















































“IOR MEIII yachts are now difficult, even dangerous, to sail without a full crew complement. . .*’ writes IOR authority Gordon Marshall — as this
spectacular broach off Sydney Heads illustrates all too well. (Pic — lIan Grant)

one for restricted conditions, the present
MKIII Rule, and the other for full blown
ocean racing, the proposed MKIV Rule.
If we can agree on this approach, we will
certainly come up with a vastly different
rule, and with vastly different yachts.

Yachtsmen can then have the choice
as to how they invest their capital, and
leisure time, in the pursuit of their
chosen sport.

Note: The foregoing should not be
permitted to confuse those yachtsmen
who have so enthusiastically embraced
the IMS concept of racing. The IOR is a
‘development’ rule in which owners
who can so afford turn to designers to
create faster yachts by ingenuity, and
thus they ‘develop’ yachts which will
beat last year’s models. On the other
hand the IMS is a ‘handicap’ rule which
aims at quantifying the potential speed
of each yacht and allocating it a number
so that all may race with the same
chance of winning . . . he who sails best
should win the race. (That at least, is its
aim.)

With a good MKIV rule, ‘last year’s’
development models which may then be
outdated, would become ideal as IMS
contestants. They would merely have to
get their hulls measured and perhaps
make some modifications to their
accommodations. Present IOR MKIII
left-overs are of little use to anyone — ask
those who are trying to sell them.

Therein is one of the prime failures of
MKIII yachts; their uselessness after a
very short life.

The Faults . . . and the
Solutions

Seaworthiness

The first of the IOR’s goals, sea-
worthiness, covers a host of characteris-
tics, and many of them are absent from
the modern competitive IOR MKIII
yacht. Their hull strength, particularly
up forward, is highly suspect to the
extent that with the onset of hard
weather to windward, many develop
skin failures, deck cracking, or rib dam-
age, and others scurry to the nearest port
of shelter. It is not surprising that in the
most recent Sydney-Hobart Race, the
retirement rate amongst [OR yachts was
twice that of the IMS yachts, and it
wasn’t a ‘hard’ race. Yet you would
think that with their relative youth, their
generally higher cost and their ability to
attract the highest class of crewmen,
they should have created a reversed
situation of retirement rate.

This uncovers a problem scarcely ever
discussed by yachtsmen, and rarely by
designers. The CYCA has embraced
the ABS scantling rule because it is the
first and only one which has offered
some degree of control of yacht hull
Integrity. It has become obvious howev-
er, using the oceans as our test tank, that

whilst the regulations may be adequate
for cruising yachts, they are seriously
deficient for ocean racing yachts. (Ocean
Racers are inclined to want to keep
sailing to the finish line, notwithstand-
ing the worsening weather. The cruising
yacht turns around, or reduces gear and
slows down, or heads for shelter.)

As a starter, the ‘slamming’ loads
assumed in the present ABS rule should
at least be trebled for ocean racing yachts
sailing in Category 0, 1 and 2 races. The
co-operation of the ABS should be
sought without any implied criticism of
their formulation of the present rule, but
requesting a new set of standards of
design for ‘ocean racing yachts’ as dis-
tinct from yachts generally. Our need
for a trebling of slamming loads in the
calculations should be made quite clear,
together with other associated increases
which may be brought on, as they see
fit.

Centre of Gravity Factor

This aberration within the IOR rating
calculation gives a bonus to yachts
which are ‘tender’. Since its inception it
has been weighted wrongly and has
encouraged designers to utilise it to its
maximum. This in turn has favoured
wide beams and crew induced stability
to counter the loss of speed caused by
the resulting tenderness. For many
years, Australian submissions to the
Council have sought to modify the CGF
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One owner bites the bullet and orders
a replacement rig six kilos lighter than
that which he had been using. It is
installed in the yacht, a 24-kilo window
is cut in the keel, and the total reduction
of weight, 30 kilos, is put into the
yacht’s bilges. (There is already 1%
tonnes there.) Measurement procedures
are gone through, and the yacht is found
to float as before. It also ‘inclines’
identically . . . thus there is no change in
rating.

The yacht then trials again amongst
the group of similar aspirants . . . Pre-
sto, it is two seconds a mile faster than
before.

