IGC Steward Report
2008 WGC 15m, 18m and Open Class L usse.
29" July to 16" August 2008.

The competition was well organised and safe. Thvene 8 contest days, and 5 days on
which tasks were cancelled or not set due to uaibfly weather conditions. One of these
days was designated as a rest day. The weathbedlying days provided a good mix of
testing conditions, the longest distance flown ®@%.0 km and the highest speed
achieved 126.88 kph. There were a good numbertdaadings but only one glider that
sustained serious damage, which was held not empéault of the pilot. Where there is
criticism in this report, this is intended to benstructive and in no way devalues the
tremendous amount of good work that has been dpiieebContest organisers and the
many other volunteers involved with the preparatmmand running of this competition
which by any standards was a huge success.

1. Organisation.

1.1 Overall organisation

The structure and management of the organisatieneweellent. The organisation
involved a large number of people and they all med an efficient and friendly service
to the competitors and crews. A self briefing fdo{s was provided for airfield
procedures, this was comprehensive, clear and s®nci

1.2 Airfield infrastructure and other facilities.

The airfield infrastructure is excellent. The glidie down area provided water taps and
electricity power points for all competitors aloting entire length of the tie down area.
The briefing hangar, event hangar, restaurantrobtawer, administration offices and
display screens were all in close proximity to eatiter and this created a central
meeting point for pilots and crews after the ddy®§ and created a good social
atmosphere. Meals and refreshments were availabletanes at reasonable prices.

1.2 Scrutineering.

Polite and efficient, but was done outside andatbghts may have been affected by
windy conditions and the process could have betayede if the weather during the
practice period had been wet. Ideally the operatluvuld be done inside a hangar. We
would suggest that IGC develop a standard forntHfercalculation of the tow out
reference weight as there were two cases that we aveare of where gliders that could
not possibly be overweight were asked to dump wattdre weighing points.

1.3 Scoring.

The organisers were using a system developed bS§tte®la team. The results were
produced accurately and quickly for public displayn the days when speed tasks were
set, provisional speeds and scores were computie gtiders crossed the finish line.



Provisional scores were displayed on a large sdretite event centre and were available
on the web site. The display was updated in res s flight records were downloaded
into the system, and web site results were refeeslkiery 2 minutes. Printed unofficial
scores did sometimes take days before they wetegos the official notice board. This
improved towards the end of the competition. Commatwho had complaints about
their scores or penalties were dealt with fairlg @fficiently. All scores were
independently checked and occasionally minor dpsomeies of not more than 1 point
were found. (See 2.3)

1.4 Gridding and daily weighing.

All gliders were weighed on a daily basis. Oveniigliders allowed to dump down to
their tow out reference weight calculated at soegring time. There were no significant
delays for gliders going to grid. The well desigsedle ramp and inset scale made it
very easy for the car to tow the glider onto th&lescThe scales proved accurate and the
results were consistent. The gridding system d@itiog rows was easy for competitors to
understand and efficient to use. The large airfdiiowed the grid to be well spaced that
made access for the gliders easy.

1.5 Towing.

During the official practice period there were oBIyugs available and the launch could
take as long as 2% hours. This improved at the atéhe competition when 11 tugs
were available, but the launch was still takingAmetn 90 and 100 minutes. Later in the
competition an additional tug was added to thet el with modifications to the
position of the release areas the overall laumok tmproved to 66 minutes. (See 2.5)
Ideally there should have been more tugs avail@abie the start of the practice period.

1.6 Tasks and weather.

Tasks were well set and made good use of the &lad@aring day. The weather
forecasting was particularly accurate. Alternatasks were set and used when the
weather didn’t develop as expected.

1.7 Team Captains Briefings.

The first Team Captains meeting was difficult alne directors did not seem willing to
take on board the views of the captains. Ther@weo contentious points, the speed
limit at the start line (See 2.1.1) that was nat pathe LP, and the use of the MOP to
allow SLMG to “re-launch” without landing (See 2)which contradicts an Annex A
rule but was approved as a LP. These points weresallved before the start of the first
championship day. There were several subsequeningesvith TC which were very
productive.

1.8 Information dissemination.

The organization used the airfield PA system an8Mdi$ “push” messages service to get
messages to Team Captains and other officials.wbiked well for people who had
phones with local numbers. A WiFi system was abégl@n the airfield including the
camp site. During the practice period and the fest competition days this was



unreliable but thereafter it provided stable ared fiaternet access. All changes to the
local procedures were committed to writing and ldiged on the Official Notice board in
a timely manner.

1.9 Ceremonies

The Opening ceremony was held in the Belzig towrasg} It was a well organised and
colourful occasion that attracted a large crowanftbe local community. The closing
ceremony was dignified, well organised and accotedvinners due recognition for
their performance. The challenge cups were notitspety mentioned when the prizes
were awarded.

