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6.5  JWOC SELECTION MATTERS (Orienteering Tasmania) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Motion 1:  a) That the JWOC Selection Panel for 2016-2017 be appointed at the annual 

conference in accordance with the procedure set down in the OA 

Operational Manual; and 

 b) That the JWOC selection Panel has a balance of high performance 

squad/team coaches and appropriate others? 

Motion 2:   In order to reduce the number of trips to selection events and camps, JWOC 

selection be based on the following: 

(a) In 2016 

Performance at 

 2016 Australian 3-Days 

 NOL Round 1 

 NOL Round 3 

Attendance at (but not performance at) the training camp immediately 

following the Australian Three Days 

 

(b) From 2017 onwards 

Performance at 

 The previous year’s Australian Championships 

 The current year’s Australian 3-Days 

 One nominated NOL round 

Attendance at (but not performance at) the training camp following the 

Australian Three Days. 
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Background 

Orienteering Tasmania supports the general direction of the High Performance programme, 

as detailed in the High Performance and Athlete Development Pathway Strategic Plan 2013-

2018.  However, we have many concerns about the plan and its implementation, particularly 

in relation to JWOC.  Some of the more pressing concerns (there are many others) at the 

moment are outlined here.  

1. While we are happy to see participation in JWOC as a part of the High Performance 

pathway, it is also should be seen as a key component of the OA Development 

Programme. As well as being a step along the pathway, we believe that JWOC provides a 

great incentive for juniors. It is a key factor in attracting juniors, who are good at sport, 

to take up orienteering, and thus must be seen not only in terms of our High 

Performance programme but also as key factor in our sport’s Development Programme.  

It is natural that many juniors see selection for JWOC as an important immediate goal 

(and short-term goals are an important coaching strategy).   

 

Most juniors, involved in orienteering, are also involved in, and are very good at, other 

sports.  Many of these sports are able to provide much better financial support, are 

interested in including as many athletes as possible, and are willing to support juniors 

through the myriad concerns re study, funding, employment, changing relationships etc. 

that juniors experience at this age.  Our juniors participate in orienteering because they 

like it.  If incentives, such as representation at JWOC are removed or made too difficult 

and too exclusive, they will walk away.  We cannot afford to alienate our young 

orienteers to the point where numbers fall to below a self-sustaining level (numbers 

sufficient to support friendship groups and camaraderie).  Unfortunately, the decline in 

numbers when our juniors walk away will be a gradual process but once it happens it 

will be difficult to turn around. 

 

2. Disappointment has been expressed at the small number of JWOC participants who go 

on to senior representation (The Position of JWOC in the FTEM Athlete Pathway, Nick 

Dent, undated paper, circulation unknown).  Figures of around 50% going on in the sport 

are seen as too low.  It is the opinion of Orienteering Tasmania that this percentage is a 

very positive number, given the issues faced by teenagers and the dropout rate of 

athletes in the relevant age range in all sports, as detailed in a recent ASC survey 

(Market Segmentation for Sport, 2012, ASC).  

  

3. We understand there was a review of JWOC 2014 conducted at a meeting in Perth.  

Orienteering Tasmania was, until recently, unaware of this meeting and remains 

unaware of who attended the meeting and who was invited?  How was the review 

conducted?  Where have the results of the review been published? 
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4. A recently-announced (self-appointed, Director-appointed, or Board-appointed?) 

selection panel has appeared, even though there is a valid panel in place until the 

conference.  Some current panel members were not informed in a timely manner of the 

existence of a new panel. The appointment of this panel does not follow the proper 

procedures as set down in our Operational Manual.  If this is an oversight it is a very 

unfortunate one.  If there was a deliberate decision to ignore due process it is 

deplorable.  Surely this is not how we want to operate or how we want to treat our 

volunteers. 

 

5. The recently-announced selection panel (the subject of our concerns, see below) 

consists only of coaches.  We have concerns for the coaches who have to work with the 

athletes, while at the same time having to make selection decisions about these 

athletes.  There is a resulting potential for conflict of interest. Therefore, in the interest 

of maintaining the perception of a fair and transparent selection process, there should 

be a separation of selectors and coaches.  Hence, we believe that at least some (perhaps 

most) members of the selection panel should not be High Performance coaches. 

