BKO Personal Performance System Review – December 2011

Background

In Spring 2011, I introduced informally a prototype spreadsheet system comparing any individual’s performances against the average of their six best ranking point scores. The spreadsheet demonstrated that such a system was feasible for measuring an individual’s performance against their expected norm, and for comparison against the performance of other club members at the same event. I had some concern that the scores of some newer and junior runners were significantly above expectations (120%+ against a likely maximum of around 102%), but I decided to leave the system scoring as before to see how things worked out over a longer trial. 
Following the prototype season, the system was formalised as the Personal Performance System (PPS). The only change made was to set a maximum of 105% as the counting score within the League. This was designed to avoid one large score over-rating the performance of an individual across a complete League season.

The scheme was approved by the BKO Committee for use, and during Autumn 2011 information and results were made available on the club web site. PPS included ‘Hot ROD’ (Run Of the Day) Gold, Silver and Bronze awards for each event, a Performance League and a Performance Cup. Additionally during this period, PPS was used as the handicapping method for the revived BKO Club Championship. 

General review

PPS appears to have worked well overall, in terms of what it set out to do. Some features:
· It provided excellent visibility of newer members and their improvement throughout the season

· It produced a close finish to the League, despite only three events to count out of six

· The administration overhead was not too high, easing as more members came into the scheme

· It enabled a flexible Club Championship to be provided that allowed a broad range of ages and experience to be included with minimal organisational and handicapping effort 
What was not as expected:

· Improvers and Juniors produced very high scores on occasions (120-150%+)
· Some experienced Senior and Veteran club members produced low scores for most events, but produced one very large score (110-125%)
· The HOT Rod awards were somewhat dominated by Improvers and Juniors

What the system did not include:
· Members who had less than three previous ranking runs 

· Juniors under 16, as these do not obtain ranking points at events

· Members of other clubs who run for BKO as a second club.

Considerations

PPS competitors appear to naturally divide into a number of informal categories, defined by consistency of performance and whether they are improving as newcomers or juniors (16-20). The perceived categories are shown below.

Category A: Seniors, Very Consistent

Have 6+ ranking results already. Tend to run close to RP% target (95-100%). Likely maximum PSS score of about 102.5%. Best scores during Autumn 2011:

Nigel Jeffries
: 102.0%

Simon Turton
: 101.2%

Richard Rae
: 100.2%

Category B: Seniors, Less Consistent

Have 6+ ranking results already. Tend to run below RP% for long periods, but occasionally have very large score(s). Likely maximum PSS score of about 125%. Best scores during Autumn 2011:

Tim Booth
: 123.3%

Alain Wilkes
: 121.2%



Susan Wilkes
: 116.3%

David Lattimore
: 113.9%

Denise Harper
: 110.6%

Gina Starling
: 115.7%

Category C: Seniors, Improvers

Have 3-5 ranking results already; are included in PSS. Tend to improve quickly over first 10 ranking events. Likely maximum PSS score of up to 150%. Best scores during Autumn 2011:

Gill Godbold
: 159% and 108.2%
Simon Woodley
: 124.1% and 122.5%

Colin Godbold
: 122.5% and 117.2%
Deb Bouch
: 128.5%
Graham Farhall
: 114.9% and 107.2%

Category D: Juniors 16-20

Have 3-6 ranking results already; are included in PSS. Tend to improve quickly over first 10 ranking events. Likely maximum PSS score of around 140%. Best scores during Autumn 2011:
Robert Lattimore: 137.2%

Charlie Oakley
: 116.7%

Alex Moore
: 107.5%

Category E: Senior and Junior (16+) Starters

Have 0-2 ranking results already; currently not scored in PSS, though their run and ranking points received are shown in the Workbook. Will tend to improve quickly over first 10 ranking events.

To understand why these differences are arising, it is necessary to look at the overall ranking system for each age group.

Rankings Totals Over Time
The table and graph below show the highest ranking scores for UK Men and Women for each age group as at 1st January 2012. The Improvement column shows the % gain or loss between successive age groups. 

