
June :5, 1888 

O.ar Al, 

ThanKs for printed ~ime standards. Yes, I thinK they'll 
worK. 1 hope you don't retract them as you did the 
All-American standards. I really thinK those standards, 
espec tal 1 y the wo•n •,s, are r 1d leu 1 ous. Might as well glue 
out All-ftmerlcan certificates with every new subscription. 
t•m all for standards of excellence that a large percentage 
of the population can achieve. But it shouldn't be called 
All-American. Every other sport reserves that for the very 
elite. It reminds me of the local record rampage that Bud 
Deacon and Stan Thompson went on here bacK during the earlY 
days of masters tracK. ~arly every time the local masters 
tracK club had a mee~ Deacon and Thompson would set a dozen 
or so world records <sln•l• year> between the~elves. When 
~hese wer. reported to the newspapers, the reporters found 
It difficult to understand how so many world re4;.0rds coU:ld 
be set. After a lfhlle it becalM a bte JoKe. J thinK 
that • s what, w U 1 become of the .....,. All -Amer lean •honor. • 1 
might address this agatn'in tRY aext column, if you don•t 
mind. 

As for JacK Foster's i!lllttS being equal to a i!l84+, I 
forget how you established the f!I84U!tl open marathon base. 
That's consistent withe Daniels-Gilbert tables < 12U57 :5;eee 
equals a 2184118 marathon>, but I don't thinK you referred 
to the Daniels-Gilbert tables. Did you? No hurry, but can 
you explain. 

AJohal 

-- ~ 
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ii £l[100'? ~~L~Ou 
- O~n 

35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 6().64 _65·69 70.74 . 75·79 80-84 85-89 20.34 

M 14:55 15:24 15:55 16:27 17:03 17:49 18:49 20:07 21:50 24:08 27:39 14:28 
5-K -

w 16:31 17:07 17:46 18:28 19:13 20:13 21:32 23:17 25:39 28:56 34:15 15:58 
-------·--+---+---t---t---t---t---lt---tr---t---;---+----+---t 

M 24:32 25:18 26:08 27:01 27:58 29:13 30:51 32:58 35:46 39:32 45:20 23:48 
8-K 

w 27:07 28:05 29:08 30:16 31:30 33:09 35:18 38:10 42:02 47:27 56:12 26:13 

M 31:00 31:59 33:02 34:09 35:22 36:57 39:01 41:43 45:16 50:03 57:26 30:05-
lO·K · •. • . 

w 34:17 35:31 36:50 38:17 39:51 41:56 44:40 48:19 53:14 1:00:07 1:11:15 33:0~- . 

M 37:33 38:45 40:01 41:23 42:52 44:48 47:19 50:36 54:55 1:00:46 1:09:45 36:27 
12·K • ,. 

w 41:33 43:03 44:40 '16:25 48:2o 50:52 54:12 58:38 1:04:38 1:13:02 1:26:3o 4o:·1o· 

15·K 
M 47:33 49:03 50:41 52:25 · 54:19 56:46 59:59 1:04:10 1:09:40 1:17:06 1:28:30 46:08 · 

w 52:38 54:32 56:36 58:50 1:01:16. 1:04:30 1:08:45 1:14:24 1:22:01 1:32:~ 1:49:41 50:52 

M 51:14· 52:52 54:37 ~6:.30 58:32 1:01:11 1:04:39 1:09:10 1:15:07 1:23:07 1:35:24 49:42 
10-M ~ 

w 56:44 58:47 1:01:00 1:03:25 1:06:03 1:09:32 1:14:08 1:20:12 1:28:26 1:39:51 1:58:11 54:49 

M 1:04:34 1:06:34 1:08:51. 1:11:14 1:13:49 1:17:11 1:21:34 1:27:16 1:34:46 1:44:50 2:00:15 1:02:37 
20·K ~ · · . 

w 1:1i:3~ 1:14:o8 1:16:57 1:2o:oo 1:23:19 1:27:43 1:33:30 1:4.0:10 1:51:30 2:05:48 2:28:41 1:09:07 

Half· M 1:08:21 1:10:33 1:12:54 _1:15:26 1:18:09 1:21:43 1:26:21 1:32:23 1:40:20 i:50:59 2:"07:16 1:06:18 
Marathon 

w 1:15:44 1:18:30 1:21:28 1:24:42 1:28:14 1:32:53 1:39:00 1:47:06 1:58:01 2:13:08 2:37:16 1:13:19 

M 1:21:57 1:24:35 1:27:24 1:30:27 1:33:43 1:38:00 1:43:33 1:50:45 2:00:14 2:12:56 2:32:15 1:19:30 
25--K · 

w 1:30:49 1:34:07 1:37:42 1:41:34 'i:45:47 1:51:20 1:58:39 2:08:19 2:21:17" 2:39:13 3:07:46 1:27:45 

