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Prep05AX,  Version 2,   22.12.2004 

New items and leftovers from last year to be discussed prior to the CIA Meeting 2005. 

This is the working document (Version as above), continuing discussion.

The items are listed in the sequence as they came up. After the headline there is mentioned the [actual status] of the item.

Wording changes are highlighted as follows: New text is underlined and printed in green while text to be eliminated is striken out and printed in red.



Business for 2004/2005 (the protocol from march 2004 shows the following tasks):

1. review penalty in AXMER rule 7.6 competition map in basket and all information marked in map

2. review penalties in view of SC 2% and 5% of best score

3. describe more options in sections I and II (item 13 prep03v6AX)

4. investigate solutions of scoring in case of a damaged ballon by force majeure 

5. review Fly On rules 

6. review rules on vertical speed limits
1- penalty for comp. map (from 2004) [discussion started]

Uwe, Nov 04:
we decided not to take action in 2004 but to further discuss the issue, so I reprint the last years discussion here:

21- Rule 7.6 Maps (Mathijs) [rule left as is]

Although not so important I think threatening somebody not to fly or having flown with 500 competition penalty points for forgetting or loosing his map is not very realistic. I suggest to delete the whole sentence about the penalty without substitution.

Masashi, Dec02: I am not happy to change.  How we estimate not realistic.  We have PZs in competition area.
David L,  Jan 03:
I agree with Mathijs’ suggestion.   The pilot who flies without a map will probably  loose enough points without adding a penalty.  There is certainly no competitive advantage.

Uwe,  Jan 03:
I have no strong opinion on the subject. But I do agree with David L. that there is no advantage in forgetting a map. 

Les, Feb 03 – I do not agree with the proposal, but I agree there is no advantage in forgetting your map, however the problems that you would cause the competition in a heavy PZ area are very high.

Mathijs de Bruijn, Feb 03: I respect Les' and Masashi's concern about PZs. But we have penalties already for flying or landing in PZs. Suppose somebody does land in a PZ without a map, are you going to penalize him up to a 1000 points for landing in a PZ plus 500 for forgetting his map? I think we are shooting with cannons at a nightingale.
Masashi, Feb 2003
I would like to porpose ‚up to 250 competition points’.
Uwe,  Feb 03:
up to 250 competition points would be OK for me but we already have the up to 500

Conclusion: rule 7.6 left untouched

2- review of penalties (from 2004) [discussion started]

Uwe, Nov 04:
The question 1 or 2 years ago was if the amount on penalties in our rules was in accordance to the SC GS, where in chapter 5.2 it says:

Technical infringements of rules or failure to comply with requirements caused by mistake or inadvertence where no advantage has accrued or could have accrued to the competitor concerned should, as a guide, carry penalties leading to a reduction of not less than 2% of the best score or maximum available score for the task.

Serious infringements, including dangerous or hazardous actions or repetitions of lesser infringements should, as a guide, carry minimum penalties leading to a reduction of not less than 5% of the best score or maximum available score for the task.

3- options in sections I and II (from 2004) [discussion started]

Uwe, Nov 04:
we decided to further discuss the issue, so I reprint the last years discussion here:


13- section I and II  (Masashi) [transferred to SWG]

Masashi March 2002:

For future discussions:

About Part I and II, we need to introduce new approaches to describe detail rules.  Some rules requires what the event director shall write to detail of rules or conditions.  Some rules have options to be used, which the ED can choose or only choose from the list .  It is now bit complicated to understand or edit correctly for the Event Director such as myself.  Please think about sorting these rules as list of options, what the ED shall declare/describe/make detail rules.

Mathijs de Bruijn, Dec02:

If felt necessary, then such instructions should be written in the COH I think, since they are of minor importance to the competitor.

Uwe, Jan 03:
I’m feeling no need for a change however maybe I’m too deep in the business. I agree with Mat to write it in the COH, if necessary.

