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To: Level A, B & C Controllers, IOF Advisers and Major Event Officials

Here’s the second newsletter; hopefully with articles of interest for officials involved in all levels of
event. Thanks to all contributors.

Do get in touch if you have feedback, including where you strongly agree or disagree with anything,
or if you have ideas for future articles.

If you are involved in a forthcoming Major Event, please forward this to everyone in your team who
may find it useful.

Alan Rosen
British Orienteering ‘Controller of Controllers’
rosenalan0@gmail.com
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Autumn Webinars

Thanks again to all presenters and attendees at the Autumn Webinars in October. The recordings
can be found at https://www.britishorienteering.org.uk/webinars. The intention is to run the webinars
each autumn in future, to reflect on the year’s major events.

At the risk of reducing the webinars to a few soundbites, below are some take-aways which might
encourage you to look at the recordings and, especially if you are involved in a forthcoming event,
learn from the successes at previous events, avoid repeating past mistakes and keep the sport
moving forward.

2025 Rule Changes are dealt with later in the newsletter.

Major Events Review 2024

e [well done to everyone involved in the events including those who dealt so well with campus
protests, weather, safety incidents, permissions etc]

o Are 2026 officials observing at the 2025 events and have 2025 officials ‘zoomed’ with 2024
officials to understand successes and ‘even better if’?

¢ Final details need careful design — minimalist but covering essential points. Don’t need to
know that loose descriptions are in the start lanes; do need to know the distance to the start.

¢ Interaction with any Trail-O events

¢ Need for all key dates to be front and centre on websites at an early stage
¢ Need for rigorous processes to ensure controls are in the right place

e Physical demands on older competitors continues to be an area of focus

¢ Reinforcing that the Controller’s role is more than being ‘responsible for ensuring that the Co-
ordinator, Organiser and Planner stage the event fairly and safely, in accordance with the
Rules’ (Rule 12.9)

e Relay gaffling — general view is to not over-gaffle; relays are about head-to-head racing, with
just enough uncertainty for runners

e Start design and start team briefing is vital

e The competitor survey trialled at the 2024 British Sprints will be used in 2025 (and the officials’
survey will also continue to be used). Thanks to everyone who filled them in this year.
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Sprint Planning (and much applies to Urbans as well)

Graeme Ackland, WOC Sprint Planner

Elite* Sprints should be

Fair, frenetic, fast, fun

Non-elite Sprints should be

Fun, fast, frenetic, fair

" Elite — not just under 40...anyone who is prioritising competition over participation

Barriers and Mazes - use is still
evolving but can be very effective

There are different ways of
mapping built-up areas
which are all ‘correct’, so the
= Planner may well need to be
" involved at an early stage to
choose the most appropriate
way for the event — in this case
to show which levels can be
used to get through.

What are you aiming for?

Most people made mistakes
Most legs produced mistakes
. Every leg done well by most people

@ Large parts of the course are irrelevant
Errors unrelated to “ability” (local knowledge?)

Are your multi-level challenges fair, even if
they are fun?

Avoid eyesight tests including
the need to know the
difference between shades of | (-
green. Is this route straight ®
through the hedge OK or not?

Do runners need to interpret control
descriptions to find the control?




Major Event Commentary

Katherine Bett (commentator) and Helen & lan Marsden (GPProjects Ltd)

Importance of liaising with Kath and lan/Helen well in advance and from the outset building
Commentary into course planning, arena design, race timing etc, eg

What When (T-) Who

Initial contact 6 months Organiser / Planner
Draft courses 3-6 months Planner

Draft arena plan 2-3 months Organiser

Finalised courses 2-3 weeks Planner

Finalised arena plan 2 weeks Qrganiser

Logistical information 2 weeks Planner / organiser
Start lists, announcements On the day Planner / organiser

Be clear about the purpose(s) of Commentary at your event

Sometimes less is more in terms of the number of radio controls, so only have enough to
provide the level of information that Commentary need and can cope with

Technical considerations, eg can your chosen controls access a mobile network?

