
ASSESSOR’S REPORT FOR CARLISLE URBAN EVENT (LEVEL C), 28 SEPTEMBER 2012 

V1A, Ian Gilliver, 5 October 2012 (after receipt of comments from Angela Whitworth) 

A total of 328 people took part in the event, of which I was one. As Assessor, I have received just 8 submissions which, I 

think suggests (even perhaps confirms) that the event went well and was largely well-received by its participants. 

Finishers by course were as follows: 

 A 34 + 2 mp 

 B 69 +7 mp/retired  3 submissions 

 C 85 +11 mp/retired  3 submissions 

 D 61 +5 mp   2 submissions 

 E 18 + 3 mp 

 F 20 + 4 mp 

 G 9  

TOTALS  296 + 32 mp/retired  = 328 

I have been advised that EOD represented about 7.5% of the total entry. 

 

Of the 8 submissions that I received, general comments included: 

 Nice event; thanks to BL for an enjoyable competition 

 Organisation was fit for purpose 

 Very nice event – thank you 

 Especially appreciated decent course for M14 

 Event was excellent 

 Venue very suitable 

 Happy with the organisation 

 Map and course were fair 

 Map good and course consistently interesting 

Specific comments included: 

1. Two Issues relating to car parks being marked Out of Bounds on the competition map 

2. Issue with regard to the use of start blocks 

3. Perceived late availability of Route Gadget 

4. Comments on specific controls and/or courses 

5. One contributor was unimpressed with reference to it being effectively a Level B event but for a technicality 

6. Directions in the Final Details: an inconsistency with SATNAV 

7. A general comment about the legibility of the course overprint for red/green colour-blind people 

 

1 Out of Bounds car parks 

Submissions have made reference to two incidences where car parks were marked OOB on the competition map.  

The first case is SE of the line between controls 108 and 139. Two people have commented that it wasn’t taped off and it 

didn’t look OOB, with the result that (some?, many?) people ran across it. One comment added that it was appropriate 

that no-one was disqualified for crossing it. A second contributor asked whether: 

- If it is thought to be dangerous, then does the Organiser have a duty of care to use a marshal to ensure 

people go round?, or 

- If it’s not considered dangerous, then why mark it OOB anyway? 



If the Organiser isn’t going to disqualify people, then it’s best not to mark it OOB since all you do is upset those people 

who did it right. 

The second case is west of control 153. One contributor reported that he started to go into the OOB area, but quickly 

retraced his steps to be advised by a helpful car park attendant that ‘The other runners went through the hole in the 

fence over there’!  It would not be possible to identify those who went through the OOB as it was a long leg – but those 

that did would have saved some 130m of distance.   

Personally, I find it hard to accept that people did take this short-cut, as it was clearly marked OOB, and in my opinion it 

also looked OOB. Not much a planner can do in these circumstances, other than attempt to avoid legs across OOB areas 

which actually could be crossed. 

 

2 Use of Start Blocks 

One contributor commented that he thought the punching start worked well and with minimum fuss.  

However, two others were unhappy with the queue that developed for course C competitors. One of those had warmed 

up and then had to wait 20 minutes for a start. He got cold and pulled a muscle soon after starting and had to retire – 

though he acknowledges that there might have been other reasons why he pulled that muscle.  

He comments that ‘start blocks are fine, but start times must be used when there are lots of competitors’, adding the 

proviso that (except in the biggest competitions) the Start team should be flexible if someone arrives early or late. 

The same contributor added that when he was about to start, the start official arranged for a 30 second interval to be 

used on Course C, but with women alternating with men. He fears that a 30-second interval is likely to lead to bunching 

and unfair competition, as in an urban area visibility can be excellent and route choice might be limited.   

So, could this have been handled differently?    

Well, the start official did think on his feet to find a solution, but given a 2-hour start period, with 96 entrants on course 

C, of which only some 7.5% were EOD, and if some competitors did not keep to their start block, then some bunching at 

the pre-start was likely to occur. I haven’t thought through what contingency plan might have been adopted – but food 

for thought perhaps?  

 

3 Availability of Route Gadget 

Two contributors felt that Route Gadget appeared rather late.  I gather that it was not available by lunchtime on the 

Monday following the Saturday event.  Ideally it would appear on the evening following the competition. 

While I agree with this observation, I do note that 24 people did bother to upload their route despite the delay. 

 

4  Comments on Courses and Planning 

Overall it is apparent that participants generally enjoyed the courses provided, but these are some specific points; 

- Control 147 had no flag – this might have been rectified during the event (?) 

- Control 118 was hidden behind some bins, and was not located in the centre of the circle – I saw someone 

waste time here, so a little unfair 

- Control 130, wall junction, should have had the wall symbol in columns D and E of the description 

- Finish stakes should have had control flags to make them more obvious. 

- On Course D, one person thought that if the Planner had tweaked the location of a couple of controls in the 

town centre, some improved route choice would have resulted. A second correspondent noted (having 

recently moved up to M65 and its shorter courses) that a sizeable proportion of his course was spent getting 

to/from the interesting area which provided the greater enjoyment. 

 

 

 

 



5 A Level B event in all but name? 

The Final Details included the statement that the event ‘was down-graded by BOF on a technicality and is being run to 

Level B standards...’ .   One person was annoyed by this claim, as it did not state the nature of the technicality, and he 

felt that the 30 second interval introduced on Course C meant that the event did not adhere to Level B standards. 

Reading between the lines, I sense that BL officials were themselves disappointed that the event did not retain its Level 

B status, but it was perhaps a ‘hostage to fortune’ to refer to that issue in the Final Details?  

 

6 Directions: an inconsistency with SATNAV 

One contributor noted that his SATNAV gave different instructions about accessing the event from those set out in the 

Final Details, and he was able to approach from the east of the castle rather than the west. 

He suggests that perhaps in general event organisers should check out what SATNAV recommends and state in the Final 

Details specifically what issues (routes or turns) to avoid and why? 

 

7 The Legibility of the Course Overprint 

A contributor wants to thank those responsible for the preparation of the overprints. He noted that it was the same 

printer as used for an earlier BL event in Penrith, but the course for Carlisle was much more legible with perhaps thicker 

lines between controls and a larger font. He hopes this example will be followed by others. It is a particular issue for him 

as he is red/green colour blind. He added that judging from the Nopesport forum (and I have not sought to check this) 

there are other orienteers with this condition, and he suggests it would be helpful if the issue could be considered by 

British Orienteering and new guidance on best practice published, especially when laser printers are to be used. 

 

 

Ian Gilliver 

4 October 2012  


