Swim England South East

Long Course Championships 2023

Introduction

This report is intended to be a comprehensive record of the 2023 Championships. Its primary
purpose is to indicate potential areas of improvement for future Region Championships.

Although there were some issues, the Championships were successful. However, the restructure of
the programme did not really address the major issues posed by the size of the Region. These need
to be grasped immediately, so that any changes can be properly thought through and
communicated.

In planning for the 2024 Long Course Championships, there are a lot of trade-off decisions that will
need to be made. The framework for resolving these issues is to look at three different questions:

What changes do we need to What changes are practical By the Region (see section 13
make to meet the needs of within the constraints imposed on finance)
- Swimmers on the event: By swimmers and parents
- Coaches - From Swim England
- Clubs - Pool availability
- Parents - Availability of technical
officials and event
makers

- Restricted willingness
to travel long distances
- Examinations

Following this year’s event, we carried out a survey of coaches and another more general survey.

The summary results of the surveys are included in this report, full details are available separately.
The feedback was generally good, but the response did show conflicting suggestions for change.

The results revealed a number of contradictory proposals which will need to addressed

Spend more time on heats: Spend more time on finals:
- Accept more swimmers especially - More emphasis on introduction of
for older boys: finalists
- Same number of swimmers for all - Reinstate presentations
age groups
- More swimmers in longer events
Reduce the length of the day Extend the length of the day
Add an addition weekend/day(s) Reduce to two weekends
- To take more swimmers - To reduce travel demands

- Spread out swims



- Separate sessions for all

800m/1500m
Earlier closing date (to allow Later closing date (to include times from as
swimmer/parents to make many meets as possible to be submitted)

travel/accommodation bookings)

Team Organisation

Meet Director: Mike Lambert

Technical Director: Roger Prior

Entries: Mike Lambert

Technology: Ben Poulton(Wycombe), Natalie Ford(Winchester)
Communication: Brian Deval

Volunteers: Brian Deval

Field of Play Manager: Brian Deval

This structure, largely based on the report produced after the 2022 championships worked
reasonably well.

There was some confusion arising from having different teams responsible for technology at the two
venues. See section 8, Meet Management.

LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. Introduce a single Technology Manager, responsible for the technology across all venues,
especially data protection and continuity.

Planning and Preparation

The planning for these championships was completed far too late, in early February. This was a result
of unresolved issues relating to the schedule of events, qualification, and number of swimmers to be
accepted. There was tension between coaches who wanted more swimming and hence more
swimmers in each session and those responsible for officials and other volunteers who had found
difficulty in recruiting people willing to accept long days and late finishes. We took the time to survey
potential officials and volunteers to get more reliable information.

We still had the problem that South East is the largest region and it is difficult to ensure that
everyone with a chance of qualifying for one of the summer national competitions would be

accepted.

Eventually it was agreed that 15 year old boys would swim in the so-called Age Groups weekend to
allow for more older swimmers to be accepted.

Making decisions was made more complicated because feedback came from individual coaches, who
often provided conflicting answers.

Finally, we established the following principles for this competition:



1. Insession finals (because recruiting volunteers willing to stay for a separate evening finals
session was proving to be difficult)

2. Maximum session length: 4 hours, including a 20 minute break and 15 minutes
contingency for unforeseen delays.

3. Finish no later than 7pm

Relevant feedback from the survey:

4 Hour Target Session Length

Too short 0
Abour right 38
Too long 18
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Schedule of Events
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Finals (coaches input)

No finals 3

Separate 8
session

In session

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Swim England

South East

Number of swimmers in 2023

Too many 5

About right 37

Too few 16
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LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. Establish a team to work on the 2024 Championships as soon as possible. Ideally, this
team should include a representative from the Coaches’ Panel. (The Region Coaches’
Panel has already established a group to provide consistent input from coaches).

2. All relevant information about the 2024 competition to be published no later than 30t
October 2023, including locations, schedule of events, method of qualification, entry fees

Venues

We are under pressure to accept as many swimmers as possible to minimise the risk of rejecting
swimmers who would qualify for either of summer national events.



There are two major constraining factors:

1. The ability of the venue to accommodate the number of swimmers we would like to accept
2. The available time, including warm-ups and taking into account licensed meet criteria

This year when we applied the criteria defined above, we ended up with more swimmers than could
be accommodated in the pool hall at any of the venues available to us. That meant that we had to
look for pools which offered a convenient overflow area with easy access to the pool hall, ideally
without having to cross any main public walkways.

