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! *“The meeting at which the vote was taken was attended

.+ by Dr. Wilson who had lived in Cuba. He had raced under

* -your rules at Havana and reported them to be so satisfactory
that they were rapidly spreading in popularity. His favorable
statement no doubt influenced several members to vote ves.
Also the reading of the letter from Mr. Pitcairn, of Phila-
delphia, praising the rules, was highly instrumental.”

On May 22, 1943, Dr. Barnes wrote me:

“We had a total of fourteen races involving anvwhere
from seven to twelve boats, mainly Lightnings and Comets.

"At the season’s end only one protest having to do with
right of way was filed and this, dealing with luffing privileges,
was settled by the two parties concerned reviewing the rules
and agreeing as to the blame. One of the chief advantages of
your rules comes right here. Both parties ean review the
rules and come to agreement as to who was right or wrong
without having to resort to & committee decision as to what
the rules really intend. i

“We plan to race this summer again using the Vanderhilt
rules. As in every other club the war may make this impos-
sible, but we have high hopes.”

On February 9, 1944, Dr. Barnes wrote me in refer-
ence to the 1943 racing season at Cineinnati:

“The 1943 racing season at Cincinnati was carried out
despite bad weather, high water, lack of gasoline and the
seven-day week at the defense plants. A total of fourteen
races were held with six to ten entries, mainly Lightnings and
Comets. As in 1942, the Vanderbilt rules were used and no
protests were filed with the Race Committee, the skippers
agreeing as to the one in the wrong, after a discussion of the
rules. One right of way violation was a clear cut ease of port
and starboard tack, which might have caused trouble sinee it
oceurred on & day with hard, shifty and gusty winds when it
woutld have been diffieult to say whether or not the star-
board tack boat was really elose-hauled. Under the old rules
there could have been an argument on this point, but not
under the new rules, as the starboard tack boat always has
right of way.

“That the new rules were sucegssful was proven by the
fact that the Race Committee has not had to act on any pro-
tests dealing with right of way privileges in the last two
vears. The reason for this has been the skippers involved
checked back on the rules and were able to decide who was in
the wrong without having recourse to the Race Committee,
With the old rules this happy situation did not always
exist,”

- Commodore Harold F. Piteairn, of the Lake George
Yacht Club, wrote a letter to the Editor of YacarinG
{published in that magazine in the fall of 1941), in refer-
ence to the 1941 season on Lake George, from which 1
quote:

- “Thbelieve it will be of interest to your readers to know that
the Lake George Club this summer used the Vanderbilt rac-
ing rules inetend of the North American Yacht Racing Union
rules. At our concluding meeting we voted unanimously to
use them again next year.

“We had four classes which were composed of the follow-
ing types of boats: eight Sound Interclubs, six Stars, eight
Cape Cod Knockabouts, and three Lightnings, Fxcept for
two days when there was no wind, we raced every Saturday
and Sunday from June 20th to September Tth inclusive,

“In our opinion the N.A.Y. R.T. rules are too complicated
to understand without a great deal of study in eombination
with considerable experience in racing., Whila this is par-
ticularly true of beginners, it also applies to those who have
raced for some time. Since the purpose of racing is to cross
the finish line first and have a good time in doing it, it is un-
fortunate that one has to keep in mind complicated legal
problems while concentrating on tactics and trying to get the
best speed out of one's boat.

“ Mr. Vanderbilt's rules have the decided advantage of be-
ing easier to understand, easier to remember, and easier to
interpret. But even more important, they remove, to a very
great extent, guesswork as to exaetly what the situation is.

“For example: under the N.A Y. R.U. rules it is a matter
of guesswork for either skipper to know when the leeward
boat has luffed the windward boat until the bow of the lee-
ward boat can no longer hit the windward boat forward of the
main shrouds. On the other hand, under the Vanderbilt rules
it is easy for the skipper of the windward boat to determine
when the ‘mast in line’ condition exists,

* Mr. Vanderbilt’s revised definition of ‘overlap’ removes
most of the difficulty (and it is considerable) that is involved
in the N.AY.R.U. definition of ‘within risk of collision.’