The reasons for the improvement are
known to the others, so there is an
obvious and immediate response. One
even goes a little further, he also replaces
all of his rod rigging, going Imm
smaller, and thus a bigger weight reduc-
tion. (Don’t lose sight of the fact that an
exercise such as this might cost the
owner $50,000.)

Cutting a long story short, when the

trials are conducted, one yacht is so
superior to the others that it does not
even need to sail in the last qualifying
race, and whilst it thus incurs a DNS, it
easily makes the team.

From here on, you will need to be the
judge as to whether or not it was only
coincidental that when the Cup Races
were conducted, one of these yachts
failed to finish in three of the six races
due to rig failure, and in one case the
failure occurred before the starting gun,
with the breeze at only 12 knots. You
can imagine how the poor owner felt.
He could hardly be blamed for feeling
that the ‘technocrats’ had let him down.
Yet, when you put this general situation
to the ‘technocracts’ they claim that it is
usually owner driven. Either way, there
is one thing of which you can be sure

the sport of ocean racing is the
loser.

It goes without saying that the Aus-
tralian Team did not win the SCC Cup.

(Note: When this story of rig failure is
read by those involved, some are sure to

claim small changes to some of the facts.
This may be so. . . not many were keen
to explain to me how things went so
radically wrong. There can, however,
be no denying the results . . . they are all
published.)

The foregoing example of rig failure
is not an isolated case or an exception to
the norm. There have been innumerable
similar incidents. Try your own mem-
ory of top class yachts, which in the past
year in major races have had their masts
go ‘all wobbly’ and have limped off the
course to the nearest port of shelter or
back to the starting venue ... I can
recall several.

One in particular is worthy of specific
mention because of the potential of a
disaster in its case. Several weeks ago
saw the 480-mile race from Sydney to
Mooloolaba start in a pleasant 15 knot
nor’easter . . . 30 miles up the course
and the mast of Wild Thing, Victoria’s
latest wonder boat, fresh from setting an
elapsed time record in the recent Tasma-
nian West Coast Race, snaps in the
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INDICATIVE of the decline in IOR in Australia is the fact that for the first time ever no trials
were held to select Australia’s team for the Admiral’s Cup — there were no yachts to contest the
trials. Instead Australian team comprises 50-footer Cyclone and two chartered European boats.
(Pic — David Clare)

led with the application of wholesome
rig scantlings, a subject dealt with earlier
in this article.
c. The encouragement of the use of
lighter than normal keels (often with
false wooden bottoms or with large
foam windows.)
d. The light keel effect in (c) encourages
‘crewperching’, but this has been dealt
with earlier, and would be prohibited in
a MKIV Rule.
e. A noticeably short and violent fore
and aft motion in a seaway hitherto not
evident in yachts. This motion has
proven to be energy-sapping to crew-
men, and, on occasions, dangerous for
those working in the ends of the yacht.
(They tend to be tossed off!) What has
not been generally acknowledged is that
the athwartship motion is also affected
similarly, and whilst this is not so
important in daysailing, in ocean racing,
in bad weather, this can be serious in the
extreme. It would be timely to remind,
that in the days when all sea voyages
were made under sail, it was common
practice to haul weights high into the
rigging to increase inertia in bad weather
to reduce the possibility of the vessel
being thrown on its side by rogue wave
action. Optimising pitching moment via
masts and keels achieves just the oppo-
site. It is thus unattractive and, in the
extreme, dangerous in ocean racers.
f. A huge growth of internal ballast in
the centre of the yacht which now
assumes the role of a cargo vessel,
shipping lead ingots around race
courses. The quantity of this ballast
approximates the total of the weight
savings achieved at great expense in the
yacht’s ends, its spindly rig, and its
Clayton’s keel.

Surely it must be obvious that, except
for the presently unmeasured gain, there
would be no reason for these excesses.

It would be nice to assume that MIT
will come up with a means of accurately
measuring pitching moment so that, as
in the case of righting moment, a factor
can be applied to the rating calculation
to account for its effect.

In theory, when this happens, the
need for light ends, Calyton’s keels, and
spindly rigs will vanish, but experience
tells me that it won’t be as simple as
that.

