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1 Purpose of this Addendum

An additional prgposal was submitted byudhor 5 after the initial evaluation|t shall hereafter
be referred to af\uthor 5hereafter.The question arosas tohow this approach would perform
compared to thepreviouslyevaluated methods.

1.1 Proposal descriptioAutha 5

In contrast to the other proposal#uthor 5does not contaira presentationof a theoretical or
scientifc basis. It is merely a statement altoa new formula and a proposan certain
coefficientsthat should beused for men and women.

This proposalacks thescientific foundation or elaborated theogn the statistical approactinat
is chosen It also lacks a description bbw the coefficient vas determined that is given in the
formula

Score = Total / atafbodyweight/ coefficient)

Although the simplicity of the formula is compelling, we sedheoreticaljustification forusing
atrigonometric approachDue to the lack of information givan the proposalwe are unable to
comment on the quality of the scientific foundation of this approach.

1.2 Conparison ofAuthor 5to the previouslyevaluated proposals
Although little theoretical information is provided byAuthor 5 we exposed the proposed
relative scores to the same criterigs thoseused previously for evaluatinge other proposals.

1. Relative Scoring Distributidh ! & X si@maky satistic (cumulatived dzY 2falues.
acrosspercentile groups) distributional fairnesswas evaluated as described in the
original report.

2. LOESS fit deviations were used to evalustering validity in the sense that top
performanceswithin each scoring systems should result in simfdeore magnitudes
across weight classes.

Due to the laclof aformula for thefitted model, we cannot plot the predicted average score for
this method Consequently model fit plos have been eliminated from this addendum
Furthermore, Author 5only provides a formula for calculating classic scowds. limited the
compaisons to the datasets frorlassic (CL) resujtsince the results of equipped competitions
(EQ) are not addressed Bythor 5

For the two above described evaluation criteri@istributional fairness & scoring validity)
applies:The lowerthe score the better the method performs.



2 Comparison of thecoringmethodologies
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Wilks Author 2 Marksteiner  Author 4  Author 5
Distribution.?sum 829.96483 1014.02677 280.71897 772.38166 886.85953
LOESS residualm 2.06503 1.91810 1.70323 1.83663 1.96343
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of relative score$.? sumTablel & Figure2). Author 5 takes fourth place forthis evaluation

criterion. LOESS residual sums indicate that Marksteiner scores are most level across all
performarce bands Tablel). For LOESS scoresuthor 5is againfourth. Figurel on the next

page depicts LOE®®ts with relative scoring across weight classes and performance bands in

MEN CL BP.
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Wilks  Author 2 Marksteiner  Author 4  Author 5
Distribution.?sum 300.97666 426.17741 333.56628 485.76790 409.48174
LOESS residualm 1.74409 1.51711 1.45324  1.86049 1.72047

Wilks scoring represents the shape of the underlying population Bestthe distribution of
relative scores in MEN.CL.Hlable2 & Figure4). Author 5follows Marksteiner and takes third

place. LOESS residual sums indicate that Marksteiner scores are most level across all
performance bandsTable2 & Figure3). For LOESS residual suruthor 5 again takes third

place.
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Wilks  Author 2 Marksteiner  Author 4  Author 5
Distribution.?sum 551.38732 190.66368 171.41021 148.97693 210.97744
LCESS residualm 2.02875 1.60337 1.73783 1.80993 1.59840

For the distribution of relative scoreAuthor 0a & 02 NAy 3 NBLINBaSyia
population bestAuthor 5takes third place LOESS residual sums indicate thathor 5 scores
are most level across all performance ban@&ble3, Figure5 & Figure5).
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