APPENDIX TWO: EPIC ARMAGEDDON FAQ & DESIGNERS NOTES

The following FAQ is based on replies the game designer gave to emails he received about the Epic Armageddon rules during play-testing. I’ve included these here as the answers often give an insight into the reason behind a rule, rather than simply being yes/no/maybe answers. We’ve presented the questions and answers in the same order that the rules appear in the this book, to make it easy to look things up if a question comes up during play. 

One important point we should make at the start is that the FAQ mainly includes questions where the designer disagrees with the questioner and tries to explain why the rule is the way it is (“Q: Hey Jervis, shouldn’t the rule be like this? “A: No, it’s like this because…”). What does not appear here are the considerably larger body of questions that led to the rules being changed during play-testing (“Q: Hey Jervis, shouldn’t the rule be like this? “A: Why yes, that’s a very good point, I’ll change it!”)

In some cases you will find answers for questions that are actually covered in the rulebook. These questions kept coming up even though (as far as the designer was concerned) the rules were crystal clear on the matter, so we have repeated then here to make sure that there is no confusion about the way that the rules should really work. 

If you have any further questions or comments about the Epic rules then please write to us about them. You can send any questions you may have to <address> or email us at <URL>.

FORMATIONS

Q: In previous versions of Epic what are now called ‘formations’ where called ‘detachments’ Why bother changing what they're called?  It's a tiny detail, but I was just wondering....

A: Basically, each army list has a different name for the formations it uses; you get Ork Warbands, Imperial Guard Companies and Platoons... and Space Marine detachments. Having a Space Marine detachment-detachment just didn't sound right, so I made the game term formation and the 'real-life' name detachment.

Q: It should be stated that two formations that are acting in concert to the point of co-mingling units are ONE formation for the purposes of being shot at or assaulted. 

A: This is the way rules work for assaults. We did have a similar rule early on for shooting too, but it didn't work well so I dropped it, and I can't say it has been missed.

Q: The 5 cm unit-to-unit coherency rules allow for very spread out formations. Additionally the 5 cm’s limits a formation’s ability to wisely use terrain effectively. I would recommend the use of a “command radius” rule where all units in a formation need to be within a certain distance of a command unit, as you used in the last version of Epic.

A: Formations no longer have specific command units, making command radius impractical. This is why we went over to (or rather, back to) the chain rule in this edition of Epic. 

Q: Okay, what about when a unit is more than 5cm away from its formation after it formation moved, why would it be destroyed?  Nothing happened to it, except that it got like 6cm away...  Why can't you mark that piece as broken (not the whole formation, just the ones that are more than 5cm away)

A: I've gone for the simple 'eliminated' rule because I want to discourage players from splitting their formations up. You can leave units behind if you want, but if you do they will 'bug out' and are therefore removed from play as destroyed.

BLAST MARKERS

Q: Currently "suppression" is just a firepower reduction. Short of surrounding a formation (and hoping they don't just assault you) there is no way to limit mobility via "keeping their heads down", leading to oddities like a formation of Assault Marines just leavin* the zone of fire on their next turn, and ending up half-way across the board...

A: We've found that the initiative modifier does just enough to slow down formations and make them less mobile once they come under fire. My feeling is that if a formation comes under fire, it will either hunker down and not do much, or move pretty quickly. The initiative rules reflect this quite well I think.

Q: Blast markers are too effective. Limit them to one automatic BM per formation per turn, and don’t allow any BM unless the fire can damage units from the formation (i.e. AP fire against armoured vehicles). 

I'm very happy with the blast marker rules as they are. It’s easy to fail to appreciate just how important the psychological effect of fire is on an enemy formation; the history of modern warfare is full of stories of 'invulnerable' armoured vehicles being driven off by small arms fire, and large bodies of troops being pinned down by even a small amount of fire. That's why snipers can be so effective, for example. On the other hand, players that prefer their troops to act in a more ‘gung ho’ manner should feel free to come up with house rules limiting the effectiveness of blast markers or simply ignore them all together. The rules in this book simply reflect the way that the designer wants to play, and one of the really great things about miniature wargames (as opposed to, say, computer games) is that you can get in their and tinker with the rules so that they suit your own tastes.

Q: I think you need to introduce a table similar to the shooting table from the last version of Epic for applying blast markers. You simply added up the amount of weapons shooting at the target formation and the table told you how many blast markers should be placed.

