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Fri. March 25, 1994
9 p.m. PST
Rex:
1) When I did the women's factors last week, I made an error.
resulted in Ottey's going over 100%.

That

2) On the next page are the factors I now suggest for the women's 50,
55, 60, 100, 200, and 300. (I did not change any women's factors for
400 and up). To get these, I did them in the same manner as the
men's 100; namely, the percentage of loss increase which you developed.
3) To be consistent, I then changed the men's 200 factors to follow the
same progression as the men's 100.
4) On both the women's and men's 300, I took the difference between the
200 and 400 factors and divided by two.
5) That gives a much better fit to the 100-200-300-400 times than we
now have.
6) Since I didn't change anything for the women 400 thru lOK, that means
I can't fit in Silai (1:58 800 at 38) or Podkopayeva (1500s at 40 and 41).
7) I changed the OC on the women's marathon to 2:18:52. That gets Evy
Palm in at both age 46 and 47. This makes sense, since the common
wisdom, buttressed by Palm and Welch, is that women do better in the
marathon than in the shorter events.
8) That means we'll have to adjust the WOC's from about the 25K to the
40K and 50K to lOOK. You can do that with your computer, if you like.
9) I have two summary sheets from you; one on March 15 and one on March
19. They look virtually identical, with a small difference of .0001
on the 5000 factors. (These are men's). Is there a difference?
10) There is an error in the MlOO factors. They're too low. They're
lower than the women's 100 factors, whereas all the other age groups, the
men's factors are higher.
11) I spoke at length with Pete; he feels Luther, for example, is about
an 85% performer, at best.
The way it is now, Irvine gets 94.7% at
age 60 in the 5K. That seems about right. Luther is 89.6% at 77 at lOK.
I think that's plenty high.

