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Introduction

Purpose of this Report

The Technical Committee commends its recommendations to the YA NTYSB Policy Committee.

The additional purpose of this report is to inform interested members of the sailing community about the Class Basic Handicap (CBH) and its workings, including the outcomes of the recent meeting of the YA TYSBPC Technical Committee.

(ATYSBR) AUSTRALIAN TRAILABLE YACHT & SPORSTSBOAT RULE

The Australian Trailable Yacht and Sports Boat Rule (ATYSBR) is the national framework provided by Yachting Australia to support fair racing for mixed fleets of trailable yachts and sports boats in a wide variety of weather conditions, venues and race formats.

The ATYSBR provides the base for administering the CBH method of rating trailable yachts and sportsboats.

For full details of the ATYSB Rule, see the YA website. http://www.yachting.org.au/site/yachting/ayf/downloads/Racing%20Rules/Trailables/100201%20Australian%20Trailable%20Yacht%20and%20Sports%20Boat%20Rule.pdf 
The Class Basic Handicap 

The CBH is a rating mechanism that provides for fair racing between different classes of trailable yachts and sports boats in mixed fleets under a variety of weather conditions, geographic venues and race formats.

It is based primarily on the design characteristics of hull, sails and rig that affect a boat’s performance.

The intent is to allocate a correction factor for each class of yacht so that “only a well sailed yacht, in top racing condition, would have an equal chance of winning a series of races over varying conditions against equally well sailed yachts from other classes”. 
     (ATYSB Rule, Appendix B)

A  CBH is allocated to the class of boat, according to its potential performance derived from its design parameters.  A CBH can also be allocated to individual boats that have been modified from a class’s specifications.

The CBH does not relate to variations in the skill or capabilities of helmsperson or crew.  It is not expected to be varied over time, as sailors of differing abilities enter or leave a class causing the performance of a boat, or group of boats in a class to change compared to other classes sailing in a mixed fleet.

The allocation of a CBH, based on the design parameters, inevitably has to deal with the fact that some boats in a mixed fleet will perform better in light wind ranges and some will perform better in other wind ranges. It also has to deal with the different performance characteristics between planning boats and displacement boats.

This is accomplished by assessing the performance potential of each design compared to the other classes racing in mixed fleets over time and across as wide a range of venues and race formats as possible. 

Race data is used as a secondary guide to indicate where there may have been any aberration in allocation of the original CBH.  Race data is NOT a primary determinant in the allocation or review of a CBH.

Particularly, with small samples, comparing data and adjusting a CBH based on results derived from within one club alone would be tantamount to setting a personal handicap.  This is not the purpose of the ATYSB Rule or the CBH.  That function may be undertaken by Clubs, using the CBH as the base point for further handicapping, such as in a “point score” event.

For full details of the CBH, see: http://www.yachting.org.au/site/yachting/ayf/downloads/Racing%20Rules/Trailables/100201%20Australian%20Trailable%20Yacht%20and%20Sports%20Boat%20Rule.pdf
The Technical Committee’s Methodology

At the outset, a new design, or a newly modified boat, will be allocated a Provisional CBH based on the expectations of its performance from the design parameters provided to the Technical Committee by an MYA.

The provisional CBH will be automatically reviewed at the end of the first season of racing in the light of experience across as varied a range of events and in the context of results from competition against as many different other classes as is available to the Technical Committee.

The Technical Committee’s determination will depend on the quality and scope of data presented to it.  A narrow scope of data will result in the Committee being conservative in its assessment.

Similarly, because of the inevitably small sample available, the Committee can be expected to be very conservative in its deliberations about individual boats that have been modified.

Once a Class or individual CBH has been established for a reasonable period of time, a review of the CBH would normally only take place if there had been a change to the specifications that had the potential to affect the whole Class’s or the modified boat’s performance in mixed fleet racing.

Subsequent review will only be made at the request of one or more MYAs.  In the event of such a request, all YA affiliated  MYAs will be asked to submit applicable race data to ensure that the review is undertaken against the context of, a varied a range of events and from competition against as many different other classes as possible.
The Members of the YA NTYSBPC Technical Committee

Mr. John Burgess

His aviation career began at 14 years of age when he learnt to fly at Moorabbin Airport.  In 1953 he joined the workforce as an apprentice engine mechanic with Australian National Airways. While working for ANA, Ansett–ANA and then Ansett he became qualified as a Licensed Aircraft Maintenance Engineer.
He achieved many aeronautical engineering qualifications and in 1964 joined TAA as a Flight Engineer. He retired from Qantas in 1996 ending a career consisting of over 20,000 flight hours and spanning 45 years in aviation.
                                                                                                                                                                                      
John is a Victorian based sailor and has gained extensive sailing experience over a period of some 60 years. He has owned and raced dinghies, trailable yachts, trailable sportsboats and keel boats. He has competed at world, national, state and club level and has won many championships. He is a member of the Royal Yacht Club of Victoria and Queenscliff Cruising Yacht Club. His family are also engaged in yachting.