' M 1:39:36 1:42:47 1:46:13 1:49:54 1:53:52 1:59:02 2:05:45 2:14:27 2:25:53 2:41:07 3:04:18 1:36:36 
30-K 

w 1:50:21 1:54:21 1:58:41 2:03:22 2:08:27 2:15:09 2:23:58 2:35:35 2:51:10 3:12:37 3:46:43 1:46:38 

I M 2:23:10 2:27:43 2:32:35 2:37:49 2:43:26 2:50:47 3:00:12 3:12:27 3:28:26 3:49:45 4:22:03 2:18:55 
Marathon -

w 2:38:28 2:44:08 2:50:14 2:56:50 3:04:00 3:13:26 3:25:47 3:42:02 4:03:46 4:33:38 5:21:04 2:33:11 ' -------~~----._----~----~----_.----~~----._----d-----~----~----------------~ 
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i:llhl "-.""\.', t\.:'1}-''-\.;"";:• '~.-.. ·. ,,-

drOpS thre~ ~·--~int~ h."' ~-. ::-.: 6!-6 
standard 3.5 r~';nts (~""!53.~. ~:~: 
standard 4 pvims to 49..5, ~::i s.J 0:1. 

Going up in :1~~ then. "e .:.:.:: ~e th 
a 34:09 for a 50-~-' males :;.::j a -+S:l 
for a.,}~-79 m~le are the ~._;\:al of 
3l:S9 for a~ male. Tr.a: fa.:t th 
only five 50-5--' men and on!~ qne iS-7 
male achi~\ied those time$ i:-1 19SS 
consistent,. ~i~) the .. fact that 
number ot partidpants in each a 
group diminishes ·anhe age groups 

-. up_, 'rhat_·is; \here ar(roughly twice 
.<": m~y ~ \~qmp.:titors as th~re are 

·: ;_ rhe'' 50-54 di\ .. isi.m ::ui-d more than t 
~ -~ -~.times ai m~v -..~o.:~· r~en as there 
' __ · --. 15~19 ·n:!{n.~-~-:: :.: :.~~~:;y· · ·· 
~~ · ·· Sin~-c · there is · much ~ore da 

available for men "than for women. l1 . . " 

standards for women were based u 
the eleven percent factor. (The d' 
ference between world records form 
and women at one-mile, 10-K. and 
marathon is a near exact 11 percen 
Appl)ing this percentage to HeW 
nan's 31:59, a time of 35:31 was ar 
ed at as an e<}ual effort· for a woma 
Although no American woman achi 

... ed that time .. in ~985, 40-year 
Priscilla Welch of England record 
32:25. more than three minutes fas 
than· the standard. Gabriele Ande 
also 40 and listed as a foreign runner 
1985, did 34:49. 

Using the Daniels-Gilbert tables al 
the 2.5 + loss in age groups, the ot 
standards for women were detenn 
ed.O - Mike Tymn 

---- --· ··---· ---------·-. ---=-~---:--:.--:-=::::--



Ma>' iS, lSSS 

Dear Al, 

I thinK >'Ou're revised standards are as close to achievin~ 
equit>' as you can hope to get based upon the data now 
ava i 1 ab 1 e. 

As for the older women, I believed I fudged sQmewhat, too, 
while trying to give them a breaK. So if you f~dge even 
more, I guess that's double fudge. I've heara several 
theories as to why older women slow down.more than men-
greater calcium loss, greater toss of hormone• as a result 
of menopause, and I can't remember what else. I don't 
thin* there is hard scientific evidence to support the 
theories. 

Personal! y, I don't be 1 ieve in easing the wo~:n 's standards 
just because a few of them will bitch. The 1~Y. difference 
in the open records is irrefutable evidence. Any ar~ument 
against it has to be one based upon emotion, ~ot lo~ic. As 
long as you explain it, they should understanq. Those who 
don't read the explanation probably don't care all that 
much. 

I ju~t race ived the April 11 issue of Runn ~ng Stats. It 
1 ists the top 10 u.s. men's and women's marathon times...- t:;.,// 7/tl"--.fL 
Number one male is Alberto Salazara at 2:09:52. Number 10 
is Bill Rodgers at 2109:56. The difference is 1:04. The 
range for women is 2:21:21 <Benoit> and 2:30:1q <~ncy Oitz 
-- a difference of 8:53. The simple fact is t 1hat the women 
are st i 11 far behind in terms of qual i ty and d,apth of 
quality. There are reasons for it, but I don •t bel.ieve 
those reasons justify giving the women big bre,&Ks in your 
standards. JacKie Hansen can call me a MCP, b~t I have to 
believe that even she recognizes the validity pf ~ 
arguments. 