Use of Commentary both during the race and for prize giving — try to avoid the need for re-
cabling/re-locating etc to switch between them

Getting Controls Right

Neil Crickmore

Some reasons why controls might end up in the wrong place:

Confirmation bias (eg believing you are in the right pit because the tape is there, or that the
control is in the right place because the flag is there, or the pit is mapped correctly because
you respect the mapper)

Control hanger makes an error on the day (location or code) and checking doesn’t catch it
GPS/app inaccuracy

Map inaccuracy

Peer pressure

Planner(s) and controller(s) trusting each other too much and losing the independent
scrutiny that’s required.

Planner/controller not reading the map correctly

Time pressure

How to minimise risk?

Always allow more time for hanging/checking on the day than you think you’ll need
Be alert for ‘red flags’ eg controller finds tape on wrong feature — what do you do?
Clear processes agreed between planner & controller for the planning stage

Good communication systems to avoid problems being flagged but then missed
On the day pre-runners for high-stakes courses/events

On the day process to check all controls for location, code, SIAC-on etc



Planners learning from Performance Coaching

Nick Lightfoot
e The competitor is trying to make legs easy
e Planners are aiming to set challenging but fair courses and making legs hard to make easy

¢ Planners need to minimise the role of luck, eg bingo controls, inaccuracy of map etc — and
hard legs aren’t about making controls hard to find

¢ Elite orienteers (of all ages) use a variety of techniques to break down complex legs so
understanding some of the ways that they can do that will help planners assess potential
legs and courses to see if they tick the right boxes

Eg Lines and Eg Chunks and Eg Zones and

Checkpoints
\ ) RIS ‘/' 1

Switching Focus

; Assessing
. . Route Choice
e A good course tests a wide range of skills Judging Risk
Distance
and processes Speed Control . Fine Navigation
Course chunkng Feel Route Plannin
Management Compass 9
Concentration Micro Route Choice
Relocation Simplifying Pacing

. Completing the course in the shortest time
e What decides how long you take? (!)

Race time = Distance + Speed + Time Lost
Speed = Running Speed x Terrain Efficiency x Orienteering Efficiency
Time lost = Errors + Bad Luck — Good Luck
d E B G
t= Sttt
s xexe

Minimise distance run
Maximise speed

Minimise time loss




Safety Update

Tim O’Donoghue (SOA Safety Director)

e We don’t have reliable injury rates but some statistics (eg from the Scottish 6-days) are
available, and we know that significant/reportable injuries are happening from time to time

e Urbans/sprints bring in different hazards including potential increased risk near controls

e First aid provision is very event-specific (urban in June vs fells in January etc) but this may be
helpful as a starting point:

Event Grade First aid arrangements |

Normally external provision of First aid (& rescue?)

Normally external provision of First aid (& rescue?)

Current practice varies between clubs — external provision or club
provision

Club provision normally - extent may depend upon numbers in the
event

(.1 [41111:8 Coaches are qualified first aiders

e Deploying First Aid
o Location eg with remote start/finish
o Comms
o Dealing with allergic reactions and availability of defibrillators
o Consider safeguarding when using external providers
e Pre-event risk assessment process works reasonably well

e Dynamic risk assessments (eg changing weather conditions) - who records
actions/decisions?

e Reporting incidents

o Requirements set by insurers (see https://www.britishorienteering.org.uk/events_documents)

o No national collection of statistics — should there be?

o No national learning culture in place — should there be?
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The future of Major Events...

Andy Yeates, BOF Major Events Consultant

We asked the webinar attendees some questions about future Major Events and they were then
invited to complete an on-line survey (with the caveat that they aren’t a random sample of
orienteers!). There were lots of helpful comments which aren’t included here.