Les, Feb 03 – I think Masashi is right, Mat, your comments about the Mildura rules make this very point.
Masashi, Feb 2003

For the competitor, it would be benefit to see which rule has options or not, or ED can declare detail as he wishes.
Conclusion: the subject was transferred to the Scoring WG to be included into the COH

4- damaged balloon (Eric Decellieres) [Business of the AXWG for 2004/2005]

Uwe, Nov 04:
we decided not to take action in 2004 but to further discuss the issue, so I reprint the last years discussion here:
Eric Nov 2002:
I like Mathijs‘ proposed rule "Excluding worst score" (in the AX-MER lite) because of the different possible reasons you mentioned!  A recent example in Châtellerault happened during the first Task flight on  Sunday morning when a pilot had his envelope damaged while scoring on the  second JDG and unable to go on flying and possibly score on the 3rd JDG! In this  case, he could have hoped to have a good score on the 3rd task......and finally,  he scored n°99 on 99 pilots! In this case, excluding the worst score would have  been fair for him.

Uwe Nov 2002: I remember we talked about the poor hungarian pilot of the Mol-balloon who was “washed from the sky” by another competitor. He was behaving totally correct and was penalized with the last place in the follow on task because he couldn’t make it to there with his severe damaged balloon.

In France we discussed to address the competitors a score in the task(s) concerned which is the median of all his other scores during the competition in case beyond the competitors control. The decision weather the occurance was ‘force majeure’ for the competitor I would leave to the director together with the jury like in rule 8.6:

Mathijs de Bruijn, Dec02: Although I support Uwe’s solution, I think it is a complicated solution and therefore I like the scratch rule.

David L, Jan 03:
 
I like both rules.  I agree that a pilot who is forced to terminate his flight at no fault of his own, should get a score on the targets not reached.  Using his average score is a good idea but there are complications because you don’t know his average until after the last task.  I also like Mathijs’ suggestion to drop the worst score in AX-MER lite.  

Uwe, Jan 03:
 
I still favour a rule as I proposed. Maybe we could take the average of the tasks so far in the competition, or, if happened in the 1st flight, the average of the first two normal flights in the competition. Thus we don’t need to wait until the end of the competition.

I think all persons involved, director, Jury and even the other competitors feel with the poor competitor and would like to award something to him to make good. The only barrier is, that there is no rule for it which would allow for doing so. 
What do you think about a rule leaving it totally to the discretion of the jury. The decision if he was forced to terminate his flight at no fault of his own and if yes, what ‘compensation points' to address to him. In the end the jury stands for a fair competition and should be able to act to the satisfaction of all involved. So they could react on the case depending on the circumstances in the competition. All they need is a rule allowing them to do it.
Masashi, Feb 2003

While I totally agree and that Hungarian pilots were given disadvantage by the other pilot, I do not agree with Uwe’s consideration.  I have never seen giving ‘relief points’ to a poor competitor in other sports.  If we do think about relief, I think it is better to delete the worst score from all competitors.  Because it will be fair chances to all, and seems a consolation match.  In the other hand, it is not a good idea to ask Jury to decide it is ‘force major’ or justification of points.
Conclusion: it was decided not to change rules for the moment and if yes in the future, the scratching of the worst score would probably the best way to handle this.
Mathijs, Dec 2003

I still favor the scratch rule for all the reasons mentioned before by me and others. So let’s go for it! I propose 1/7 ‘scratch ratio’. The scratched task will be the task with the lowest score. I would not like to go into the discussion about penalties. I think even if a pilot has competition penalties in a certain task and that brings him to zero or below he should be able to scratch that task irrespective why he was penalized. 

Nr tasks
Nr scratches

up to 6
0

up to13
1

up to 21
2

up to 28
3

David B., Jan 04:

I am not in favour of a scratch – in past competitions it has made little difference to overall ranking. Though I would like ‘relief’ points and leave it to the discretion of the jury and have implemented them in one competition I ran I think that we should follow other sports and leave it as ‘bad luck’.
Uwe, Feb 04:
before taking the scratch rule into AXMER I would like to test it. If not in reality in sportive events, then at least in theory by rescoring events according to the scratch principle. Mathijs, would you prepare this with competitions where we all were like the 2002 worlds and the Mobilux 2003 ? Then we can have a notion to what extension the rule could  change the final scores.
On the other hand the scratch rule would not help you out when you loose 3 tasks of a quadruple task flight. You'll need more than 21 tasks to fully recover. But at least it will diminish the impact in such case. 
If the rescored events convince me that still the best one wins, then I would go for the scratching rule.