There are two pools in the region that have a large sports hall with direct access to the pool hall,
Wycombe and Winchester. Both pools offered a warm-down pool (that at Winchester was not
available on Saturday mornings) and high-speed internet access, sufficient to support full HD live
streaming video.

A few people from the East of the region were disappointed that some events were not held at K2,
Crawley. That pool however does not have a convenient overflow area and in previous competitions
there, the internet connection was not sufficiently reliable for the streaming video.

Both pools were able to provide excellent support for the championships.
1. The timing systems were well maintained and reliable
2. The PA systems were clearly audible
3. We had excellent support from the pool operator and in the case of Wycombe, the home
club.

There was a risk that Wycombe Leisure Centre would not be available because of a problem with the
boom. The problem was fixed and the pool was available, but we had no contingency plan.

Other 50m pools in the Region that could be considered for future competitions, either as
replacements for the existing pools or for added days:

K2, Crawley + Spectator accommodation
+ More central
- No overflow space for swimmers
- Poor internet access (for video streaming).
Mountbatten Centre, Portsmouth = - Unreliable pool infrastructure (boom)
- No overflow space for swimmers with direct access to pool
- Old unreliable timing equipment
- Poor internet access
Aldershot Garrison - Spectator accommodation
- Difficult to book
- No internet access
Surrey Sports Park - Limited space around the pool
- No overflow space for swimmers
- Daktronics timing, no skills base in region
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LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. Ensure that there is a contingency plan for the non-availability of a booked pool.



5. Significant Changes to Conditions

The conditions for this year’s championships included some significant changes:

1. 15 Year old boys swam as part of the “Age Group” competition

5.1 18/Over age group introduced for men

6.2 All entries had to be club entries (no individual entries except for MC events). The last
submitted entry file replaced all earlier entries)

6.3 Clubs were required to familiarise themselves with the entry process and submit a “test”

entry well before the closing date.

6.10 There were no automatic qualifying times

6.21 Team declarations were to be made via the entry portal

8.4.8 | Because all finals were in-session, there was no provision for swim-offs

9 Strengthened restrictions on access to poolside

9.4 Anyone deliberately convening a health and safety or safeguarding requirement to be
banned from poolside

11.5 Reference to Meet Mobile added

14.4.1 Competitors in the MC competition swam with their own age group

6. Entry Process

The Swim Manager Entry Portal was used for submission of entries for these Championships. The
issues encountered with the use of the portal for the 2002 Winter Short Course championships had
all been resolved; there were virtually no significant issues encountered with the portal for these
championships.

When Hampshire County used the portal for the 2023 County Championships, the biggest reason
why there were relatively few problems was the production of a step-by-step entry manual and
regular communication to remind clubs about different aspects of the entry process. That same
approach was used for these Region Championships.

Each club submitted a “HyTek format” entry file to the portal. The entry file could contain either a SC
time or a LC time (but not both) for each swim entered. The entry portal validated submitted times
against rankings (using a published Rankings validation facility, rather than a “backdoor” method
used by other entry portals). Any time which could not be validated against rankings, or which was
outside the published consideration time was rejected.

After the closing date, a file of accepted entries (with the actual time entered for each entry) was
exported from the portal.

A simple program was created to convert all SC times to LC, using the Swim England published
conversion algorithms.

HyTek Meet Manager was used to run the competition, which was set up as LC competition. At no
stage was HyTek used to convert times, because the inbuilt conversion table does not produce
correct conversions.

With very few exceptions, the entry process operated well. The list of accepted and rejected entries
was published to clubs within 24 hours of the closing date.



Clubs were required to familiarise themselves with the entry process in advance of the closing date.
Most clubs did so, which highlighted and resolved problems.

There were two clubs that failed to submit a valid entry file by the closing date.
e Jersey sent their entry file by email rather than via the entry portal
e City of Oxford only used the entry portal for the first time on the closing data and 90% of
their entries were incorrect and rejected
Eventually, these club’s entries were excepted under the “truly exceptiona
which resulted in an informal complaint from another club.

IM

circumstances condition,

Many clubs, including some of the major clubs in the region, struggled to create valid entry files
because of problems using their internal club management system.