A: One of the most common complaints about the last version of Epic was that it was 'maths heavy' and 'abstract'. Many of the rules changes in this version are there to remove rules that require math or deal with abstract numbers, and replace with simple intuitive game systems that can be explained in a sentence or two. Receiving a blast marker for coming under fire and for each unit destroyed is a good example of this type of thing. It just makes sense!

INITIATIVE & ACTIONS

Q:  When rolling for initiative to activate and order your Formations, does a D6 roll of 1 automatically fail?

A: No. This can lead to certain formations automatically passing an initiative. Space Marines, for example, will always pass a test unless modifiers apply to the roll, and Orks doing a double or charge action would pass automatically also. These advantages are built into the points values used in the Grand Tournament army lists, and you should take them into account when working out the forces used in a scenario.

Q: The rule that you fail an action test if you don’t nominate the formation and declare the action first is mean spirited…why not declare orders all orders at the start of the turn or say “no formation may make movement or roll dice unless their orders and potential target have been declared

A: The rule simply means that players will remember to declare their orders (the 'turn-over rule' in Blood Bowl came about in a similar manner, as a method for ensuring that players moved the turn marker along the turn track). It very soon becomes second nature, ensuring that the game flows smoothly.

Q: Perhaps actions could be chosen at the start of the turn by placing ‘order counters’ by the formations, while leaving the option for a commander to change the orders in reaction to an opponents move (perhaps a function for HQ units?), with a significant initiative penalty. 

A: I did consider doing something like this, but it would considerably slow game play so I decided to stick with the rules as they are. In addition we’ve found that once you have got the hang of how the action system works, then it becomes more and more important at the start of each turn to mentally plan out what you will do over the course of the coming turn or two, in effect making a mental note of the orders you will issue. Failing to do this will mean you will get sucked into reacting to the enemy’s moves, rather than carrying out your own battle plan. 

MOVEMENT & TERRAIN

Q: Aren’t the speeds in this game way too fast? I say this because an infantry stand on march orders can move 45cm. A Rhino that marches can move 75cm!

The movement rates in Epic are high compared to weapon ranges because of the ground and  time scales used. I’ve assumed that a turn represents quite a long period of time (about fifteen minutes) while the ground scale used is also quite high (I’ve assumed 30cms equals about 1km). Note that the ground scale is ‘out of kilter’ with the scale of the models. Epic models are about 1/300th in scale, while the ground scale is more in the order of 1/3000, i.e. ten times higher!

Almost every Epic unit could move further than it can shoot in fifteen minutes, which is why movement rates are high compared to weapon ranges. Even an infantryman could easily cover a km or two (bearing in mind that the world record for the 1500m is about 3 minutes or so). If anything units move too slowly, but here I have assumed that in any fifteen minute period most units will spend quite a lot of time not doing anything other than catching their breath.

I’ve gone for these high time and ground scales because I want to cast the player in the role of a ‘supreme commander’ making strategic rather than tactical decisions (tactics is for 40K - Epic is about strategy). What I wanted to achieve was a situation where a player was thinking about where he would launch his next attack, what he would do with his reserves, and how he could counter an enemy breakthrough. In order to achieve these things high movement rates were a necessity, as they allowed a player to act strategically rather than tactically, in my opinion anyway. 

Q:  COVER SAVES!! The same weird rule as in WH 40k...Space Marines standing on a shiny, open plateau are equally well protected than terminators in an metre thick plasteel, ceramite covered bunker...

A: This isn't true, as there is a -1 to hit modifier if you are in cover, which will usually halve the number of hits taken by a formation. In addition bunkers make the units that are inside them immune to crossfire. Last but not least, I think the cover rules reflect very well that hard cover is much more use for lightly protected troops that are both better able to take advantage of it, and also receive more benefit from the cover than troops already encased in armour.

Q: The rule allowing infantry in overwatch to receive a cover save makes no sense as provided.  Given the scale, structure of the game and the perceived time elapsed it is unrealistic for units to hide in plain sight.

A: I disagree. Infantry are very good at hiding in plain sight, especially as in real life the ground is rarely completely flat. The 'empty battlefield' (meaning one where you can’t see any enemy as they are hiding or camouflaged) is a very common motif in modern military literature.

Q:  Dangerous Terrain Tests. On the roll of a 1 in the previous version of Epic the unit had to immediately halt but was unlikely to be destroyed. Is this still to be the case?

A: No. I made the rule much harsher to discourage players from moving unit’s into dangerous terrain unless they have a very good reason to do so. It also makes dangerous terrain test rolls much more exciting!

