
����
����

���������	���������	���������	���������	 ����
 

�
��

��
�������
�������
�

����������� ����
�

 

 
 
 

 CONTENTS 
 

Letter  from the chairman 
New editor required! 
US Track & Field 2005 
Conference 07 
Conference 07 Open Forum 
New Officials' scheme - Information 
Track Chat 
Did you see that? 
Satisfactory I presume 
Can I have a word? 
Automatic wind gauge 
Notes from Main committee meeting 
 

  
   

 

 
�

����������	
������
� ���
�������� ���� �������������������������

www.seaoa.co.uk 
 



�������������	��
	�����
 �
�
������������	��
��
�����
��������
������������	����� 	�������������������
�����������������������
��
��� �
�
�	�����
������� ���  �������� ��
� ������ ��	����
����

!� ���� �� �����	���� ���� 
	����� �����"������ ���� �	�
�� �	 ��� �������
	����������������!��
���������#�
�$���������	����%�� ���������	���	�����	������
��	�����
�
����	�����	�� ����������������
���
�����"��������
���������
������
!�����
��������� 	�
�����������������
�����������	�������������
�
&����
��	������
�����	�����
���������
����&���� ��� ���	������'�������
���������%����
����(��
����
���� ���������!�
��������������	�� ����)�"��
��*��������
���� �� 
����� �� �
��	�� ����������
���
��	���� ����	�
� ���
�������� ��� 
���
��	���
�	���������������������
�
�������	��	��	����	�"����"� ��
����	����
��
�������
���������
��)�"��
�	�"������ ������������
���� ������� ���������� ��� �	��� ���	���� 
�

������� �	�� �	�� �
� ��� 	��� �	�� �"������ 
�
���� ����� ��������� '��� ��� ����
���������
������������	���	������������������������� 	��	��
!����	����	������������
��������������������� ��������������
�	������� 
���� +����
� ��� )�"��
!� �	������� �	�� ������� ��� ���� ��������� 
�
���!� ���� �	������� ������
������� � 
����
����������
����������
!���������	��
��������������� �������������
�
	���!���
����������
����	����
�
���� ���	��	��	��������
�������������������������������
�������	�����
������ ���������
���	�������
��������������!���

������
�� ��	��
�,�����
!��	����
�"����	��������	�
�����
 
-�
�� �� ��������� �	��� �	�� ./$&$� �
� 
��� ��� ��� 	���� �� �!� �
� ���� 	�"�� ���� (��
����
� ����
�� �������� ����� ��
 ��������
�	����������������	�������������������!������
�����	 ����	������������������������
������	�����0�"������ ���
��
����
�
���
������
 �
 

***** 
 

Wanted for 2008 – Newsletter Editor 
 
After nearly 10 years of editing and producing both the Newsletter and the AGM report, it is about time that I relinquished the co-opted 
position and let someone else take the reins. If anyone is interested in taking over at the AGM can they please let me or any member of the 
Main committee know.  
 
Ian Booth 
 

***** 
 

U.S. Track & Field in Spring 2005:  an English Field Judge’s perspective (Part I) 
 
The series of meetings between Oxford / Cambridge Universities and Harvard / Yale can, with some justification, lay claim to be the 
longest running series of international athletics meetings of the modern era.  Its origins lie in the meeting between Oxford and Yale on 16th 
July 1894, at Queen’s Club in London, won by Oxford:  5 ½ events to 3½ (the high jump was a tie), thanks in part to a win in the 100y by 
C.B. Fry (who was though, surprisingly, beaten in the long jump by his team-mate W.J. Oakley, as well as the Yale first string).  A return 
match between Cambridge and Yale took place the following year in New York, won by Yale.  Following the success of the 1896 Athens 
Olympics, the first meeting of the combined Oxford / Cambridge and Harvard / Yale teams took place on 22nd July 1899, again at Queen’s 
Club, and was won by the English universities 5-4.  The first visit of the combined English teams to the U.S. followed two years later, on 
25th September 1901 at the Berkeley Oval, New York, with the Americans coming out on top 6-3. 
 
Following these beginnings, the series has continued virtually without a break, except for the war years, with the English universities 
visiting the U.S. every four years, normally in the year following the Olympics, and Harvard and Yale returning to the U.K. two years 
later.  A number of other Ivy League colleges have also taken part, with Cornell and University of Pennsylvania the other current 
participants. Birmingham University have more recently also provided regular competition to the U.S. universities.  The series arguably 
reached its peak in terms of quality of performances between the wars, with world records being set - in the Long Jump (25’3”) by E.O. 
(Ned) Gourdin of Harvard (with Harold Abrahams in second place) in 1921, and in the mile (4:07.6) by Jack Lovelock of Oxford (against 
Cornell and Princeton) in 1933, defeating the redoubtable Bill Bonthron in the process.  More recently, other Olympic / World medallists 
and World record holders have taken part, including Bannister, Chataway, Brasher and Johnson in the ‘50s, Herb Elliott and Wendell 
Mottley in the ‘60s and subsequently Hemery and Ridgeon.  Today, the current academic regime and university admissions policy mean 
that such illustrious participants are a rarity, but the series remains an important element of university athletic competition, as well as 
providing a cultural exchange. 
 