1. Many clubs have installed those systems without understanding how to configure to create
meet entries.

2. Clubs using TeamUnify encountered an error in that system and could not get a response
from the software vendor.

The Region is not responsible for the support of commercial club management systems but needs to
take this factor into account when setting conditions for future competitions. If we make the
conditions complicated, clubs will struggle to generate valid entry files. Two specific examples of
conditions that would cause problems:

1. Different qualifying periods for events in the same competition.
2. Qualification for one event dependent on a time recorded for a different event or distance

Relay team declarations were submitted via the Entry Portal, which allowed the latest team
declarations to be downloaded just before the start of the competition. Unfortunately, subsequent
changes had to be submitted on paper, because the download facilities only allowed for all the team
declarations for the whole competition to be downloaded.

Online entry system

Excellent

Good | 28

Acceptable 11

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Swim England

South East



LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. For future competitions, review proposed entry conditions to identify areas which could
cause problems with club management systems.

2. Where practical, review proposed entry conditions with the vendors of club management
systems.

3. Review proposed entry conditions with clubs known to have people familiar with club
management systems.

4. Request a change to the Meet Manager entry portal to allow team declarations for a single
session to be downloaded, to allow all team changes to be done online.

Meet Operation

Overall, the operation of the competition was effective.

Warm-up sessions were organised to ensure that the number of swimmers did not exceed the
maximum numbers imposed by the pool operators. EveroneActive set a maximum of 18 swimmers
per lane at Winchester. There is no specific limit at Wycombe, but we adopted a 18-20 per lane as a
guideline. There were some complains, both about the length of time allocated for warm-up (too
long) and the length of time allocated to each warm-up group (too short).

The Coaches’ Panel established a rota of coaches to supervise warm-up sessions, which worked well.

We did allow swimmers to use the main pool for warm-down and warm-up during the session
breaks. That worked well. Clubs and swimmers respected the instructions given.

At Wycombe marshalling took place in the sports hall, with swimmers being brought onto the pool
deck for their heat/final. At Winchester marshalling took place at the entrance to the teaching pool.
In both locations, the marshalling was well organised and there were no significant delays waiting for
swimmers to arrive at the start, nor was their overcrowding at the start.

There were some changes made to the timing of mid-session breaks, to allow swimmers who
entered an unexpected combination of events some recovery time. That resulted in complaints from
some clubs about the disruption of swimmers’ preparation for finals.

Finals sessions were very efficiently run. We allowed one minute per final for the introduction of
finalists. The announcers were comfortably able to fit within this constraint, so potentially lengthy
finals sessions ran to time.

There were no presentations, medals being collected from a medals table on poolside. The main
reason for this was the length of time consumed in making presentations. Time spent on
presentation means less time available for heats and fewer entries. An area was available in the
foyer for photographs to be taken, with a region banner as background.

Withdrawals were handled using “Google forms” with a withdrawal form on the website, with
virtually instantaneous update of a spreadsheet accessible online to the meet management team.
This mechanism provided a full log of all withdrawals submitted and exact time of submission. There
were QR codes posted around the pool to enable people to get rapid access to the withdrawal form
from their phone. This system worked extremely effectively, but required coaches to submit the DoB
of swimmers, which they did not know. This was meant to be a security feature, but in practice, the
meet management team did not have time to validate DoBs.



We asked for the reason for withdrawal to be entered on the withdrawal form. Where withdrawal
was because of significant illness or injury, we automatically issued a refund. We did not require a
specific refund request or medical evidence.

It was challenging to fit the disabled swimmers in the multi-classification events into the programme.
Swim England have asked that disabled swimmers be placed in the overall competition. That meant
that swimmers in a single event in the multi-classification competition were swimming in their own
age groups on different weekends. That resulted in some logistical issues in getting medals to
swimmers why were not present when the result of the event was available.

There was a significant issue at Winchester involving swimmers congregating in the changing
cubicles and in some cases climbing over the partitions between cubicles. Allowing unsupervised
mixed sex groups to congregate in group changing areas with the door closed is a safeguarding issue
which must be addressed. Swimmers left unacceptable amounts of litter which needed to be cleared

up.

The competition conditions mandated that clubs take responsibility for supervising their swimmers
during the competition. Feedback from several clubs suggested that this is not possible with
swimmers potentially in the pool hall, the changing rooms, the warm down pool, and the overflow
area in the sports hall.