I will try to reach Jim O'Neil this weeKend to discuss your 
recent letter with him. How would you feel ~b~~t a short 
column, about the size of Pa~liano's, co-authored by Reese 
and O'Neil having to do with MAAD objectives? That is, 
they could plug events that are achieving equity and also 
taKe jabs at those that aren't. I'm sure ther~ ar6 mar,y 
other things pertaining to race administration that they 
might want to comment upon. If you interested in such a 
thing, I can bounce it off them. If not, no problem. 

I sent ~ column for July to you yesterday. I hope to ~at 
a profile to you, but am not sure. Things have been hectic 
at the office and around the house. 

• • 



• ~" 01: ?~opl e have asKed r••"' ... ;·,at •;r;'-'s.J~.:.~ ... ,-,--.,c:K ..... 
• = ~"": d News," as advertised in Trac:K an~ Field ~..is is. 7 • 
i·.ave assumed it is NJI'N, but I don't recall reading prof i 1 e~t 
on some of the people mentioned in that ad. Do you have a 
separate publication? 

Can't remember if I told you this, but my last body fat 
reading was lSX, compared to 10X last year. According to 
the charts, 17-21X is •plump.• That was enough to get me 
bacK to running a little more than I was. Since giving up 
r~cing, I have been lacKing goals. But I now have a goal 
-- to become unplump. 

Aloha I 
fllltJ.-1~ ~ ~ 

~~ c:t 

IJ!.: d~J~J(.lfl fu .,Jr 
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May 15, 1988 

Dear Mike: 

Enclosed is a proposed new set of LOR time standards. 
-;!t(o..-1#2.. 

Please look it over and give me your comments or suggestions. 

The standards are based on your chart which we printed in 
the July '87 issue. I made a few modifications at the upper 
end of the age groups, but it's basically the same as yours. 

Originally, I had assumed that Phillips' tables, since they 
were being done by computer, were more accurate than any 
other tables. Not necessarily so. Yours seem quite 
accurate. 

I had to use calculations from your chart to get an optimum 
performance for each age group (generally close to the WR). 
As you remember, I think the percentage method is the easiest 
and certainly the fairest way of determining who's best. 
And to use the percentage method, I have to get an optimum 
time to represent 100%. 

{A) 
For your information, attached~is a sheet listing the American 
record lOKs for each age group. Using your "target times," 
Ed Benham gets the best percentage -- 109.2%. 

It's interesting that, of the 18 ARs, the first nine are all 
men. Leona Lugers gets the best women's percentage (103.2%), 
but that's lower than the lowest man's percentage. 

At first, I thought your women's target times werei thus 1 much 
too tough. On reflection, though, I think they may be accurate. 
What do you think? 

The logic is this: Should a 70-year-old man drop off less from 
his youth than a 70-year-old woman? I can't see any reason why 
he should, can you? Thus, if they should drop off equally, 
then your charts are accurate and the women simply haven't 
achieved their potential, yet, in the masters ranks. The 
exception is Priscilla Welch and, to some degree, Marion Irvine 
and Helen Dick. 

The trouble with this logic is that the women will reject 
these standards out of hand, saying they're unrealisbc. 
~at this stage of the game, getting acceptance for this 
method is important. If NMN calculates the best percentages 
to do our stories, and the men constantly dominate the women, 
what will the reaction of women runners be? Not favorable, 
I presume. 

When I did the modifications, I fudged a little to bring the 
women up a bit, but the standards still look tough. Also 
attached (B) are the same performances using my new standards. 
The rankings are similar to yours (the first nine are all men), 



.. 

with a couple of differences: mainly Benham gets the top 
percentage using your chart; using my standards, Davies is 
first and Benham, second. 

Also attached, for your info, are Phillips' revised standards 
as of April 23, 1988. (C). Also attached, for quick reference, 
are your target times (D). 

Note on your chart, your 11% difference between men and women 
doesn't hold up. E.g. W70 lOK = 48:19 2899 

M70 lOK = 41:43 = 2503 = llS.B%. 

According to your 11% formula, the W70 target time should be 
41:43 X 1.11 = 46:18, not 48:19. So where did your women's 
times come from? As I say, I think they may be reasonably 
accurate, but they're certainly not 11% more than the men's. 

If the logic on the dropoff rate being the same for both sexes 
is accurate, then I should redo the track time standards for 
women. The trouble with that is that the women will really 
do poorly if I do that. In Melbourne, for example, using 
the current standards (which favor women), the first woman 
in that handicap-mile race was 9th out of 21 finishers. 
A couple of people complained that the standards were "too 
hard" on the women. 

Were you aware that the men would sweep the first nine 
places in the lOK AR comparisons? Does it disturb you? 
Or confirm what you've been saying all along? If we go 
with your target times (and/or my standards, based on your 
target times), do we have a Public relations problem with 
the women? Will they buy it? 

