We thank the Map Commission (MC) for the efforts made to update ISOM2000 and the
new openness towards a dialogue with National Federations and the mapping community.
I would like to take advantage of this openness and submit feedback on the ISOM201x
project.
First of all, I am pleased to see that the new draft acknowledges the role of new
technologies in mapping. This may open a new approach in solving the map readability
issue and shows that the map makers are not the only ones responsible for this. However,
I do believe that the new revision starts from the premise that 1:15000 is sacred and must
be used regardless of how complex the terrain looks like. In my opinion this is the wrong
approach. It makes more sense that the scale be adapted to the terrain complexity than to
work with a rigid scale that may not accurately represent the reality. A map must be
readable AND accurate. Admittedly, not all terrains are suitable for every competition
type, but a good solution can be found if an intelligent collaboration exists between
organizers, map makers and course designers. Maps are expensive and nobody likes to
engage in a mapping project that will only be used for one (type of) event.
I will limit myself to a few comments:
•

The base scale for an orienteering map is 1:15000. The scale 1:15000 is used for all long
distance competitions. For shorter competitions, enlarged maps with a scale of 1:10000
may be used. For older age groups (age classes 45 and above) where reading fine lines
and small symbols may cause problems due to deteriorating vision, enlarged maps are
recommended for all formats. Enlargements to the scale 1:10000 is recommended for
the youngest age groups (12 years and below) where the capacity of reading complex
maps is not fully developed.
Generalisation shall follow the requirements for the scale 1:15000 in all cases. Terrain
that cannot be legibly presented at a scale of 1:15000 is not suitable for international
orienteering events, but may be suitable for international sprint orienteering events.

The base scale for an orienteering map is 1:15000.

You just can’t keep mandating this. My arguments are:
-

The only standard to be applied must be ISOM, as explained by MC in the
introduction. 1:15000 can’t be considered the standard scale, but it must be used
together with 1:20000, 1:10000, 1:5000 or 1:4000 just like before we used to have
1:100000 together with 1:50000 and 1:25000
- MC can’t claim anymore that 1:15000 is THE scale to use for any terrain without
a solid reason. This may have been valid in the ‘80s and ‘90s but even then,
1:10000 has been utilized frequently, while in the last couple of decades it has
been employed even more frequently than 1:15000
Why? Is this anomaly or adaptation out of necessity?

This fact must be analyzed and explained by MC before it decrees that 1:15000 is a
sacred scale. I really believe this is actually a normal adaptation to the new requirements
and mapping methods. Just like other scales were replaced naturally by 1:15000 in the
past, 1:10000 has become necessary, for quite a few years now, for a good readability of
very technical maps. Ask yourselves what would have happened if other MCs had the
same approach in the past. Perhaps orienteering would still take place on 1:25000 maps
and the sport would look totally different today. MC must find solutions for the
participants and for the good map readability, not excuses for keeping the 1:15000 scale
in use by any means, even though it is still a good fit for average orienteering areas.
-

I have searched desperately the Internet trying to find proof that 1:15000 is more
readable than 1:10000, or competitors are faster on those maps, given that the
terrain, map and course design are all the same. There is no study or analysis, but
if MC is aware of one, it would be beneficial for MC to publicize it.

As long as 1:10000 represents a 150% enlargement of the 1:15000 map, this can only be
beneficial for the map readability and for the competitors. I think it is time for MC to
seriously and transparently analyze this fact. If MC concludes that that 1:10000 is an
anomaly, it would be nice to explain why it has been tolerated for more than three
decades, in all types of competitions including long distance.
•

The scale 1:15000 is used for all long distance competitions.

-

With all due respect, this should not concern MC. Ideally, it should be up to the
Foot Orienteering Commission to decide what scale and what type of terrain may
be used for each type of event.

MC is perhaps the most important IOF commission and it has great influence and
responsibilities. I don’t think it is helpful for our sport if all important decisions are made
by MC.
MC must ensure that all maps are done as per ISOM standards, period. This is already a
very important task.
-

It appears that 1:10000 has been used and is currently being used in the regional
and international long distance events, as well as in IOF sanctioned events. Again,
if this is a mistake, MC should explain why this was allowed.