SHOOTING

Q: If a turn in Epic is meant to represent 15 minutes of real time, shouldn’t units be allowed to shoot more than once with each weapon? Imagine running across a football field. How many shots could your opponent get off on you? A lot more chances than one.

A: This is true. However ‘shooting’ in Epic does not represent a single shot; instead it represents sustained but sporadic fire over a prolonged period of time. Just as I have with movement, I have assumed that units will not shoot constantly for 15 minutes. Rather they will take a shot or two and see what effect it has. If you watch the news you’ll quite often see newsreel footage of modern-day military units shooting ‘speculatively’ in this manner.

Q: I can't find the AP or AT values for small arms.  What are these values for Small Arms?

A: The effect of small arms is included in the unit's firefight value, and used in an assault by units within 15cms of the enemy and not in base contact. So 'firefights' and small arms fire only happens as part of an assault. 

The thinking behind this rule is based on observations of the way combat works in real-life. 'Shooting' in Epic represents the kind of long-range sustained shooting attacks you'll often see in news-reels; the kind of thing where you see tanks or heavy weapons popping away at a distant hillside at an invisible target - the aptly named 'empty battlefield' situation. An assault represents the situation where troops have been ordered to take and hold a position, and all hell breaks loose as they close in. If you say the series 'Band Of Brothers' you'll know what kind of thing I mean. This is the main reason that small arms are only really used in assaults, as they are not very effective at the kind of long-ranged suppressive fire represented by 'shooting' in Epic.

Q: Devestator’s have two missile launchers each. Can a Devastator Unit split its fire into one AP shot and one AT shot when shooting?

A: Yes

Q: I see no reason for Epic Armageddon to move away from the shooting system introduced in the previous edition of Epic.  Rolling to hit and rolling to save for each shot is very tedious and time consuming compared to quickly adding up the formations firepower values and looking up the number of dice to be rolled on the old firepower table.

A: We've found that after a game or two the new system actually plays as fast or faster (depending on how good you are at adding up) than the E40K system. Try it and you'll see what I mean. The new system is intuitive and very easy to use, and replaces math (that many players find hard to use) with simple dice rolls. The bottom line is, though, that it has had no discernable effect on the amount of time it takes to play the game.

Q: You should allow formations to split fire!

A: Similar arguments were raised when the latest edition of 40K came out, as it also doesn’t allow units to split fire. As I was a member of the 40K team when the last edition cam out, this means I have been over all of the arguments both for and against allowing units to split fire once already. What the various discussions showed was that:

a) It is actually quite hard to get real-life units to split fire against different targets (i.e. splitting fire is not 'more realistic')...

but more importantly...

b) Not allowing formations to split fire makes for a more skilful game. One of the key decisions you will face during a game of Epic is picking the right target to shoot at; you have to be able to evaluate the effectiveness of the fire against the different targets and decide where it will be best used. Allowing players to split fire turns this pretty much into a no-brainer, and this is the primary reason I have not allowed it in Epic. It may seem cruel, but I like this kind of thing because it forces players to make tough choices, and rewards good play. 

Q: Possibly allow weapons that have only one mode of fire (AP or AT) to fire in the other, but at a penalty (-2?). After all, a lascannon can still kill infantry, and a bolter could destroy a Rhino.

A: I shan't be doing this. On the scale of Epic the fact that a lascannon could kill infantry or a bolter take out a Rhino simply doesn't matter; the odds of doing any damage are so low that it can be ignored. More importantly such a rule would only serve to 'bland out' the game. Experience has taught me that it is as much what a unit can’t do that gives it character, as what it can do. It also forces players to make tough decisions about what to include in their army, rather than allowing everything to do everything.

Q: In the “crossfire” rules, it was not clear whether or not both of the formations that were causing the crossfire had to actively shoot at the enemy formation in the crossfire.  If this is the case, what if the first formation wipes the enemy out?  Is the second formation “pre-obligated” to shoot at it?  

A: The second formation is not pre-obligated to shoot, but must have a unit in range and with a LOF and not be broken or marching (i.e. it needs to be a 'threat')

Q: Can both formations creating the crossfire shoot at the target enemy formation and receive the crossfire bonus (yes or no?)

A: Yes. Each will gain the crossfire bonus when they shoot, though they must fire in separate actions.

Q: What blocks line of sight (other than obvious terrain)?

a) enemy models

b) Friendly models other than your detachment/group/whatever

c) Stands within your own detachment.

d) Ruins

e) Shoot at whatever's in range and not blocked by hills or large buildings?

f) I misunderstood something...