(.) 0 
-,A ~ 

L{u...Jr-
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A NATJONAL MASTERS NEWS] 
The official world and U.S. publication for Masters track & field, long distance running and race walking. 

May 14, 1988 

Dear Mike: 

Enclosed is a Jf>roposed new set of LDR time standards. Also enclosed, for quick reference, are.the standards I sent you on l~ebruary 26. 

The new ones hc~ve been done by me, by hand. I had asked Chuck Phillips to do a ·.revised computer model~ He ;did, but I clidn 1 t like it. (I 1 Ve also enclosed his revised vel~sion.) 

I like my revistions, although there are three performances (by Davies, Ir,rine and Green) that go over 100%. I don 1 t lflke that, but to lower those standards to 100% make all other stds. prdhibitively difficult, it seems to me. 

Obviously, becc:tuse of that, it still needs more work, but I don't know helw best to adjust it.any better than this. 
If you have su~lgestions, please let me know. Otherwise, I'd like to prc~ote these tables nationwide through NMN and MAAD to getl them used by race directors.· 

As you remembeJ::1
, these standards are based on the optimum performance for' an age-group, which is generally a little below the curre~t world record. 

I used the char't you sent. (printed in July NMN) to gr;eat advantage~ I dovetailed the times in that chart to my re.visions, with a few exceptions. 

To simplify my task, the women's standards compare exactly to the men's 15 years older. Thus, the WSS standards are the same as the M70. This seems to work pretty well, although, in your chart, the gap closes in the upper age q roups. Your chart thus penalizes,1the older males; or else my chart aids the older females. I'm not sure who is right. 

For your ~afo, to get_the times, I spent a lot of time on the SK, lOK and marathon, trying-to line up WRs of · open and masters., I then used a formula to get the other standards, to wit: 
lOK -- divide the SK by .481 Marathon - divide the lC~-< ')y • 2, 7 lSK divide the lOK by .651 Half-Mar multiply "f"'?Y"e. ,_, •. ·' 20K divide t~e lOK by .~81 2 5:{ di. v~_C'e J. '· -~ :~ · 
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Apr i 1 25 , 1987 

Dear Al, 

Here is a profile on Julie Stiles. The still shot is of 
her and her daughter, Marianne. The action shot may be too 
darK to reproduce. I sent her a note and asKed her to send 
a better action directly to you before May 10 if she has 
one. 

I assume that my June column <Athletes and Wimps) was 
safely delivered by the post office. 

Also enclosed you will find a somewhat lengthy table of 
times for various age groups at various distances. I would 
liKe this to be part of my July column on handicapping 
races. The reason I'm enclosing it now is to be sure you 
won't have any problems with space or layout. I also 
anticipate you will have problems with proofreading. If 
you'd liKe to have it typeset and send it bacK to me for 
profreading, I'll gladly do it. Please let me Know. As 
I'll be on vacation from May 20 to June 2, I'd liKe to get 
it done before I leave. 

I'd liKe to suggest another use for the table besides 
hand4capping races. That is, you can use it to determine 
the best performances in a road race and headline the best 
age class performances rather than just featuring the 
overall masters winner, as is usually done. For example, 
if Jim O'Neil does a 35:00 10-K < 1:57 under his target 
time) and Barry Brown does 31:00 (59 seconds under his 
target time), you 
paragraphs rather 
39:56 in the same 
she beats both of 

might give O'Neil the headlines and lead 
than Brown. If Margaret Mi 11 er does a 
race <2 minutes under her target time)~ 
them. It is much liKe the Twin Cities 

Marathon handicap system, but I believe my standards have 
more scientific base. I'll explain that in the column. 
These standards are not set at the record level, but at 
what I fee 1 shou 1 d be the 0 All America" 1 eve 1. 

Also, please note that I added the "open" or 20-34 
standards at the end. I did that as an after thought, You 
may want to move them to the front for comparison purposes. 

Aloha! 

~ 
MiKe 
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Dear Al, 

ThanKs for the age graded tab 1 e~-. 

1524 Ul uhao St. 
Kailua, Hi 86734 

November 7, 1987 

I'm glad to see that 
uou're doing this. And, I'm sure Jim O'Neil and Paul Reese 
will be pleased, too. 

