
Lidar 
I judge that the implementation of lidar technology is now in a mature stage in Australia. It is now five 

years since the introduction of lidar maps to a national carnival (Bendigo 2013) and the technology has 

gone from being a novelty to becoming standard. This transformation has been driven both by improved 

access to data, improved digital tools (most recently Karttapullautin and the improvements in OCAD18) 

and the demise of optical analog photogrammetry. There are still issues to address including access to 

data, reprocessing to enhance rock detail and vegetation detection. None of these issues is holding back 

the creation of quality maps for national events. The focus now is on broadening the base of skills in the 

mapping community. The workshop at Parra Warra, organised by Noel Schoknecht was very well 

attended and packed with useful information. Another workshop is being planned for 2019. 

Digital fieldwork 
One unforeseen impact of the increasing use of lidar is an accelerating shift from pen and mylar field 

work to digital screen field work. It was initially assumed the multiple background images available from 

lidar would be combined into a traditional base map. Mappers are increasingly choosing to work on 

tablet to take advantage of the information provided by lidar. This innovation is in an early stage with no 

common configuration being used. For example, some use a stylus, some use a mouse.  

One early trend is evident. There are difficulties integrating external gps with windows-based tablets 

due to the absence of virtual com ports in Windows 10, Garmin’s idiosyncratic gps string coding, the 

absence of internal gps on most windows tablets and the incompatibility of 64 bit OCAD with serial port 

access. Overcoming these complications is probably beyond all but the most IT-literate mappers. Those 

who claim to have mastered mapping on windows tablets seem to have generally reverted to Windows 

8.1. This is too high a price for many who use their tablet for more than mapping. 

This means that in general tablet mapping is taking place on android tablets using Open Orienteering 

Mapper. Until now the adoption of OOM has been slow, but digital field work seems to have provided 

the convincing reason for quite a few to make the switch. Whether the switch is partial (ie finishing 

maps on OCAD) or complete (removing OCAD from the process) remains to be seen. At the moment, 

compared to OOM, OCAD offers superior tools for lidar processing and for (to a lesser degree) checking 

map compliance to ISOM17. 

ISOM17 
The most challenging issue facing mappers today is the implementation of ISOM17. We are still learning 

what compliance with ISOM17 actually means for how we map and what we map.  

• The new specification has many mandated minimum distances between features and minimum 

sizes for line and area features. Minimum separations include 0.05mm, .15mm, .25mm, .4mm 

and .6mm. The application of these minimums depends upon the combination of features being 

considered. The specification provides general rules but says it is impractical to provide a 

comprehensive matrix of combinations. How does one follow the rules without this matrix? I 

have attempted to build this matrix. It is large and complex. Building the matrix has revealed at 

least one inconsistency within ISOM17 that needs to be resolved. 
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• The legibility tool in OCAD is rudimentary and does not allow reasonable testing of the minimum 

separation combinations. Testing all combinations is far from a simple process. I estimate the 

full task for a standard map may take two days or more. I have (via Terje Matheson) suggested 

some changes to the OCAD tool.  

• The OCAD implementation of the ISOM specification is incomplete. It is missing some allowable 

symbol forms that have been used in Australian mapping. I have not checked the OOM symbol 

set. 

• The best tool for checking map compliance is an email submission test created by Jerker Lysell 

and made available by SOFT. It seems to have implemented the full matrix of comparisons for 

minimum distances. It is limited to two symbol sets. One is the OCAD set. The other is a symbol 

set approved by SOFT that implements and/or corrects issues in the OCAD symbol set. As far as I 

can judge the SOFT symbol set is ISOM17 compatible. Any symbols added to a symbol set that 

are not in the OCAD or SOFT sets will be ignored by this test regime. In discussions with Jerker 

he has indicated a willingness to consider implementing and Australian version of the test tool if 

we were to develop an agreed extension to the OCAD symbol set that remained compliant with 

ISOM17. 

All the above observations are based upon the assumption of a red-letter law interpretation of the ISOM 

specification. In the preamble the specification says that implementation should be tempered by 

common sense. Defining common-sense is always going to be subjective. The best definition so far is 

gleaned from the current map checking process implemented by the IOF Mapping Commission. This is a 

subjective visual assessment with no digital checking of minimum separations or sizes. This position may 

a pragmatic stable position. Alternatively, it may be dictated by the current undeveloped state of digital 

checking tools and may change as the available tools improve. I doubt anyone (including MC members) 

can predict the trajectory of testing. 

The first implication I have drawn from the implementation of ISOM is that all but the most experienced 

mappers will benefit from the conversion to tablet-based field work. Creating the map digitally in the 

field makes immediately clear the legibility trade-offs and will encourage generalization.  

The second implication is the question of what terrain we can map for IOF events. At this point it is clear 

that our granite and spur-gully terrain is mappable within the red-letter interpretation of ISOM17. There 

are a few issues around boulder fields (related to minimizing the field work associated with conversion 

of existing maps) and the design of some symbols (plan large boulders). The MC views the current 

specification as a live document and already changes have been discussed to deal with some of these 

issues that have been raised by Alex. The uncertainty is around the mapping of our more complex 

mining terrains. There is an emerging consensus that some of these terrains will not be mappable under 

a red-letter interpretation of the ISOM17 specification. How Australia deals with this is uncertain and 

will depend upon the future map checking process. Approaches may include: 

• Remap these areas with a much higher level of generalization; 

• Only using these terrains for non-IOF national events. (This may require some changes to 

national rules to recognize that maps mapped at 10,000 scale can be used for middle distance 

events); 

• Abandon these areas for national events; or 

• Advocate for a change to ISOM to prioritise legibility over scale for exceptional terrains.  



There is a nascent plan to test map parts of Rowdy Flat at the next mapping workshop in north east 

Victoria in 2019. There may also be an attempt to bring MC members to this workshop, though I am not 

involved in these discussions so only offer second hand news here.  

ISSOMXX 
Australia made a comprehensive response to the final draft ISSOM thanks to the work of Andrew 

Lumsden. We await the finalized version. Unlike the case of ISOM, it is hoped there will be no significant 

difficulties for Australian orienteering. Minimum distance rules are much the same as for ISOM17.  

ISMTBOMXX 
The Australian MTBO community has responded to a draft revision of MTBO mapping specifications. 

This addresses issues such as the lack of a sprint event map standard (though sprint championships are 

happening anyway). Again, we await a final document.  

OMaps 
174 maps on the OMaps web site. Most are in Queensland or Victoria. In Victoria the approach to 

Livelox is still developing so its too early to assess the full utility of the Omaps site. OMaps will probably 

not be a site to store detailed metadata about a map including permissions, assembly areas and access 

issues. 

 