The writer was fortunate enough to take part in the series, touring the U.S. in 1973 (those who know his current physique may be 
surprised to learn that his event was not shot or discus, but half mile).  Having since then officiated at a number of the meetings held in the 
U.K., I was delighted to take up the opportunity, as member of the team management) in March / April 2005 to visit Cornell, Yale and 
Harvard again for the first time in 32 years.  As well as discharging my duties to the team, I also set out to learn more first hand about: 
 
·  Track & Field judging (particularly the latter); 
·  Facilities and the running of athletics meetings 
 
in the U.S., with a view to comparing and contrasting those with what is seen at home.  
 
This series of matches seemed to provide fertile ground for both of these, judging by accounts of some of the early meetings.  For 
example, in the first (1894) meeting, it was reported (in “the Field” !) that, in the hammer:  “the Americans threw from a 7-ft circle and 
used a hammer a measuring 4ft. [while the Oxford competitor] used a 3ft 6in hammer, and threw from a 30ft (!) circle.”  Another account 
of that era described contrasting techniques in the “weight”, where it was noted that “the difference between the two styles of throwing 
was very marked.  In America one must always have the elbow of the arm which holds the shot behind the shot.  If a man be allowed to 
start the shot with his elbow leading his hand we call it ‘drawing the shot’, not ‘putting’, and it is counted a foul.  The advantage to be 
gained, particularly by a heavy man, in getting the initial velocity onto a shot by pulling and not by pushing is obvious.”  Despite the 
unspoken implication that they may have been guilty of ‘drawing’, the Oxford men still trailed their Yale opposition by some 5ft. 
 
These issues were not confined to Throwing events.  On the track, the Americans were not pleased to have to comply with the English 
habit (arguably an Oxford idiosyncrasy) of running clockwise. Hurdle races, too were a problem, with the Americans used to hurdling on 
the track over moveable barriers, while in the U.K. the high hurdles were effectively a hybrid field event, over fixed barriers hammered 
into the infield.  The 1895 event generously attempted to accommodate both approaches, with two races, one “over cinders” and one “over 
turf”.  Both were won by Yale men in identical times (16 sec). 
 
Technical difficulties have continued over the years. For example, the 100y in 1901 was timed in 10.6 sec, but the records also state that it 
was found afterwards that the course was 5 yards too long.  So, it was with eager anticipation of potentially exotic and unusual technical 
problems that I set off with the team from Heathrow at the end of March. 
 
After a few days sightseeing and trying to overcome jetlag in New York, we set off by bus for Cornell, in the “Finger Lake” region of 
upstate New York.  Cornell has a beautiful campus in rural surroundings and is famous inter alia for running one of the top hotel 
management degree courses in the U.S.  Some of us were fortunate to stay at the on-campus hotel next to the hotel management faculty 
building which is largely staffed by students.  The indoor athletics facilities too are of a very high standard, reflecting the very severe 
winters experienced each year, and include a 200m oval, which, while un-banked, provides the opportunity for good quality track sessions 
all year round. There is a caged throwing area for shot and weight, and the building is also large enough for javelins to be thrown (with a 
rubber tip).  Pole Vault and High Jump beds are permanent fixtures.  All this is staffed by several full time paid coaches, so that athletes 
are able to visit the track each day in the knowledge that advice will be on hand.  The Cornell coaches could not have been more 
hospitable and helpful, willingly spending time with several of our field events athletes.  In fact, they were so helpful that our hammer 
thrower produced a PB to win the event in the meet. 
 
Interestingly, on most days the indoor facility is not available for sport at all in the early part of the afternoon, as it is used by the military 
Officer Training Corps for training:  Cornell is, I believe, the only one of the Ivy League colleges to maintain a strong link with the U.S. 
military, others having bowed to pressure to sever theirs during the ‘70s due to the strength of public opinion against the Vietnam war.  
With tuition fees at c$45,000 a year, an Army scholarship provides an attractive way of financing one’s education at Cornell, despite the 
prospect of a posting to Iraq. 
 
Following several days of warm, sunny weather, the day of the meet against a combined Cornell / Pennsylvania team dawned very wet 
and windy.  It was decided, on safety grounds, to hold all jumps indoors, while the track athletes and throwers braved the elements (there 
is, surprisingly, no covered stand).  This caused an unforeseen problem.  At the technical meeting the day before, it had been agreed that 
guest competitors would be allowed, but that they would be distinguishable by the fact that they would not wear numbers.  However, with 
the majority of officials at the outdoor track, some half a mile away, no numbers were made available at all to the indoor competitors.  At 
the start of the high jump, the sole Oxford / Cambridge competitor sought to clarify matters at the start of the competition and the lead 
official pointed out the two U.S. competitors who were due to count in the competition.  Both of these then proceeded to no-height, while 
the Cambridge man cleared a modest 1.80m. The “guests” then cleared heights in excess of 1.95m.  Surely a win for the English! To our 
consternation, it transpired that one of the “guests” had in fact been nominated at a late stage (allegedly before the start of the competition) 
to be one of the two counting competitors. 
 