I don't understand how ChucK Ptt ill ips <who is he?) came up 
with his distance standards. His standards seem valid up 
to a. mile, but he seems to have short circuited after that. 
The 5,000 to marathc•n standards are totally unrealistic, 
~!though it carries down through the ages. How he can come 
up wit a 1:59 marat on as being the equal of a 3:49 mile 
is beyond me. I'd "quate ::.. 1:58 marathon to about a 3!20 
mile and a 2:10 ~~r 5,000 meters. The distortion seems to 
get progressively I~rger as he goes from 5,000 to the 
mar-~thon. The marathon record might be a minute or two 
sc•-4=t lolhen compared with the 100 and mi 1 e records, but no 
l' "1.' is a person go irtg to run under two hours un 1 ess there 
i~ some scientific breaKthrough. Then, he compares a 1:59 
marathora for a. male with a 2:22 for a female. It doesn • t 
maKe sense. Did Jacquiline Hansen hire him? 

I • m curious as to how you arrived ~t all even minute times 
in the marathon for men 45-50. 

0 chart #8, the women's standards don't correlate. A 
14:2 -4=o~ 5,000 is not the equivalent of a 30:14 10-K. It 
is equal in effort to a 28:48 10-K. That's quite a big 
difference. I ' m referring to JacK Daniels' tables, which I 
believe are scientifically accurate. I've verified them 
wit, some calculations of my own, using world records and 
aver age rate of s 1 Old down per· mi 1 e. On the mera • s tab 1 e, 
C ucK s ows a 2:43.7 as equal to a 26:30 for 10,000. H 's 
much closer on that than on the women's. Daniels shows 
12 ~ 43 as being equal 26:31. Ther., ChucK !:-hots a 30: 14 for 
women being he equival.;:nt of a 26:30 for men. That means 
i e men h~ve a long way to go to catch up with the women. 
If anything, the gap is going to close. 

'd really suggest you taKe another looK at t~ose standcrds 
before you print t aem. If you don't have the 

niels- ilbert tables and would liKe them, you can obtain 
em b>' writing o Oxrgen Po~Jer, P. 0. Box 26287 2 Tempe, AZ 

85282. T e cost was $8 plus $1 for postage ~ few years 
ago, but may be up from that now. 

o 1< f c- l"loJ r d to s e- 4 r: £ ' o t "1 e t month • 

fc,o lf '4 

Iff 
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February 16, 1988 

Re: Age-Graded Tables 

Dear Mike: 

You were the only one who offered a concrete suggestion 
to the 1987v I mailed on October 30. 

~-r.1 6 -; 1 ~ At?J "t" Uc., 

Hopefully, you can do the same -- in even more detail, if 
you have time -- with these proposed 1988 tables. 

Generally, I feel these are much more solid, with the 
possible exception of the distance events, which is 
your specialty. 

Enclosed are four summary sheets: 

1) Track Events. 
a. The men's tables should be nearly 100% right. 

They're taken directly from Chuck Phillips. 

b. The women's tables are my own, based roughly on 
a 15-year age difference. (i.e. a 50-year-old 
man should run the same time as a 35-year-old 
woman.) Chuck's tables had a 50-year-old man 
running the same as a 42-year-old woman, so I 
redid the whole thing. 

2) Hurdles/steeplechase/walk. This may not be your 
area of expertise, but comment if you care to. 

3) Field events. Same as #2. 

4) Distance events. Both the men's and women's tables 
are directly from Dr. Track's 1988 "slow" tables, 
as opposed to his 1988 "fast" tables. His "fast" 
tables put the men's marathon OC (open class) at 
1:59:19. He says that's realistic; that the marathon 
is long overdue for a quantum leap forward. 

However, to placate me, he has churned out a "slow" 
distance chart, which I much prefer. 

There is a problem with the women's 5K and lOK. I 
think he's too tough; and, if you compare his women's 
road 5K and lOK with my track 5K and lOK, they're 
different. 
I hate that, but I'm exhausted with this stuff, and 
don't know what to do about it. Except to cop out and 
say people run faster on the road than they do on the 

P.O. Box 2372, Van Nuys, CA 91404 (Ill) 715-1195 
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track, which is true; but, if true, then why don't the men's 
tables reflect that, etc. etc. 

I've written for the Oxygen Tables, but haven't received a 
reply yet. I tried to phone Daniels, but two numbers given 
by the operator didn't answer. 

It has always seemed to me that a 15-year difference between 
men and women was about right; maybe 16 or 17 in some cases. 

On your chart (NMN, July '87) of Target Times: 

1) The M50 5K (16:27) is about equal to the W35 5K (16:31), 
which confirms the 15-year difference. 

2) The M70 5K (20:07) is about equal to the W60 5K (20:13), 
so that's only about a 10-year difference. My conclusion: 
the women's W60 time is too tough, or the M70 is too easy. 

3) The M50 marathon is 2:37:49, about the same as the W35 
marathon (2:38:28), again confirming the 15-year separation. 

4) But, again in the older groups, the M70 marathon (3:12:27) 
is about the same as the W60 (3:13:26). 

5) Moving into the ultra-older groups, the M80 lOK (50:03) 
equates to about a 72-year-old woman. 