 

6. Who, or which group of people, has been designated to evaluate the success of the 

implementation of the High Performance Plan and what processes will be used for this 

evaluation?  How will the results of the review be communicated to states?      
 

 

JWOC Selection Panel (Motion 1 (a) above) 

It has recently come to the attention of the Board of Orienteering Tasmania that there are 

irregularities in the selection processes for JWOC that must be addressed. 

Governance and decision-making 

According to the Orienteering Australia Operational Manual 5.1 Australian Teams (See, in 

particular, clauses 4 to 7), the composition of selection panels is determined by the 

Orienteering Australia Council at the Annual Conference and panels are appointed in each 

odd numbered year for a period of two years. 

Hence, the current selection panel is the one appointed by Council in 2013 and is in place 

until the OA Conference in December this year, at which point the Annual Conference will 

appoint a panel for the following two years. 

According to proper process, therefore, no authority exists for the news item that appeared 

on the OA website (JWOC 2016 Selection Criteria and Nomination Form, OA Website, 

September 21, 2015), which specifies a selection panel, and outlines a selection process for 

JWOC 2016. 

Orienteering Tasmania believes that one of the reasons for having a process, where the 

Annual Conference appoints the selection panels, is that it removes the vexatious issue of 

selection from the Board, which at any time is a small group of people, to a more 
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representative group.  If this is not the reason, and we are not going to follow our own 

process, why do we bother to have the relevant rules in our Operational Manual and 

(presumably) the appointment of the selection panel on the conference agenda at all?   

Consequences 

The lack of adherence to our own rules and to the transparent process set out in our 

Operational Manual, relating to both the selection panel composition and the selection 

criteria, is of serious concern and has significant consequences. 

Amongst the potential consequences are the following. 

1. The orienteering community must be concerned when the Board and the Annual 

Conference spend so much time and effort establishing due process and then these 

processes are ignored. (It is hard enough convincing local orienteers that OA has a 

role and purpose, and that it should be supported by the states, without issues of 

poor governance!) 

2. Unwillingness to follow due process must be of great concern to the Australian 

Sports Commission which emphasises, and seeks to ensure, proper governance of 

the national sporting organisations that they support. 

3. Failure to follow our own due process will eventually, and inevitably, lead to 

selection being contested in the Court of Arbitration for Sport. 

4. State organisations must wonder why they should support the Orienteering Australia 

Board and send representatives (in future at their own cost) to Annual Conference 

when the decision-making role of conference is blatantly ignored.  Is annual 

conference simply to become a rubber stamp? 

 

 

JWOC Advertised Selection Criteria (Motion 1(b) and Motion 2 above) 

Orienteering Tasmania has several concerns with the new selection criteria proposed in the 

news item published on our website in September. (JWOC 2016 Selection Criteria and 

Nomination Form, OA Website, September 21, 2015). 

Governance and decision-making 

According to Operational Manual 5.1 Australian Teams (See, in particular, Clause 20), and 

Operational Manual 5.3 Junior World Championships Teams (See, in particular, Clause 5), 

the Chair of the Selection Panel in consultation with other members of the High 

Performance Management Group shall determine the dates places and times of the 

selection trials and other criteria, and that “the major selection trials shall be the events of 

the Australian 3-Days considered as individual events and overall.”   

The criteria included in the news item, have been decided by a yet-to-be-appointed 

selection panel.  The current selection panel was not invited to participate in decision-

making about the new criteria.  As the current selection panel (appointed at the Annual 

Conference in 2013) did not approve the selection criteria posted in the news item, and the 
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new selection panel will not be in place until December, the selection criteria detailed in the 

news item have no authority. 

Use of the 2015 Australian Championships as selection events is not possible under the 

existing rules as the selection events must be advertised at least three months in advance 

and this did not happen.  (It is difficult to see how this could be changed retrospectively.) 

Another aspect of good governance is the manner in which we treat our volunteers.  It is 

deplorable to note that at least two of the members of the current selection panel, who 

have given great service to orienteering, were not informed that they would not be re-

appointed.  They first found out they had been “sacked” and replaced when their attention 

was drawn to the website announcement!  More than a month passed before one was 

contacted to convey thanks for past service and then only after she had written to indicate 

she would not wish to continue.  Is this how we treat our volunteers?  Surely we are better 

than this?  
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Suitability of advertised selection criteria 

There are a number of issues with the advertised selection criteria, apart from the 

governance issues mentioned above, if these criteria were to be adopted. 