For starters, present advice is that the
device to accurately measure pitching
moment is too expensive to contemplate
it being used in the normal, worldwide,
measuring process. This may mean that
the single machine will be used to
measure a large number of yachts in
order to accumulate enough data to
apply another means of evaluating
pitching moment . . . say, by examin-
ing the amount of centre ballast, and
correlating it to inertia.

In the meantime it is surely agreed
that in a new MKIV Rule the optimising
of pitching moment should be discour-
aged. [ts advantage is only singular, and
small, whereas its disadvantages are
many, and even adversely affect safety.
We have already taken some steps to-
wards this discouragement ... no
crewperching, and the application of rig
scantlings. The banning of the use of
those exotics of extremely high cost is
another partial control that has been
applied in other Rules and could be
seriously considered.

Finally, a limit on the total of internal
weight (ballast, anchors, chains, engine
and any unusual weights) could be
contemplated. Normally these items
amount to 5% or 6% of the yacht’s
displacement, but in a modern IOR
MEKIII yacht it is commonly up to 30%
of its displacement. Perhaps at a total of
10%, a ban should come into force, or, a

little less dramatically, beyond 10% a
heavily punitive rating adjustment could
be applied.

Conclusion

I showed a draft of this article to one
of the cynics of the fleet. His response
was ... “You’'ll have us all racing in
Swans . ..".

How could you be so lucky!!!

Wouldn’t it be wonderful to walk
your Club’s marina and find it filled
with a range of different sized Swans
.. . No, that is not the intent of the new
MKIV Rule.

If the Rule’s Management Policies are
implemented properly, the resulting
yachts will be built much more substan-
tially, you won’t get that ‘up to the
ankles feeling’ when you walk on the
deck, and the paid hand won’t rush to
tell you where NOT to jump when you
wish to come aboard (in case you go
through). The beams will be less, the
freeboards will be higher and the rigs
will be wholesome. The yachts will be
stiffer because we will have cancelled the
crazy CGF calculation which encour-
aged tenderness.

The accommodations will be spartan,
but they will be useable because crews
will spend some of their time eating and
sleeping below. Headrooms will be
comfortable because designers will
know that the yacht will get converted
to IMS when it becomes out-designed
(and who wants to put a chainsaw
through the coach house?). Also, you
may occasionally see the yacht out
sailing on non-race days with the owner
and some friends or family on board
because it won’t require gorillas or
technocrats to keep it upright or its mast
standing.

Finally, you will find that the yacht
gets delivered to its next race venue by
water, because it only takes two or three
crewmen to sail it, and that it will rarely,
if ever, retire from a race due to bad
weather or damage.

In seeking a MKIV Rule, we really
don’t need a new one, the old rule is
satisfactory, but its original policies,
with only slight modification, must be
strictly enforced. For this to happen,
many of the ‘weightings’ within the
present calculations will need to be
changed, and allowances such as CGF
will have to be cancelled.

The Council failed to implement the
original policies, so who takes over to
apply them properly in MKIV?

If only we can answer that question,
we can profit from the experiences of a
MKIII Rule which went wrong, and get
back to ‘ocean’ racing again under a
‘Development’ rule, but in wholesome
ocean-going yachts.

Finally, there is still room within the
sport of yachting for a tightly adminis-
tered ‘development’ rule for OCEAN
racing, notwithstanding the success of
IMS ‘handicap’ racing.

The views expressed in this article are
not necessarily those of the Publisher of
OFFSHORE or the Cruising Yacht
Club of Australia.
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“There’s nothing wrong with the Aus-
tralian yacht designs or technology but
we also need to look at the advances
being made in Europe.

“The boats which finished first,
second and third in this race were doing
speeds three knots faster than they were
four years ago — that’s a remarkable leap
forward in yacht design and tech-
nology.”

Kanga Birtles had held a narrow lead
over David Adams since Cape Town
where he finished the first leg in sixth
place. Adams, delayed by breakages and
calms, was ninth, four days 15 hours
behind his fellow Australian. Although
Adams’ performance had improved to
be fifth in Sydney and third in Punta del
Este ~ Birtles was seventh and ninth —
Innkeeper still trailed Jarkan beginning
the final leg.

Birtles held a 47-hour advantage over
Adams when the fleet left Punte del Este
and while Adams whittled this away
with a sterling performance in sailing
through the doldrums, his effort could
not bridge the big gap left from the first
leg across the Atlantic to Cape Town.