In short, the tables say that the separation narrows with 
advancing age. But is that correct? If a 35-year-old woman 
can't compete with a 45-year-old man, why should a 60-year-old 
woman be expected to compete with a 70-year-old man? 

Why should there be a 15-year difference in younger groups, but 
only an eight-year spread in the older groups? Do men age 
faster than women? That's what your target times seem to imply. 

You say that the men's/women's tables are based on an 11% 
differential. Yet the M80 lOK (50:03) is 17% faster than 
the W80 lOK (60:07); the M60/W60 lOK spread is 12%; etc. 

Help! 
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nteat .r eet Held ·n Irvine, California 
he 8 nnual Anteater Ma ters 

Meet wt · b~h. May 2 on the Universi· 
1\ of ( d · 1rni· at lrvinr track in 
Qmn e· t .,;~u tY, Calif. The excellent 
•acility ana irong fields ln almost 
t ven e\ nt produced close contests 
hom the pr:nt through the weight 
l.:hnt. 

~wo who tt Jn lJave s:.~cr good •<~Ck a• the 
ndoor JIC, IO.•alstl' Madtsor Phtf Mulkey pulled 
calf nu b!!'lre even com pet ng and Wally 

· t~r.lows!o , J;.of~ ,::ot ..,~t! Bette• uc.k next 
• mro Photo by Phi R.:schker 

In the M50 lOOm, Nick Newton edg
ed Roger Tsuda, 12.1 to 12.2, for the 
victory. Lew Beadle outlegged Will 
Robinson, 61.0 to 61.2, in the M55 400 
race. Tina Stough had a little more 
distance on Katie Cunningham in tak
ing the W35 400, 63.7 to 64.8. 

The M40 800 winner, Wayne Pfeif
fer, with a 2:13.0, left second place to 
Bill Perry by 9/lOs of a second. In the 
M40 3000, Ron Ogilvy and Vince 
Sweeter were both timed in 10:13.0, 
with Ogilvy taking the race. 

The M65 IOOmH race went to 
George Simon, who out-hurdled Tom 
Patsalis by a couple of strides, 20.0 to 
20.2. 

Decathlete Ray Fitzhugh won the 
M50 triple jump from sprinter Tony 
Nasralla by 1 !12 inches with a 32-4!12. 

Hal Smith and Stew Thomson had 
equal marks of 46-11 in the M50 shot 
put, Smith winning on a next-best 
mark. Thomson wa~ again close but 
not close enough when Bob Humphries 
won the M50 discus from him, 164-5 to 
163-2. 

Outstanding individual marks in
cluded a 10:45.1 3000 by Pat Devine, 
\155; a 36:56.4 5000 race walk by 
Helen Bogue, W60; and a 15.5 in the 
llOmH by Larry Sallinger, M40. 

Meet director was Dave lewis.• ..... 

M55 Jerry Donley takes th1rd m the hurdles 
w1th a t1me of 9.81 at the Indoor Nat1onals, 
Madison, Wisconsm m March 

MAC Championships 
Staged in New York 

The Metropolitan Athletic Congress 
Masters Track & Field Championships 
were held May 17 at Kings Point, N.Y. 

Among the top performances were a 
200 in 26.8 and 400 in 61.1 by Muriel 
Simmons-McCord, 40. Both times are 
close to Irene Obera's national W40 
marks of 26.1 and 59.9, respectively. 
Look for a great matchup between 
Simmons-McCord and Atlanta's Phil 
Raschker later this year. 

AI Walton blazed to fast wins in the 
M35 100 (11.0) and 200 (22.2). Dick 
Riuo demolished a strong field of 
~ight with a 24.8 in the M50 200. 
Da\\SOn Pratt (56.3) edged Cliff Paul
ing (56.5) in the M50 400, while Paul
ing posted a good 2:14.8 800. Bob 
Stanford, M45, logged a 54.6 400, 
while Bob Williams '-\On the M45 100 
(11.6) and 200 (23.3). 

Gordon \ilcKenzie clocked a good 
18:11 in tht· M55 5000, lappmg all 
other runner~ in all age groups. Tim 
Murphy (M45, 1~9) and Bob Youngs 
(M50, 159-4) turned m good javelin ef
forts .-~ 

Write or call Toll-Free for our 24 
page, full color catalog. We offer 
"Everything Track", the best 
quality, the best buys plus 
immediate delivery from our 
huge stock. Call us Toll-Free for 
consultation on the right 
equipment at the right price. 
Our pleasure is talking with our 
track associates nationwide. 