Briefly:
e Do we have too many Major Events each year?
o Nobody wants more
o 60% said ‘Fine as they are’ vs 40% saying ‘Too many’
e Little appetite for a British Urban Champs (but support for UKUL)

¢ Finding suitable areas at Easter is getting harder for the JK. Would it still be a JK if it was a 2-
day event (middle and long) outside Easter?

o 57% say No, 24% Neutral, 19% Yes

e Combining the JK with three of the British Champs (Sprint/Middle/Long) then JK Relays on
the Monday

o 50% say Worth Considering, 10% say Neutral, 40% say No

o If that happened, the other Major Events could be on two weekends: the British Nights and
the British Relays plus Sprint Relays

o 48% say Worth Considering, 19% Neutral, 33% Not in Favour

e What about making the Major Events biennial eg 2027 JK, Sprints (Individual and Relay) and
Nights; 2028 BOC (Long and Relays) and Middles

o 57% Not in favour, 21% Maybe, 21% Worth Considering

These questions arise because of increasing pressures on land access, officials and clubs etc so,
even though there isn’'t great enthusiasm for changing the present set-up, we should continue to
look at possible alternatives.

Level A & B Controllers

Peter Brooke will be sending out an advert for the Chair of Event Officials Group in
the New Year so do have a look at the role and see if it appeals to you.




2025 British Orienteering Rule Changes

Alan Wallis and David May (Rules Group)

This is a summary of changes to the main rules coming into effect from 1 January 2025. The changes
are itemised on page 3 of the 2025 Rules, which are published on the Rules page of the website
(www.britishorienteering.org.uk/rules). There are also some amendments to specific Competition
Rules, which have been drawn to the attention of the relevant officials and are on pages 11 and 12.

The Finish

Rule 27 (together with parts of A.7 and B.5) has been O___ 70 m —_9©
amended to effectively mandate that the navigation element

must end at the last control, from which either the Finish itself, or tapes leading to the Finish, must
be readily visible. Finish stakes / trestles must be marked by a control flag, and some form of
Finish banner or flag.

Sections pertaining to the Finish are now arranged more logically, with cross-referencing where
needed, and unintended duplication has been removed too.

What’s wrong with “navigate to Finish”?

Although IOF Control Descriptions allow an option to “navigate to Finish” from the last control, our
own Rules have for many years included the instruction “There should be no possibility of a
competitor being unable to find the Finish” (eg 2019 Rules Appendix B 5.1.3).

It should thus be emphasised that navigation in any orienteering race starts at the Start triangle
and ends at the last control, the purpose of the Finish being to manage the arrival of competitors
to the point or line where their finish time is measured.

Our revised Rules for the Finish make it clear that navigating to it is no longer an option as they now
say “The route to the Finish from the last control must be taped for the whole route unless the Finish
or the Finish funnel is clearly visible to the competitor from their last control”. (27.2)

A second reason why “navigate to Finish” is problematic is that the Finish does not have to be on a
mapped feature — navigating to something not on the map introduces further potential issues!

Problems with multiple last controls

There seem to be an increasing number of events where courses with multiple last controls are
poorly designed. The map extract on the right shows one such example.

B to Finish: perfectly good leg which meets the criteria of 27.2
A to Finish: many issues herel

e Ifit’s not taped, then it breaks the no-navigation-to-Finish
constraint, and finishers could approach from either the
north or the south with a possibility of collisions when
arriving at the Finish. In addition the path to the north
may be the route back to download.

e There’s a possibility that finishers from one direction
are unaware of the other and may wait after finishing in
a place that blocks the view of the Finish
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As the revised Appendix A 7.5.2 states: “The arrangement of the Finish area needs careful
consideration to allow fast-finishing competitors to stop and punch safely, and then move out of the
way of other competitors”. Having a well-designed single last control achieves this.

Doesn’t having a single last control affect the course structure?

It should make no difference to the courses apart from adding
a short stretch of easy running. In our example, all that’s
needed is to move the Finish a few metres along the track and
then make the original Finish into a single last control.