A: The answer is d & e. Terrain blocks the LOF, units don't.

ASSAULTS

Q : Why can charging troops only make one move? 

A: Simply because it stops assaults being too effective. We tried allowing a double move, and it allowed an assault to sweep in from too far away. It is also important to break out of the mind-set of an assault being a wild charge into hand-to-hand combat. In Epic an assault will just as likely be about troops moving up cautiously under cover in order to achieve a good firing position. Only being able to make a single move represents rather well that an assault needs to be planned and coordinated before it is carried out, or at least it would need to be if it were to have any chance of working.

Q:  In modern warfare (without even going into the realm of futuristic weaponry), any infantry unit marching through an open field to assault tanks is not going to survive, whereas this is very possible in Epic. 

This is only true if you assume that the infantry are advancing in serried ranks towards the tanks in the style of 19th century Napoleonic infantry, or the poor bloody British infantry at the Battle of The Somme in WW1. In Epic you should assume that even ‘marching’ infantry are taking advantage of any cover they can find and advancing in ‘quick dashes’ rather than plodding upright towards the enemy. It’s also important to understand that (with very rare exceptions) real-life battlefield are not flat like a typical war-games table. Real terrain has numerous small folds and gullies that serve to hide units from each others view, and limit the number of shots that an attacker or defender can make over any given period of time. 

This said, even in Epic infantry advancing on tanks across open ground are going to take pretty horrific casualties. Just say, for the sake of argument, than an Imperial Guard infantry company had been ordered to assault an Imperial Guard Leman Russ tank company ‘across open ground’. Assuming the infantry start just out of battle-cannon range, they will be shot at either one, two or three times on the way in depending on who wins the strategy rolls etc. Lets assume they only get shot at twice. This means that the battle-cannons alone will probably inflict 10 casualties before the infantry even get to try and assault (not that they will assault, of course, as they’ll have probably been broken). In order to have any real chance of taking out the tanks would require at least two and probably three infantry companies, and the infantry will probably suffer heavy casualties in the process. Even if the infantry started 45cms away and were able to move straight into assault range, they’d still be shot at least once, suffering @ 10 casualties from the Leman Russ’s battle-cannon and heavy bolters. 

Q:  Assaults are too common in Epic. In modern warfare, most combat is resolved from far away, either using artillery or direct fire from extremely long-range units.

This is highly debatable. It’s true that in modern warfare (i.e. since WW1) most casualties have been caused by artillery. However, it is still generally accepted that the only way to capture ground is to move in and actually occupy it. I think that Epic captures these two things quite well. Most of the casualties are caused by shooting rather than assault, but it tends to be assaults that determine the outcome of the game.

Q: Cover saves: do they work in assault?  From both firefight and CC attacks, or just FF?

A: Yes to both questions for the defending formation, no to both questions for the attacking formation.

Q: Shouldn’t charging units get a modifier to their CC rolls? Without it large formations will always beat smaller ones.

A: I haven’t given charging units a bonus as I think any advantage they might have when they close with the enemy would be cancelled out by having to advance under fire as they charged in. Remember, an assault represents what goes on in an entire game of 40K, not just what happens in one close combat phase. 

In addition, we’ve found that small dedicated assault formations are capable of taking out much larger enemy formations under the current rules. In a recent play-test game a four stand Marine Assault detachment single-handedly took out a super-heavy tank detachment, and then followed this up by breaking a full-strength Imperial Guard infantry company, and only lost one stand in the process. Now, the Assault Marines were lucky to get away so lightly, especially against the super-heavy tanks, but so far in our games small assault formations have been able to take on much larger formations and win. The trick is choosing the right time to make the assault, and ensuring that the assaulting troops do not have any blast markers while their opponent does. 

Q: If a formation makes a "Counter Charge Move" in a turn before it has had an opportunity to perform an "Action" of some sort, will that formation be free to take an "Action" later on that turn if it is still able to (i.e. not broken as a result of the Close Combat/Fire Fight)? Also, is the counter charge move allowed even if a formation has already performed its action?

Yes to both questions. The counter charge move is a free or bonus move.

Q: Can the crossfire bonus be used in an assault?

A: No. It is almost impossible to create crossfire rules for an assault hat can't be exploited in some way. I prefer to use the rules as are and assume that the crossfire makes the assault easier because formations can soften up the defenders by shooting at them with the crossfire bonus before the assault goes in, making life easier for the assaulting troops.