M-F ATHLETIC COMPANY 
P.O. Box 8188, Cranston, Rl 02920 

CALL TOLL-FREE 1-SG0-556-7464 
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Add in the junior divisions, even five
year age divisions for the 20- and 
30-year olds, not to mention separate 
divisions for men and women, and the 
director has himself about 30 different 
divisions. This adds to the award ex
pense and draws out the awards 
ceremony. To put it very succinctly, it 
clutters things up. 

A voiding Age-Class Clutter 

That's why I feel a handicap system 
is the answer to avoiding age-class clut
ter. Instead of having numerous five
year age divisions for masters, there is 
only a single division. Men and women 
masters of all ages are in the same divi
sion. (It doesn't have to be limited to 
masters competition). Each runner is 
rated on how close to or how far under 
his or her target time he or she comes. 
The person closest to or farthest under 
his or her target time i!> the winner . Of 
course, the race director might want to 
give awards I 0 or 20 deep to make up 
for the fact that three or more people 
in five-year divisions won't be receiv
ing prizes. 

W ith the average age of our national running population now estimated at 
about 37, it follows that nearly half of all road race participants are 
masters. As a result, we are seeing more and more attention being given to 

masters competition by race directors. 

It wasn't too many years ago that 
races would offer an over-40 category 
a nd perhaps one for over-50 runners, 
but It would end there. The 49-year-old 
was forced to give away nine years to 
his younger competitors, while runners 
in their 60's and 70's would have to 
give away many more. There was little 
incentive for the senior masters runner 
to maximize his or her potential, 
heyond, of course, self-satisfaction. 

There are now quite a few races of
fering more competit ive opportunity 
for ma~ter~ runners by means of five
year :age groups extending on up to 80 
and over . 

---~~__....,.,·h on't all rac_e directors g.o this 

35-39 40-44 45-49 

M 14:55 15:24 15:55 
5·K 

w 16:31 17:07 17:46 

M 24:32 25"18 26:08 
8·K 

w 27:07 28:05 29:08 

M 31 :00 31 :59 33:02 
10-K 

w 34:17 35:31 36:50 

M 37:33 38:45 40:01 
12-K 

w 41:33 43:03 44:40 

M 47 :33 49:03 50:41 
15·K 

w 52:38 54:32 56:36 

M 51 :14 52:52 54:37 
10-M 

w 56:44 58:47 1:01 :00 

M 1:04:34 1:06:34 1:08:51 
20-K 

w 1:11:32 1:14:08 1:16:57 

HaH- M 1:08:21 1:10:33 1:12:54 
Marathon w 1:15:44 1:18:30 1:21 :28 

M 1:21:57 1:24:35 1:27:24 
25-K 

w 1:30:49 1:34:07 1:37:42 

M 1:39:36 1:42:47 1:46:13 
30-K 

w 1:50:21 1:54:21 1:58:41 

M 2:23:10 2:27:43 2:32:35 
Marathon 

w 2:38:28 2:44:08 2:50:14 

route? I believe it's because there i:. no 
real organized lobby among masters 
and, therefore, many race directors 
never give it much thought. They just 
carry over the same divisions from one 
year to the next. 

Even the Boston Marathon 
organizers are slow to change. They 
have only three ten-year age groups. 
What's more, they offer cash prizes 
only to the fastest masters, thereby 
making it next to impossible for the 
over-50 and over-60 divisions to cash 
in. 

Another possible reason some race 
directors do not adopt five-year age 

roups is that it creates a lot of clutter. 

This kind of system has been 
employed at the Twin Cities Marathon, 
the Norman K. Ta'manaha 15K in 
Honolulu, and in at least several other 
races that I know of, and has been very 
popular. Computerized results make it 
a very simple process to determine the 
winners. All that is needed is the target 
time to be fed into the computer before 
the race. The computer does all the 
figuring. 