He was a member of the Yachting Victoria Executive Board from 1999 to 2007 and has served as Vice President and President. He has been a member of the Yachting Victoria Trailable Yacht Division (TYD) for 25 years, during which time he has served as Chairman of both the TYD and the CBH and Measurement Sub-Committee.

Over a number of years, submissions were made by John through Yachting Victoria to Yachting Australia in an endeavour to form the Yachting Australia National Trailable Yacht and Sportsboat Policy Committee (YA NTYSBPC). His persistence paid off in 2006 when the national TYSBPC finally came into being. He has also been a member of several working groups of Yachting Australia.

Since the formation of the YA NTYSBPC he has worked tirelessly to raise the profile of Trailable Yachts and Trailable Sportsboats, as well as providing a national perspective to the governance of Trailable Yacht and Sportsboat racing in Australia.

As a member of the YA NTYSBPC and Chairman of the YA NTYSB Technical Committee he continues to employ his knowledge, experience and energy in ensuring that racing in these types of boats is recognised as an important element of sailing in Australia while ensuring that the sport has a very sound basis on which to advance into the future. 
Mr. Ray Jones
Ray Jones owns and manages two companies specializing in the design, digital printing, project management and manufacture of displays / signs for the retail industry.

Ray’s competitive sailing history extends back over 50 years in varying types of sailing craft including dinghies, catamarans, ice yachts, off shore keel yachts and over 30 years in trailable yachts / sportsboats.

During this period Ray has sailed in international, national and state regattas with success at winning both multiple Australian and NSW State Championships.

Over the past 25 years Ray has held varies administration positions in sailing –

Local Club – Chairman Trailable Yacht Division, Vice Commodore, Assist Club Captain.

State – President / Vice President / Handicapper Trailable Yacht Association of NSW and ACT, Chairman Trailable Yacht / Sportsboat Committee Yachting NSW.

National – In 1992 chaired the committee to organise and run the first Australian Trailable Yacht and Sportsboat Championships, with the assistance of the TYA of NSW and ACT Ray managed the running of the Australian Trailable Yacht and Sportsboat Championships from 1992 to 2007. From 1998 to its adoption in 2000 Ray lead a group of sailors from various States to create the first Australian Trailable Yacht and Sportsboat Rule, was a member of the YA’s Australian Trailable Yacht and Sports Boat Policy Committee when it concluded and adopted the ATYSB Rule.

Dr. Neil Primrose FAICD  FAIM
Neil Primrose runs a consulting practice in governance, planning and leadership with clients Australia-wide. 
His experience in the development and reform of regulation includes senior positions in the Australian Public Service where he was involved in some of the key micro-economic reforms of the past twenty five years, including development of exports of trade in services, especially trade in education services.
He had a lead role in the reform of telecommunications and radio communications policy and regulation, both domestically and internationally, and in the establishment of the new regulatory bodies.
Neil has sailed trailable yachts and sportsboats for over thirty years up to state and national championship level. He has a University Blue in Sailing and a Gold Medal in Sailing from the 2003 Masters Games. 

He has been Commodore of the Canberra Yacht Club and Senior Vice President of Yachting ACT and served on the Committee of the Trailable Yacht Association of NSW and the ACT.

He has been a member of several working groups of Yachting Australia and was a member of the YA’s Australian Trailable Yacht and Sports Boat Policy Committee when it concluded and adopted the ATYSB Rule. 

He led review and development of the constitutions and technical specifications for the Lightweight Sharpie and Elliott 7 Classes and is presently working on the same task for the Magic 25 Class.
For further details see www.primrosesolutions.com.au

Outcomes of the CBH Review undertaken at the 9th July 2011 Meeting
General

CBH versus SMS Comparison

At the NTYSBPC meeting of the 20th May 2011 Mr. Ray Jones discussed the variations he had observed between the SMS rating and CBH rating allocated to the same boat.

As a result of this discussion Ray agreed to provide a comparison of a variety of boats to determine the scope of the variations, if any, between the SMS rating and CBH.

