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Prep07AX,  Version 3,   12.01.2007 

New items and leftovers from last year to be discussed prior to the CIA Meeting 2007. 

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.

The items (normally numbered) are related to AXMER or AXMER and AXMERG.

Following are the items related to AXMERG only. The numbering begins with 1G. 

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



Business for 2006/2007 (the protocol from march 2006 shows the following tasks):

1.    Business for 2005/2006:

- contest landing in AXMERG to be rewritten for electronic marks
- Fly On rule in AXMER

- Marker resting place (on car, boat, etc.)

1 - attendance at prize giving [discussion started]

Uwe, May06: 

I find it a kind of unfair or not sportsmanslike behaviour, that more and more competitors are absent at the prize giving.

If you ask them, they have business dates or similar. I'm  asking myself, what they would do if they happen to be on the podium ?

I thought if we can force them to attend the prize giving in some way (a rule with penalty, a deposit paid back at prize giving, etc.
MdB Jan07: 

I do notice this happening and when on the organisation part I usually regret it with disappointment. However I think it is hard to stop, first of all many pilots are indeed very busy and time is money for them, secondly if you are pretty sure not to be on podium but somewhere at the end I can see that some pilots have different ‘priorities’. I would suggest that organisers schedule their events in such a way that between the last scoring flight and prize giving the time is short. E.g. last competition flight Friday morning and prize giving Friday evening, thus giving pilots ample time to drive home on Saturday and Sunday.

2 - Marker resting place [discussion started]

Masashi, May06:
I want to discuss the marker landed on the water stream.  Not on the (big) 

river.  We can declare rivers as out of bounds as we did in Motegi.  But, 

sometimes a marker landed on running small creak or canal.

The Rule says the mark is the position of final marker resting place.  An 

observer thinks we have to wait until the marker stops (but maybe not stop 

until pick up). An observer thinks the position when we see the marker.

Sometimes the marker on running water stream is going to the goal position 

(I meant in PDGs or FONs) or sometime it is going away from the goal.

We need discussions to interpret this rule and need some explanation in COH 

or some sentences to AX-MER.

As somebody mentioned before, we also need to discuss the solution of that 

marker on the envelope problem.  But the solution may be different from 

running water case.

MdB Jan07:

To add another possibility (happened in the UK in front of my eyes), what to do when the marker is dropped and a trailer passes the goal with the marker dropping very good but in the trailer. Anyhow for me the discussion proves that dropping markers not on predefined targets with a MSA, should be a thing of the past and therefore I can not offer a solution. Dropping on a envelope (just cost me my ticket to the Europeans) is difficult. I would have no objection that if witnessed by target officials on the ground it should be valid and scored to the position (logger-position) of the lower balloon at that moment plus a balloon radius of 10m if both balloons are flying low (e.g. less 100mAGL). 

Uwe Jan07:

I think the rule “final resting place of the marker” is more a fallback position for the competition direction. If the competitor claims, his marker fell in the river / on the trailer / on the balloon at that precise position and no official saw it, then there is no prove of the pilots claim. So the competitor has to live with the point where the marker was found by an official.
But I think as soon as a position can be determined by an official (observer in the basket, officials on the ground), then that position should be scored with the accuracy available. The rule in question is:
12.11
MARK


The point on the ground vertically below the weighted part of the marker where it comes to rest after falling from the balloon.

I think the wording is more made for the ‘marker on a roof or in a tree’ case and the ‘where it comes to rest’ position refers to that. I propose an additional sentence:

12.11
MARK


The point on the ground vertically below the weighted part of the marker where it comes to rest after falling from the balloon. If the marker is moved horizontally after having ground contact, the earliest position an official or observer has seen the marker in ground contact will be taken with the accuracy available. Same applies, if the marker is carried on top of another balloon.
3 - interpretation of Shortened Time Limits [discussion started]
Hans Akerstedt, May06:

We are translating the new MER to Swedish.

I came across this rule and I am not sure how to interpret it.

