequisites, uncertainties that may influence the outcome of such analyses. Hans Ackerstedt compiled a good report on the 'precision' of GPSs. It shows us what we actually know already; loggers are quite good but not perfect. However in my opinion as good as anything we did in the past when plotting and calculating results in maps with Observer reports and nobody questioned that or required application of statiscal analyses then. Normally e.g. a road in a map is shown several times as wide as it is in reality. Now when was the balloon in the area bordered by such a road?
We have other luck factors which we seem to accept without debate. For example nobody complained until now that the logger is hanging on the balloon approximately 5 meters out of the centre. Pilots accept that! Sometimes you are lucky sometimes not. Another example: a Lindstrand or Kavanagh racer protrudes far more in the Blue PZ than my old fashioned Schroeder if the loggers of these balloons would be flying at precisely 2500ft. But I think everybody agrees that we should not consider the size of a balloon. So, if the logger registers 2504ft we should take it as 2500 and if in registers 2505ft we should take is being 2510ft. PERIOD!

What I am saying is: we should apply the precision standards (rounding) strictly as written in rule book and COH and take the logger results just as they are provided by the Track Point without further debate.
Mathijs Jan06 R12.9 Gravity Marker Drop
The Penalty Guide reflects the situation of the 'old' GMD. I propose the following new wording for the PG.
Fortunately the penalty is fixed for not dropping the marker correctly; simply add 50m to the competitors result. In 2005 R12.9 was changed and the GMD method used in the USA was adopted. In order to avoid problems of penalising competitors too harsh if they use the 'old' GMD method, the following sentence was included in the rule: Penalty for minor infringements with no competitive advantage: 50 task points.
I propose this as new wording or we should consider taken the sentence '… minor infringements …' out of the AXMERs because we could assume by now everybody should know the new dropping method. This consideration should be forwarded to the AXMER WG.
Mathijs, Jan 06: New item. 'CLOSING OF A TARGET'

The procedure of 'closing a target' is highly counterproductive!. In this procedure, widely used in the US, the target is folded up precisely a the end of the scoring period. (I just observed it when flying over a target in Motegi). The COH specifically does not require this procedure! I once again want to emphasize that we should not use this procedure for the following reasons:

1. the procedure has no factual advantage because the scoring period is a time period solely determined by time and not by the display of a target (see R12.5.1 and  R12.16.2).

2. Officials tend to concentrate on folding (rolling) up the target at the precise time not giving all their attention to markers being dropped during this time. (this happened in the Europeans and caused a protest!).

3. There is a danger that markers dropped on the target legs are moved when folding up the target.
I request the Officials Sub Committee to take up this issue and spread the news not to fold targets but concentrate on watching marker drops at the end of scoring period.