The Yachting Victoria SMS list and the ATYSBR Appendix `A` were used as the basis for comparison. 

In the light of this comparison, the Technical Committee notes that there are no significant differences between each system, the average difference being approximately 3%, which demonstrates the validity of each system.

1. Hartley 18 ¾ Rig  `Alcheringa`
At the Technical Committee CBH review of 2010 the Hartley 18 ¾ Rig `Alcheringa` was allocated a CBH of 0.630 and included in the list of modified trailable yachts.

Since that time the owner of `Alcheringa`, having had the options available to him made clear by Yachting Australia, has had the boat re-measured.
Finding

The measurements of this boat recorded by an independent qualified measurer, Mr Peter Russell, have been submitted to the Technical Committee by the owner Mr. Neil Brown and, the Technical Committee find that all measurements are within the tolerances specified in the Class Rules.

Conclusion:

On this basis, it is the decision of the Technical Committee that Hartley 18 ¾ Rig `Alcheringa` be removed from the modified trailable yacht list and assume the Hartley 18 ¾ Class CBH of 0.620 forthwith.

1. Review of provisional CBH for I550 `Tonka`

The I550 OAK `Tonka` was allocated a Provisional CBH of 0.746 in early 2008. In 2010, on the basis of result data received from YACT, this CBH was adjusted to Provisional 0.740 

The specifications of the I550 `Tonka` have not changed in the intervening period.

Finding

The Technical Committee find that based on the results data received from YACT there is insufficient information on which to reassess this boats CBH.

Conclusion
As no commanding reason is found to change the CBH of I550 OAK `Tonka` it remains at Provisional 0.740 and will continue to be listed in the ATYSBR Appendix ‘A`, Individually Modified Standard Sportsboat and OAK list.
2. Review of Magic 25 CBH in accordance with revised Class Rules and Result Data.

On 24th July 2010 the CBH Review Meeting of the YA Technical Committee considered a submission from YACT, on behalf of Canberra Yacht Club, requesting a review of the Magic 25 Class Basis Handicap (CBH). 

It was noted then that the Magic 25 Class Rules were in the process of being reviewed. The decision of the Technical Committee, at that time, was to leave the Magic 25 CBH at 0.925 pending receipt of the amended Magic 25 Association Class Rules.

The amended Magic 25 Class Rules adopted by the Magic 25 Association of Australia Inc. on 30th September 2010 have now been received and the following points are noted by the Technical Committee.
a) Limited Data

The Technical Committee is hampered in responding to the request for a review of the Magic 25 CBH by the extremely limited range of data provided, which is comprised of a small number of boats sailing out of one club.

The Committee notes that this request for a review of CBH is more applicable to a review of personal handicaps than the assessment of the performance of one design of sports boat (well sailed) compared to other designs (also well sailed), which is the purpose of the CBH rating system.

b) Change of Spinnaker Size
In 2002 the Trailable Yacht Association of NSW & ACT, as the authority then responsible for administering the CBH rating system, received a request to review the CBH rating of the Magic 25. 
However, at the same time the Magic 25 Class Association adopted the dimensions of the 18 footer spinnaker as its maximum size spinnaker for the Class, which was a significant increase in sail area and would have justified an increase in the Magic 25 CBH.

The TYA decided to not to increase the then current CBH rating of the Magic 25 to accord with the additional sail area, pending review of racing results from the following season.

In the event, the CBH rating of the Magic 25 using the larger spinnaker was never subsequently reviewed and has remained, over the intervening time, at the figure allocated to the previous (much smaller) maximum size.

In light of the fact that the CBH for the Magic 25 was never increased to accord with the advantage of the larger sail, the Technical Committee sees no grounds whatever for reducing the CBH with the reversion in the 30 September 2010 Magic 25 Association Class Rules to the previous (smaller) maximum size.

c) Increase of Righting Moment

The Technical Committee notes from the 30 September 2010 Class Rules that four persons are now allowed on trapeze, compared to three persons previously.  This provides significantly greater righting moment to boats in the Magic 25 Class and is grounds for the CBH rating to be increased immediately.

The Technical Committee notes the additional advantage derived from allowing the helmsperson to helm from the trapeze.  This allows a crew to contain their weight in the boat, while maximising the righting moment of the four trapezes and is a further reason to revise the Magic 25 CBH upwards.

The Technical Committee notes that this significant change was not explicitly drawn to the attention of the Committee.