Mathijs Feb04.

There is an extensive document on the CSC website with examples, reasoning and effects. The whole question boils down to the fact that the scratch rule shifts the scores a bit in the direction that the best pilots is the one with the most best scores instead of the least worst scores. The effect is rather limited but helps a pilot who had some (very) bad luck


David L., Feb04

I agree with Uwe’s approach.  If there is no difference in results, I like Mathijs 1:7 rule.

Masashi, Mar. 04

I would like to stay as it is.

Uwe, Mar 04:
I hope I can find the time to read the document on the CSC website and see the examples. Mathijs, can you please bring the text of your rule proposal ?
Conclusion: 

It is Business of the AXWG for 2004/2005 to investigate solutions of scoring in case of a damaged ballon by force majeure

5-FLY ON (from 2004) [discussion started]
Masashi, Nov 04

I want to note that we have to discuss missing marker in FON task

problem again': 
'Penalty for Group B pilots'

Uwe, Nov 04:
we decided to further discuss the issue, so I reprint the last years discussion here:
Uwe, Dec 03:

During the Europeans 2003 it happened that a competitor was flying a HES, FON with the observer on board. Before take-off he wrote a preliminary FON goal on the observer sheet. During flight he revised his goal and wrote the new coordinate on the marker. The observer took note of this as asked by the pilot. After landing and packing the team measured the FON marker and then came to measure the HES marker. They found this one wasn't there any more where it was dropped. The observer measured from the position he could remember from the flight in the basket.

The director didn't accept the FON goal coordinate the observer took note but gave as result the distance to the preliminary declared goal.

The competitor protested but the jury decided against him.

There are two rules affected by this case:

6.4
REQUEST TO WITNESS


If an observer is asked by a competitor to record or witness any particular piece of information during a task he shall do so.

15.5.5
As a precaution, in case the previous marker should be lost, the competitor may personally write a provisional goal on the observer's sheet. He will be scored to this goal if the previous marker is lost. The competitor may make or revise this provisional declaration at any time up to the release of the previous marker. A verbal declaration of a goal to the observer is of no effect and will not be recorded.

The pilot obviously referred to rule 6.4 when he asked the observer to take note of the coordinates written on the marker. My interpretation would be the same as the observer records a fact whereas rule 15.5.5 refers to a preliminary declared goal. In the case mentioned the director and the jury decided that rule 15.5.5 was a specific rule which has more value than rule 6.4 as a general rule. ( I would have argued the other way round, saying that rule 6.4 is out of the unchangeable part of the rulesbook whereas rule 15.5.5 comes from the changeable part which has less weight.) Anyhow we should first decide which is the correct way for the competitor to revise his goal declaration and then rewrite rule 15.5.5 accordingly.

Hans Akerstedt, Dec 03:
Rule 15.5.5 deals very specifically about the procedure for revision of declaration of goals. "The competitor may make or revise this provisional declaration at any time up to the release of the previous marker". Then it goes on to say that a verbal declaration is of no effect. The reason for this wording was that the observer shall not be in a position to be blamed in case he makes an error when recording the declaration. We have no way to penalize an observer. The pilot must personally write it. That is part of the game.

That the rules in chapter 15 are changeable does not mean that they have less (or more) weight than other rules. It does not mean that they can be changed by the competitor. Would you say that Rule 13.2 has more weight than the rules with specified

penalties in Chapter 15? I hope not. Only the Director can change them but changes must be notified to each competitor in writing. 

Suggest that you add to rule 6.4 ... unless otherwise specified in other rules.