Other solutions are of course possible and it’s hard to
conceive of a situation where it’s impossible to design a suite
of courses with a single last control. In some circumstances
the planner may have a genuine reason for needing more
than one last control, perhaps to separate elites / non-
competitive classes, or different TD levels, or from terrain
constraints. This isn’t prohibited, but is only acceptable if
well-designed: each must be located so that they have either tapes to, or visibility of, the Finish,
and they must feed competitors towards the Finish in broadly the same direction.

Conclusion: the Rules about having a single last control needed tightening up. Appendix B now
says this:

“B5.2 There should be a single, common last control, unless the requirements
of the event dictate otherwise. This will ensure that competitors all approach
the Finish safely from the same direction and will improve the flow of
competitors through the Finish system. It will also ensure that competitors who
have finished do not block access to the Finish for those coming from a different
direction.”

Score events can bring their own challenges as it’s possible to come to the Finish from any
direction even with a tempting control adjacent to the Finish. Planners should be very alert to
potential visibility and flow issues.

Defining when a course is completed

Rule 7.16 is amended so that a course is ‘completed’ when a competitor intentionally punches at the
Finish or crosses the finish line. Once the course is ‘completed’ participants are not permitted to re-
enter the completion area. It isn’t the intention to penalise an accidental finish punch if the Finish is
operating in contactless mode and a competitor’s chosen route earlier in the course takes them very
close to that finish.

The 2024 rules defined completion as being at download, which allowed a competitor to return to
the course after realising in the download queue, perhaps after discussion with others, that they had
made a mistake. For a Relay, this could even have happened after hand-over to the next lap runner!

For lower key events, we expect clubs to still allow some discretion, eg if a beginner has gone direct
to the Finish missing the last control, and current download software will usually permit this. The
amendment will also allow officials at remote Finishes to require competitors to stay out of the
competition area — at some events people drift back to the last control, or even before to a good
viewpoint, causing some confusion to those still on the course. Competitors are of course still
allowed to return to download if the route passes through the competition area!



What electronic equipment can you carry?

Rules 8.4-8.9 are re-worded to clarify that you must only use the supplied map and a compass for
navigation, that phones, watches or other personal GPS devices are only for use in emergencies or
post-race analysis, but also that you can also be required by the organiser to wear a supplied GPS
tracker.

Relay team composition

Rule 2.5.4 is amended to clarify that second or subsequent runs at a relay, whether for the same or
a different team, makes that team non-competitive unless otherwise stated in the rules for that event
(eg for a 2x2 relay).

Sprint and Urban Guidelines

Appendix B, Sections 10 (Sprint Course Planning) and 11 (Urban) have been merged into one
section and rewritten, with separate subsections to cover where Sprint and Urban specifications
differ. This is because there were significant areas where they were out of date and also because
there was a large degree of overlap and contradiction between them. As part of this process:

e They have brought into line with current IOF specifications on control separation and the
meaning of uncrossable in these formats

e A special BOF rule is being introduced on the placement of the control circle when a control
is sited on an uncrossable feature (but see p14 as this is still under review)

e Safety requirements for Juniors have been clarified

e The class and course tables have been extensively updated to reflect current naming
practices and provide information for Planners on predicted running speeds plus
recommended course length ratios.

¢ Re-emphasising that optimum running course lengths, rather than straight-line lengths, must
be used for both pre-event information and control descriptions, to avoid some competitors
finding that they have entered a course significantly longer than they had anticipated.

House Style

Paragraphs in Appendices A-E are now prefixed with the relevant letter to avoid confusion with
similarly numbered paragraphs in the main rules.

Looking forward

Rules Group considers that it doesn’t help the sport when new officials are expected to read close
to 100 pages of rules! We have a long-term aim to simplify them, removing duplication and perhaps
with some restructuring. We will also aim to agree rules changes by autumn each year, so that they
can be published in time to be implemented on the following 1 January.

All Controllers

If you want to stand down as a Controller, or go to a lower level, please email
info@britishorienteering.org.uk and copy in rosenalanO@gmail.com (and probably
your regional co-ordinator as well). Thank you.
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2025 Competition Rule updates

Barry Elkington (Rules Group)

The Competition Rules have been updated based on competitor and event official feedback from the
2024 events. All these changes will come into effect for 2025.