Equity and the number of selection events, camps 

The number of selection events has increased over past years, and this year was 7.  Under 

the new proposal there will be at least 12.  Attendance at two camps is also required.  The 

costs for outer states athletes is already much greater than for the central states and this 

inequity will increase.  For Orienteering Tasmania, there is also the added burden of flying to 

events and the cost of sending a team manager (essential for car hire).  

This means that for some athletes and families it will be much cheaper to qualify for JWOC 

than for other families.  Some potential JWOC members may decide it will not be possible to 

attend all events and camps.   

The use of training camps as selection tools is not good practice.  Camps, particularly for 

juniors, should be where athletes learn and try new techniques and skills, identify areas of 

weakness that need improvement, plan future training and development, and build squad 

cohesion and morale.  This is not going to happen if performance at the camp is itself a 

selection criterion. 

Limiting numbers based on “suitability” 

The intention is to reduce the number of athletes attending JWOC.  This will be done on the 

basis of “suitability”.  If the number selected is subject to this fuzzy concept, athletes will 

quickly form the opinion that it is possible that, no matter how well they perform and which 

criteria they satisfy, they may still not be selected.   

Fairness and the use of alternative events for selection 

The new criteria allow the use of “state or district” events.  This will contribute to the 

potential for inequities in the selection process because the standard of events, courses, 

terrain etc. will not be comparable.  The use of alternative events for selection for outer 

states athletes is dependent on there being “significant travel burden”.  This term is not 

defined and is so vague, as to be almost useless.  Does the athlete have to produce parental 

tax records?  Is it based on travel distance (in which case why not spell out that it applies to 

athletes who have to make, say, more than three return air trips or over 1000 kilometres, 

whatever is thought appropriate?)  The way it stands at present, and with so much scope for 

subjectivity in the array of race results to be considered (see below), even those who are 

‘significantly burdened’ by travel requirements may be afraid to ask for dispensation for fear 

that it is interpreted as ‘lack of commitment’ and therefore impacts negatively on their 

chances of selection.   

Objectivity and the mass of performance data 

With selection based on performance at the Australian 3-Days, the candidates can 
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immediately see where they rank and can understand the resulting selections.  Selections 

are patently transparent. 

If selection is based on 12 events, plus other national events, plus potentially other state 

and district events, the mass of data, including km rates, placings, standard of events, types 

of terrain, split times etc., then any selection panel will become bogged down in data, with 

the potential result that the decision will revert to being subjective.  Even if the selection 

were based strictly on the statistics, the resulting selection will not be transparent to the 

candidates. 

Justice and subjective data 

The use of terms such as “suitable standard”, participation, “active involvement with 

coaches and other athletes”, consistency of performance, and commitment, as selection 

criteria, means that selection will potentially be highly subjective and will likely contribute 

further to the perception of unfairness, and that justice is not being done. 

We are also concerned about how it is intended to measure objectively some of these 

criteria, for example mental performance, active involvement with other athletes etc. and 

the idea that we only pick those who will benefit by attending JWOC (The Position of JWOC 

in the FTEM Athlete Pathway, Nick Dent, undated paper).       

Consequences 

The profusion of selection criteria and the mass of data to be collected on each athlete, 

through the advertised selection process, plus the subjectivity of many of the “criteria” will 

have significant potential consequences, without any guarantee that the percentage going 

on to senior representation will increase.  Amongst these are: 

1. It will be very difficult for any selector to make a rational, evidence-based decision 

with so much statistical data. 

2. Decisions based on subjective information will be perceived to be unfair and 

unjustifiable. 

3. Athletes will contest decisions in the CAS. 

4. Some potential national representatives will inevitably decide that they have no 

certainty about what they have to do to gain selection and so choose alternative 

sports they are good at and where selection criteria are clear-cut. 

Orienteering Tasmania believes that the new selection criteria have no authority because 

the recently-announced selection panel is not valid. However, if the Conference delegates do 

resolve that significant changes are to be made to currently existing JWOC selection procedures, we 

suggest these be modified as per Motion 2 above to at least partially mitigate against both junior 

discouragement and geographically-based inequity. 