A day after he completed the 27,000~
nautical-miles in record time for an
Australian, Birtles admitted he was still
overawed by this and his overall fifth in
the race. ‘It takes a bit to sink in — it feels
great to finish, especially since the last
leg was light and very slow. I didn’t
have any trouble with the boat, in fact, 1
think I had the least problems of all the
fleet throughout the race.

“I guess that’s because the people who
build these boats did a good job,” he
joked. “‘Jarkan was a fabulous boat to

THE four Australians who started in the 1990-91 BOC Challenge solo-round-the-world race, left

to right: David Adams (Innkeeper), Don McIntyre (Buttercup), John Biddlecombe (Interox
Crusader) and Kanga Birtles (Jarkan). All but Biddlecombe completed the 27,000 nautical mile

cifcumnavigation.

sail — I have built a lot of boats in my
time and done a lot of sailing. For me,
the BOC Challenge was a culmination
of both of these,” the bearded boat-
builder added.

Australia’s third great result in the
BOC Challenge came when Don Mcln-
tyre finally crossed the line after a
frustrating final leg in which he suffered
severe rigging and sail damage to Butter-
cup in the final week as he neared
Newport. Despite losing time on the
final leg, Mclntyre became the top
Australian placegetter in the BOC Chal-
lenge, taking second place overall in
Class II to the tearaway French yacht
Servant 1V.

Mclntyre began the race after selling
the family home to build his Adams/
Radford-designed 50-footer and, unable
to gain any funding, called the boat
Sponsor Wanted. He turned in two excel-
lent legs and just before leaving Sydney
on the third leg around Cape Horn
received sponsorship from a major
bread making company and renamed his
yacht Buttercup. He certainly did his
sponsors proud, battling through the icy
gales of the Southern Ocean around
Cape Horn and up the coast of South
America to hold third place overall and
finally, place second after a great three-
way duel with competitor Josh Hall
(UK) and Jack Boye (USA).

Mclntyre’s time with Buttercup was
153 days, 12 hours, 21 minutes, 20
seconds compared with the Class II

~ whales . .

winner, another Frenchman, Yves
Dupasquier, in the radical lightweight
50-footer, Servant IV, which had at total
clapsed time of 141 days 14 hours 49
minutes 27 seconds. Servant [V won all
four stages, the only yacht with an
unbeaten track record.

But Moclntyre, 35, who owns a
marine equipment business in Sydney
and also lives at Fairlight, was ecstatic
with his result. “It was a classic race. We
realised early on that we could not catch
Yves and Servant IV. As the race de-
veloped an incredible relationship built
between Josh Hall, Jack Boye and me.

“I couldn’t have done the race with-
out the support of my wife, Margie. I
was having a good time. She had to go
back and clear up the mess.

“Six hours after my 360-degree roll
was my sorts time. The shock of the
experience then got to me.

“I'm ready to start the next race right
away — but only with adequate spon-
sorship. The wildlife I saw during the
race was great ... the birds and the
. I'm keen to do it again but
back in Class II again - it’s about a
quarter of the cost of Class L.”

Mclntyre praised his boat, designed
by Joe Adams and Graham Radford. “It
was designed for the previous race and it
had the Class II winner’s time in that
race. I'm loath to sell but I've got to —
we've got to get home and pay some

bills,”” he added.
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IOR Formula

The IOR is a formula into which all
the measurements are fed, the result
giving cach yacht a rated length (R). The
higher the rated length, the faster they
should be and when R is then translated
into a time correction factor (TCF), a
yacht with a high value for R (ie is high
TCEF) gives time to a yacht with a lower
TCF.

The exact amount of time each yacht
receives from (or gives to) every other
yacht is determined by the time taken
for each boat to complete the course.
Each yacht’s elapsed time is multiplied
by its TCF which then gives every
competitor a Corrected Time. There-
fore, the yacht with the lowest Cor-
rected Time wins the race.

IMS Handicapping

The IMS, on the other hand, is a true
handicap system. It is the most tech-
nically advanced method of predicting
the speed of a yacht for varying wind
strengths and relative angles to the
course being sailed. Each yacht’s
measurements are fed into a computer
which is programmed to predict the
boat’s performance.