 
5.6.3.1
COMPLAINTS CONCERNING SCORING OR ANY MATTER MADE ON OR AFTER THE LAST DAY OF THE EVENT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE DIRECTOR WITHIN ONE HOUR OF PUBLICATION OF THE OFFICIAL scores.

Does this mean that:

Complaints concerning scoring must always be made within one hour of publication of the official results

and complaints concerning any matter made on or after the last day of the event must be made within one hour of publication of the official results

 Or

 Complaints concerning any matter made on or after the last day of the event must be made within one hour of publication of the official results.

If the second interpretation is the correct one then the words "scoring or" could be omitted.

I am asking as the Swedish translation of the rule word by word it will produce the second interpretation.

Mathijs, May06:
This rule is not changed from previous years I think. However if you analyze it literally as Hans did for his translation, then it becomes important which 'or' separates what. I think (at least always was under the impression) that the second 'or' separates the substance which means Hans' second interpretation. The solution is either Hans' proposal to delete 'or scoring' or to insert a comma after 'MATTER'. I am happy with either option.

Since the paragraph is in Capital letters the text comes from the GS or SI of the Sporting Code so this should be the Home work of that committee.

Uwe, May06:
I agree with Mathijs that either a comma is missing (resp. the sentence should be divided into 2 parts) or the two words should be deleted.

As it is S1 text, the S&SC WG should deal with it. (But they will blame us as the rules which were taken into An3 were coming from us ...)
Uwe, Jan07:
All GS or S1 reprints are full or partly giving the wording of the sporting code. Thus I think we could leave out words, if we don’t change the meaning of the sentence. But also we are allowed to add words, which should be printed in standard (not CAPITAL) letters. In the following proposal I inserted two ‘standard’ commas. Do you agree with the sentence like this ?
5.6.3.1
COMPLAINTS CONCERNING SCORING OR ANY MATTER, MADE ON OR AFTER THE LAST DAY OF THE EVENT, MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE DIRECTOR WITHIN ONE HOUR OF PUBLICATION OF THE OFFICIAL scores.
4 - goal rebuilt or moved (Rule 12.1.2) [discussion started]
Masashi, May06:
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.

'no similar goal' in the 2nd sentence.  It is a bit confusing expression.  Because, the goal is 'selected' by the director or a competitor.  Until it is dealt as the goal, the land mark such as an intersection can not be a goal.  I think it is better to use 'an intersection' in this context.

[MdB] 

I am happy with the proposed change and see no need in the change from goal to intersection. I think we should look again at the whole text of Goals and Target and maybe rewrite that next year. The substantial difference between the two is not written in the book. My interpretation would be:

GOAL:           A goal is a feature on the competition map that is used as an aiming point for competitors to fly to. If the goal is an intersection of roads then the aiming point will be … (description of the two options etc…) and any measurements will be made from that point on the earth.

TARGET:       A target is an object laid out by Officials, at or close by a goal, or a point defined by coordinates. 

This would be my suggestion for next year. If we would agree on this approach then we should subsequently have to write rules for the case when the Goal or Target is not there were expected. (Intersection changed, target stolen or forbidden to be laid out etc.)

In this situation (the intersection was removed and no other intersection within 100 meters) and a pilot dropped at the exact position which the pilot declared (or declared position of the goal from the list).  If his mark point is the exact same as digits of goal cordinates, what is his results?  0.00 meters?  Or 10 meters?  Or 5 meters?

We all agree that GPS can not show the exact same position 1 meter or less.  But more than 90-95% posibility show it can be less than 10 meters.  What is the 'reasonable' result for this mark?

I believe as long as we check all interstions just before the event such situation might not happen.  But it is better to prepare such consideration.
[MdB] 

I was not so happy with this rules change from the start. I think it tries to solve an unsolvable problem that is different from situation to situation. Anyhow now that is there I would say that an official should try to determine with his GPS where the coordinates given are in reality. After having done so, the best he can, he then should take a measuring tape and measure from the virtual point to marker. This would then be his result.

