REPORT OF THE JURY PRESIDENT TO THE F.A.I.

7th WORLD HOT AIR AIRSHIP CHAMPIONSHIP

1-10 SEPTEMBER 2000

SCHIELLEITEN, AUSTRIA

The event comprised 7 flights during which 10 tasks were flown. Although 12 competitors had entered only 10 took part following the general briefing. There were no disqualification's.

The event personnel are detailed on the attached sheet.

There was one complaint and one protest which failed, the deposit being retained. The details are attached and the protest fee of A5800 will be dispatched to the FAIICIA account separately.

The Jury made a number of comments. In general it was very satisfied with the general running of the event. The organisation and the competition direction were both excellent. The location at Schielleiten is very good, providing accomodation, meals, headquarters and the flying site close together in a beautiful setting. Many of the flights were memorable sporting events - in particular, the precision task set over the lake.

The jury had a few minor criticisms. These are not meant to imply that the event was other than excellent, but are listed to help to improve future events:

1) Equipment: The Event Planning Notes para 13 specified a list of equipment which was not completely provided. Much of it was manufactured by scoring officials after the first task. For example a bull’s eye target was made by cutting up and painting publicity banners. The resourcefulness of the officials is to be commended.

2) Roll Call: As the number of pilots was small the director performed the roll-calls by recognition. In retrospect the jury feels that an explicit roll call should be carried out at least at the General Briefing as this is more transparent to third parties.

3) Late Entries: It frequently happens that entrants are delayed by customs or other factors outside their control. The prescription of rule 8.6 (SI, An3, 6) is unreasonably harsh in such cases. Directors have, in several championships, used a wide interpretation of this rule to allow late arrivals to compete. This matter needs review.

4) Qualification: The Jury is aware that rule 2.4 was not perfectly complied with, although the pilot had extensive hot air balloon experience. This requirement is quite impractical for airships and should be reviewed.

5) Stewards: The Event Planning Notes specified two stewards who functioned mainly as scoring officials. Conscious of the need to control costs when numbers are low, the Jury questions the need for stewards at airship events.

6) Flag Signals: Individual notification replaced flag signals at times during the event, but slight confusion was caused. It is recommended that flag signals should be maintained.

Don Cameron, Jury President