For the BOF Major Events run in 2025:

e British Championships — Long, Middle, Relay, Sprint, Sprint Relay, Night
e Jan Kjellstrém — Sprint, Individual (forest days), Relay
e Area Long Distance

With an increase in the longevity of our competitors the age classes at all of the individual events
have been extended up to M/W95+, with an accompanying note that a course only needs to be
provided if there are entries for the classes concerned.

The Sprint Championships have seen a number of other changes based on experience of the new
structure (reducing the number of classes which have multiple parallel heats) introduced in 2023.

e Only M/WQOpen classes now have parallel heats; M/W18 & M/W20 do not.

e M/W18s and 20s to run the same Final courses as the Open (at the request of the BOF
Performance Manager so the event can be used for selection purposes).

e Seeding in the heats required for all age classes in reverse order of ranking.

e Increased jeopardy in the heats. For classes with 12 or fewer entrants only the top 6 go
through to the A Final, everyone else to the B. (Currently only classes with 15 or more entrants
are divided into an A and a B final.)

e Amendments to the Course tables to cater for the above changes.

e Approximate start block times for all age classes for the Heats should be published with the
entry information. Actual start block times for both the Heats and the Finals should be
published in the final details.

There have also been a number of changes to clarify existing text or correct typographical
errors, but these do not affect the running of the competition. This also applies to the other
Competition Rules for:

e Harvester Relays ¢ UK Orienteering League
e Yvette Baker Trophy e Badge Scheme
e Peter Palmer Junior Team Relay ¢ Ranking Scheme

The remaining Competition Rules are not owned by BOF, and are as follows:

Event Owner

Junior Inter-Regional Championships Junior Regional Orienteering Squads (JROS)
British Schools Orienteering & Score British Schools Orienteering Association (BSOA)
Championships

Junior, Senior, Veteran Home Internationals Home International Team Managers
CompassSport Cup CompassSport

The updated rules are available on the British Orienteering website under Events & activities / Event
Competition Rules, or can be accessed directly from this link:
https://www.britishorienteering.org.uk/rules
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Remember, for each of the Event Competition Rules: "These Rules are to be used in conjunction with
the British Orienteering Rules of Orienteering. Where these Rules vary or supplement the British
Orienteering Rules of Orienteering, then this Competition Rule will take precedence."”

All event officials involved with any of these events should make sure they have read and digested
the latest version.

Any questions regarding the Competition Rules in general should be emailed to:

rules@britishorienteering.org.uk and for specific Competition Rules use the contact details provided.

How long is a piece of string?

Reminder to all planners and controllers of Rules 17.5 & 17.6

17.5  For all types of event format, including Sprint and Urban, the course length must be given as
that of the straight-line route from the start via the controls to the finish deviating for, and only
for, physically impassable obstructions (high fences, buildings, lakes, impassable cliffs
etc.), 'out of bounds' areas and marked routes.

This is the shortest route which a competitor could reasonably possibly take, irrespective of
whether or not the competitor would be sensible to do so.

17.6  The total climb must be given as the climb in metres along the shortest sensible route. The
latter may well be longer than the route used for measuring the course length.

OCAD RouteAnalyzer, Condes, Purple Pen and other software have tools that assist in these calculations
ranging from letting you draw a line and seeing how long it is for each course, to analysing potential
routes with an awareness of OOB and uncrossable features. More on this in the next newsletter.