Uwe, Jan07:
Mathijs, can you please make a wording proposal for the goals and targets definition rule ? It would make discussion easier for us.

5 - Behavior (Rule 10.5) [discussion started]
Masashi, May06:
We decided R.105 as:

"-to substitute in rule 10.5 BEHAVIOUR reckless flying by endangering the public during flight" 

But AX-MER-2006 has the old wordings at the title.  It is better to change.

[MdB] 

I am sorry I missed this (actually I only checked the changes not the omitted ones). In hindsight I am not unhappy with this involuntary omission. Then I think the change we decided upon is not very well thought about. 'Endangering public in flight' is only part of that paragraph.

 10.5          BEHAVIOUR

                 Competitors are required to fly with proper consideration for persons and livestock on the ground and to follow good landowner relations etiquette or code of conduct when provided. Inconsiderate behaviour by competitors or crew members, or endangering the public during flight, may be penalised by up to 1000 competition points.

[MdB] 

The paragraph includes general behaviour, ground crew behaviour, livestock and flying over the public. So actually the title BEHAVIOR is quite correct. I propose to leave it as is and think about it again next year.
Uwe, May06:
We agreed to change the wording in the text but not the headline. The confusion was that under the paragraph BEHAVIOR we had also text about reckless flying. When we discussed the new wording of 10.1 we found that the meaning of 'reckless flying' was more a question between competitors (danger of midair collisions) while that expressed in 'behavior' was more a danger to the public. That 's why we changed the wording into ' endangering the public during flight'.
MdB Jan07  

OK I got it now. Last year I thought the title was changed. Now I see that that is not the case so I agree with the new wording. Still this rule is very tricky. In 1985 I was penalized during the Worlds for flying low over the public. I found that very strange. The organisers were making money by inviting thousands of visitors to the event and selling them tickets to see balloons. We competitors were given targets in front of the public to give them a show. And then the competitor is penalized when flying a couple of meters over the public!?!?
Uwe, Jan07:
OK, so shall we leave the rule as it is or is there a necessity for clarification ?
6 - horizontal collision [discussion started]
Masashi, May06:
I had the 2nd round of JPN HONDA Grand Prix last week.  One pilot hit 

the other envelope seriously (fortunately nothing happened) just 

after T/O from CLA.

He pulled the lip line after releasing quick release, while his 

balloon towards the other balloon.  His balloon hit the other 

horizontally.  It is really stupid.  I wanted to give him some 

penalty points.  But there was no proper rule.  So I used chapter 

13.2.1 rules, and comments as 'reckless take-off'.

I believe we should include such wordings at chapter 9 or 10.
MdB Jan07 

I think Masashi did the right thing, however I don’t think this needs an extra rule. We should not change the rules for every thing that happens, but only if this serves some purpose like repeated occurrence, increased safety etc. Masashi stated it was really a stupid thing; for me that is not a sufficient reason to change a rule.

Uwe, Jan07:
I agree with Mathijs.
7 – excessive vertical speed [discussion started]
David, Dec06:
Penalties and guidelines for excessive vertical speed near other balloons.

We need a consistent policy that will stop pilots from flying dangerously yet allow them to fly at high vertical speeds when executed safely.  The low penalties given in Motegi for the first violation were insufficient to deter the dangerous flying.  The vertical speed limit applied later in the competition was too much and too late.  The penalties applied late in the competition were excessive and overruled by the Jury.
MdB Jan07 

I was not present in Motegi this year but reports indicate it was rather scary as far as collisions or near misses were concerned. I had a serious high speed collision in Motegi in 4000ft three years ago when another competitor came streaming out the air. Both envelopes made a heavy contact, a big bang occurred, the baskets shook and then I saw two pale faces staring at me on the same level while they were descending fast obliviously as surprised as I was. Nothing happened! We were lucky. A similar collision occurred to me 10 years ago in Luxemburg. Both encounters were with top ranking pilots. That’s why I fly with a parachute since then and try to fly competition with minimum persons on board.