Because the IMS was developed in the
USA, the performance predictions are in
the time on distance format, ie, the
predicted time in seconds for the yacht
to travel one mile.

For example, a big fast yacht may
have a Time Allowance of say 450
second per mile with a smaller, slower
boat coming out at perhaps 750 seconds
per mile. In this case, the larger boat
concedes 300 seconds (or five minutes)
for every mile of the course.

The Race Team

Volunteers man the start boats and
help plot the courses for each race. The
Sailing Committee provides Race Direc-
tors who also work on a volunteer basis
in conjunction with the Sailing Office
while others assist in protest committees
which are needed to solve disputes
during racing.

The race computer programs have
been developed within the CYCA over
many years and are among the most
efficient in the world. As each yacht
finishes a race its finishing time is
entered into the computer. From this
single entry, the computer then calcu-
lates corrected time, each yacht’s cor-
rected place, the points won for the race
as well as total points for a series or
regatta.

In longer races, other information is
available from each boat’s position in the
fleet. In the Sydney-Hobart race each
yacht’s latitude and longitude is trans-
mitted via the radio relay vessel at
regular intervals to the Race Control at
the CYCA. This is fed into Digital
Equipment Corporations computer sys-
tem which has the software programs
developed by the CYCA and processes
each schedule to produce reports which
can be accessed by enquiry screens and
printed in had copy for use by the media
and other interested parties.

Volunteers are also involved in taking
the radio schedules on the start boats and
relay vessels and assist the sailing office
greatly. The CYCA also provides a
telephone recorded message service for
all races run by the CYC during the year
as well as a special information office
manned by volunteers during the Syd-

CYCA sailing office:
Sailing Secretary Bob
Brenac and his assistant,
Elaine Gazzard, check
the handicaps for the
Digital Winter Series—
currently attracting record
fleets. (Pic— Peter
Campbell)

ney-Hobart where enquiries regarding
each yacht’s progress is available from a
terminal connected to the main com-~
puter.

A great deal of time in the sailing
office is spent preparing documentation
for all CYCA racing such as Notices of
Race and Sailing Instructions which are
required under the International Yacht
Racing Rules. Preparation of these
documents begins many months before
an event.

Regattas which are planned for 1991
and 1992 are many and varied. The 1991
Digital Winter Series started on April 14
for all types of yachts. This is a harbour
series run every Sunday for 16 weeks
using handicap starts.

On August 3 there is the Jupiters Gold
Coast Race which has grown to be one
of the most popular races on the East
Coast of Australia.

September 1 will see the start of the
Westpac New Caledonia Race which is
held every second year for those who
wish to enjoy the delights of longer
distance passage racing.

The CYCA summer program begins
in Spring with the short offshore races
held every Saturday and a longer race
once a month from September to April.

The 1991 Southern Cross Cup and
Sydney-Hobart Race regattas will run
from December 14-31. The Southern
Cross Cup is a teams event where teams
compete from each State of Australia as
well as overseas. This culminates in the
Sydney-Hobart Yacht race in which
individual yachts can also compete.

If you would like any information
about any of the racing mentioned
please contact the club on (02) 363 9731
and ask for the Sailing office.
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The Best of Both Worlds

ULTIMATE IMS RACER — FAMILY CRUISER

J/44 SPECIFICATIONS

LOA 49 |

LWL 387 | ®

Beam 137 | L]

Draft Deep 8.0

Shoal 6.0’ 44

Ballast 9,000 Ibs.

Di | !

0% Se rea 10465, 1989

SAILING WORLD'’S

BOAT OF THE YEAR
NOW IN AUSTRALIA

“Phoenix” Race Results
Since Launch September 1990:

Ist Division 1 IMS 1991
Sydney to Mooloolaba Yacht Race

Ist Overall IMS 1991
Brisbane to Gladstone Yacht Race

2nd Owverall IMS 1991
Hamilton Island Regatta

2nd IMS Division 1991
XXXX Yachting Classic

Ist IMS Division 1990
Hyatt Coolum Cup

For further information contact:
Australian Agent:

Cyndy Everett

23 Seahaven Court

Raby Bay Q 4163
Telephone (07) 821 2417
Facsimilie (07) 286 4506


