There was a complaint from one club who felt “picked on” by the pool management and region
volunteers. Although swimmers from other clubs were behaving in a similar manner, they were the
only club spoken to. There was an element of truth in that complaint. There have previously been
incidents at the same pool involving swimmers from that club, and because they had a very large
squad of swimmers at the competition, their swimmers were very visible.

| have no complaint about the way in which the region volunteers and pool staff behaved. As always,
we were short of volunteers and the relevant volunteers were extremely busy. But, we do need to
ensure that all swimmers and clubs are treated fairly. It is easy to be influenced by previous events,
but that should not happen.

LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. When planning the programme for future competitions, identify likely combinations of
events that swimmers would enter and get confirmation that the programme is acceptable
from the Coaches’ panel. Make it clear to swimmers that they should consider the
programme before deciding which combination of events they should enter.

2. Agree the minimum length of a warm-up session with the Coaches’ Panel.

3. For future competitions, the conditions must state that the changing areas must only be
used for changing and not used as congregating areas during the competitions.

4. Before the next event we should review how swimmers can be managed for both their
safety and protection and the operation of the competition. This will need to be done
alongside the emerging Swim England supervision policy. The resolution should be reflected
in the event conditions. This policy must include supervision of swimmers in the changing
area and any other overflow areas away from the pool deck. This may require additional



security staff to be hired if we are unable to recruit volunteers. (see section 12).

5. Any region volunteers supervising swimmers should not be influenced by any incidents
involving specific swimmers and clubs at previous events.

6. We should consider removing the DoB from the online withdrawal form.
7. Review the financial impact of automatic refunds for illness or injury.

Meet Management (IT)

The main software systems used to manage the meet were:
e HyTek Meet Manager, plus MeetMobile to provide online results
e Swiss Timing Quantum
e Inbuild scoreboard management systems at Wycombe and Winchester
e TeamViewer to provide remote access to the Quantum and Scoreboard computers

The transition from Mike Lambert’s own Meet Manager software is now complete.

There is now a critical mass of people in the region familiar with both HyTek and Quantum, but we
still struggled to cover all sessions. At one point, we were considering hiring a Quantum operator for
Wycombe.

Overall, the meet management was satisfactory, there were some problems described below, but
the impact on the operation of the competition was low.

We are increasingly dependent on sophisticated networks of computers to manage our
competitions. Some of this complexity is of our own making, to facilitate the running of the
competition. Some is because there is continuous communication between different elements of the
system that depends on networking (HyTek = Quantum - Scoreboard = Meet Mobile).

That introduces risks that need to be identified and mitigated. It is now critical that there is someone
at every competition with a deep technical knowledge of the systems and how they interact. We
were fortunate this year because Mark Leman, at the competition to support the team delivering the
live video stream, was at every session and without his expertise we would have had some
significant difficulties.

The problems we encountered were:

(1) We lost control of the HyTek database. At Winchester there were several copies on different
computers on the network. At the end of the first weekend, the wrong copy was copied for
use over the subsequent weekends. Although a back-up copy of the database was available
for the second weekend, the absence of results from the first weekend meant that Meet
Mobile did not work properly for subsequent weekends.

A more significant issue was that a copy of the database containing personal details of
swimmers was left on a public computer at Winchester Leisure centre. That was a GDPR
violation and could have resulted in unauthorised access to that information. The copy of
the database was subsequently deleted, and a check showed that it had not been accessed.



(2) We lost access to the internet from Wycombe for a period on day 4 of the competition.
Unfortunately, that took down the internal network being used to run the competition.
Printers were all accessed over the network, so there was a delay while the network was
reset.

That did result in an interruption of the live video stream. This was an event that had been
foreseen; we had a backup method of accessing the internet over 5G. The video team
continued to record the competition and were able to upload a complete recording at the
end of the day.

(3) On the final day of the competition, a network issue resulted in a corruption to the HyTek
database. The immediate impact was that HyTek Meet Manager stopped working. We were
able to repair the database, but that required special knowledge (the “secret” password
used to protect HyTek databases), specific software not normally used (Microsoft Access)
and specialised expertise. This took about 40 minutes to resolve, but because it coincided
with the scheduled session break, only delayed the competition by 20 minutes.