Another situation: Worlds in Bad Waltersdorf. The task was a FIN, followed by an Elbow. We all flew to the FIN target and the winds were such that to be successful a fast climb needed to be made immediately thereafter to 5000ft. Here I was, wanting to win but scared to death. I was climbing relatively fast without seeing much above me, although I knew other balloons were there.

Most of the experienced competitors can tell stories like this. Most of us were lucky too. I have seen by my own eyes three balloons falling out the sky after collisions in Battle Creek, Saga and Austria. One ended with serious injury the others without injury.

Is competition ballooning dangerous? I don’t think so. But it can be at times. I attended a FAI event directors meeting in Denmark this year with EDs of various air sports present. What surprised me was that I thought ‘my sport’ was dangerous but I found out that the others have far more serious and fatal accidents in their sports (except the air modellers() and seem to accept that rather relaxed. Of course the comparison is difficult then they have far more competitions and sportsmen than we.

Now why all these stories. What I like about competition ballooning is to force my balloon to go were I want it to go. This is achieved by analysing situations, taking the right decisions, knowing the limits of my balloon, knowing my own limits, trying to go to the limits while not going over them! When things work out, I am exhausted and happy.

Anybody who is going to the limits risks something. It is the free choice of the ones competing in a sport. Now were are the limits or were should they be. I think sport officials (FAI and CIA) and the competitors have the duty to do what ever they can to increase safety. However some risk will remain and I think we can accept that. Where I see room for improvement is the area around competitions like:

1. reducing persons on board to the required minimum.

2. concentrate on task settings that avoid high densities of vertical moving balloons.

3. setting higher minimum flight experience requirements to new competitors in big competition events.

4. increase passive safety measures e.g. such as:

· compulsory wearing of parachutes

· lookout windows in competitions balloons

· development of airbags in basket bottoms

· quick release belts to dump fuel cylinders quickly when required

· increasing the strength of competition balloon envelopes material (top half)

· pilot tie-down straps to bottom floor (to avoid falling out  a tilted basket)

· prescribe a balloon shape ratio of not more than 4/3 height/diameter. The 4/3 ratio is just a proposal and needs more study but aims at stopping the development of racer type envelopes.

General limiting the VS (Vertical Speed) does not seem a good solution to me. To be really effective this would mean 3 m/s anytime, anywhere. To limit VSs linked to situations is practically impossible. What should theses situations be? The more complex, the more staff we need to check all that.

I am happy to penalize somebody after a mid-air collision. However that does not really solve the problem. Then frankly, do you try to avoid a mid-air collision because you will be penalised? The same goes for power lines, do you avoid contact with them because of the penalty? The only contact I try to avoid because of the penalty is Ground Contact (sometimes with limited success(). We accept that you can clear a power line by inches in front of all officials without penalty. This goes so far that sometimes officials are more concerned to check if I touch a straw of grass than how much I clear the power line.

My conclusion: The present rules are fine. We all, officials and competitors, must concentrate on other methods to increase safety. We must force balloon manufactures to make safer competition balloons with heavier material etc. and not concentrate on making them ascent and descent faster.

Uwe, Jan07:
In Motegi 2006 we had more midair collisions than in other competitions before. I asked Mathijs to make a vertical speed analysis as he did with the Europeans 2005 to see if higher speeds or more pilots flying at high vertical speed can be seen.

I agree that task setting is a focus. If I set the combination of a common goal (FIN, JDG) with a task where a direction extreme is needed (ELB, ANG), then I have a high chance of many competitors climbing fast after the 1st target. As there is always a portion of balloons descending to a (common) goal last minute, there results a higher risk of collisions compared with an individual goal in 1st position or no need to climb fast after the 1st target.