Major Event Starts — have you thought of...? (repeated from the last newsletter)

e Aim to avoid runners seeing which way previous runners on their course are going if it’s not
a mandatory taped route until out of sight.

e Blank maps are not required in the start lanes unless there are, for example, last-minute
changes in the terrain which aren’t on the printed maps.

e For TD1 & 2 courses — a reminder that the start flag shouldn’t be on a decision point.

e It’s vital that the start flag is either visible ahead of the start (eg not off to one side) or clearly
taped from the start line. For Relays, will your start flag be visible to all when large numbers
of mass-start runners approach at speed?

e Make sure that all officials know what a silent start is and empower them to quietly but clearly
silence noisy runners and noisy officials. It shouldn’t be necessary (with a well-designed
start and clear signage) to give any verbal instructions to runners.

e Putting control descriptions, final instructions, maps etc on the ground may be OK even if
not ideal at lower-level events, but should be avoided if at all possible for Major Events.

e We have wide variation about how and when you pick your map up across all types of event,
although reasonable consistency that you can’t look at it until you've started. For Major
Events (and timed starts) you should not have runners in race time competing for space
around the map boxes and trying to separate individual maps from the box.
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Circle sizes and where to centre them

Nick Lightfoot and Alan Rosen
It's confusing!

Two questions to address here:

e What size should control circles (and lines etc) be when dealing with different map scales

and using either ISOM or ISSproM?

e Where should the centre of the circle be located for different types of feature in ISOM and

ISSproM?

ISOM 2017-2

...course planning symbols are specified
in mm at the printed scale of 1:15 000.

For larger map scales the symbols shall be
enlarged proportionally (to 150% for 1:10
000, to 300% for 1:5 000).

703 Control point (P)
Footprint 75 m (6mm x 15 000)

For point features, the centre of the circle
shall be the centre of the symbol.

For line and area features, the centre of
the circle shows the precise position of
the control marker.

1
O 0.35

650 (CC)

CC means Centre-to-Centre

0.35mm is the line width (at 1:15,000)

ISSprOM 2019-2 for Sprints and Urban

...course planning symbols are specified in
mm at the printed scale of 1:4 000.

For larger map scales the symbols shall be
enlarged proportionally (to 133% for 1:3 000).

703 Control point (P)
Footprint 24 m (6mm x 4 000)

The centre of the circle shows the precise
position of the feature.

1
O 0.35

2 6.0 (CC)

CC means Centre-to-Centre

0.35mm is the line width (at 1:4,000)

Circle Sizes

Since ISOM 2017 overprint sizes, north line separation and symbol sizes were standardised so that
their sizes relative to the terrain is consistent, and whilst mappers have adopted the standards,
planners often use non-standard overprint sizes which causes various problems.

Many planners aren’t aware of the ISOM specifications and use the default settings in course
planning software. Purple Pen reduces the overprint sizes for 1:7,500 scale maps by default so many
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planners are inadvertently using non-standard sizes. The workaround is to set the Event
- Customise Appearance - Scale Item Sizes option to Relative to 1:15,000.

Some planners deliberately reduce the overprint sizes and this is backed up by a BOF guideline.

“D2.3.9 When 1:7500 maps are provided, the course overprint symbols and text can be the same
dimensions as for 1:10000 maps (i.e. a 150% enlargement of the ISOM symbols). This improves
course clarity but may require changes to control descriptions.”

Small control circles potentially cause a number of issues:

e Smaller circle sizes can obscure important detail near the control (less clarity not more!)

e If multiple scales are provided each scale may need different circle cutting and control
descriptions (more work and potential for errors).

e Control circle size is an important cue for judging distances on the map. Small circles tend
to make controls look further apart.

e Small circles encourage planners to use more controls on courses — often to the detriment of
the course.

e Small circles encourage planners to position controls too close together on the ground.

Where the guideline says ‘improves course clarity’ it is presumably referring to courses with complex
shapes or where circles and/or control numbers could obscure important features. If that’s the case
then, rather than change control size, planners could consider:

e Using double sided maps with the course in two parts.
e Use smaller control numbers but leave the circle size as standard.

One exception where slightly smaller control circles might be appropriate would be on TD1 or TD2
courses where more controls, relatively close to each other on decision points, are sometimes
required to meet course planning guidelines.

Also, there may be issues with all control maps used for controlling and control hanging. These
often use small uncut circles which obscure detail around the control. In this case large circles and
control numbers may be a problem where control density is high.