This actually made a difference to the overall men’s match result:  with an American win in the high jump, the meet was tied at 10 events 
each (yes, some traditions are maintained).  A protest was, with some reluctance (we did not wish to spoil the sporting spirit of the meet), 
therefore lodged.  However, it then transpired that the Field Referee was none other than the person who had led the high jump 
competition and marked / amended the counting and guest competitors’ names on the card.  When we found too that he was not only a 
distinguished Cornell alumnus and a Minister of the Church, but also the guest of honour and main speaker at the gala dinner following 
the meet, we had to admit defeat, and the men’s match was agreed as a draw. 



U.S. Track & Field in Spring 2005:  an English Field Judge’s perspective (Part II) 
 
The day following the Cornell / Penn meet, we headed for Yale, in downtown Newhaven on the Connecticut coast, for several days’ 
training before heading to Boston for the Harvard / Yale meet.  The Yale facilities are excellent, having been recently enhanced by the 
addition of a state of the art (though only four lane) indoor banked oval track.  This has been installed in a building known as Coxe 
Cage.  The Cage was built in the early 20th century, named for Charles Edmund Coxe (who graduated from Yale in 1893), a hammer 
thrower on Yale's squad. Legend has it that Coxe, who was charged with raising funds for the new facility, could not be bothered with 
such efforts and instead offered the necessary $300,000 to build the facility on the stipulation that it be named for him. Yale accepted 
the offer and began construction on what was then considered to be one of the largest structures of its kind in the world. Measuring 
over 356 ft long and 156 across, with a ceiling reaching almost 83 ft, the building encompasses over 3.3 million cu ft of air space. To 
this day its 26,000 sq ft skylight is among the largest anywhere (and makes it extremely hot – not unlike being in a greenhouse – on a 
sunny day!). At the time of the Cage's construction, its (then dirt) track was designed to be one of the fastest in the eastern U.S.. At the 
opening ceremony for the new facility, Yale's half-mile relay ran an exhibition in a time of 1:32.4, better than any previous indoor 
mark.  The combination of an-ultra modern track with a historical building that broke new ground in the design of sporting facilities at 
the time of its construction makes a deep impression.  The Cage is also adjacent to the Yale Bowl, which was itself a pioneering 
design for a football stadium at the time of its completion in 1914 and had a record crowd of 80,000 for the Yale vs Army (American) 
football game in 1923. 
 
Despite the weather now being warm and sunny, it was with some difficulty that our athletes were persuaded to leave the indoor 
delights of Coxe Cage, and undertake some training sessions at the outdoor track across the road. The facilities there were good, 
though nothing special in U.K. terms, with discus and hammer outside the track.  An interesting local peculiarity is the habit of 
removing the top section (i.e. the plastic barrier plus the aluminium tubing from the main part of the hurdle) for overnight storage.  
This serves to discourage the overnight theft of hurdles that would apparently otherwise occur. 
 
On to Cambridge (a suburb of Boston) for the meet against Harvard & Yale.  Harvard’s indoor facilities are possibly among the best 
in the U.S..  The Albert H. Gordon track contains a six-lane banked oval with an adjacent 80-yard sprint straight. Inside the track are 
two long and triple jump pits, a pole vault runway and multiple high jump aprons. Adjacent to the oval are two throwing circles and a 
weight lifting cage. Special devices allow hammer, discus, and javelin practice indoors.  Outdoors, I recall that the 1973 was held, on 
a black cinder track (which was actually mostly underwater, following torrential rain) in the Harvard Stadium, which was built in 
1903 as a football stadium (making it the oldest football stadium in the country). Since 1984, Harvard athletics has been held on a 
modern, purpose built track in the shadow of the Harvard Stadium. 
 
The cadre of officials for this meet was on a somewhat more serious level compared with the Cornell / Penn meet.  The chief official 
(and possibly some others), was, evidently, paid for his services (i.e. not just travel expenses):  one of the Harvard coaches affirmed to 
me that this was the best way to ensure quality.  This practice on the part of Harvard appears to be unusual but by no means unique in 
the U.S..  It was agreed, as has become customary for these competitions, that the meet would be held under IAAF rules, though this 
was not without its problems for the Americans. For example, it appeared that a performance in a race where there had been one false 
start would not count as a qualifying mark under NCAA rules, which allow no false starts at all.  I offered to lend the chief official my 
IAAF rulebook, as he only had it available on CD-Rom (not too practical out on the track). 
 
The far more favourable weather conditions meant that I was able to observe more closely than had been possible the running of the 
field events.  The hammer and discus competitions were led by an evidently senior official, who introduced himself as David Post. 
David had officiated at the Atlanta Olympics, and was able to explain a good deal about how athletics officiating is organised in that 
part of the U.S.. 
 