Q:  If you charge an "intermingled formation" consisting of a broken formation and a non-broken one, and you win by 3 pips, do we kill off the entire routed formation BEFORE assessing the extra 3 casualties on the non-broken formation?  

A: No; the extra casualties go on before the loser breaks.

BROKEN FORMATIONS

Q: Broken formations "may make a withdrawal move". Is there a minimum move or can I choose to stay where I am (supposing there is no enemy within 15cm)?

A: There is no minimum move. You can move towards the enemy if you wish. It is very hard to write watertight rules forcing troops to ‘withdraw away from the enemy’. Instead of attempting to do this I have instead made it risky for broken troops to stay close to the enemy, thus, erm, encouraging players to pull them back.

Q: If a formation is broken, and keeps failing it's rally test every turn, does it just remain in the place it was broken, or does it have to fall back every turn?

A: A formation that fails a rally test must make a withdrawal move each time it fails the test. It is up to you whether the formation moves or not.

Q: Just what does a Broken formation do in a new turn if it failed the Rally roll at the end of the previous turn? Do they get to Hold? Double or March backwards? Sit and shiver? Inquiring playtesters want to know :-)

A: They sit and shiver until the End Phase (try saying that ten times fast ; )) 

Q:  Once a unit is broken and has made its Withdraw move is it then stuck until it has rallied?

A: Units that fail to rally may make withdrawal moves after they fail the rally roll, so they do get to keep on moving.

Q: Broken Armour Units - Do Armoured Vehicle Formations follow the exact same rules for blast markers and regrouping as infantry? It makes small armoured formations very vulnerable.

A: They do and it does! Small formations are vulnerable to having their morale broken by fire (losing one out of three units means the formation has lost 33% of its strength, plenty enough to break the morale of all but the most hard bitten of troops). 

SPECIALISTS & BARRAGES

Q: If a barrage touches several formations, do they get one initial blast marker each?

A:Yes

Q: Can an Artillery Company take a Sustained Fire Action to fire an indirect barrage and claim the +1 to hit bonus?

A: No, indirect barrages are a 'Special Action', and can't be combined with any other actions. 

Q: If an Artillery Company fails his Action Test, can it choose to shoot and still fire an indirect barrage?

A: No, if the initiative test is failed then the artillery cannot take the indirect fire action, but have to take a hold action instead. This will allow them to shoot normally, but they will not be allowed to fire indirectly.

Q: If a turn in Epic represents about 15 minutes or so, isn’t the slow-firing rule a bit silly? Half an hour between shots seems far too long!

A: This is an abstraction, but I think it is a necessary one as it is the simplest way of getting across that these weapons are able to unleash very destructive attacks but have a very slow rate of fire(i.e. instead of going boom-boom-boom, they go nothing nothing-nothing-KABOOM!). 

Q: 3.17 - Supreme Commanders - You state that EACH supreme commander in an army can XYZ.  That implies that there can be more than one, but there is no provision more than one supreme commander in the army lists.

A: The game rules and the army lists are two completely separate things. The core rules need to cover games where players create their own scenarios and where there could be two or more supreme commanders on the same side. On the other hand the army lists are designed to create balanced ‘pick-up’ games, and therefore limit access to some units to create even games.

WAR ENGINES

Q: If war engines are included in a formation with normal units, for example a Battle Fortress, is it allowed to be up-to 15cms (5x Starting damage) from the rest of its formation? If it is allowed to be so is it also allowed to be carrying troops at this distance?

A: Yes to both questions.

Q: In the case of a formation consisting of two Warhounds (for example) must you split your "HITS" between the two of them? (once the DC of one has been reached)

A: Yes you would. For example, if a Warhound formation took five hits, the first three would be allocated to the nearer machine, the second two to the further machine.

Q: What of a formation, such as an Ork Warband, which includes several Battle Fortresses?

A: The same would apply; when you got to a battlefortress you would allocate a number of hits equal to its DC before moving onto the next unit in the formation.

Q: We did have some confusion over the interaction of void shields/power fields and blast markers. Does having blast markers prevent having void shields?

A: No. The idea is that downed void shields can be repaired instead of removing blast markers when you regroup. So if you regroup you could use each pip of the dice roll to either repair one shields or remove one blast marker. 

Q: 4.4 – Assaults – you say that war engines can barge units out of their way. If my Warhound is charging a formation that is 25cm away, but between the warhound and the target is another formation, can the Hound barge the other detachment out of the way on it's way in?  