This highlighted another issue. There was no backup of the database newer than the start of
the session three hours earlier. There is no provision within HyTek Meet Manager for regular

backups.

LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. For all future competitions, someone with deep technical knowledge and able to resolve set-
up and operational problems must be appointed.

2. A policy must be published which defines how the HyTek database is managed before,
during and after the competition. The technical team for each weekend of competition must

understand and conform to this policy.

3. If networked printers are used, ensure that there is a backup at least for the output from the
Quantum timing system.

4. A mechanism must be implemented to ensure that regular backups are taken of the HyTek
database. (We think that Winchester City Penguins have such a system).

9. Officials

The Swim-Meet web-based system was used to recruit and organise officials. This was well received
by officials.

The Lead Referee produced an excellent officials’ handbook in advance of the competition.
There were sufficient officials for all sessions other than
e Session 5 (1500m only events)

e Session 15 (mostly 400m events)

A focussed campaign to get more officials for those sessions meant that we just met the minimum
requirements.

Feedback from the survey asked that confirmation of appointments be sent out earlier.



10.

11.

Event Makers (Non-technical volunteers)

We were short of event makers for several sessions, which meant that the Field of Play Manager was
forced to get personally involved in activities (such as spectator entry) when it would have been
better if he had been supervising.

This was particularly a problem at the start of day when he needed to be in several places at the
same time.

There are no easy answers, because people are reluctant to commit until they know whether their
children have been accepted and are reluctant to commit to a job that means that they have to stay

to the end of the session.

LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. We need to consider other ways to recruit event makers to supplement the form on the web
site.

2. We need to have a specific person tasked with setting up and briefing the people handling
spectator entry, other than the Field of Play Manager.

3. We need to have a specific person tasked with welcoming people with poolside passes and
handling any issues.

4. The marshalling process for future competitions needs to documented in advance.

Communication

We did not have a formal communication strategy for this competition.

We relied on a number of different streams:
1. The Region Newsletter
2. The Region Web site
3. Email
4. Social media
By and large, the web site was used for relatively stable information. Email and social media were

used for more time sensitive material. We did not have a formal strategy for which material went out
on each medium.

Email communication was initiated by creating a list of people who have us permission to send them
email. A single mail was sent to everyone on the list for the previous championships asking them
whether they wanted to opt-in for this competition. The majority did. There was a link on the
website for people to ask to be added to the distribution list.

Ultimately, that list contained at least 1 person from every club who submitted entries.

A single document containing an archive of all formal communications to club representatives was
maintained on the web site.



Although there was an intent to set-up a series of different e-mail addresses for different types of
requests for help and information so that each could be routed to a single person or group
responsible for that type of request, that was never put in place.

Emails mostly originated from Mike Lambert’s personal account. That is not acceptable. There needs
to be a region email account for the Swimming Manager and for the Meet Director (if different).

These accounts must be used when sending email to clubs.

In the post-competition survey, general feedback on communication was good.

Effectiveness of Communication

Excellent 18

Good 23

Acceptable -

Poor 1
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However other comments showed that some important messages were not properly disseminated.
There appeared to be two main reasons:
1. The only email address we had for some clubs was one that was not monitored very often.
2. Some clubs did not make any attempt to pass information to swimmers and parents.

The other survey question we asked was very revealing. It showed that relatively few people actually
got their information about the event through social media. The more traditional communication
streams, email and the web site were much more important. That needs to be reflected in the
communication strategy for future championships.



Source of information

Email
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LEARNING POINTS

For future championships, there needs to be a formal communication strategy defining the
types of information that needs to be communicated and which is the most appropriate
stream for that king of information.

For future championships implement a more granular set of email addresses for requests for
help and information (so that requests go the person or group responsible for a specific
aspect of the competition, rather than all of the delivery team.

Clubs should be asked to provide an e-mail address that is regularly monitored so that
important information is not missed.

A regional email account needs to be set up for the Swimming Manager before the next
competition and used for all formal emails distributed to clubs.

All e-mails to clubs should include a request to further distribute to all relevant people in
their clubs.

We should set up a form on the website for each competition for people to use to request
access to information by e-mail. Consider using something like Google Forms which would
populate a table of addresses that could be used to control something like MailChimp.