Officials begin at their local officials’ group where they are trained by the group and begin officiating at local high school and college 
meets. After about a year or two, some of the officials who wish to officiate out of their local area apply for membership with USA 
Track and Field (USATF). The minimum requirements are: they have attended an official's clinic, they are a member in good standing 
with a local officials group and they have previously officiated. There is an open book exam (David said that this proved to be good 
incentive to read the book!  The focus seems to be very much on learning by experience) and they become a member of USATF at 
what is called the Association Level or training level. After a period of time (minimum 2 years) they can apply to be promoted to the 
National Level. At this level the official is allowed to officiate at National and International level meets in the USA. After another 3 
years minimum, the official can apply for the highest level of a T&F Official in the USA which is the Master Level. Another test is 
involved along with several recommendations from Master Officials and Meet Directors. Speciality areas of T&F require separate 
certification, e.g., Weights & Measures (David said this was a necessary speciality in view of the level of attempted cheating!), Race 
Walk &c. Once at the Master Level, some officials aspire to International Levels, i.e. NTO and ITO which involve specialty courses 
and comprehensive testing. Generally T&F Officials are not paid with the exception of the Northeast USA. Often officials are well 
fed and given hotel accommodations and clothing. High schools are negotiated with at the state level, colleges and open National 
level meets are negotiated at the national level but little progress has been made to date in regard to remuneration. The reason is 
complex but essentially T&F has very little money compared to other sports in the USA. 
 
For those interested in knowing more about how athletics, and in particular officiating, is organised in the north-eastern U.S., a couple 
of useful websites to which David referred me are http://www.usatfne.org and http://mtfoa.com , or at a national level 
http://www.usatfofficials.com .  Apparently, a national database of officials is maintained, and can be accessed at various levels.  
 
The running of the meeting was generally as we would recognise in the U.K., but with some idiosyncrasies (alas no 30ft hammer 
circles), including: 
 



·  The use of baseball terminology when calling up the athletes in the long throws (this seemed a favourite of David Post’s), i.e. 
instead of calling “followed by Smith”, David called “Smith on deck” (“on deck” being the term used to describe the batter in 
baseball waiting to bat next).  This rather appealed to me, but I admit might not be understood by those not used to waiting up late 
at night to watch the World Series on Channel 5. 

·  Unusual wind gauge equipment for horizontal jumps:  instead of being mounted on a tripod, this was held in the hand of a seated 
official.  This official did not appear to have any visible means (e.g. a card) with which to record the wind readings, and they did 
not appear in the published results. 

·  No plasticine indicator in the take-off boards:  I queried this, but no attempt was made to find any, and I had the impression that it 
was not often used for meetings at this venue, so that no jumps were assessed purely by eye. 

 
We had only one controversial decision, in the 800m, where the Harvard athlete appeared to come across the Cambridge runner 
without being clearly in front. An obliging American spectator had captured the whole episode on video, but, after some discussion of 
the admissibility of this evidence (IAAF rule 146 was quoted:  “or any other available video evidence”), the chief official 
understandably backed his track judge, even though the latter’s description of events seemed to differ quite significantly from the 
video.  The result stood. 
 
All in all it was an excellent afternoon’s athletics.  The U.S. officials (paid and otherwise) were very friendly and happy to share their 
way of approaching the conduct of the meet. 
 
Overall conclusions? 
 
·  Americans have some excellent facilities, especially indoors, but the real strength of their college athletics comes from the 

professional coaching and other logistical support that is available.  This in turn leads to a lot of group training sessions with 
obvious benefits. 

·  The officiating set-up is a mixture, with a number of obviously highly experienced and technically proficient officials, but 
apparently quite a gap to the next level down. 

·  There is quite a laissez-faire attitude to the technical aspects of running meetings. The emphasis is on seeing high quality 
performances on the track or in the field, without being too obsessed with the rules.  No doubt this is different in championship 
events. 

·  The Americans are as excellent hosts as I found them 32 years ago. 
 
Peter Crawshaw 
 

***** 
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CONFERENCE 2007 – OPEN FORUM 
 
Part of the Annual conference this year was devoted to an Open Forum on Education, Training & the new Levels. The panel consisted 
of Keith Davies (UKA Technical Committee), Moira Gallagher  (North of England Upgrading Secretary), David Vidler, and Paula 



Gowing (UKA Officials Co-ordinator who has replaced Liz Patrick). A number of questions were given to the panel prior to the 
conference, which they attempted to answer. This is a summary of the information provided by the Panel, together with some 
comments from the audience. 
 
UKA will develop the material for Officials Education and Training and also train the Tutors. The actual training of Officials will be 
the responsibility of the Regions who will have the finance and staff, with County Officials Secretaries (COFSECS) being the 
linchpin for delivery. The administration will be the joint responsibility of the Regions and COFSECS. The governance of Officials is 
likely to be within the Regions. Roger Simmons is due to produce a paper on the subject by the end of February 2007. 
 
SEAA will remain responsible for Territorial Competition and the appointing of the relevant Officials, although it wasn't clear where 
they would get their information from as to which Officials were available! 
 
Peer Groups will continue to deal with higher graded Officials, or is that higher levelled?! 
 
The new system will be in operation by end of February 2007 for the new Level 3, which has been piloted in Yorkshire. The materials 
for Level 4 will be developed after successful implementation of Level 3. A level 3 workbook is under construction and a Level 2 
workbook will also be given to those aspiring to Level 3 who did not complete a Level 2 course. 
 
The initial system of Levels 1 to 5 came from modernisation discussions following the Foster Report with financial pressure from 
outside. The Level 1 material was written by Chris Cohen with Level 2 and 3 modules being overseen by the UKA Technical 
Committee.  
 
