
 
 

 

 

 

 

Organiser’s Comments (Bob Verity) 

After severe winter weather had threatened earlier in the week we were much relieved to 

be blessed with ideal conditions for the first urban league event of the year. The number 

of entries surprised us – 238 actually started - nearly twice the number we had at our last 

event of this type. Urban orienteering is on the up – organisers be warned! 

Many of you said how much you enjoyed the event, finding the courses quite technical 

with cunning control sitings. Well done Olly! 

Olly first recognised the potential of Crewe as an orienteering venue and surveyed and 

produced a base map, the latter with input from Nick Campbell. With Olly's departure to 

university, experienced urban mapper & Droober Mike Hampton kindly stepped in, made 

several forays Into Cheshire from his Rugby home to finish the work and then produce a 

cartographical masterpiece. Thanks Mike. 

Organising an Urban event has certain advantages over more conventional events: the car 

park is already marked out and a warm dry place can usually be found for registration and 

download.   

However, every control site needs to be checked to see that it is on public property and 

does not offend somebody or other. We are grateful to Andrew Latham of Cheshire East 

Council and Hannah Marr of Crewe Town Council for taking us through this process. 

My thanks also to the stalwart Deeside team for their efforts and covering for the 

Organiser’s shortcomings, and to Graham Pollitt of the Cumberland Arena for welcoming 

us into his domain and looking after our requirements. 

Planner’s Comments (Olly Williams) 

Firstly I think the event was success with lots of people enjoying the courses, the terrain 

and the map! I first made the map a few years ago for a bit of fun, then it got serious and 

I got some expert help from Nick Campbell extending the area and later on Mike 

Hampton. I tried to map everything in detail allowing for a high quality sprint race, which 

I knew would work from the many training runs I have completed on the map. 

The courses were planned more of a sprint but in an urban format and we came up with 

the idea of a “middle distance sprint” with a few long legs but mostly short and tricky. 
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The start location allowed for nothing to be given away from the start line before 

complex control pick, from standing in that area I saw a lot of people having to 

concentrate and slow their speed down to spike the control. The next section was not the 

nicest of residential areas, but was very tricky and offered great orienteering.  

After a few longer legs it was back into the town centre for an intense finish in some 

detailed areas such as the library multilevel car park which I think caught many people 

out – including my own dad who knows the area. It has been interesting looking at 

routegadget! 

Controller’s Comments (Ian Gilliver MDOC) 

On behalf of the competitors may I thank and congratulate: 

 Olly Williams for his fine courses, which worked around the many constraints 

and still provided good technical orienteering  

 Bob Verity for marshalling the DEE Machine to great effect. 

I acknowledge, and apologise for, my shortcomings in Controlling: 

 The alleyway to the NNE of control 233 was locked – I think the gates are new, 

but I should have spotted it when field-checking the courses; hopefully it hasn’t 

significantly affected the results 

 Despite a rigorous review, I’ve been informed of some additional control circles 

and legs which I should have cut to reveal important detail on the map, and this 

shortcoming has regrettably affected some competitor route choices. 

 Control 22 on Course 4. 

Control 22 on Course 4 

Olly had set an excellent leg 22 (from control 186 to 199). To find a legitimate route 

required skilled navigation, but because of the location of control 199 it was possible to 

take a more direct route and reach through from the wrong side of an uncrossable fence to 

punch the control. It is clear from the number of comments that I received at Download 

that several competitors were seen to take this shorter route. 

Paragraph 10.7.7 of BOF Rules Appendix B includes the following statement: “At events 

using maps produced to the ISSOM specification, impassable features (as defined in 

ISSOM) must not be crossed by any part of a competitor's body. Hence it is NOT 

permitted to reach through or lean over such a feature to punch at a control site.”  

That same paragraph also says that: “Controls on impassable features (walls, fences, etc) 

may tempt competitors to cross, lean over or reach through the impassable feature. Such 

control sites are best avoided”. 

I wish that I had identified the possibility of competitors taking the shortcut and thereby 

gaining an advantage. I could then have asked Olly to move control 199 away from the 

fence to a nearby feature, thereby removing the issue - but that is hindsight. 



Given the considerable discontent that I witnessed at Download, I feel that I must make 

an intervention in the results. Competitors who ‘did the right thing’ understandably feel 

aggrieved that apparently several others have gained an unfair advantage. 

What are my options? The following list is informed by BOF Rules Appendix A, Section 

8.11 (and it being a Level C event, while also contributing to the UK Urban League), and 

by common sense: 

A. I could void the whole course, but it could be said that there was nothing wrong 

with the course itself, so that would be inappropriate and unnecessary. 

B. I could invite all who gained an unfair advantage to self-disqualify (as some 

people have already done), but I do not feel confident that we would get the 

complete response necessary to make things fair. 

C. I could disqualify (or perhaps impose a time penalty on) those people whose split 

time for leg 22 looks unreasonably short but, having now studied the splits, I 

believe that it is impossible to be sure precisely which competitors took the 

shorter route: 

a. I wouldn’t want to disqualify only some of those who gained an unfair 

advantage, and 

b. I wouldn’t want to disqualify anyone who had done nothing wrong. 

D. I could void legs 22 and 23. That would: 

a. Remove the two legs that are affected by those people who took unfair 

advantage, but also 

b. Penalise those who legitimately recorded a fast time, while benefitting 

those who didn’t gain an unfair advantage and instead had a ‘stinker’ on 

the leg. 

I have discussed this issue with many people, and there are several different perspectives. 

Given that there is an issue to be resolved, I am aware that there is no solution available 

that will not disadvantage some individuals.  

I have concluded that: Option A (voiding the entire course) is not required; Option B 

(self-disqualification) sadly cannot be guaranteed to provide a fair outcome; Option C 

(selective disqualification or time penalty) is unreliable; so Option D, voiding legs 22 and 

23, is the ‘least worst’ option. People who have self-disqualified over this issue should be 

reinstated. The top 3 positions in MUV and in WSV are unaffected by this decision, 

though I do acknowledge that there is some movement elsewhere in the results which will 

affect ranking and Urban League points. 

I apologise for my oversight that gave rise to this issue and, whether you have gained or 

lost by my decision, I hope you will see that I have attempted to address the matter as 

fairly and thoroughly as reasonably possible. 

 