We are faced with the situation, that in Motegi 2006 there were a lot of collisions in the non limited part of the competition and no collisions in the last two flights, when the vertical speed was limited to 3 m/s. We shall be prepared for the plenary demanding limitation. Limitation of the balloon shape will be accepted only, if not too many existing balloons are banned. Limitation of vertical speed will be accepted, if it is not a general limit but with some thinking behind. I think a 3 m/s up and 4,5 m/s down will be accepted, a general 3 m/s up and down not. Or a speed limit only in the vicinity of common goals (e.g. 1,5 km).
Other than Mathijs I think a harsh penalty is a method to avoid collisions. Not with power lines, as nobody wants to kill himself. But powerline collisions are most times because the pilot didn’t see it. But it’s hard to ignore a balloon under me if I look outside. I tend to fly close to his top if this brings me in a better position for the marker drop. If the penalty for hitting the other balloons top is 1000 points at the 1st instance and disqualifiction from the event at the 2nd, it does not pay to get in a better position. It’s like the ground contact rule. If the penalty is 1000 pints, you will pay more attention to avoid the contact flying less risk (higher above).
8 – 90days period [discussion started]
Uwe, Dec06:
At the worlds 2006 we had a limited no. of competitors due to the given area of the main launch field and other limiting factors. Thus the places were more wanted than ever. Some participants had to decline from the competition due to personal or work reasons. In some cases the resign happened in the 90 days period. In this case only the relevant NAC may replace the competitor. If the NAC does not want to send another, the 90 days rule does not allow another NAC to use the place. I think the rule was made to inhibit those pilots sitting in front of the general briefing door waiting for one competitor not to show up in time. But 90 days is a long period in the age of www and email. I think the limits could be shortened. (I asked CSC and S&SC WG to put this task on their agendas too)

9 – Landing distance and Equity Rule [discussion started]
David, Dec06:
Landing distance and Equity Rule.

Do we really need a 200 meter minimum when the observer is there?  In Motegi, the Director ignored the rule when it seemed fair.  Another competitor protested the practice and the penalty was later applied.  This raises three additional issues.  How do we make sure the Director and Scoring Officer follow the rules?  Does the Director have the right to ignore a rule when he determines it is the equitable thing to do? Does a competitor have the right to protest something that does not directly affect his score?

Uwe, Jan07:
The 200 m rule is a- for keeping space for approach and measurement and b- to avoid interference with the marker. The a- part depends on the situation at the target (wind speed, surrounding, etc.) The b- part can be ignored if an observer or official has seen the marker.
10 – Lost Marker Rule [discussion started]
Uwe, Oct06:
A competitor flies with the observer and drops a marker in the vicinity of his PDG. The observer sees the marker on the ground and makes a sketch. The competitor additionally takes a video of the marker falling and hitting the ground. When returning to the spot after landing the marker isn't there any more. Obviously it has been taken away.

Questions:

1- what is the result when the track log shows the balloon height above the PDG being 2100 ft AGL ?

2- what is the result when the track log shows the balloon height above the PDG being 1900 ft AGL ?

3- is the sketch of the observer of any value, if the ballon height was 2000 ft AGL ?

4- is the video of the competitor of any value ?

5- would the video of the competitor be of any value, if showing a person taking the marker away ?
Uwe, Dec06:
dear Masashi,

the change to 2500 ft MSL was just for Motegi.

If you have another competition until march 2007, I would agree to make it similar, i.e. choose an MSL altitude which corresponds to a middle 2000ft AGL in the competition area. It should not allow high drops but also not force competitors to fly below ground level.

For next years AX-WG discussion I will propose to define the altitude in section II.
David, Dec06:
Lost Marker Rule 12.15.   Needs to be changed to MSL to accommodate uneven terrain like Motegi.

Eric, Dec06:
As you mentioned in October, we definitely need to discuss again how to optimize the R12.15 Lost Marker Rule, as I also heard some questions/remarks about it.
Uwe, Jan07:
My proposal:
12.15.2
If the marker has earlier been seen on or falling to the ground by an Official or Observer, then the competitor will be given an assessed result based on the least advantageous interpretation of evidence available, provided that  the marker was released from an altitude lower than the one defined in section II.  2000 ft AGL. Otherwise the competitor will be scored to his next marker or landing position, which ever comes first.