There has been a rumour that PhotoFinish would become a separate discipline. Although a paper has been written for the Technical 
Committee on this aspect there is no plan for this to occur at present. However there is a separate module within Level 3 covering 
PhotoFinish.  
 
With the new Level 3 pilot scheme it was intended that it would be delivered in one day but this proved unworkable when trialled. It 
consists of three modules:- 
 
a) Discipline specific up to and including Referee/Chief at County/Territorial level 
 
b) Technical module to include EDM, PhotoFinish and computer linked starting blocks 
 
c) Generic module covering the role of the Meeting Manager, Call room, Clerk of Course etc. 
 
The criteria to achieve Level 3 are as follows:-  
 
a) Minimum  2 years officiating experience from the date of completing Level 2 (for those attending a Level 3 workshop having not 

come through the new Level 2 route that will be the date used). 
 
b) Attendance at Level 3 workshops (Generic, Technical and Discipline) 
 
c) Maintenance of a logbook that has evidence of officiating at a minimum of 30 meetings. At least 12 of these must be in each 12 

month period. 
 
d) 6 reports – 1 demonstrating use of technology, 1 out of territory, 1 as Clerk of the Course (interesting), 1 as a Referee/Chief, 2 as a 

member of a team. 
 
These report forms have not as yet been designed so the present forms will have to be used and slightly amended. They will be 
submitted to the Territory (or Region?) who will then submit them to Peer Groups for upgrading purposes. The earliest date for 
submission of this paperwork for those attending a Level 3 workshop in early 2007 will be the end of 2008. Promotion to Level 3 
means that the Official can be invited to Officiate at International Level. 
 
2007 is the last year for those Officials who, under the old system are Grade 2 or 1 and are half way through their reporting structure, 
to achieve promotion. After this year they will have to join the mainstream process of going from one level to the next. Keith Davies 
stated that he considered the initial straight switch from Grades 4,3,2,1 to Levels 2,3,4,5 was maybe the simplest route, but it was 
wrong. Existing Level 4 and Level 5 people will stay as they are for the moment until modules are developed for those Levels. In due 
course, some of those Officials may have to take some Level 3 modules. We therefore wait to see what happens. 
 
Paula Gowing stated that no decision has as yet been made with regard to any changes in the cost for Levels 1 and 2 workshops as 
they are looking at costings for producing the material i.e. logbooks etc. At present they are at £10 per candidate but print costs are 
using up most of this figure. The Regions are now responsible for the budgets for putting on a course. There was concern at any 
increase in cost being counter productive but the audience were told that Regions, Counties, Clubs etc could be approached for 
financial assistance for the Official!! Some clubs refund the fee if the Official does a set number of meetings. No mention was made 
of the cost of Level 3. 
 



 As far as venues are concerned, UKA wish Counties to use good venues but the costs can be quite high as there is a need for access to 
a Track. UKA are apparently talking to Regions to investigate suitable venues but there was no guidance on costs, which differs from 
what UKA stated at the Tutor Training Courses. 
 
There were serious concerns as to the progression and future of Timekeepers bearing in mind electronics. David Vidler said there will 
always be a need for Timekeepers even at top meetings and quoted the Crystal Palace Grand Prix a couple of years ago. There is a 
feeling that the numbers of those wishing to Time Keep is dwindling and unless it is addressed by UKA there will be a problem at 
club meetings. There was no response to this apart from the statement that they could diversify into other disciplines!!  The Panel also 
stated that more clubs are buying their own PhotoFinish equipment and apparently the cost is reducing. It was suggested by the panel 
that Timekeepers get themselves trained on PhotoFinish!! Not really a positive encouragement to Timekeepers.  
 
Question – Where is the quality control on Timekeepers? Up until now they took the Theory Exam then a Practical Exam. The 
practical test has been abolished. Where is the Quality Control from now on? Who is going to say that their accuracy is OK? David 
Vidler stated that this had not yet been thought through, but he felt that there should still be some test of accuracy, possibly being 
reported on at one or more meetings. 
 
UKA stated through Keith Davies that they are looking to get Officials multi-disciplined. Groups of people have been identified and 
are currently shadowing Meeting Managers, Technical Directors and Competition Directors at national level. The more that want to 
do this the better, but it will not be compulsory. 
  
Back to Level 2 the question was raised as to Starters who had undergone the Level 2 Starter/Marksman Workshop and whether they 
could start on their own bearing in mind that most Starters go some time before they actually work with another Starter, in some cases 
a couple of years.  After some discussion the Panel said that until they have completed their 4 meetings satisfactorily, alongside a 
qualified Starter, and been approved and Licensed by UKA then they cannot start on their own. This could cause a problem in view of 
the general shortage of Starters.  
 
In the same vein, Level 2s who have not registered with UKA and current Grades under the old system who have not registered with 
UKA cannot Referee/Chief or lead a Field event. 
 
In SEAA there are currently two COFSECS who have resigned in view of the added work and one has not been replaced. Two more 
are looking for someone to take over in view of the added work. Question was as to what UKA are doing to address the situation? 
One COFSEC stated that she works a full time job and then a full time job as COFSEC and being paid would help! There was no 
positive response and there is a feeling amongst COFSECS that we are doing UKA’s job unpaid.  
 