However, for reasons relating to the trial of a larger rudder blade by the Class, the Technical Committee is prepared to defer analysis of this development in the Class Rules, pending review of racing results from the following season.

d) Safety Issue

The Technical Committee has the responsibility to draw to the attention of the Magic 25 Class Association and the YA TYSB Policy Committee the prudence of encouraging the helmsperson of a large, heavy and over-canvassed sports boat with a very small rudder to operate from the unstable position of a trapeze.  This brings into question a safety consideration in terms of controllability if all four crew are on trapeze.  It constitutes an unreasonable risk not only to the boat and crew in question, but also to other boats and crews in its vicinity.
Moreover, it is noted that the Magic 25 Class Associations of New Zealand and Hong Kong prohibit the helmsperson from operating from the trapeze. 

The Technical Committee recommends that the Magic 25 Class and the YA NTYSB Policy Committee consider this new provision.

e) Review of Rudder Blade

The Technical Committee notes that the Magic 25 Class is investigating the design and development of a larger rudder system, comprising a `dagger board` rudder blade fitting into a rudder box with integral tiller in order to optimise controllability, good seamanship and safety.

The Committee commends the Class on this development, which should improve controllability, although a larger wetted area and cross section may also affect boat speed.

Conclusion

The outcome of the review of the Magic 25 CBH is as follows:

· The Technical Committee finds the limited date made available to the committee provides inadequate grounds, of itself, to review the Magic 25 CBH.

· The Technical Committee sees no grounds to reduce the Magic 25 CBH because of the reversion of the spinnaker size to the original (smaller) design upon the initial CBH was allocated.

· Whilst the changes to the trapeze provisions would justify an immediate increase in the Magic 25 CBH, the Technical Committee is prepared to defer analysis of this development, pending review of racing results from the following season and the trialling of a larger rudder blade.

· The Technical Committee recommends that the Magic 25 Class Association and the YA NTYSB Policy Committee consider the safety issues inherent in allowing the helmsperson to operate from a trapeze.

· The Technical Committee commends the Magic 25 Class Association for trialling a larger rudder to improve controllability and safety.  It has given this development considerable weight in deciding to defer the analysis of the effect of the additional righting moment, as noted above, upon the Magic 25 CBH.

It was resolved:

“That to enable further meaningful review to take place it is requested that when the rudder blade trialling is complete and a full season’s race results are obtained from a sizeable sampling of regattas and club events that this information be submitted to the Technical Committee, prior to the next review scheduled for July 2012.
Further,

Failing this, the Technical Committee find it will have no option other than to consider an immediate increase in the CBH to accord with the increased righting moment allowed in the new Magic 25 Class Association Rules of 30 September 2010”.

Moved:

John Burgess

Seconded:
Ray Jones

Carried
3. Review of CBH for Egan 6 `Evolution Sails`

Mr Graham Sherring, the owner of Egan 6 `Evolution Sails` applied to the Technical Committee asking that his former CBH of 0.835 be re-instated.

Finding
As a result of measurement information supplied by the owner of Egan 6 `Evolution Sails` including weigh bridge receipts and a declaration stating that the boat has been returned to its original rig configuration and the outrigger wings removed from the hull, this request was acceded too.
Conclusion

On the basis of the information submitted by the owner of Egan 6 `Evolution Sails` it was resolved:
“That the Egan 6 `Evolution Sails` initial CBH of 0.835 be re-instated and that the boat be re-classified as a Standard Sportsboat”.

Moved:

Ray Jones

Seconded:
John Burgess

       Carried.
4. Allocation of a CBH for Hartley TS 16 Mod `Remix`

Mr. Colin Hinwood, the owner of the Hartley TS 16 Mod `Remix` applied to Yachting Australia for a CBH. The request for allocation was accompanied by an explanation of the modifications made to the boat. All measurement Information as required by ATYSBR Appendix `F` was submitted.

Finding

The application for allocation of a CBH was forwarded to Mr. Ray Jones who reviewed the specifications of the boat and made the necessary calculations to enable him to recommend a Provisional CBH for the Hartley TS 16 Mod `Remix`.
Conclusion

It was resolved:
“That in consideration of the measurement details submitted by the owner, a Provisional CBH of 0.675 be allocated to Hartley TS 16 Mod `Remix`. This modified TY is to be recorded in the ATYSBR Appendix `A`, Individually Modified Trailable Yacht list”.  

Further,
That the Provisional CBH of 0.675 will stand until a further submission is received and/or addressed at the next YA Technical Committee CBH review in July 2012”.

Moved:

Ray Jones
Seconded:
Neil Primrose


       Carried.