II.20
marker drop altitude (12.15.2)
An assessed result based on the least advantageous interpretation of evidence available will be given, if the marker was released from lower than <* insert altitude in ft MSL corresponding to a medium of 2000 ft AGL in the competition area*>.

11 – GPS vs Barometric Altitude [discussion started]
David, Dec06:
GPS vs Barometric Altitude.

In Motegi, we used Geko 301s with Barometric Altitude.  Some feel very strongly that this is the more accurate procedure.  We should examine the data and consider which method is best.
Uwe, Jan07:
A competitor should only be requested to comply with something that he can check. I’m still in favour to give all altitude limitations referring to in ft MSL uncorrected GPS measurement. Every competitor has a GPS and can check easily the altitude reading on it and keep a certain safety margin. This is our default wording and we should not allow exemptions making checking difficult for all involved.
12 – Geometric Design Task [discussion started]
Eric, Dec06:
With loggers, one ED can have some new ideas, and maybe no possibilities to test it. As we know, our friend Mathijs always has new ideas and manage to test them, but to do so for others, maybe we could think of a "general" task called "Geometric Design" for example.

Then, we could put some standard tasks datas like:

0. Name of the task

a. Start time/end time of the task

b. description of 3D limits (horizontal and/or vertical)

c. valid times of each scoring areas.

One can then think of a "VERTICAL LAND RUN" with "A" on the ground with a marker for e.g., then "B" as a "PDG in altitude" (pilot declared star), and then "C" as another marker or landing point. 

Or even the best "PYRAMIDE VOLUME" which would correspond in fact to 2 "land run", i.e. 1 vertical and 1 horizontal with the same "A" point and same "C" point. "A" being the take-off (for example) and "C" and "D" two markers for example. Best result being the perfect combination of 2 "equilateral" triangles that can be calculated before take-off and then the pilot has to aim for his 3 targets (1 virtual in the sky and 2 physical on the ground), quite funny to fly......but for only 1000points.

 These are only 2 examples out of dozens......

 As there are several possibilities and we can't all list them, that's why I propose the idea of a "Geometric Design Task" (GDT).....

13 – forced landing [discussion started]
Penalty for 'emergency landing' after power line contact

David, Jul06:

One pilot hit a powerline while approaching his PDG goal.

There were thankfully no injuries and no damage to the balloon.

My question is whether to treat his powerline collision as a contest

landing or to make some other type of entry in the results.

If it is treated as a contest landing, then according to the rules,

He receives a distance penalty (within 200m of goal) and a collision

Penalty in the PDG.  He then gets a no result for the GBM (not in scoring area), he

gets a result for the MJDG based on his contest landing, he gets results

in the FONs only if he made provisional declarations because the FON

previous markers were not dropped.

If it is treated as something other than a contest landing, what?

I'm curious how the scores were handled when a balloon was forced to

land due to a collision in task one of the Worlds in France.

Masashi, Jul06:
It is not clear from your e-mail that competitor landed within a very

short time after the collision to the powerline.  If he did so or he

was forced to land, anyhow I will deal his 'landing' as the contest

landing.  Of course, the definition of contest landing may need the

pilot's will.  But in this case, there is no other solution, I guess.

PDG:  maybe penalized by distance infringement

MJDG:  use landing position

GBM:  NR

FON, FON:  NR, because he didn't drop markers for PDG declaration.

That is my primitive thoughts.

Mathijs, Jul06:
I would not treat this as a contest landing, because it is obvious that

He did want to land in the first task.  Hitting a power line can never be

considered as a landing in my opinion.

He did hit a power-line so should be penalized for this. He should be

penalized for this in the first task according to rule 8.4.3.

