Proposed Change to Regulation 9.8.2
Purpose of the proposed change
Here is my proposed regulation change. It's to allow proof of the validated distance of an event to be taken from a rider’s GPS tracklog from the event.
Please note the text is different from the version published on the AUK Forum.
It’s very much a first draft and been done in a rush so it can be delivered to the Board before the next meeting on 1st July. Then the Board will be aware that it’s on the way when they consider Paul Stewart’s proposal for Mandatory Routes at the Board meeting.
I hope to refine it over the coming months so it can be finalized in time to go to the next AGM.
I have a couple of seconders lined up, and will add one of their names to the proposal when it’s formally submitted.
I’m proposing it as a regulation change because it needs a change to the regulations, but also so it can be publicized on the Forum and in Arrivee and wherever else, before members make their minds up about voting for or against it, without them being unduly influenced one way or the other by any preceding Board decisions.
It was prompted by recent problems people have had with the new version of Google Maps, especially people doing DIY by GPS, and gives them a solution which makes it unnecessary to use Google Maps to prove that the minimum distance between controls adds up to the validated distance.
But it’s scope goes potentially beyond DIY by GPS to other events too.
The purpose of the change is to allow proof of an event’s validated distance either before the event, i.e. as now, or by means of evidence from riders of the event.

Proposed Regulation Change
9.1 AUK and organisers are responsible only for indicating or agreeing control points to confirm that a participant has completed a predetermined distance within the allowed time.

I’m not convinced this regulation needs changing. It seems to me it’s ambiguous enough to cover what I’m proposing. However, I will bow to the judgement of my elders and betters and will propose a change to it if it’s considered necessary.

9.8.2 The controls are placed to ensure that the rider completes the validated distance.
Controls are placed at intervals of approximately 50 - 80 km at the discretion of AUK.

Becomes:

Reg 9.8.2 The controls are placed along the event route.
App 9.8.2 Controls are placed at intervals of approximately 50 – 80 km at the discretion of AUK.
9.8.2 (a) The organiser may either position controls so that they prove the event is the validated distance at the time the event is registered.
9.8.2 (b) Or accept proof of passage from riders that they have passed through controls and completed the validated distance.
App 9.8.2 (b). Acceptable forms of proof are GPS tracklogs. Other forms may be accepted at the discretion of AUK.
I’ve specified the use of GPS tracklogs as proof of passage because that’s where we are with the technology right now. It’s in an Appendix so new methods can more easily be added as and when they become available, and that’s also why I added the phrase “Other forms may be accepted at the discretion of AUK”. 
What I am proposing makes it possible to delay proof of the validated distance at the organiser’s discretion until after registration of the event.
The route still has to be planned in advance.
The event still has controls on the route, the rider still has to pass through the controls. So that is no different from now. 
What is different is the proof of distance. At the moment, the approved method is to use Google maps in walking mode to prove that the minimum distance between controls adds up to the validated distance. What I am suggesting is that this approved method should remain. But another method should be available as well, that the event distance can also be obtained from a tracklog from the event, and this can be used instead.
Why am I proposing this change? It is after all quite a significant change from the way AUK does things at the moment.
AUK routes are advisory between controls. They’ve been that way officially since 1999 (?), and in practice unofficially since long before then, and I would like to see them stay that way for a whole variety of reasons.
Google Maps is the standard AUK way of proving minimum distance between controls. It’s changed recently, and people are finding it difficult to design routes which are cycleable. It also now has a maximum of ten controls, which some members have found to be a restriction. 
DIY by GPS
DIY by GPS riders in particular have expressed their frustrations and asked for a better solution. My proposal will mean they no longer have to wrestle with Google Maps when planning their route.

Instead the rider can:
Plan the route on a website of their choice.
Place controls according to the AUK guidelines regarding the distance between controls and their purpose (see below).
Submit a tracklog of the planned route when they enter the event along with the distance (100, 200 etc.) and a list of controls to the DIY organiser for approval, using the existing entry form.
The DIY organizer checks the event distance is recorded, the planned route has controls placed along it according to AUK guidelines, and that the rider has paid! 
The rider rides the event and creates a GPS tracklog.
Submits the tracklog after the event to the DIY organizer.
The DIY organizer checks as now with the GPS validation software (ValidateGPX) that the rider has passed through all the controls and the ride is at least the required distance. It does this now, and would need no changes.
And if so validates the ride.
One of the objectives of DIY by GPS when it was designed was to allow riders the freedom to choose their route between controls on the day for whatever reason, and my proposal would allow them to continue to do so. It is also the present AUK standard that routes are advisory. My proposed change will allow them to continue to be like this.
Placement of controls
There are some excellent guidelines in the AUK organisers’ handbook on controls.

Controls are: “to prove that riders stay on route and have successfully completed the event.”