1.10 Media liaison

There was very good coverage from both the lodat pnd electronic media. There was
a mid point air show and press day. Reporters #6mews gathering organisation
attended. Despite poor weather conditions a crestinated to be 17000 people
attended the air show. A demonstration glidingeveas arranged in place of the
competition launch and finish. The web site n&m#d a running commentary
throughout the period of the championships thaveged the atmosphere of the
competition to readers. During the course of thenéthere were 2.4 million hits on the
web site.

1.11 Public and Internet display of real-time gtigesitions.

There was no tracking system installed, VPOS doésvork in Germany and there was
no other system available. During the first 7 dafyghe competition a commentator took
an audience in the event centre through the fligbdrds of the previous days flights
giving them an analysis of the race and the ptlatsics. A live commentary, in the
German language, was provided as the finishergegrback at the airfield.

1.12 Social Events.

The organisers staged three social evenings, alktich Party, a supper evening for TC,
and the Final Party. All these events were very wganised, great fun and the food was
of the highest quality. In addition, other entertaent was organised on most evenings
and there were several National evenings all ottwkerved to create a wonderful
atmosphere and real camaraderie between the caanpetiemselves and of course the
many people involved with the organisation.

1.13 International Jury.

There were two Jury members from the host natind,ame of whom was an officer of
the German Aero Club and involved with the compmtibrganisation. While we are
sure that the integrity of these two individual®éyond reproach, in the event of a
protest that involved the host Nation there mighplerceptions of bias. We understand
that this situation was in part caused by Rolantl8¢ unfortunate accident, but in the
future we should try to avoid having a jury memfsem the host country in the opening
line-up.



2 Rules.

2.1 There were two contentious issues that arose fhe LP.
2.1.1 The organisers wanted to impose both aat#rtde and a speed limit for
glider’s crossing the start line to improve safetying the starts. They were very
concerned that if there were no speed restrictiahpilots would cross the start
line at high speed. This rule had been used suttigsst all the other
competitions that had been held previously at Lulsstheir experience, pilots
were able monitor their lateral position relatieethe start line, their air speed and
their altitude and keep a good look out. They ditatcept that by setting the
start altitude just below cloud base that the pilebuld have no reason to start
with excess speed and would have more capacitgdp & good look out.
Consequently they insisted on introducing a speei into the starting
procedure even though this procedure is not offage@n option in annex A, and
was not in their LP. After email comment during hractice period and lengthy
discussions with the Stewards and subsequentlythéi C the organisers agreed
to compromise. The compromise was that pilots shoerhain below the start
height limit for 2 min before crossing the stantli This did not really solve the
problem, pilots modified their start tactics anduldbmaintain their altitude for 2
minutes by circling at high speed before leavirgttiermal to cross the start line.

2.1.2 The TC felt that the LP rule, 7.3.2, thabvwakd self launching gliders to use
their engines to avoid a relight was severe disaidge to competitors who didn’t
have an engine and would have to land to get aueeh. Getting re-launched
could take as long as 40 minutes. This rule wadkarn_P approved by the IGC
Bureau, the Annex A committee, and the Chief Stdwaut we overlook or
accepted that it contradicted an existing rule mméx A, 7.3.2 b. The Dutch TC
had sent an email comment about this rule in thevhen they were initially
published and asked for it to be discussed atitsieTC meeting. Alternative
options were discussed with the stewards priohéditst TC meeting, but no
resolution was reached. The issue was not resaivibee TC meeting either and a
complaint was served on the CD signed by 6 TC #fieiTC meeting. After
further discussion with the Stewards and then WighTC a compromised was
agreed that just allowed the open class to useéhgines to re-launch on the
basis that the majority of open class gliders hésldapability, the other classes
not. While the operational advantage of this ralebvious the compromise did
not address the disadvantage suffered by a competio did not have a MOP
and in our view this rule would only be fair if @ibmpetitors in the class had an
MOP.

2.2Annex A 5.4 d describes the procedure that setfdaung motor gliders or gliders
with sustainer engines must follow if they dontend to run their MOP in flight
prior to the opening of the start. The procedusziaees that a FR will record an ENL
level when the glider is stationary on the grounthwhe engine running, but does not
say that this the specific purpose of running thgiree. Some FRs don’t record any
data unless the glider has forward speed, in wbéade even though the engine is run



on the ground, there is no ENL record. On one acnas competitor followed the
Annex A procedure unaware that the FR in his ghias not recording the ENL. He
was penalised and though he did not contest thalfydme thought it was unfair. He
was using an IGC approved FR and thought thafehisire would have been
required for its approval. We suggest an explagatote should be added to Annex
A to avoid future confusion.

