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My credentials





I am experienced in foot-orienteering, including course planning and map-making. I have been the Technical Convenor of the NZ Orienteeering Federation and I make maps professionally.





MTBO in New Zealand is fairly new, but I have been involved from the beginning about 6-7 years ago. I have made more maps for MTBO and planned more MTBO competitions than anyone else in NZ. I have ridden in MTBO in France and England and studied MTBO maps from other countries. For a brief period I was on the IOF MTBO Committee.





The NZOF MTBO Committee has given me permission to speak for it on MTBO mapping matters. I accept that my experience of major MTBO events is quite small and I apologise if I have made some errors in interpreting the specifications.








Keeping National Federations Informed





It seems quite difficult to find out the current status of the mapping specification for MTBO. 


All federations have been informed about the ISOM2000 which contains a section for MTBO.


Federations don’t seem to have been informed that there have been some changes since then. I have an email from Juan Garcia Tutor 20 Jan 03 saying that the official current situation is on the website http://lazarus.elte.hu/mc/isom/mbo/mbo.htm but that email only went to a very small list.


If you were interested in mapping and went to the IOF Mapping Commission website you would see a MTBO mapping specification called “revision in progress”, so you would not know that this was now “official”.


There is surely some experience from the World Champs in France which should by now be incorporated in the specifications.





I recommend that the current status and any changes to the official mapping specification be advised to all national federations.





Comments on the Australian Suggestions





Deleting the black bank lines for lakes and marshes


I agree this is a good idea. But I think they should have some sort of border: perhaps a solid blue line as symbol 305.


 


The distinct/indistinct junction distinction and stream/ford distinctions


I agree this is a good idea, sensible mappers would have been doing this anyway! They are clearly things that riders need to know.


 


The gaps in symbols 813 and 814


Whether the gap is 0.5, 0.7 or 0.8mm seems to be not very important. We will still have to use the drawing tricks to avoid a gap at a hairpin bend and the resulting uneven dashes are not a problem. The important thing is that the dashes for 815 and 816 (difficult to ride) are VERY much shorter so they can easily be distinguished from 813 and 814, and this is a good change in the specification on the website.


 


Finer line widths. 


I agree with this proposal. Finer lines are needed for very bendy tracks, and most importantly a 2:1 ratio is necessary to distinguish narrow tracks from wide. A 3:2 ratio is not enough, and the distinction has been reduced in the changes on the mapping website. Especially on scales of 20-30,000 which may be necessary to keep the size of the map down, it is very difficult to show the detail of small tracks which would provide fine navigation challenges. I favour 0.5 and 0.25mm line widths.


 


Change from width to "visual significance" for tracks, and use of three significances rather than two widths.


I don’t agree with this at all. The wording “significance” has to be able to be interpreted all round the world and in different languages, the major/minor distinction is extremely subjective and the three line widths necessary are going to be hard to distinguish on the move. 





The main place where visual significance is important is at a junction and the use of gapped or joined junctions (see above) handles this. The mapper should be able to decide on two separate questions: is the end of the track distinct or indistinct or hardly visible at all. Secondly, is the rest of the track between its ends able to be easily followed; if not the middle part of the track should be omitted as its use may involve luck.





(If we were going to introduce new track types I think that an extra speed value is more important than an extra width or “significance” because there is a very big speed range of usable tracks covered by 813 and 814. But I do not think we can find new symbols which can be easily distinguished on the move.)


 


Use of the "indistinct" convention from foot-o (omitting every third dash). 


I know there are places where lots of walkers in the forest have made vague trails and it is difficult to decide what is a track and what is not. The trouble with the indistinct track symbol is that it doesn't work for very short or very wiggly tracks. I don’t think we should map tracks that are difficult to follow once you are on them. The only place where distinctness MUST be represented is at the junctions.


 


Comment on the Slovakian suggestions


 


Changing non-track black symbols to Purple


I have no opinion on this, except to say that the sprint-orienteering specification (which caters for terrain with many man-made features) uses grey to overcome this problem. Others will no doubt raise the issue of whether the "dark purple" will get confused with standard purple course circles, lines and numbers.


 


Green Lines for unridable rides


I can understand the desire for such a symbol, but I hope that you won’t use green lines. 





In New Zealand there are often not enough tracks to make good route choice. But we do not want to go away from the strong suggestion that in MTBO riders must keep to tracks. We have been using green lines for routes on which riding is allowed, even though it is not a track. Such routes are well-defined and in open land, being along a linear feature such as a fence or forest edge, or across a clearing in the forest. The green lines are green versions of symbols 811, 813 and 815, according to the ridability. They are chosen because of their use in Ski-Orienteering, and because green contrasts well with the other map colours. We recommend that you endorse this practice, and that you give us symbols to use for it, whether green or some other colour.


 


Gray for Settlement


I agree with this. We have joined some MTBO maps close to the city together in one large map which from which pieces can be used for urban events both on bike and on foot. The mapping covers about 300 sq.km. We therefore faced the question of how to show all the residential and other areas where it is not permitted to go. The stripes as in  symbol 528 are unsuitable when there are large areas, and the settlement symbol 527 is not different enough from green in our opinion. We support the use of grey.





Comment on the specifications on the Mapping Commission Website





Words about Off-Track Features: Appearance not Runnability


I think that these specifications still have too many words which relate to foot-orienteering, and they would not be relevant to MTBO. Perhaps they are written for events where riders are allowed to leave the tracks. However this seems to be the exception, and we need a specification which is written from the point of view of a person on the track. 





This would mean that it is not necessary to talk about:


Deviation of contours by up to 25% of the contour interval


Most of the details about impassable cliffs


Stony or rocky  or open sandy ground or bare rock


Whether water features are crossable as this is shown by the track network


The “runnability” of open land and forest (see below)


High stone walls, fences, crossing points in these, uncrossable pipelines, firing ranges, uncrossable boundary and crossing point in it, as this is shown by the track network





In a specification designed for a sport where you must keep to the track network, I think that we need to define the symbols for open land and forest by how they APPEAR to riders from the track. The different yellow symbols are OK but the words about “running” should be replaced by words about “appearance”. The same with the forest symbols, but I do not think that we can define the “appearance” of forest in three categories. I think that two would be enough: forest in which you can see the features beside the track, and forest that is too thick to see the features. 





I favour using two different shades of green, because this is easier for people without an orienteering background to understand. I hope that we will attract bikers to the sport of MTBO rather than converting foot-orienteers to MTBO.





Obstacle Symbol


For the same reason that I think the track symbols need to be thinner, I think symbol 714 should be smaller. I think it is useful not only for dangerous objects, but any point object which would cause a rider to dismount (such as a gate). This information is necessary for a fair assessment of route choice.





Course Marking Symbols


I notice that it is the custom to print the control code on the map near the control number, in a smaller typeface and perhaps enclosed in brackets. This is a good idea and should be standardised in the specifications. There is no need for the marked route symbol 705; if there were markings (eg tapes) installed for the event then such routes could use a track symbol of the appropriate type. 





 