COFSECS have just had another letter from UKA re Criminal Records Bureau (CRB) checks on Officials and they say that it will not 
cause COFSECS any more work. This is wishful thinking. COFSECS also now have to look after Logbooks for Level 1 & 2, decide 
on Mentors and generally deal with everything else that arrives including the Endurance mess. It was stated by Moira Gallagher that 
we should involve the Regions who have the staff to assist. The Regions in the South do not have this as the handover from UKA to 
England Athletics has been poor. Therefore COFSECS are still working generally on their own. They now have CRB checks to deal 
with.  
 
It was acknowledged that communication needed to get better. Although websites are extremely good for communicating information, 
thought needs to be given to those who do not have access to the Internet. 
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ARTICLE WRITTEN FOR THE NEWSLETTER OF THE NORTHERN ATHLETICS OFFICIALS’ ASSOCIATION 
NOVEMBER 2006 

 
NEW OFFICIALS SCHEME – INFORMATION 

 
You will all be aware that there is a new UKA Officials’ Education programme in operation as you will have read about it in the UKA 
Officials’ Newsletter. If you have not seen the newsletter it may well be because you have not registered with UKA for your Officials’ 
Pass and Licence! If this is the case then please do something about it as soon as possible as from January 1st 2007 anyone who is not 
registered will not be covered fully by insurance, although they will be able to officiate as a helper under the supervision of a 
registered official. 
 
I thought that it would be useful to provide a few facts about how the scheme will operate. 
 
·  Level 1 covers all the disciplines and should enable those who attend the workshop and gain some practical experience to assist 

officials in any discipline at an athletics meeting. Many people in athletic clubs have a preference as to discipline and also have 
some knowledge so they would start with a Level 2 workshop and move through from that level. 

 
·  Level 2 is almost comparable to the old Grade 4 with some elements of the old Grade 3 as well. The other levels of the new 

scheme do not equate in any way to any of the old grades. It is a totally new scheme. 



·  After the end of 2006(effective date Jan 2007) no further officials can enter the lists as Grade 4 or be upgraded to Grade 3. There 
will be no further preliminary exams. Entry is via the Level 2 course (for some people Level 1) and then progression through the 
new scheme.  

 
·  For an official attending a Level 3 workshop early in 2007 (or the pilot in November 2006 ) the earliest they will qualify will be 

the end of 2008 (effective date Jan 2009) as the criteria set are as follows:- 
 
 

o Minimum 2 years officiating experience from date of completing Level 2. (for those attending a Level 3 workshop having not 
come through the new Level 2  route that will be the date used). 

 
o Attendance at Level 3 workshops (Generic, Technical, Discipline) 

 
o Maintenance of a logbook that has evidence of officiating at a minimum of 30 meetings. At least 12 of these must be in each 

12 month period. 
 

o 6 reports; 1 demonstrating use of technology, 1 out of territory, 1 as Clerk of Course, 1 as Referee/Chief, 2 as a member of a 
team. 

 
These reports to be submitted to the territory for scrutiny as reports for higher level officials are currently. They would then go to the 
peer groups for upgrading purposes in November 2008 (as currently happens with grade 1). 
 
Primarily the assessment needs to be appropriate to what it is that we expect Level 3 Officials to be able to do. 
 
o Referee at league/county level meeting 
 
o Be appointed to teams at Territorial/ CAU/ BAL/UKWAL/ESSA/ Home Country International level. 
 
o Be aware of how to use technology appropriate to discipline 
 
o Knowledge of/opportunity to operate under I.A.A.F rules 

 
Having proved themselves at Level 3/or whilst working towards the Level 3 qualification these officials would then be eligible to be 
considered for appointment to major meetings as Technical Officials.  (Bear in mind that on the old system only Grade 1 officials on 
the UK active list receive the National availability lists and they will continue to receive them. New Level 3s may be added to that 
list) 
 
·  Anyone unsure of what is entailed at each of the new Levels should refer to the Summer 2006 edition of the UKA Officials 

Newsletter which was sent to all licensed officials.  
 
·  The system of upgrading currently in place will have been completely phased out by the end of 2007. 
 
 
·  Once the new Level 3 is fully under way then the new Level 4 will be developed. 
 
·   If you look carefully at where attaining Level 3 places an official it is obvious that to work though Level 3 on the new scheme is 

the way to progress for officials with the old grades of  2, 3, or 4 (for those who are Grade 4 by experience the Level 2 Workshop 
is the sensible route). For the pilot course we have attendees from all those three grades as well as Level 2 officials who are 
moving through the new programme. 

 
·  If anyone wants advice on how they should proceed in order to make progress as an official please get in touch with me. New 

systems always cause confusion but I think that once this really gets going it will provide officials with better training and will 
encourage newcomers, as the time-scale for progression is very much reduced for those who show a high level of competence. 

 
Moira Gallagher (North of England Upgrading Secretary) 
  

***** 
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Well another Conference has come and gone and thanks to all those who attended and in particular to those who presented 
workshops.. Keith Reed came up from Devon and started the day with ”That’s a good idea” which concentrated on how to improve 
your performance. Keith’s debut was well received and will be going onto the website.  
 