Rule 6.4 was never meant to override other rules. It is meant as a means to gather complement information that is not recorded elsewhere.

You should ask Mathijs. Usually he knows all the history behind all rules.

Masashi, Dec 03:
Not only case of 2003 Europeans, we saw several other problems in this task.  We need to reconsider this FON rule carefully. I believe R. 15.5.5 has more priority against 6.4, since that is detail rule of FON task.  There is no rule that rules in chapter 1-14 are superior than ones in chapter 15.  Anyhow, we need to solve these confusions.

Mathijs, Dec 2003

I think the Director's interpretation and Jury's decision were both simply wrong. It is precisely the reason why there is a Jury in the first place; to judge on a Director's interpretation of the rules. If the rules are not clear, as always will happen, they should use there best judgement and that judgement was wrong as clearly became evident during the Debriefing Session when all competitors knowledgeably on the case criticised the Jury's decision. So I don't see any reason for a change of the rules. What we should do I think is, let the Jury board know what happened and ask them to use there best judgement more often than only looking at the letter of the law.

David B., Jan 04:
I agree with Mathijs that both the director and jury were wrong (see my comment about unsportsmanship behaviour before – it should apply to directors!). It is about time that competition directors stopped being vindictive in penalty apportionment (full marks for Mathijs’s penalty handbook). 

On a separate note I still think the wording of the rule about FON is wrong. We should be applauding pilots that stick to their original provisional declaration with the observer at take off without having to scribble on markers. 

The rule could be written: 

15.5.4 Competitors shall write clearly either on the observer sheet or on the previous marker his declared goal(s) for fly on. If the previous marker is not dropped or no goal is written on it it or if more goals are declared than permitted or if no goal or more than the permitted number of goals are declared the competitor will not achieve a result.

15.5.5
As a precaution, in case the previous marker should be lost, the competitor may personally write a provisional goal on the observer's sheet. He will be scored to this goal if the previous marker is lost. The competitor may make or revise this provisional declaration at any time up to the release of the previous marker. A verbal declaration of a goal to the observer is of no effect and will not be recorded. Any goal written on the marker tail has precedence over any written on the observer score sheet.

Uwe, Feb 04:
I support the wording proposal of David B. My original approach was to add a sentence to 15.5.5 like: 
If the observer is flying in the balloon, the competitor should revise his goal declaration on both, the marker and the observer sheet, as a precaution, in case the marker should be lost.

Mathijs Feb04

The major difference between David's text and before is that the declaration can be on either the marker or the Observer's sheet. I am willing to accept David's text and hope it  solves more problems than it creates. I think David's text 15.5.4 should be preceded by: 

"Before releasing the previous marker, competitors shall write …

David L., Feb04

I disagree with David B’s suggestion.  I don’t think we should eliminate the sentence that provides for a provisional goal.  I like the old rule.

The problem at Vilnius was that 6.4 should have been applied because it was not a “verbal declaration”  as contemplated in rule 15.5.5.  What we need to be done now is to remove certain jurors from the jury list when they continually prove that they have no real understanding of the sport, the rules and fair play.  

Masashi, Mar. 04
My comments was not changed.  I support new wordings and the rule should be changed.
Uwe, Mar 04:

I agree with Masashi that the rule should be changed. I'm fine with the wording as proposed by David B. but I also could live with the former way of having to write on the marker in any case, but then with the addition as I proposed in Feb 04.

Conclusion: 
There was a long discussion on the wording of Fly On rules 15.5.4 and 15.5.5 but we could not agree on a new wording to take care of all cases that can go wrong. Instead of this we propose that in such cases the COH is taken into consideration where all cases are listed and a solution is proposed.

We recommend to the Jury board that the Jurors are trained on the COH and in Jury decisions the recommendations given in the COH are taken into account.

6- 8 digit goal description (Masashi) [discussion started]

Masashi, Nov 04
Please discuss the rule changes when we use GOAL (or intersection) List for FON or PDG.  We used the goal list in Motegi and I allowed to use goal numbers without 8 digit coordinates.  Mobilux also did.