2.3When checking the scores we found a few instantesewour figures differed from
the StrePla system by one point. Some of these aereéhe rounding precision used
by StrePla, others were because of distance diffesewhen compared to the
comparative scoring system, SeeYou. StrePla useSAhsphere to calculate
distance and SeeYou WGS84. Annex A does not saghwdtiould be used and the
General Section 7.3.1.1 gives the choice betweeitvth methods. To avoid this
situation we would suggest that Annex A prescriteeprecision to be used in all
calculations and which distance calculation shaadised.

2.41n an AA task StrePla gave a competitor a gredistance than he had actually flown
because his flight record contained spurious fireme of the assigned areas. The
system used these fixes to inflate the distandeakdeflown. The discrepancy was
obvious when you looked at the plan view of thghttirecord but was not detected
automatically by the system. The StrePla authorserdiately implemented a check
that raised a warning flag if the speed betweenvalal fixes exceeded a prescribed
value. A point for the scoring sub committee tosidar.

2.5Release Zones. The position of the release zomelasee a significant impact on the
turn round times of each tug and thus the timeHeroverall launch if there are a
limited number of tugs available. We would sugdkat the wording of Annex A be
reviewed to give organisers more flexibility to @ efficient traffic patterns for the
tugs.

2.6 Sponsors’ Rights. The organisers had securedfisigmni sponsorship from Lufthansa
and the LP required all competing pilots to calmgit advertising sticker, but no
position was specified. At the start of the comtpmtithe organisers insisted that this
sticker must be put on the left hand side of tlselage just below the canopy line. In
one case a pilot who had secured his own spongotsddl his sponsor’'s
advertisement in this position. The pilot was prepgao put the Lufthansa sticker
anywhere else on his glider, where it didn’t conmpise the prominence his sponsors
advertising. The organisers insisted that he hawmnoply on the basis that if they
made an exception for him other competitors mighntthe same relaxation. This
resulted in a standoff between the organisers laagitot. After two days of
mediation a compromise was agreed. While we uraleighe value of large
corporate sponsorship to the economics of stagingpetitions, we would suggest
that the Organisers Agreement specify that an asgacannot conclude a
sponsorship agreement with conditions that superghdse that an individual
competitor may have agreed with their sponsor.



3. Safety .

3.1 General safety of the event.

This was a safe and disciplined competition wittsaoous incidents. There were
isolated reports of poor airmanship made to thetgatdilots which involved behaviour at
the start line and in the gaggles on the one bhye Bhe safety steward addressed these
issues at one of the daily briefings. There wese alstances where pilots did not follow
the continuously descending final glide profilesl @id not observe the minimum height
for speed finishes. The organisers were very vigitauring the finishes and pilots that
didn’t comply were penalised.

3.2 Occurrence of incidents and/or accidents.

There were only two incidents in which gliders edamaged. The first occurred during
an out landing, as the glider was on its grounlj aotieer that was lying in the grass in
the path of the glider got up and was hit by théegk wing. The deer was killed and the
gliders wing substantially damaged. The secondlendi occurred when the crew were
filling the gliders wing with water ballast and ay@essurised it substantially damaging
the structure. After discussion with the TCs batbtp were allowed to continue flying
using replacement gliders.

3.3 On the last contest day there were photograpret spectators in the undershoot
area outside the boundary of the airfield thatteea risk to themselves and the
finishing gliders.

3.4 Suggestions for future safety enhancements.

3.4.1 The start procedure as defined in Annex Hoisregarded as safe by our
largest and most active gliding nation. We wouldgast that the Annex A
committee open a limited debate with some of threecit and experienced
competition pilots to try and find a safer altemathat enjoys universal support.

3.4.2 The integration of a speed finishers turmngp finals when there is a mass
arrival of direct finishers has the potential teate a dangerous situation. We
would suggest that only direct landings be allowgbss there is a clearly
segregated part of the airfield that can be reskimespeed finishers to approach
and land without having to integrate them intoradlag pattern with direct
finishers. This is a general comment and not aequmsnce of an actual incident
at Lusse, though the potential did exist.



3.4.3. The circuit for speed finishers should baya¥vom buildings and other
ground obstructions and not over them.

3.4.4. Organiser should make provision to managetajors under the final
approach, even though this area may not be paneddirfield.

3.4.5 Flarm has proved to be a useful aid to redycollision risks and it's
fitment should be encouraged.

3.5, Emergency plan.

The organisers had a comprehensive Emergency IPlaas partially exercised when the
adjacent corn field caught fire and the flamesateeed some of the structures on the
airfield. The emergency services responded toithaton promptly.

Dick Bradley.
Hannes Linke.
Janusz Szczupak.
15/ 08/ 2008