Location of the centre of the circle

As can be seen from the wording in ISOM and ISSprOM, locating the centre
of the circle is not always straightforward.

Rules Group is currently looking to provide guidance that clarifies, for
example, where the circle is located when the control is on one side of a
linear uncrossable feature that’s approachable from both sides. The
competitor shouldn’t be over-reliant on the control description.

The possibilities being considered include:

e Keep the centre on the centre of the mapped feature (TOP)
e Put the centre exactly on the edge of the mapped feature (MIDDLE)
e Put the centre a set distance (eg 0.25mm) from the edge (BOTTOM)

If you have an event happening soon where this is applicable, you could use
your initiative and go for one of the lower options pending any guidance -
would anyone would object? It removes an element of luck in the course.
Watch this space (or a BOF Newsletter)...
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Checking Control Site Locations with GPS

Terry Smith (Chair of Events and Competitions Committee)
Introduction

This process aims to help you accurately map, place or check control sites using a suitable GPS-
enabled device that can display a georeferenced (orienteering) map. Descriptions are provided to
help you improve accuracy. It is intended to publish details on the Mapping Resources page of the
BOF website to help produce files of competition maps suitable for control placement and checking
using a range of hardware and software.

Coping with GPS displacement

GPS capabilities vary with devices, atmospheric conditions and the local environment. A GPS “fix”
at the same location may also vary with time. Most mobile phones and consumer GPS units quote
accuracies of about 3m — 10m, though some professional systems claim sub-centimetre accuracy.
Mobile phones and consumer GPS units should be quite adequate for orienteering purposes when
used with a georeferenced map that has been drawn with the aid of Lidar and other georeferenced
base materials and tools.

The process described here can be adapted for use with any GPS-enabled device that can show
your position on an orienteering map. This includes the Android version of Open Orienteering
Mapper, OCAD Sketch, some Garmin GPS devices and other mobile applications such as Avenza
maps.

The process focuses on using GPS to show the location of a control site relative to the GPS locations
of other known features.

On the right-hand side of the diagram below are three waypoint “fixes”, shown as blue dots, plotted
on a mobile phone at the locations of a depression and two path junctions. The offset between the
depression and its GPS “fix” (the top blue dot) is about 10m. In the context of checking control sites,
you can improve this accuracy.

The blue line connects the mapped depression and the
three blue dots. The magenta line is an exact copy of the
blue line but has been moved to get the best fit of the two
path-junction “fixes” to the path junctions they represent.
This shows that the depression has been adequately
mapped relative to the path junctions within a metre or so.
This should be sufficient to easily differentiate confusable
control sites. If not, perhaps it would be better to consider
using a more a distinctive and unambiguous control site.

You can adopt this approach when checking control sites
by visually estimating the relative positions of known
features to the feature of interest. The waypoint “fixes” for
the pit and depression on the left-hand side of the map
were taken at the same time and similar offsets apply.

A longer version of this article, including how to produce maps for control siting and checking can be found at
https://www.britishorienteering.org.uk/mapping _resources (bottom of the page, see Checking Control Site Locations with GPS)
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Maps fit for Major Events

Map Advisory Group, on behalf of our elite orienteers and other competitors, seeks your
support to promote maps that are legible and fit for purpose at the scales set out in Appendix
D of our rules.

In recent years, there has been a tendency towards providing competition maps of larger scale than
the scales set out in that Appendix. This has resulted in frustration, particularly for our elite athletes
who are finding it increasingly difficult to find major domestic events that give them opportunities to
train on maps of similar quality to those they will use during international competition. This move
may be the result of a number of factors, including the availability of tools such as Lidar and high-
quality aerial / satellite photography that help identify small features, the higher level of detail
appropriate for Urban orienteering and the legibility of the map perceived by mappers. This can
result in maps drawn to ISOM 2017-2 that may not have been sufficiently generalised to be legible
at 1:15,000 scale.