But AX-MER is requiring 8 digit coordinates for declaration.  I guess the new procedure using only goal number will be more popular.

7- Search Period (Masashi) [discussion started]

Masashi, Nov 04
Search Period  matters (it came from 2003 Motegi, too)

It may need further discussion, including in SWG.

8- 200 m rule (Masashi) [discussion started]

Masashi, Nov 04
11.2.2 and 11.3.4

 200 meters should be applied for a target AND a goal, if we set a  target in JDG with goal coordinates?

9- right of way (Eric) [discussion started]

Eric, Nov 04
R 10.2 Right of way.

It is always quite difficult, even with the help of loggers, to give a

penalty if an in-flight collision occurs in high altitude. I think that the

fact there is no details about penalty amount in this rule can lead to some

difficulties sometimes. ( I had a difficult case during our last nationals

with a collision at 3000ft ). So , would it be possible to discuss a penalty

guidelines ? (fixed penalties depending on the collision, or minimum/maximum

values for different types). Pilots sometimes make the comment that a Ground

contact can be 250 points (fixed) compared to an in-flight collision which

may be 100 points for some directors and/or 500 even 1000 points for others.

So  would it be possible to discuss a minimum penalty amount for "right of

way"?, especially because it is directly related to safety.

10- digits for GPS measuerments (Eric) [discussion started]

Eric, Nov 04
14.6.2

Masashi and David probably remember the problem of 8 or 10 digits for GPS

measurements in Mildura in last June. I think we could put more details in

this rule especially when organizers use a scoring program with 8 digits,

just to precise where figures have to be rounded.

11- altimeter (Eric) [discussion started]

Eric, Nov 04
3.7 Altimeter.

In this rule, we say that it is mandatory to carry an altimeter. But, for

example, altitude infringements are based on GPS logs that are analyzed

after the flight. Then that means that pilots probably check Blue PZ with

their GPS rather than with their altimeter? Is is mainly the case or not?

Because if yes, we should say that the observer must see "Either the

Altimeter OR the GPS" of the pilot and not only the altimeter.

12- Typo in 15.13.3 (Eric) [discussion started]

Eric, Nov 04
R 15.13.3

Can we discuss a small correction: The result is the distance from the mark

to the "common" launch point. (as it is written "common launch point" in the

R15.13.1). ?

13- estimated result (Masashi) [discussion started]

Masashi, Dec 04
When the marker is lost while it was dropped at 1000 or 300o ft high

or more, how we can solve the estimate position.  The GPS logger now

produce more accurate position in the air.  But how we can estimate

its position when it is dropped at 300o ft high.  Of course, this

discussion is based on the observer watched and record marker

dropping time.

I believe we have to set the calculated solution.  I will make a sample soon.

14- Result Method  Precision (Jury Board) [discussion started]

Debbie Spaeth, Aug 04
Addition to Rule 14.6.2 – Result Method & Precision

Suggest that this rule include a reference to Angle measurements, precision and rounding.  I.e. Does the CIA wish to have angles for ELBO or ANGLE tasks listed to 123.4 degrees or 123.45 degrees?

15- Policy vs Advisory (Jury Board) [discussion started]

Debbie Spaeth, Aug 04
CIA Documents – Policy versus advisory

I would suggest that the CIA needs to have a sub-committee or person responsible for ensuring new technology statements and information, that are CIA policy, be transferred to the MERs or other appropriate documents.

This comment is based on the fact that several pieces of information, relevant to a competition, are scattered in documents listed as “advisory”.  An example of this is the “Competition Operations Handbook” (COH).  The COH lists the March 2003 SWG statement on altitude margin/penalty factor.  This is an important document for pilots to understand in terms of the ANGLE or ELBO Tasks.  I would suggest that this information be copied to the MERs, as an appendix item.  

The point is that a competitor must search documents listed as “advisory” for information that is actually “policy” in competitions. The CIA either needs to copy these items to the Appendix of the MERs or publish a category of documents that list those items of interest to competitors.
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