5. Elliott 7 – Submission supporting allocation of a Provisional CBH for a square top mainsail
A submission was received from YACT supporting a proposal by the Australian Elliott 7 Class Association to set a separate, provisional CBH for Elliott 7s using the new design of square top mainsail.

Finding

The Elliott 7 Class has a long established and well tested CBH based on the Technical Specifications and Restrictions of the Class which define the existing (“pin top”) mainsail plan and dimensions.  This is not under question.
The Elliott 7 Association has been trialling a new design of square top mainsail for decision pending its acceptance at the Association’s AGM on 15 July 2011.  Results of the trialling and dimensions of the sail were provided by the Australian Elliott 7 Class Association.

As part of its transition strategy, the Class wishes to be able to have boats use either of the two designs in equitable competition in mixed fleets of Elliott 7s and with other classes.

Allocation of a separate, provisional CBH to the new design will provide a stable base upon which the Class Association can provide for introduction of the new square top design with minimal impact on owners who choose to continue with the existing pin top mainsail.
The square top mainsail has been designed with the objective of improving the controllability of the boats especially in moderate and strong wind velocities. To enable the early introduction of this sail for regular racing, a separate, provisional CBH is requested for Elliott 7 owners that choose to use the new mainsail.
Conclusion
It was resolved:

“That a Provisional CBH of 0.840 be allocated to all Elliott 7s using the square top mainsail (separate from and in addition to the long standing CBH of 0.835 for the pin top mainsail). The Provisional CBH is to be recorded in the ATYSBR Appendix `A` Sportsboat Provisional CBH  list.
Further, 

The Provisional CBH will stand until a further submission is received and/or addressed at the next YA Technical Committee CBH review in July 2012”. 
Moved:

Ray Jones
Seconded:
John Burgess


       Carried.

Secretary’s Note:
1.     Neil Primrose did not vote on this recommendation due to a pecuniary interest.
2. The Elliott 7 Class Association approved the introduction of the square top mainsail, of the dimensions submitted to the Technical Committee, at the Association’s AGM on 15 July 2011. 
6. Review allocation by YVIC of a Provisional CBH to a Sonata Mk 2 Mod.

YVIC submitted a proposal in respect to a modified Sonata 6.7. The boat was identified by the Technical Committee as a Sonata 6.7 Mk 2.

Finding

The measurement detail was carried out by the YVIC Measurer. All measurements are included in the data supplied by YVIC including the weighbridge receipts submitted by the owner.

In consideration of the measurement data, a thorough physical inspection of the boat and recognition of its original CBH of 0.722 it was recommended by YVIC that the Provisional CBH should be set at 0.760.  However, after further consideration of the data, the Technical Committee believes a Provisional CBH of 0.755, is to be preferred.

Conclusion
It was resolved:
“That in consideration of the measurement data submitted by Yachting Victoria, a Provisional CBH of 0.755 is allocated to the Sonata 6.7 MK2 `Five O’clock Somewhere`.

This modified TY is to be recorded in the ATYSBR Appendix `A` Individually Modified Trailable Yacht list.
            Further,
That the Provisional CBH of 0.755 will stand until a further submission is received and/or addressed at the next YA Technical Committee CBH review in July 2012”.

Moved:

Ray Jones
Seconded: 
Neil Primrose


       Carried.
7. Review allocation by YVIC of a Provisional CBH for Sportsboat Sprint 550 `Quattro`
The owner of the Sprint 550 `Quattro` requested YVIC to measure his Sportsboat. It has an SMS rating which was allocated by YVIC.  
Finding

The measurement detail was carried out by the YVIC Measurer. All measurements are included in the data supplied. The weighbridge receipts, SMS Certificate and ATYSBR Appendix `F` were submitted by the owner.
In consideration of the measurement data and a thorough physical inspection of the boat it was decided by YVIC that the provisional CBH should be set at 0.818.

Conclusion

It was resolved:
“That in consideration of the measurement data submitted by Yachting Victoria, a Provisional CBH of 0.818 is allocated to the Sprint 550 `Quattro`. This Sportsboat is to be recorded in the ATYSBR Appendix `A` Sportsboat Provisional CBH list. 
Further,
That the Provisional CBH of 0.818 will stand until a further submission is received and/or addressed at the next YA Technical Committee CBH review in July 2012”.

Moved:

Ray Jones

Seconded:
Neil primrose

       Carried.

8. Review of Austral Clubman 8 CBH.

A submission to review the CBH of the Austral Clubman 8 was received from YTAS. This submission was supported by the ACT Austral Clubman 8 representative, David Smith.