	Age Group
	Men
	Improv't
	Women
	Improv't
	
	
	
	

	16
	7614
	
	6958
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	7614
	0.0%
	7200
	3.5%
	
	
	
	

	20
	7726
	1.5%
	7279
	1.1%
	
	
	
	

	21
	8097
	4.8%
	7481
	2.8%
	
	
	
	

	35
	7871
	-2.8%
	7489
	0.1%
	
	
	
	

	40
	7679
	-2.4%
	7110
	-5.1%
	
	
	
	

	45
	7701
	0.3%
	7066
	-0.6%
	
	
	
	

	50
	7675
	-0.3%
	6923
	-2.0%
	
	
	
	

	55
	7443
	-3.0%
	6786
	-2.0%
	
	
	
	

	60
	7209
	-3.1%
	6095
	-10.2%
	
	
	
	

	65
	6984
	-3.1%
	6014
	-1.3%
	
	
	
	

	70
	6257
	-10.4%
	4846
	-19.4%
	
	
	
	

	75
	5750
	-8.1%
	4614
	-4.8%
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The key factors in this table are:

From 16 to 21, ranking performance improves by over 1% per year for Men and Women.

From 35 to 65, ranking performance decreases by about 0.5% per year for Men and Women.

From 65 to 75, ranking performance decreases by about 1.5% per year for Men and 2.5% for Women.

Each individual’s current ranking totals are always the best six scores achieved over the preceding twelve months. Thus anyone over the age of 35 is trying to equal a historical score while their ability is naturally reducing by a likely minimum of 0.5%. Consistent Seniors will thus very rarely be able to exceed 100% for their PPS score. SuperVets of 65+ will find it even harder to match earlier scores, as their rate of decline unfortunately increases. 
Juniors improve from 16 to 21. Their PPS performance will therefore improve each year. For their first year in the rankings, they are still gathering their first ranking point scores, and scores can be erratic. Thus their PPS improvement during that year is likely to be considerable once they have their first three counting RP scores. Example counting scores from one BKO Junior are: 606, 493, 729, 712, and 366. 
Senior Improvers tend to be new recruits to the sport. They are learning fast, and will show significant improvement over their first 10 counting events. However, they will probably also be inconsistent, resulting in a large variance in their ranking scores. Two example counting scores from our members are: 434, 592, 655, 377, 413, 714 and 736, 824, 739, 725, 779, 640. 
From all the above, it is clear that using any consistent yardstick to measure such variable performance is not straightforward. The PPS system was drawn up on the scenario of people having a solid average RP score, and when running well would finish within perhaps 5% either side of their target. Thus a runner with an RP average of say 1000 points would probably run between 950 and 1050 points (absolute maximum and probably unlikely). This seems to work well for the consistent runners, but is breached by other factors for less consistent runners.
The Hot ROD Awards (best three PPS scores on the day) went to different categories as follows:
	
	GOLD
	SILVER
	BRONZE

	Cat A: Senior, Very Consistent
	0
	1
	2

	Cat B: Senior, Less Consistent
	1
	2
	1

	Cat C: Senior Improvers
	4
	2
	3

	Cat D: Junior
	1
	1
	0


This does seem to show an imbalance. The system is intended to be equally winnable at any level of performance, but at the moment seems to be favouring the less consistent competitor. To enhance credibility, and maintain the interest and involvement of the more consistent runners, there probably needs to be some modification to the scoring system to ‘level the playing field’ a bit more.

Summary of thoughts at this stage

I believe the use of RP% as a target mechanism is the best option around. It has some significant advantages:

· It is objective, and is always based on recent historical measured results

· It includes all age ranges from 16 upwards, at all performance levels, once three ranking scores have been obtained

· It is modified after each performance to maintain accuracy and relevance 

· It allows members to compete on any course and in any event that awards ranking points

· It is simple to understand, and for individuals to work out their own score

· It is relatively easy to administer

I believe that we should continue to use the system, and optimise it to cater more closely for the particular circumstances as outlined above. The most recent edition of Focus has an article on the current Competitions Review, which supports the idea of Local Club Competitions and Club Leagues ‘based on a local series of events having an individual competitor component’. We thus seem to be in line with current thinking. 
Proposed modifications to PPS for Spring 2012 season

Modification 1: Operate two separate divisions, one for established Seniors (6+ scores), and one for Senior Improvers and Juniors.