Working alongside this John Peerless presented “Working with a broom handle” which gave advice on how to be a good Clerk of the 
Course including indoor events. Once again a debut at Conference and John is also putting this onto the website.  
 



For the second session Wendy Haxell’s workshop –“Did you see that?” -  had everyone working hard trying to see what had happened 
at various International Meetings from video clips and showed how much Umpires need to maintain their concentration and also how 
TV can affect the final decisions! The summary of this thought provoking session is included in this edition.  
 
Steve Snodden and Ian Friend made their debuts in the afternoon with a workshop called “Can I have a word please“ which put 
forward incidents which had occurred and asked how you would deal with athletes, parents and coaches and included role plays.. It 
was well received although unfortunately due to the late running of the Open Forum they ran out of time.  
 
Next to this Richard Whybrow chaired a session “Satisfactory I presume” for the higher grades on the new assessment procedures. 
The summaries of Did You See That, Satisfactory I Presume and Can I Have a Word are included in this Communiqué after Track 
Chat. Once again my thanks to all the presenters including Chas Harvey who acted as Technician on Wendy’s session and also to 
Eileen for pulling all the Track workshops together. Last but not least to Ros Alterman for her overall organisation. 
 
As to the future our hands are tied at the moment as until we have fuller details of where UKA are going with the future of Officials 
we cannot amend all our booklets. Once again they seem to be dragging their heels and doing everything piecemeal. If and when they 
sort everything out then we have a major job in re-doing all our booklets. 
 
Terry Williams 
(Track sub-committee Chairman) 
 
*****  
 

DID YOU SEE THAT?  
(Track Conference 2007) 

 
This workshop, overseen by Wendy Haxell, comprised videos of various situations, which had occurred at International Meetings. 
 
1. Ladies 100m - World Cup Greece. This was where the athletes in lanes 5 and 6 clashed arms in the last few metres forcing one 

athlete to slow but was it deliberate? Lesson was to watch not just feet but the complete person to be able to report the incident 
fully. No action was taken as the both athletes remained in their lanes and it was deemed accidental. 

2. Ladies 4 X 100m Relay – World Cup, Greece. This proved a little more difficult to spot as someone had put the cage in a very 
inconsiderate place! Eventually it was proved that GB and USA teams had been placed in the wrong lanes at the start and this 
caused problems at the first Takeover. The general view was that the race should have been re-run as in essence ‘it did not exist’. 
However this was the last event of the Championships and the Referee disqualified the USA. Maybe a little harsh but TV rules! 

3. Ladies 800m heat – Commonwealth Games, Melbourne. Just coming off the final bend the Australian athlete in 2nd place cut 
inside and was pushed by the Canadian in 3rd place. Australians put in a protest as she was pushed but was there space for her to 
cut in? Result allowed to stand. Lesson was to report everything that occurs no matter what your opinion as to who if anyone 
was at fault. 

4. Ladies 4 X 100m Relay – Commonwealth Games, Melbourne.  One team failed to complete their exchange at Takeover 1 – was 
it reported? The Australians had trouble at Takeover 3. Question – was the baton exchanged inside or outside the box? Difficult 
to see but benefit of the doubt given. Lesson once again to report everything i.e. Takeover 1, and give early signals so Referee 
can contact PhotoFinish and advise race clear or not. 

 
Wendy produced samples of Infringement Report forms especially for IAAF events with Rule numbers on the forms as PhotoFinish 
need these for the disqualification. Jeanne Coker undertook to place the Rule numbers on the SEAOA website. Also important to be 
aware that protests need to be lodged within 30 minutes of declaration of the result and PhotoFinish will have that time. 
 
When working Indoors your Team Leader may not be obvious so signal to your nearest TL in that case. Also it is a good idea to use 
the Scoreboard to note the Lane draw in case report needed. 

 
*****  
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(Track Conference 2007) 

 
This session was a discussion about the Assessment of Officials at National meetings. 
 
The first scenario presented was regarding a weekend’s judging when everything went wrong from injury/illness to getting lost and 
being late.  
 
Try to ensure that any mitigating circumstances should be notified to the Referee before the meeting starts and, although this should 
not affect the mark given, extenuating circumstances can be mentioned. 
 
Referees must inform the Official if a mark lower than C (what is expected) is given within 7 days and should attempt to do it on the 
day. There is a right to appeal. Marks above C should also be notified to the Official if possible. 
 
Concern was expressed that no advice on how to assess was given to Referees before they have to do it. This information has now 
been sent out by Wendy Haxell to those who requested it and is available. 



 
Referees were encouraged to be totally honest when marking even if they are told that this is the Official’s last season. Even a very 
Senior Official can give an under par performance and their status should not affect the grading. Very experienced Officials should be 
aware when they have performed poorly. 
 
At a meeting the Referee grades their team and the National Delegate takes an overview of the whole meeting and can comment on 
the Referee, Meeting Manager, Technical Director etc. 
 
It was felt that some people would find criticism of their performance difficult to accept. 
 
How do we prepare people to cope with assessment the first time? There is a need for guidance. 
 
The log book introduced at Level 2 should help Officials with self assessment and enable them to own up to their mistakes. 
 