Finding

The Technical Committee studied the documentation submitted by both parties and concluded that there are three (3) types of Austral Clubman.
The initial provisional CBH of 0.805 was allocated to two (2) Austral Clubman 8’s namely `Sailaway’ and `Doctor Feelgood` both of which were designated Austral Clubman 8 Sports. These boats had a limited fit out in order to limit the weight to 1200 kgs.

The later boats were designated as Adventurer and Classic models and had an extensive internal fit out. Indications are that the later fitted out models are heavier than the Sports model by at least 260 kgs approximately.

On perusing a good sampling of race result data accumulated over a reasonable period of time there is compelling evidence to indicate that the heavier Adventurer and Classic models of the Austral Clubman 8 Class are over-handicapped to the extent of 1.5% of the allocated CBH.
Conclusion

It was resolved:
“That the CBH of the Austral Clubman 8 Adventurer and Classic models be reduced by 1.5% and a CBH of 0.795 allocated”.

Moved:

Ray Jones

Seconded:
Neil Primrose

       Carried.

9. Various submissions by YTAS
a) General
Correspondence of the 14th June 2011 was received from Mr. Danny Cunningham regarding the compilation of a data base of measurements of trailable yachts.
It was noted by the Technical Committee that his matter was raised at the NTYSBPC meeting of the 20th May 2011.

To this end, the Technical Committee advises that a data base of measurements already exists, YVIC being the custodian of such information.

The Technical Committee also notes that, in respect to modified Trailable Yachts, a data base is held by the YA Technical Committee.

It is to be noted that the only modified boats not recorded in the data base are those Trailable Yachts that have been modified and not declared to either the applicable MYA or the YA Technical Committee.

b) `Pricilla`.

A submission has been received from YTAS in respect to a modified Elliott 7.8 `Pricilla`. The Technical Committee note that this boat has been further modified since it was known as `Firefall`.

Finding

The Technical Committee find that it cannot make any CBH adjustments based on the scanty information provided in the YTAS submission
. 
Conclusion

It was resolved:
“That if YTAS wish to have further consideration given to the Elliott 7.8 named `Pricilla` a submission containing the prescriptions of the ATYSBR Appendix `B` to `F` inclusive must be received by the Technical Committee”.
Moved:
Neil Primrose
            Seconded:         Ray Jones

                      Carried.
c) Firefall.

A submission was received from YTAS requesting the removal of Elliott 7.8 `Firefall` from the ATYSBR Appendix `A`.
Finding

The Technical Committee note that `Firefall` has a new owner and is now known as `Pricilla`.

Conclusion

It was resolved:
That the Elliott 7.8 formerly known as `Firefall` be removed from the ATYSBR Appendix `A`, Individually Modified Standard Sportsboat and OAK list.

Moved:
Neil Primrose

Seconded:
John Burgess

       Carried.
d) Hartley TS 16 

A submission from YTAS was received requesting a review of the Hartley TS 16 CBH.

Finding

The submission states inter alia:

 That,
“The Hartley TS 16 fleet is strong in Tasmania with one member winning multiple Australian Championships. Given the skill and condition of this particular Hartley (sic) and owner we have used his results as a measure of the class”.
The Technical Committee notes the following points contained in the YTAS submission.

I. That YTAS states the class weight for the national Hartley TS 16 championships is 360 kgs. This does not include an outboard motor.

II. That YTAS states most boats carry a motor weighing approximately 17 kgs resulting in a racing weight considerably less than 400 kgs.

III. That YTAS has used the minimum weight listed in the YVIC Detailed CBH List as the basis of its assumption in item II. above.
IV. That YTAS has assumed that the minimum weight of 400 kgs was used at the time the CBH was allocated in 1985.
                      As well,

I. YTAS states the improvement in sail development and design has allowed owners to move the headsail tracks further inboard.

II. YTAS states that there has been a modification to Class Rules in respect to the defined location of the headsail track.

III. YTAS states that a significant advantage is performance is obtained as a result of this modification. (YTAS performance calculation is noted).
As a result of the statements contained in the YTAS submission it was resolved:
“That if in consultation with the Hartley TS 16 Association of Australia it is confirmed that the mass of the Hartley TS 16 is indeed less than the mass on which the initial CBH was allocated in 1985,
    and,

If the requirement to place the headsail track in a specific location on the cabin top no 
longer applies, that the Technical Committee proceeds with a review of the Hartley TS 16 
CBH”.