A: No

AIRCRAFT

Q: Do Aircraft that attack ground formations suffer to hit modifiers for cover?

A: Yes.

Q: How are landed aircraft attacked by other units? Can you use AA weapons against them?

A: No. While landed the aircraft counts for all rules purposes as a ground unit, not an aircraft.

Q:  What happens to units that are in a landed aircraft when it is destroyed? The relevant rule phrase: "If the transport is destroyed while carrying units, then any transported troops are lost with it (no 4+ saves in this case!)"

A: The previous answer would apply - while landed it doesn't count as a aircraft.

FORCES

Q: Units should have weapon options, like their 40K counterparts. For example, Space Marine Devestators should have the option of using other heavy weapons instead of a missile launcher, while the Predator should be able to choose what weapons to put in its side-sponsons.

A: The weapon options on the unit datasheets are dictated by the models available in the Epic range. We wanted to avoid causing confusion by allowing a player to take weapon options for a unit, only for the player to then find out that there were no suitable models available in the Epic range! However the datasheets we have included are backed up by the guidelines for designing your own vehicles, and these make it quite easy for players to field pretty much anything they wish in non-tournament games, as long as they are willing to do a bit of scratch-building of course. In addition we will, over time, expand the Epic range by adding new vehicle and unit variants to the range, along with the appropriate datasheets to go along with them.

Q: The Thunderhawk underslung Rhino: why?  It's nice as a freebie, but doesn't seem all that useful.

A: The Forge World resin 40k scale model allows this feature, so I though it should apply in Epic too.

Q: 7.1.1 Space Marine Special Rules – one of your bullet points states that when broken Marines rally they receive a number of blast markers equal to the number of units in the formation, rather than half the number of units as is usually the case.  Really?

A: Yes. For Marines it takes two blast markers per unit to break the formation, so a broken formation actually has twice as many BM as units. Rallying halves this number.

Q: Why do IG stands have fewer Heavy Weapons than Marines?  The squad ratio for weapons in 40k is the same.

A: In 40K Marine squads have 5-10 men with 0-1 heavy weapons. However, they are almost invariably fielded as five man squads with one heavy weapon, giving a ratio of one heavy weapon per five models. Imperial Guard come in fixed ten man squads with one heavy weapon, so have a ration of 1/10. Epic reflects this. 

Q: 7.3 - Imperial Navy - Why do bomb racks have a range??? 

A: Bombs fall forward in an arc when dropped, allowing aircraft to ‘loft’ bombs towards a target. It also allows the whole template to be 'in range' as required by the rules. 

Q: How come none of the Titans have Close Combat Weapons?

A: The Titans included in this book only cover the models that you can currently buy from GW or Forge World. Over time we’ll be adding more types as we bring out new Titan models. Some of these will include CCW, as well as some of the more esoteric weapons used by Titans in previous editions of Epic. In addition the vehicle design rules allow players with any of the older Titan models to use them in their games. 

Q: Will you be returning the huge range of weapons that Titans used to have?

Basically, yes. As well as a pattern and class, Titans will have weapon configuration. Models will be sold with a pre-set weapon configuration, so the current metal Warlord is a 'Lucius pattern Warlord class Titan, standard weapon configuration'. This will allow us to bring out Lucius pattern Warlords with different weapon configurations, and there will also be rules that will allow players to devise their own weapon configurations for non-tournament games.

Q: Detail for Imperials is OK (meaning they have many more types of units than anyone else), but Ork units are abstracted into generic categories. 

A: The abstraction in the Ork list is not because of bias against alien races, it's a deliberate decision to reflect the kustom built nature of the Ork army. Orks do not have standardised, factory produced, cookie-cutter  units like Imperial armies do, all of the equipment that they use is a 'kustom job' hand-made by an Ork mekaniak. 

Ork army lists in earlier versions of Epic and 40K tended to gloss over this, and ended up creating standardised Ork units like Pulsa Rokkits, Lungburstas and so on. This created a quite false view of the Ork army, and discouraged players from building Ork armies with a rag-tag, ‘barbaric horde’ look to them. Both the latest 40K Codex and now the Epic Armageddon army lists try to right this wrong, and encourage players to field diverse and varied formations in an Ork army.

