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June 9, 2011 
 
Regarding Ramana Lagemannʼs Appeal of the Protest result regarding  
illegal service at the 2011 Oregon Trail Rally: 
 
FACTS IN BRIEF 
On May 13, 2011 during the Friday night portion of the 2011 Oregon Trail 
Rally, Car #74 Lagemann / Beavis allegedly serviced their vehicle after 
checking into ATC 2. 
 
A stewardʼs request for review was submitted by the team of 
Hanson/Hanson, Car #523 on Sunday, May 15, 2011 after the competition 
portion of the Oregon Trail Rally had ended and the "champagne spray" was 
completed. This request concerned the alleged illegal servicing of Car 
#74 after checking into ATC 2 Friday night, and the delayed start by Car 
#74 at SS2.  
 
The stewards debated the merits of the request for review and decided 
that no penalty would be applied to Car #74. 
 
Hanson/Hanson then submitted a protest regarding the alleged illegal 
servicing of Car #74 after it checked  into ATC 2 on Friday night. The 
protest committee found that #74 was subjected to illegal service and 
applied penalties as follows: 
 
8.2.A.11 – 10 minute time penalty for illegal service - unplanned service 
and servicing out of their designated service area 
 
8.2.A.13 – 10 minute time penalty for the Driver and Co-Driver servicing 
the car in a Parc Ferme (control zone) 
 
8.2.A.14 – 30 minute time penalty for the Service Crew servicing the car 
in a Parc Ferme (control zone) 
 
DATES OF THE APPEAL MEETING 
Car #74 appealed the decision of the protest committee. An appeal 
committee consisting of Cindy Krolikowski, Christian Edstrom, and Mike 
Hurst, Chairman, met on June 8, 2011 to hear, review, and render a 
decision on the appeal. 
 
DOCUMENTS AND OTHER EVIDENCE RECEIVED AND REVIEWED 
1. Appeal from Ramana Lagemann received on June 3, 2011. 
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2. Protest result from the protest committee received May 24,2011. 
3. Inquiry and protest from Travis Hanson from May 15, 2011. 
4. E-mail statements from John Elkin (CRO) and J.B. Niday. 
5. Time cards from the 2011 Oregon Trail Rally 
6. Cell phones records of J.B. Niday 
 
FINDINGS 
Event organizers have the ability to remove time penalties resulting from 
organizer error, but the penalty in question is a result of a mechanical 
failure of the competition vehicle, which is a competitor error and not 
subject to unilateral action by the organizer. 
 
The Event Steward has the power to rule on all claims. 
 
Although the appeal makes a claim of error in the way cars were checked 
into ATC 2, it offers no evidence as to whether Car #74 had mechanical 
problems before or after the 19:54 ATC 2 check-in time as indicated on 
the score card. Given that there was a 7-minute transit to ATC 2 and that 
Car #74 started SS2 at 20:19, it is reasonable to assume that the 
mechanical problem occurred after 19:54. 
 
“Moving forward” or “preparing to start the stage” has no bearing on 
this, as the appeal makes no claim of, nor is there any evidence to 
suggest that the mechanical failure of Car #74 happened prior to the 
19:54 check-in time for ATC 2 as indicated on the time card. 
 
Competitors need to keep in mind that it takes hundreds of volunteers to 
put on a rally, and the fact that  many volunteers are not familiar with the rules,  
or may circumvent a rule without the explicit authority to do so via officially  
sanctioned venues does not does not relieve the competitor from the burden of  
following the rules him-or herself. 
 
As stated in the Foreword of the "Performance Rally Rules 2011 Edtion:"  
 
"In order to promote the sport of automotive competition, to achieve 
prompt finalty in competition results, and in consideration of the 
numerous benefits to them, all members, including competitors and 
officials, expressly agree that: A. They are familiar with the 
Performance Rally Rules and agree to abide by them."  
 
In this situation, Car #74 was not serviced after checking into ATC2 
solely because the CRO may have implied by his actions that it was permissible  
for the driver or crew to service it in a control, it was serviced because of a  
mechanical failure after being checked into the control.  
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Since the Appellant offers no evidence that the car could have continued 
without a repair, a 10-minute illegal service penalty could have been 
applied to Car #74 per rule 8.2.A.11. However, it has been determined 
that the original protest by Hanson/Hanson was not filed in a timely 
manner as required per rule 8.3.C. 
 
DECISION 
Per rule 8.3.C., claims against the conduct of another competitor must be 
submitted within 30 minutes of the claimantʼs time at the final MTC. 
Although the steward receiving the claim did not record the time,   
J.B. Nidayʼs cell phone records and his testimony have established a 
timeline indicating that the claim was filed after 16:42 local time.  
 
The time card for Car #523 Hanson/Hanson shows their in time at the final 
MTC to be 15:45. In this case, due to sufficient evidence that the 
initial claim was not submitted within 30 minutes of car #523 checking in 
to the final MTC on Sunday, the appeals committee rejects the initial 
claim, and protest that followed it.  
 
The appeals committee finds no fault with the original protest committee, 
as they did not hear any evidence to reject the protest on the basis of 
time submitted. 
 
The decision of the appeals committee sets no precedent with regard to 
organizer error excusing a team from an illegal service penalty. The 
illegal service penalties for Car #74 are hereby removed solely due to 
evidence that the claim of Car #523 against Car #74 was not submitted in 
a timely manner.  
 
The requirements of rule 8.3.C (Claims against competitors) are no more 
or less a “technicality” than rule 7.11 (Servicing) or 8.2.A.11 (illegal 
service penalties). 
 
Both the initial protest and the appeal are well founded, and all fees 
will be returned to the competitors. 
 
Mike Hurst 
Cindy Krolikowski 
Christian Edstrom 
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