            Action required:
       
Ray Jones to ascertain minimum weight of the Hartley TS 16 at the time the CBH was allocated and John Burgess to communicate with the Hartley TS 16 Association to discuss the matters as noted above.

Finding

As a result of communicating with Mr. Norm Thompson, National Measurer of the Hartley TS 16 Association of Australia,  a written statement has been received from him wherein he states `inter alia`: 

 “Further to our conversation yesterday regarding measurement rulings for the TS16           class, the following information is supplied.

The Official Plan (used to resolve controversy) and updated 1973, shows the TS16 jib sheeting from the cabin top. There have been no updates of the Plan since then. As far as the TS16 Association is concerned, the sheeting of sails, as well as most fittings, is at the owner’s discretion.  

The earliest Measurement Form in the files was completed in 1965 and shows the minimum weight as 800 pounds. Later forms, post mid eighties in metric, show the hull weight as 360kg. This weight includes the rudder, hatches, centreboard and any fixtures that require tools to remove them (that is – built in). All loose gear, including launching rope, sheet ropes, anchor, chain and line and definitely outboard motor and fuel tanks are not included.

I hope that this is helpful. If you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact me.”  


From the above statement it is apparent that an error has been uncovered in the YVIC Detailed CBH list and the minimum weight of the Hartley TS 16 is in actuality, 360 kgs.


YVIC will be requested to correct this error forthwith.


Conclusion


On the basis of the above communication from the Hartley TS 16 Association of Australia;

It was resolved: 

“That the Technical Committee find the YTAS submission regarding a review of the Hartley TS 16 CBH contains unsubstantiated claims which indeed conflict with the prescriptions of the Hartley TS 16 Association of Australia’s measurement data and class specifications. 

Because of these unproven claims the request to review the Hartley TS 16 is declined”.


Moved: 

John Burgess

Seconded: 
Neil Primrose

       Carried.
e) Elliott 7.4

A submission was received from YTAS requesting a review of the Elliott 7.4 CBH. The request for review is based on a comparison of the performance of the Elliott 7.4 against Elliott 5.9’s and Elliott 7.8’s.

Finding

The respective CBH’s are:

· E 5.9
0.775

· E 7.4
0.780

· E 7.8
0.860

Based on the result data as submitted by YTAS it is apparent that the Elliott 7.4 CBH is low in comparison with the other types as the Elliott 7.4 is only marginally slower than the Elliott 7.8 upwind and much quicker than the Elliott 5.9 on all points of sailing.
It was also noted that very few Elliott 7.4’s were constructed.
Conclusion

It was resolved:
“That on the basis of the information supplied by YTAS relating to the comparative performance of the three Elliott types and the measurement information held in the data base, the Elliott 7.4 CBH be increased to 0.805”.
Moved:

Neil Primrose

Seconded:
Ray Jones

Carried. 

10. Late Request for a Review of Highway 8 CBH
A late request was received from Mr. Rod Caldwell RQYS Handicapper, in respect to a review of the Highway 8 CBH.

Finding

The Technical Committee noted the late lodgement of this request (1030 a.m., Friday 8th July 2011), which gave little prior opportunity for the Technical Committee to gather any meaningful information concerning this boat.

The Technical Committee finds it is hampered in responding to the request for a review of the Highway 8 CBH by the extremely limited range of data provided, which is comprised of a small sampling of race results and a short anecdotal narrative which applies to only one boat of this class.

The Committee notes that this request for a review of CBH is more applicable to a review of personal handicaps than the assessment of the performance of one design trailable yacht compared to other designs, which is the purpose of the CBH rating system.

Conclusion

It was resolved:
“That the current CBH allocated to the Highway 8 will stand and, if RQYS wish to have further consideration given to the class CBH, a submission containing the prescriptions of the ATYSBR Appendix `B` to `F` inclusive must be received by the Technical Committee”.

Moved:
Neil Primrose
            Seconded:         Ray Jones

                      Carried.

Governance matters

11. Definition of a Trailable Yacht versus a Sportsboat

It was agreed that a concise and accurate definition of these two types of trailable yacht has become difficult to compose due to the overlapping performance differences and characteristics of modern Trailable Yachts and Sports boats, including the differences in performance of boats in the ATYSBR designated Standard TY/SB and Open TY/SB sub-groups. (See ATYSBR Item 2.02, 2.03 and 2.04).

It was agreed that the original intention of differentiating between the two different types of boat may have been shown, in the light of experience, to be not essential.