In both cases this has required a certain amount of abstraction, not because we're trying to ignore the background for the Orks, but because we're trying to make the army lists fit the background. The decision to make Pulsa Rokkits another kind of big gun is a good example of this. Basically, I consider it more important that players are encouraged to field a Big Gun mob with a mix of units than I do that the pulsa rokkit has its own special rules. Giving it special rules is bound to lead to players fielding Big Gun formations that are all pulsa rokkits, and that just isn't Orky, IMO anyway.

Q: Where are Boar Boyz, Skarboyz, Squiggoths Shooty Boyz etc.

A: Skarboyz and shooty boyz are subsumed into Boyz stands, though you can count shooty boyz as Big Gunz if you prefer. We plan add Boar Boyz and Squigoths later on, along with a new army list for Feral Ork armies.

Q: Do Orks inside a war engine transport count as being in contact for Mobbing up? 

A: Yes. 

GRAND TOURNAMENT GAMES

Q:  The WYSIWYG rule confuses me a bit, especially regarding infantry (vehicles are ok, I guess). Because of this rule, I'm supposed to have one Missile Launcher per Space Marine Tactical unit, at least for Tournament play, correct? (Q continues below)

A: No, what the WYSIWYG rule means is that if you use the Space Marine Tactical units that we make in a Tournament game, then they must be used as Space Marine Tactical units rather than Assault units, Devestators etc. basically, if you have a model of something that is included in the army lists, then you can’t say the model ‘counts as’ anything else.

Q continues: None of my "old" Marine rectangular stands only have a missile launcher model on every other stand, while half just have five Marines with bolters. Does this mean a rule-lawyering opponent could prevent half of my Marines units from firing in shooting phase?

A: The “counts as” rule would apply in this case. You'd simply tell your opponent "These stands with five Marines armed with bolters count as tactical units". Simple, and directly covered by the tournament rules. I.e. I've put this rule in to enable and encourage the use of older models, rather than restrict their use.

Q: Wouldn’t it be better to do more generic lists supplemented by some optional special rules that allow players to tailor them to represent specific armies?

I’ve decided not to do generic lists for Epic, so all of the lists we’ll do will be are specific armies. For example, the Space Marine list in this book is for the Codex Astartes chapters, the Imperial Guard list is for the Armageddon Steel Legion, and the Ork list is for 'Waaargh Ghazgkhul' during the 3rd Armageddon War. 

Doing specific lists like this allows me to include characterful and interesting units and formations, and avoids problems with constantly expanding army lists when we want to add new units to the Epic range later on. Using the Space Marines as an example, the Codex Astartes army list in this book is now set in stone and will not change. However, we are planning to publish a Black Templar list, and this means we'll be able to add new models to the Epic range in the form of the land Raider Crusader. However we will not add Crusaders to the Codex Astartes army list. 

This approach will give players confidence in the army lists as they will not constantly be changing, which I think will be a very good thing. It will also allow us to do army lists that have real character, rather than boring generic lists that don't. 

I know some of you may worry about the number of lists and the potential confusion this will cause, but I'm confident this will not be the case as long as we make sure that no list is laden down with special rules or exceptions. Many of you will know that as well as doing my day job with Fanatic, I also do some work for 'Warhammer Historical Wargames', mainly because I'm fascinated by military history and so enjoy playing historical tabletop games too. My own Warhammer Ancient Battles rules have something like 30 army lists, while the highly popular DBM rules produced by Wargames Research Group have in excess of 200(!). In neither case have these caused any problems, so I really don't think this will be an issue for Epic either.

Q:  Every army should have a commander.

A: I don't want to make supreme commanders compulsory, as I try to avoid forcing players to buy specific models unless they want to.

Q: Is there any provision be made for creating ‘odd lot’ formations?

Not as such.  Scenarios allow players to custom build formations, but these are not allowed in grand tournament games for reasons of play balance. 

Q:   How does Initiative work for mixed armies.  I had a mostly Guard army with two Titan formations.  Do I test the Guard formations with initiative 2+ and the Titan’s initiative 1+ or use the majority of the army (in this case the Guard)?

A: Each formation uses its own initiative value. 

Q: One query on the lists.  Can I use combined Guard and Marine forces?  If so, what strategy rating do they use?  

A: I've decided to make the Guard and the Marines separate armies. Rules for ‘allied’ armies were allowed during play-testing, but were found to be open to abuse so we banned them in tournament play. If you devise your own scenarios you can, of course, use allied armies.

Q: Is it intentional that Imperial Guard Support Formations have no upgrades? 

A: Yes!