A frequent justification for larger scale maps is that the terrain cannot be mapped legibly at 1:15,000
or 1:10,000 scale. ISOM 2017-2 is clear: “2.9 Map Scale The base map scale for an orienteering
map is 1:15,000. Generalisation shall follow the requirements for the scale 1:15,000.”. Map
enlargement is recommended by ISOM 2017-2 for younger and older age groups. This should be
done proportionally to aid interpretation for younger orienteers and to improve clarity for those with
compromised vision. It is not intended to include more detail!

If you wish to refresh your understanding of the mapping specifications, you can access them from
this link https://orienteering.sport/iof/mapping/.

We would very much appreciate your help to promote high standards in the maps we use for our
events and ensure that they comply with the IOF mapping specifications and our Rules.

You may find the following contributions from two eminent members of Map Advisory Group helpful
in any discussions you may have on this topic with planners or mappers involved in our major events.

Map Advisory Group, Dec 2024

From Graham Gristwood

(participant at 14 World Orienteering Championships for Great Britain, award-winning map maker,
member of the British Orienteering Mapping Advisory Group)

The universal elite perspective is that it is crucial that Major Events in the UK follow British
Orienteering rules. This is because these events are generally the only opportunity for our athletes
to compete domestically on the highest quality maps at the correct scale in preparation for
international competition. It is especially important that our athletes are able to race on 1:15,000
scale maps in long distance races as these are so infrequent in the season. There should be no
compromises at our Major Events when it comes to key aspects like mapping - clubs are of course
free to do whatever they want for less important events!

These deviation requests come in frequently, and invariably there have been previous races held on
the terrain using the 'correct' scale maps perfectly acceptably.
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There is perhaps an increasing tendency given the aging demographic of orienteers in the UK,
combined with the availability of more and more detailed mapping materials (such as LIDAR), leading
to ever-increasing levels of details on maps at a larger scale. Of course, there are terrains in the
world which cannot be mapped suitably using IOF specifications, but these are generally super
intricate mining areas in Australia, or rock pillar terrains in Czechia (for example) - and not 99% of
the terrain in the UK. The rest of the world manages to produce perfectly legible maps of detailed
terrains at the correct scale, and we have very skilled mappers in the UK who are able to do the
same on the level of detail we have here.

Lastly - if a suitable map can be prepared at the correct scale for the 18-40 age group, then it will
certainly be very readable for older and younger athletes with the appropriate enlargement.

From Ben Mitchell

(WOA Mapping Officer, British Orienteering Award-Winning Mapmaker, GB international at many
recent World Cups)

Our advice would be if you are unsure whether the map can be deemed legible, then you can check
the minimum widths between contours and features - this can be done on OCAD. A legible map
should not have any breaches of minimum widths. If there are many breaches, then the map will
appear more cluttered and there will be parts of the map that you look at and wonder “what exactly
is going on there?”.

Map legibility should not be confused with map scale.
A 1:15,000 map should be legible to elite competitors.
Enlarged scales should be legible to older/younger competitors.

If the map is not legible at 1:15,000 for elite competitors then it would also not be legible at the
enlarged scales for the younger/older competitors.

The specification contains all of the information you need regarding minimum widths and appropriate
mapping criteria.

The bottom line is that an event is much fairer when the map is legible and to specification, so that
all competitors can interpret the map in the same way. This brings better value to the competitors
and better experience ahead of other competitions.

Finish Sl Station — SIAC or not? (repeated from the last newsletter)

e Major Events should always have SIAC-enabled Finish stations, others can, but how does
the competitor know that? Putting it in the Final Details is fine but will everyone remember
at the end of a hard course as it varies so much from week to week at different events? [No]

e Do we need a not-too-small and clear sign on the Finish stake(s) to indicate that SIAC is or
isn’t enabled? How about these?

e Alternative ideas? 5\AC S\‘/_A'C
e Putting an official at the Finish to remind competitors to /‘% ,f/A\\\
punch after they have just failed to swipe a non-SIAC Finish () [

isn’t good enough!
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