Since he did not finish the other tasks (I assume he landed shortly after

He hit the power line) I would score him in Group B (No result) in all other

tasks.

David, Jul06:
Thanks for all  of your comments.  I agree with both sides.  I treated

it  as a contest landing because he landed with markers and the rules do

not

provide for any other method.  I do agree with Mathijs that an unintended

landing should be treated differently but the rules do not  provide a

solution.  Fortunately the pilots don't even notice the issue.  Just for us

to work it out and modify the  rules for future use.

Uwe, Jul06:
Did you give the competitor a penalty according to 10.8 ?
David, Jul06:
As I mentioned in the reply I just sent to your first message, maybe we

don't need another penalty because he is penalized enough.  He received a

200 point penalty under 10.8 because of extenuating circumstances at the

goal.  He was following another balloon into the goal and probably didn't

see the powerline until he was almost in it and he ripped out.

My question is, what to do for the pilot who is forced to land by

another balloon before completing all tasks in the  flight.

Eric, Dec06:
I also remember a question of David during his nationals at the end of July about a landing after hit of a power line. We discussed the possibility to think about what to do after a "forced landing", with 2 separate items: pilot's fault or third party fault.
14 – photo/video evidence [discussion started]
Uwe, Oct06:
A competitor takes a video of the marker falling and hitting the ground. When returning to the spot after landing the marker isn't there any more. Obviously it has been taken away.

Questions:

1- is the video of the competitor of any value ?
2- is there a difference, if observer on board or not ?
3- would the video of the competitor be of any value, if showing a person taking the marker away ?
15 – AIR BAND task [discussion started]
Uwe, Oct06:
when I set up the List of all past Worlds, Europeans and German Nationals, I found the tunnel or channel task.

It was based on a barograph paper, where a certain altitude band was marked. Competitors had to fly within the band and leaving the band was leading to points reduction.

As far as I heard this task was not set again because of problems with the different barograph models and the accuracy of measuring, how long and far the altitude band was left. Also there was a lack of a calculation formula bringing this task on the same level as a JDG or PDG.

I think we have got today all tools which are needed for a revival of this task.

We can adapt parts of our Box task and the idea of Mathijs to double/triple the no. of valid track points.

15.21
AIR BAND 

15.21.1
Competitors will attempt to achieve the greatest distance within an airspace following a set altitude line.

15.21.2
Task data:

a.
description of set altitude line and airspace(s).

b.
definition of starting point

15.21.3
The result is the accumulated time between valid track points in the set airspace(s). Greatest result is best

a. 
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The result is 2x the accumulated time between valid track points in the inner band (set altitude +- 50 ft) plus 1x the accumulated time between valid track points in the outer band (set altitude +- 150 ft) .

 b.

The time starts when crossing the coordinate line xx west or yy north.

What do you think of the revival of the old task ?
16 – unsportsmanlike like behaviour [discussion started]
Mathijs, Oct06:
·     Is it smart or unsupportive to fly something that gives you more points while applying the governing rules properly?

·     Is it the pilot's duty to solve the problems some directors create?

·     When is taken off somewhere else as the rest of the pilots becoming unsportsmanlike?

Look at the following example of a flight in the Mobilux some years ago.
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In this example one pilot took off at point A to win the XDD task (and the  WHGP points!) he properly dropped his FIN marker before the area and the two XDD markers in the area given him a sure win. Unsportsmanlike or smart?

But the real problem is what to do with the others? E.g. Pilot B or C, they both did better then the rest and as such were smart (or unsportsmanlike as you like). But maybe they were stupid because they tried be smart but were not smart enough. Or maybe they were really stupid and thought that they could make it from there.

When is becoming smart, unsportsmanlike in this example (E to A)? What I am saying is that we don't know why a pilot did this or that; maybe he really measured a wind thinking he could do this or that? Maybe he was actually stupid but won because of that?

The answer to all these questions is difficult and for me not good enough to penalize with an unsportsmanlike behaviour.
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