YARGIYYIMIS 

50-54 55· 59 60-64 65-69 

16:27 17•03 17:49 18:49 

18:28 19:13 20:13 21 :32 

27 :01 27:58 29:13 30:51 

30:16 31 :30 33:09 35:18 

34:09 35:22 36:57 39:01 

38:17 39:51 41 :56 44:40 

41 :23 42:52 44:48 47:19 

46:25 48:20 50.52 54:12 

52:25 54:19 56:46 59:59 

58:50 1:01 :16 1:04:30 1:08:45 

56:30 58:32 1:01 :11 1:04:39 

1:03:25 1:06:03 1:09:32 1:14:08 

1:11 :14 1:13:49 1:17:11 1:21:34 

1:20:00 1:23:19 1:27:43 1:33:30 

1:15:26 1:18:09 1:21 :43 1:26:21 

1:24:42 1:28:14 1:32:53 1:39:00 

1:30:27 1:33:43 1:38:00 1:43:33 

1:41 :34 1:45:47 1:51 :20 1:58:39 

1:49:54 1:53:52 1:59:02 2:05:45 

2:03:22 2:08:27 2:15:09 2:23:58 

2:37:49 2:43:26 2:50:47 3:00:12 

2:56:50 3:04:00 3:13:26 3:25:47 

70-74 

20:07 

23:17 

32:58 

38:10 

41 :43 

48:19 

50:36 

58:38 

1:04:10 

1:14:24 

1:09:10 

1:20:12 

1:27:16 

1:40:10 

1:32:23 

1:47•06 

1:50:45 

2:0819 

2:14:27 

2:35:35 

3:12:27 

3:42:02 

Under this kind of system, a 70-year
Continued on page 7 

Open 
75·79 80-84 85-89 20-34 

21 :50 24:08 27:39 14:28 

25:39 28•56 34:15 15:58 

35:46 39:32 45:20 23:48 

42:02 47:27 56:12 26:13 

45:16 50:03 57:26 30:05 

53:14 1:00:07 1:11:15 33:09 

54:55 1:00:46 1:09:45 36:27 

1:04:38 1:13:02 1:26:30 40:10 

1:09:40 1:17:06 1:28:30 46:08 

1:22:01 1:32:38 1:49:41 50:52 

1:15:07 1:23:07 1:35:24 49:42 

1:28:26 1 :39'51 1:58:11 54:49 

1:34:46 1:44:50 2:00:15 1:02:37 

1:51 :30 2:05:48 2:28:41 1:09:07 

1:40:20 1:50:59 2:07:16 1:06:18 

1:58:01 2:13:08 2:37:16 1:13:19 

2:00:14 2:12:56 2:32:15 1:19:30 

2:21 :17 2:39:13 3:07:46 1:27:45 

2:25:53 2:41 :07 3:04:18 1:36:36 

2:51 :10 3:12:37 3:46:43 1:46:38 

3:28:26 3:49:45 4:22:03 2:18:55 

4:03:46 4:33:38 5:21 :04 2:33:11 

July, 1987 

Figuring The 
target Times 

The target times in the accompany- . 
ing table are designed to achieve 
equality among age groups and bet
ween genders . In addition to serving as 
race handicap standards, they might 
also be used as All-America standards. 

All of the standards are based upon 
Mike Heffernan, a Portland, Ore. run
ner, whose 31:59 was the tenth fastest 
lOK for 40-44 division Americans dur
ing 1985. Because there is much more 
experience at lOK that at any other 
distance, the tables of comparative per
formance established by physiologists 
Jack Daniels and Jimmy Gilbert and 
set forth in Oxygen Power were used to 
arrive at times for all other distances. 
For example, the Daniels-Gilbert tables 
shows Heffernan's 31:59 a<; equal in ef
fort (not pace) to a 49:03 for 15K, a 
1:10:33 for half-marathon, and 2:27:43 
for the marathon. 

The Daniels-Gilbert tables are based 
upon a VDOT reference number. That 
number for Heffernan is 67 .5. 
Through analysis of records, as well as 
performances of elite masters who 
have been running in the masters arena 
for more than ten years, it was con
cluded that there is a loss of 2.5 VDOT 
every five years to about age 60. After 
that the loss begins to accelerate slight
ly. Therefore, the 45-49, 50-54, and 
55-59 standards for men are based 
upon VDOT reference numbers of 65, 
&2-:s-, nero, ,~ · l:v-.-o~-ne .. QI,j~---' 
drops three points to 57, the 65-69 
standard 3.5 points to 53.5, the 70-74 
standard 4 points to 49.5, and so on. 

Going up in age then, we can see that 
a 34:09 for a 50-54 males and a 45:16 
for a 75-79 male are the equal of a 
31:59 for a 40-44 male. That fact that 
only five 50-54 men and only one 75-79 
male achieved those times in 1985 is 
consistent with the fact that the 
number of participants in each age 
group diminishes as the age groups go 
up. That is, there are roughly twice as 
many 40-44 competitors as there are in 
the 50-54 division and more than ten 
times a~ many 40-44 men 'as there are 
75-79 men. 

Since there is much more data 
available for men than for women, the 
standards for women were based upon 
the eleven percent factor. (The dif
ference between world records for men 
and women at one-mile, 10-K, and the 
marathon is a near exact 11 percent). 
Applying this percentage to Heffer
nan's 31:59, a time of 35:31 was arriv
ed at as an equal effort for a woman. 
Although no American woman achiev
ed that time in 1985, 40-year-old 
Priscilla Welch of England recorded a 
32:25, more than three minutes faster 
than the standard. Gabriele Andersen, 
also 40 and listed as a foreign runner in 
1985, did 34:49. 

Using the Daniels-Gilbert tables and 
the 2.5 + loss in age groups, the other 
standards for women were determin
ed.O- Mike Tymn 