It was felt that telling an Official that they had given a less than satisfactory performance was similar to telling an athlete that they had 
been disqualified except that you may have to work with that Official again the next week. Criticism must be constructive and not 
destructive. 
 
Finally, none of us are perfect and things will go wrong. We all need to know when to retire. 
 
***** 

 
Can I Have  a Word? 
(Track Conference 2007) 
Scenarios: 
 
1. An athlete arrives late for his event with a plausible excuse / hard luck story (Car accident, helping injured team mates, manager 

gave wrong information etc). 
 

Suggestion: If they can be slotted into another heat, or similar race, this would be a sympathetic approach. Otherwise, there is not a 
lot you can do about this situation.  

 
2. An athlete in a schools 400m race finishes in the wrong lane. When asked why he claimed that there was a hurdle from the 

previous race blocking his lane. Looking down the track it appears to be clear. 
 
Suggestion: Don’t assume anything – consult your umpires to see if they saw anything. In this case, the umpires did see a hurdle 
and subsequently removed it and should have reported. As it turned out there wasn’t much else the Athlete could do. May have to 
look at a re-run. 
  

3. An athlete claims accidental interference during a hurdles race, and claims that the interference affected his performance. The 
claim of interference is substantiated by two officials. 

 
Suggestion: You may need to consider re-running the race without the offending athlete (remembering the appropriate intervals 
between races). Your decision may well depend on the stage of the meeting of course.  
 

4. A parent arrives after a race to claim that their child was given the wrong place in a race. They have with them their ‘evidence’ in 
the form of video footage taken from the stands, which shows the ‘unfair result’. 
 
Suggestion: Stick to your ‘unanimous’ decision. 
 

5. During a young athletes medley relay (400m, 200m, 100m, 100m), one athlete runs the entire first leg in his lane instead of 
breaking after the first bend. After the event, a crowd of angry supporters, parents, coaches accost the Referee demanding to know 
why their athlete was made to run further than the others. 
 
Suggestion: The bottom line – whose fault is it. Talk to the marksman to see if any instructions were given out to support the 
protest. Any further action will depend on this response.  If they said nothing, perhaps the Team Manager/Coach are responsible! 
 

6. After a men’s 4x100m a team in a BAL match is disqualified for changing outside the box, an angry manager, then team captain, 
then relay squad berate the officials claiming bias, poor decision making, and wrong calls from the umpires. They get increasingly 
abusive toward the Referee and claim that they have a video of the incident. 
 
Suggestion:  Covered in (4) above. Check your reports by getting them in writing, evaluate them and stick to your decision if you 
are happy. How many umpires saw the infringement? Some will refer to the rulebook that indicates video evidence may be 
appropriate but don’t be bullied into looking at the video. In this instance, when the team officials looked at the video it actually 
showed the right decision had been made. 
 

7. An athlete is disqualified from the county championships for running out of lane in her heat of the 200m. An angry manager 
informs the referee that the marksman threatened her that she may be disqualified for arriving after the check in time (although he 



allowed her to run in a subsequent heat). They assumed that was the reason for the DQ. He claims that this had her in tears and 
that she could not see where she was going during the race. 
 
Suggestion:  Another situation where there is not a right or wrong answer. You do need to talk to the marksman to see what was 
said. Did the athlete step out of lane because she genuinely was so upset she couldn’t see or is she making excuses? Explain the 
real reason for the DQ.  
 

8. A young athlete is disqualified in the heats of the County Championships for breaking early in an 800m. The umpire also reports 
an impede on the athlete inside. The rather irate and abusive coach and team manager accost the referee claiming the decision is 
unfair. “It’s her first race and she is inexperienced – and in any case she won by a mile, so it wouldn’t have made a difference to 
the result anyway”.  

 
Suggestion: The athlete should have been properly coached and the marksman would have informed the athletes about the 
breakline – you would hope. You have the reports in writing and there are two offences. First 800m race is at County 
Championships?? 
 

9. After what seems to be an uneventful 800m race at an Inter-Counties match, a parent approaches the referee asking what he is 
going to do about his son clearly being “edged out” in the home straight whilst trying to pass. He claims he has the evidence on 
video to substantiate his claim. The referee has one report of a suspicion but the umpire was not well placed to have a clear view. 
The parent keeps on and on and eventually the referee agrees to view the video! 
 
Suggestion:  See point (6) but be careful when being asked to “just have a look”. Because if the video does support the protest the 
next question will be “So what are you going to do about it” In this case, the video did support a report of a suspicion from an 
umpire – and a compromise was reached. But be wary. A view was expressed as to whether it is fair to take video evidence for one 
athlete when it is not available to all athletes!! Also a poor chart as the Umpire was on position 10 and the chart should have said 
10/6 (6 to cover the home straight on final lap) 
 

10. As the start of a Young Athletes meeting approaches, you get a message that one of the team’s coaches has broken down and they 
are going to be approximately 30mins late. You have been asked to delay the start by ½ hour so they can compete in all the events. 
 

Suggestion: Consult with other Referees/Chiefs and try to do everything possible to help by delaying the start, after all it is not the 
team’s fault. Come to a decision and gather the Team Managers together and inform them of your intentions.  

 
***** 

 
Automatic Wind Gauge 
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