In addition: “The primary placement of controls should be to ensure the distance ridden is of the standard distance being validated by Audax UK (e.g. 200, 300km etc.)”
And “The next priority is to space controls at regular, useful distances for refreshment. The ideal control is located somewhere that most riders would likely take a break, whether or not there was a control”
And then there are some guidelines on how often they should occur on the route: “Audax UK’s standard Risk Assessment is based on full controls being placed at intervals of approximately 50 – 80km. Shorter events are likely to have more closely spaced controls; longer events will generally have greater distances between controls.” There are some tables listing the expected number of controls.
It also describes checkpoints: “simple outdoor controls staffed by a volunteer or two from their cycle or car”.
If my proposal is accepted, I would like to see the relevant sections of the Organisers’ Handbook which deal with controls also published on the AUK website where DIY by GPS riders can see them. They’re currently accessible by organisers only, which is tough on DIY by GPS riders who probably do more route planning than calendar and perm organisers, and are also more likely to be inexperienced in the way AUK does things.
I’d also add new paragraphs to the published controls guidelines to emphasise the need for controls to describe or outline the shape of the route to be followed. It’s been suggested a couple of times that under my proposal it would be possible to plan a cloverleaf route from home with home at the intersection and just controls at home, effectively making the ride free route and therefore not Audax. Well, no, the guidelines would make it clear that controls like that would not be acceptable because they do not describe the shape of each cloverleaf.
And why would all this be in guidelines rather than in regulations where they would be more watertight? One reason is that the regulations need to be concise, and I’d see the advice on controls running to several paragraphs at least. There might even be some helpful diagrams included.
Control opening and closing times
These aren’t enforced right now for intermediate controls on DIY by GPS, but if desired I’d base them on the distance of the controls along the planned route.
Other events
There are other sorts of events where the proposed regulation change is relevant.
Traditional Perm Events
I am a traditional perm event organiser, offering a few events in and around the Yorkshire Dales, which is superb cycling country. I would like to offer more, but the availability of controls which prove the minimum distance without directing people along main roads or footpaths is a real constraint. 
And Google Maps doesn’t appear to know about some popular cycling tracks which are eminently rideable either, which makes it even more difficult. 
The proposed rule change would allow me to do so. The major drawback would of course be that they would only be available to people with GPS devices.
And I know some organisers would like to be able to offer permanent versions of their calendar events, but are unable to do so because controls specially laid on for the calendar event, e.g. at a village hall, or a man with a rubber stamp in a layby, would obviously not be available for the perm, but there’s no alternative proof of passage available.
It’s been indicated in previous discussions on the subject that some changes to the AUK system are needed before tracklogs can be accepted for traditional perms, but have been frozen along with other system changes until further progress has been made on the new AUK website. I’m hoping that if my proposal is accepted it will mandate the Board to get the changes made sooner rather than later.
Mandatory Routes
Paul Stewart is his proposal says that there are some organisers who would like to offer mandatory routes and some riders who would like to ride them. It’s not my cup of tea, but I wouldn’t wish to stand in their way. My change would allow organisers to offer such routes, although I would with all due respect suggest another change to regulation 7.3 Additional Event Classifications just to make it explicit, without imposing them on other organisers and riders who wish to stay with AUK’s current standard of advisory routes.
Calendar Events
I don’t see my change being particularly relevant to calendar events, or most perm events. They will continue to have controls which prove the distance at the time the event is registered, and proof of passage by means of stamps in brevet cards, receipts, ATM slips etc, when they are following advisory routes between controls.
BRM Events
Queries have been raised on the Forum about the sorts of events that my proposed regulation change applies to, in particular BRM events.
My original intention was to propose a regulation that was specific to DIY by GPS events, but the advice I received from Paul or Peter (sorry I don’t remember which) was to generalize it and not refer to specific types of events.
It is not the intention of the proposal to allow any organizer to accept GPS tracklogs as proof of distance on any event. 
I’ve already said that I would expect that for calendar events the validated distance would be proved as now before the event is registered in the calendar. 
In particular I’ve been advised that the way that AUK defines the controls being set to define minimum distance is the way that AUK meets ACP requirements for BRMs.
I’ve suggested a new version of 9.8.2 (b):
 9.8.2 (b) Or with the prior approval of AUK the organizer may accept proof of passage from riders that they have passed through controls and completed the validated distance.
So that AUK retains control of the categories of events that it’s applied to. Is that enough to be able to comply with ACP requirements for BRMs (i.e. only 9.8.2 (a) would be available to them)? Or if the regulation can be written in any other way that it makes it clear that it doesn’t apply to BRMs, then I’d welcome the advice.
A change to the way AUK does things now
More years ago now than I care to remember, AUK had a mudguard rule, which had once served a useful purpose but had fallen into disrepute and was not enforced except by a handful of organisers. 
Mike Sadler and I decided to do something about it and proposed a new mudguard rule which effectively made them optional. 
Why am I mentioning this? At  the AGM many AUK stalwarts spoke out against the change saying it would be the end of Audax as we know it, including one of the founding fathers who literally got off his sickbed to be there. Even the chairman of the time had to be rebuked for speaking against the motion instead of maintaining the customary impartiality. 
Anyway, the motion was passed by a large majority, and as far as I can tell AUK has continued to thrive. Mudguards no longer even get a mention in the regulations it’s now such a non-issue.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Similarly, when DIY by GPS was first introduced, some AUK stalwarts were concerned about a tracklog being used as proof of passage instead of the more traditional rubber stamp or till receipt or whatever and predicted AUK was going soft. But some checks were built in to the system, and it’s now generally accepted. 

No doubt people will be concerned about this latest extension of the use of tracklogs and will argue it's more fundamental than the regulation changes I've just mentioned. Well maybe. I’m looking forward to hearing the considered view of the Board on that.
This proposal has been put together at short notice, and will be refined and improved before the deadline for submitting the final version has been reached.
Steve Snook
29 June 2015