GENERAL QUESTIONS

Q: What happens if, a few months into the game's release, you want to release a new unit for an army?  I'll have to carry around an extra magazine with the rules, and maybe not get to use them in tournaments.  Wouldn't it be easier to just leave them in the list for completeness, and plan to bring them back over time?

A: We'll use the Epic website, Epic Magazine and an Epic Annual to keep players up to date. The aim is to set things up so that as long as you have the rulebook and the latest Annual then you have the 'official' rules to the game. Other material that appears in between will be experimental until the Annual comes out.

Q: I know there are a lot of armies in the Warhammer 40k universe, and I hope this game is successful enough so that you don't leave any out.

A: We'll be providing get you by army lists for exisiting armies at the games launch, and then full army lists for Chaos, Eldar and Tyranids over the first year or two.

Q: Initially concentrating on the Imperium and Orks is O.K., and only publishing"get by" lists is okay too, but the Eldar and Chaos deserve better. So once Fanatic has mustered enough resources (time, money, beer, pizza), it could release proper army rules for Eldar and Chaos, but instead of publishing these rules in the Epic Magazine, being not easy to get, you could publish it in a book. 

A: This is exactly how we are planning to support not only Epic. When new models or armies come out the rules for them will appear in the appropriate magazine. When the next issue of the magazine comes out two months later, any rules from the previous issue will be archived onto the appropriate section off our website where they can be downloaded for free. Then each year we will publish an Annual that will include all of the rule material published over the previous year, along with other important information. The Annual will be kept available as a 'stock item' and will be easy to get hold of.

Q: I can't help but wonder if Epic is played more between friends than it is in hobby clubs and tournament settings as well. If this is the case, why can’t the army lists cover models not included in the Epic range. I know Jervis is concerned how some players who show up at tournaments manipulate the game, and it sucks they kind of ruin things for us older players that have collections of ‘hard to find models’ we would like to use in tournament games. 

No, you're wrong. I want one set of lists that deal with 'line up and fight equal points battles' (which I've called tournament play because it's shorter) in as far a manner as possible, while still making sure that the rules cover other styles of play suited for us older players. However, I am going to expect those older players to be mature enough to sort out the games they play without the artificial crutch of 'points values' and 'balanced games'. 

Trust me, you will have a lot more fun once you stop using points for all of your games and just work out a scenario instead. If, on the other hand, you want to play a quick pick-up game using the tournament lists, then you'll still be able to use any models not covered in the list as the appendix will tell you what they 'count as'.

I'm sorry to keep on going on about this, but I feel really strongly about it. When I started wargaming we never used points values in our games, and I'm still here playing games with toy soldiers some thirty years later. Over the last few months I've been playing quite a few scenario games not using the army lists, and they are still every bit as exciting, balanced and fun as games I play when I do use points value. If there is one thing I feel more strongly about than anything else with Epic is that I want to stop players thinking that they only way they can game is with a set of army lists in their hands and two 'even points' armies in front of them. This is one way of playing, not the only way of playing. 

This said, it’s important to understand that I fully accept that 'line up and fight' games using army lists are and will be the most common way for people to play Epic. I don't have a problem with this - what I have a huge problem with is is not making it crystal clear that this is only one way of playing. More importantly, it is precisely because this method of play is so common that the tournament army lists only cover what is in the Epic 'current range'. Including points values for models that players can only get off Ebay would be a criminally silly thing to do, as we would be bound to end up with out of production (OOP) models that players felt they must have to make their army 'competitive'. This is simply unacceptable; the bottom line of any points value based, line up and fight game is that it is as fair as possible for both players. Having a situation where one player may have access to units that another player simply can't get hold of anymore would simply p**** players off, in my opinion anyway.

On the other hand I want players that have collections of older models to use them. While we at GW tend to think that the new models we make are better than the old ones, we'd have to be really stupid not to accept that there are many people out there who prefer their older models and want to be able to use them. I really don't have a problem with this, quite the reverse in fact, I want to see those old Epic models dusted off and back on the gaming table. I would be overjoyed if a new 'sub-hobby' grew up amongst players that collected old OOP models, just as you get people collecting old Britains toy soldiers and so on. 

The trick is to marry these two things up, and I really feel that the Appendix 1 method is the only reasonable and sensible way to do it. The 'counts as' rule means that you can use the models in a simple line up and fight even points games or at tournaments, and there are also stats for use in non-tournament games. Most importantly it allows the models to be used without creating an 'arms race/black lotus' effect, where players desperately try to get hold of OOP models in order to win games.