•

Terrain that cannot be legibly presented at a scale of 1:15000 is not suitable for
international orienteering events, but may be suitable for international sprint
orienteering events.

What does MC mean by international orienteering events?

-

-

MC can’t deny the reality that 1:10000 and other scales have been used and are
currently being used for International Events. This is a fact that can’t be denied
nor hidden.
In all sports, the same rules apply regardless of the level of competition, regional,
national or international. As long as a club or local commission is affiliated to a
national federation, which in turn is affiliated to IOF, they must apply the same
rules. It is not normal to allow the use of a 1:10000 scale at a local or even
national or international event, but disallow it for a World Championship. The
same rules must be followed by everybody regardless of the competition level.

I think MC has two options:
a. Allow different map scales to be used based on terrain complexity and allow
1:10000 to be used as necessary.
b. Advocate that everybody follows the same rules regardless of the competition
level.
-

-

Assessing how readable a 1:15000 map is can be subjective. More than once,
when a map was deemed readable, it turned out that competitors still had to use
magnifiers during the event. If the map readability is in doubt, using the 1:10000
scale should be allowed. Penalizing the competitors must be avoided at all costs.
You can penalize the cartographer, the organizers but not the competitors. Even
though MC has great experience and competencies, I think the maps should be
tested by an actual competitor, while running, without using a magnifier glass. It
appears that the average age of the MC members is above that of the average
person with good vision. Perhaps engaging younger competitors, under 40, that
have good vision can be beneficial in assessing the map readability.
Many competitors approaching the age of 40 continue to compete successfully at
the elite level in spite of their age. For many of them, their vision is giving an
unfair disadvantage and making them compete using a 1:15000 scale map could
be considered discrimination.

The argument that 1:10000 maps are too big in size is not valid to justify mandating 1:15000 in
all situations. An area 7-10 km² in size, which is more than enough for a long distance event in a
technical terrain, can easily fit on the standard A3 size map at 1:10000 scale.
In conclusion I strongly believe that using the 1:10000 scale to represent technical terrains will
greatly improve map readability and it has become a necessity that can no longer be ignored. I
understand the Commission’s stance to avoid using this scale due to a fear of having too many
details on a map, but this fear is not justified as long as the map scale will be correlated to the
terrain complexity or it is simply a 150% scaling of the original 1:15000 map.
Generalization vs Accuracy
They are both very important but not always compatible with each other. Graphical
generalization can do more harm than good. For example, the excessive use of symbols 208,
209, 211, 212 in an area with prominent relief will mask the contour lines rendering the area

non usable by hiding important relief features. The map becomes unreadable, contrary to all
expectations. Therefore, I consider that accuracy must come before graphical generalization if
an area can be represented accurately. In addition, the increased pressure from competitors
and organizers who demand increasingly accurate maps must also be taken into account.

Some chapters in the ISOM201x final draft deal with secondary issues like map printing
but I notice that no section deals with selecting the map area. I know how this works,
the organizers need a map, they must select an area and provide working
documentation, then the cartographer must draw the map based on ISOM standards.
Imagine someone orders a map of an area with very thick underbrush, chaotic rocky
features and a complex relief, without providing a base map and then waiting for the
cartographer to achieve wonders with his coloured pencils. It sounds impossible, but it
happened before and it will happen again. Selecting a suitable area and providing the
proper working documentation are the first steps the organizers must take towards
making a good map.
Please find below a few map images that show the evolution of mapping. These are
maps done by the same mapper, using the same base maps (aerial photographs 1982)
http://www.iknv.fi/sm2015/uutiset/sm-keskimatkan-kartantekija-ari-anjala-kertoo-ohessaajatuksiaan-kartoituksesta-ennen-ja-nyt-5

1982 1/15 000

1985 1/15 000

2000 1/10 000

2015 1/ 10 000

SHOcart (1991) photogrammetry - 1/10 000

Urs Steiner Lidar 2012, 1: 10 000

Contradiction generates progress therefore I thank you for reading. I am hopeful that MC
will continue improving the ISOM document without haste and preconceived ideas.
Yours truly,
Marian Cotirta
Cartographer