It seems to be impractical and somewhat illogical to attempt to compare results of established Senior competitors, whose performance is naturally slightly declining each year, against Improvers and Juniors, whose performance is increasing rapidly. It will be better to keep them separate.
Competitors will be allocated to a specific Division, as follows:

Senior Division: have six current ranking scores at the start of the Season

Improvers Division: Seniors with 3-5 current ranking scores at the start of the Season, and all Juniors.
The scoring system for Improvers will remain as at present. Each Division will have Separate HOT Rod Awards and League results.  The Performance Cup will remain as a single club-wide competition. 

Competitors will only change Division at the start of Season. Members who reach 3 ranking scores during the season will automatically join Improvers from their fourth ranking event onwards.

Administratively, this is not complex to provide. The key is to limit movements and change to each Season, not to each Event. 
Modification 2: Classify competitors within the Seniors Division as Category A (very consistent) or Category B (less consistent), with modified scoring for Category B.
Category A will be competitors whose six scores are within a range of 10%. (Highest score/Lowest score < 1.1).
Category B will be all other competitors.

Category A competitors will be scored as at present.

Category B competitors will be scored as at present up to 100%, and receive 10% of any score over 100%. Thus a score of 116.4% will be adjusted to 100 + ( 10% of 16.4) = 101.6%. 
The thinking here is that Cat A competitors are very unlikely to exceed 102%, whereas Cat B competitors could reach as high as 120%. ‘Top-slicing’ the Cat B high scores brings them back to the same likely maximum as for Cat A. Note that this top-slicing only kicks in once 100% has been reached. This change would not have altered the results of the Club Championship, but the winner would have been awarded 102.1% rather than 121.2%.  This arrangement seems more balanced and competitive for all competitors. (I suspect top-slicing may quickly become known as the ‘bandit tax’, which perhaps is fairly accurate!).

Administratively, this is not too complex to implement. Once competitors have been categorised at the start of the season, the Workbook will make automatic calculations in line with the algorithm shown above. 

Improvers who move into the Seniors division will automatically be put in Category B for one Season, even if their initial scores have been highly consistent. This is to give more time and more results to establish their longer-term consistency.
Proposal 3: Members with 0-2 ranking scores will be included in PPS results, but do not qualify for Awards or League and Cup competitions.
We already include newer competitors with less than 3 counting events within the PPS Workbook. Their results will now be shown against a yardstick ranking, but not included in Awards or Competitions until they achieve 3 event scores and then automatically become Improvers. 

These competitors do not have sufficient ranking runs to provide a meaningful yardstick of performance. A simple way of providing scoring for them is to specify a fixed target ranking point score, and measure their PPS score against that. The proposed yardstick will be 70% of the highest UK ranking scores in their age group. At the moment, we have some newer members with scores close to these levels. The yardstick will be rounded for simplicity. 
This provides a mechanism to give early entry and visibility of performance of new Seniors and Juniors. The yardstick will not change over their first three events, so it will give ‘artificial’ scores, but this should not matter, as they are not used for Awards. It is the relative improvement that can be seen. 
Administratively, this should not be a major overhead, providing a fixed yardstick is used. In a way, it is quite nice to put in the effort to help newcomers become established within the club performance system.

Summary

With the limited yet significant changes suggested above, I believe the PPS system will show more consistent results and be fairer, and as a result will maintain credibility with all competitors. We can now begin to see how we can establish a performance pyramid for all members. Hopefully people will feel motivated to challenge themselves to move on through the categories as their skills develop. 

Martin Wilson 

PPS Administrator

January 2012