Professionalisation

This year, we incurred costs (some unbudgeted) because we had to hire people to do key jobs which
traditionally have been done by volunteers. This year, those costs included:

Security staff at Wycombe

2. Announcers/commentators

Live video streaming
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This trend is likely to continue as it gets more difficult to recruit volunteers and could conceivably
include:

1. Security staff at Winchester
2. People managing spectator entry

3. People operating some of the technical side of the event (Quantum, HyTek, Scoreboard)

LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. The swimming group needs to develop a policy for tasks that the Region should expect to
pay people to do and ensure that budgets for future competitions include provision for such
payments.

2. Avregister should be created to identify people with specific skills who would be prepared to
volunteer given sufficient advance notice.

Finance

It is difficult to compare the actual finances of this competition with the budget because the budget
was prepared on the assumption that the Region would be split for the “Youth” competition. That
would have involved and additional 1% days of pool hire and would have had a significantly higher
number of swims.

However, it is important to analyse the finances because there are significant challenges funding
swimming championships that need to be resolved. Although consideration was given to increasing
entry fees, the Finance Group agreed to accept the variance against budget for this event.

Income Budget Actual
Entry fees £49,000 £27,569
Spectators £11,200 £14,472
TOTAL £60,200 £46,041
Expenditure Budget Actual
Pool hire £30,800 £37,335
Catering £7,000 £5,660
Officials exp £15,400 £13,000
Other exp £10,000 £5,500
Awards £5,000 £4,725
Printing etc. £800 £860
Video streaming £5,250 £4,800
Donations £1,250 £1,250
TOTAL £75,500 £73,130
DEFICIT £15,300 £27,089

Entry fees are lower than budget because the proposal to split the region did not go ahead.

However, only having 7% days of competition instead of the originally budgeted 9 days should have
reduce pool hire. It did not, because pool hire, especially at Winchester has increased dramatically.
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In 2022, we paid £3,850 per day. Although the final payment for 2023 is still being discussed,
Winchester are asking for £6,500 per day!

Clearly, this kind of variance against budget is unsustainable and action must be taken to build a
viable financial model for future Swimming Championships.

The first decision needs to be an overall policy for funding of championships: In the past, swimming
championships generated a substantial surplus which supported other activities within the Region.

The overall policy must identify the financial objectives for Swimming Championships, which will be
one of the following:

1. Must produce a surplus of £x
2. Must break even
3. Will be supported by other income (e.g. membership fees) and may show a deficit of £x

This decision cannot be made by the Swimming Group, it is a matter for the Finance Group and
Regional Management Board and needs to inform the budget submission for 2024.

The Swimming Group have recommended that the entry fee per event for the 2023 Short Course
(Winter) Championships should be raised from £7 to £10 per event with the objective of that

competition breaking even.

LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. Agree a policy for financing of future Swimming Championships before submitting the
budget submission for 2024.

2. The financial impact of any proposed change to the Swimming Championships must be part
of the decision process

Spectators

We do not have a pool in the region with sufficient spectator space to accommodate everyone who
would like to attend. Pre-COVID, we tended to allow everyone who wanted to watch to enter. This
did result in dangerous overcrowding and blocked escape routes, which we are now sensitive to. We
must conform to stated capacity limits and other rules regarding the spectator galleries.

We were also concerned about the amount of cash handled by volunteers when spectators paid at
the entrance.

The policy for this competition was that entry was by ticket only; we set the number of tickets
available to the capacity limit of the spectator gallery. There was a mechanism which allowed people
to take spectator arm-bands from people who left.

There were a lot of complaints about this arrangement, some of which can be addressed, some of
which can’t.

1. The ticket allocation system was unfair. We restricted the number of tickets that could be
purchased in a single order. Some people/clubs found ways around this.



2. There were empty seats in the gallery because people did not stay in their seats for the
whole session.

3. The ticketing system used was not reliable. We used a system implemented on the Region
web site, which saved the commission that would be paid to an external ticketing agency,

but that introduced some reliability issues.

This restriction on spectator tickets was made far more palatable by the provision of a reliable, high
quality live video stream of the whole competition.

Arrangements for Spectators

Excellent 8

Good 16
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Poor 18
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LEARNING POINTS/ACTIONS

1. Consider switching to an external ticketing agency to improve reliability.
2. Consider selling more tickets that the actual capacity of the spectator galleries.

3. Consider switching the younger swimmers to Wycombe, where there are more spectator
seats available.

Version 1 - Draft