It was agreed that, regardless of the origins of the term “sports boat”, the term needs to be acknowledged for use by those classes that wish it.  However, this does not, of itself, require the term to be included in a definitive way in the CBH rating system.
In the light of experience with administering the ATYSB Rule, it was agreed that decisions about where the cut-off point should be between divisions in mixed fleet racing is a matter best left to individual club race management and is not a matter that needs to be regulated under the CBH rating system.
It is recommended to the NTYSBPC that the ATYSBR Definitions Item 2.02, 2.03 and 2.04 be reviewed. To enable this review to be meaningful, a position paper is to be prepared by the Technical Committee by 1st September 2011 and submitted to each Yachting Australia MYA for its consideration and comment.

Action Required:

Neil Primrose and Ray Jones are requested to each provide a position paper to John Burgess by 15 August 2011.
12. ATYSBR Appendix `B` Information for Owners.

Currently ATYSBR Appendix `A` Information for Owners, page 1 states, inter alia:

“As part of the measurement procedure, all trailable yachts and sportsboats will be subject to stability and self righting tests. (See YA Special Regulations Part 1).

TY’s (sic) that cannot meet this requirement will be obliged to demonstrate that they are buoyant prior to the issue of a CBH certificate. (See YA Special Regulations Part 1)”. 

Also on page three of Appendix `B` it states, inter alia:

“The applicant may be required to demonstrate the boats resistance to capsize by performing a haul down test to satisfy the Measurer that the boat complies with:

YA Special Regulations Part 1, Resistance to Capsize for monohulls.

The applicant should ensure that the craft’s rigging is in good repair so that it will support the mast when the boat is hauled down on its beam-ends by use of either the spinnaker halyard or main halyard. The test will be conducted by the owner or his representative and shall be entirely at his/her own risk”.

As these requirements do not form part of a Measurer’s duties and, are contained in the YA Special Regulations Part 1 it is superfluous to repeat these directions.

On the basis that these tasks are not within the scope of a Measurer’s duties it was resolved:
“That as the paragraphs in ATYSBR Appendix `B`, which refer to stability, self righting tests, buoyancy, resistance to capsize and haul down tests are not matters within the scope of a Measurer’s duties, they be deleted”.

Moved:

Neil Primrose

Seconded:
Ray Jones

       Carried.

13. Authority for initiating a request for an allocation or review of a CBH rating

Recent experience of the Technical Committee includes a request for review of the CBH of a particular class from an individual acting on his own volition and without any knowledge or involvement of the responsible class association.  

Similarly, recent experience includes a contentious, time consuming and long drawn out claim for a change to the CBH of a boat by an individual claiming to be the agent of the owner, which appears to have been made without the engagement of the owner.

Finding

Any situation in which the Committee does not have power to manage its affairs is bad governance practice.  It is also bad governance practice to allow any enthusiastic, but possibly unauthorised individual to have free call upon the time and resources of clubs, the MYA’s and the Technical Committee without having to take responsibility for their actions.
Without a policy that requires the relevant class authority or boat owner to take responsibility for action taken on their behalf, the Technical Committee does not have the power to control the management of its business and to reject claims upon its time that may be capricious.

Moreover, without such a policy the relevant MYA, which is required to act as the channel for passing the request and information to the Technical Committee, has no power to be anything other than a post box.
Conclusion
It was resolved to recommend to the YA NTYSBPC:

“That a policy regarding requests for allocation or review of a CBH rating be prepared, which shall require;
In the case of a request relating to a class, that the request will only be considered on the basis of a motion from the relevant class association, conveyed by an official of the class association.

And,
In the case of an individual boat, that the request will only be considered on the basis of a submission signed by the owner of the boat. 

      Further,

      That any other dealings regarding a CBH listed in Appendix `A`, resulting in the     
    
      requirement for the boat or the class to be re-measured shall be submitted in writing and 
      signed by the boat owner or an official of the class association and the resultant 
   
      measurement form signed by a qualified independent measurer”.

      Moved:

Neil Primrose

Seconded: 
John Burgess
       Carried
14. Closure:

It was resolved:
That a note of appreciation be recorded in recognition of the work done by Chairman John Burgess in filing, collating and producing in folder form the submissions and other related correspondence received over the past 12 months. This excellent organisation of the submissions and related papers made the review a very smooth and efficient exercise.

Moved:
Neil Primrose

Seconded:
Ray Jones

Carried. 

The Chairman thanked the members of the Technical Committee for the sound work performed at the CBH Review meeting.

The meeting was closed at 1530 hrs.
John Burgess

Chairman
Technical Committee

YA NTYSBPC