" Giving a starboard boat, while sailing free, the right of
way over & port tack boat which is close-hauled, not only
eliminates the need, at times, for the skipper of the starboard
hoat to do some mind reading, but also simplifies the rules.

"Mr. Vanderbilt's handling of the difficult question of
‘barging’ at the start is & great improvement on the ‘nearly
the same course’ difficulties presented by the N.AY.R.U.
rules.”

Commodore Piteairn wrote me at the conclusion of
the 1942 season of racing under my rules —

“You may be interested to know that we have had very
few protests in this summer’s racing, and that all have been
settled before they reached the Protest Committes,”

Commodore Piteairn wrote me in regard to the 1943
season on Lake George —

“On account of gasoline rationing making it impossible for
more than spotty attendance, we were unable to hold any
formal races at the Lake George Club in the summer of 1943,
However, a number of informal races were held by the few of
us who were able to sail from time to time. So far as I am
aware, no ‘legal’ controversies arose between any of the
participants. At the Lake George Club we now race exclu-
gively under your rules, and this no doubt accounts in part at
least for the happy results, although the hoats were few and
the races spotty.”

I would like to state, in ending this attempted eulogy
of the new rules, that I have never had the pleasure of
meeting either Dr. Barnes or Commodore Piteairn, or of
witnessing a race on Lake George or at Cincinnati, or of
attending a gathering of skippers in either locality. In
other words, the new rules have had to make their own
way, relying entirely on their own merit.

History of New Rules

I drafted what, for want of a better name, I call the
new rules in the autumn and winter of 1935 with the as-
sistanee of the late Philip J. Roosevelt, then President
of the North American Yacht Racing Union, the late
Van 8. Merle-Smith, then President of the Yacht Racing
Association of Long Island Bound, and Henry H. Ander-
son, then a member of the Race Committee of the Sea-
wanhaka Corinthian Yacht Club., They were issued in
pamphlet form in June 1936 and cireulated among a
number of prominent yachtsmen. Certain changes were
made a3 a result of suggestions received, and a second
draft was published in 1939 in the last part of my book
On the Wind's Highway. This attracted the favorable
attention of a number of progressive yachtsmen, includ-
ing Commodore Piteairn and Dr. Barnes. Other drafts,
printed in pamphlet form, have been issued from time
to time, incorporating changes dictated by experience.
While extensive changes in drafting and minor changes
in substance have been made during the past eight vears
to attain greater simplification, there is one fact I wish



to emphasize — the four Fundamental Right of Way
Rules that form the base of the whole structure have
never been changed. I would be glad to send an adequate
number of copies of the new rules to any club that may
desire to use them.

Let me now try to point out why the new rules have
proven so popular. Truth and modesty dictate that [ at-
tribute such popularity as they may have attained to the
shortcomings of the old rules as much as to the virtues
of the new. In order to fathom these shortcomings and
virtues it is necessary, before comparing new with exist-
ing rules, to compare the basie positions on which each
set is founded.

Basic Positions on Which New and Existing Right of Way
Rules Are Founded

I have tried to make this analysis as simple as possi-
ble, but parts of it may require careful reading, thought
and perhaps some study. Existing rules are so com-
plicated that they often defy simple analysis. I hope the
reader will not be discouraged because, at the outset, I
request him to familiarize himself with the meaning, as
used in this article, of the following frequently recurring
terms:

Fundamental Right of Way Rule— A hasic or underlying
rule that determines right of way when two yachts meet under
ordinary as distinguished from special conditions. Rules
dealing with luffing and bearing away are not right of way
rules gince they do not determine right of way; and rules
dealing with rounding marks are not fundamental since they
deal with special momentarily existing situations,

fight of Way Determinative— A relative position (eg.,
clear ahead vs. clear astern) or relative course (e.g., elose-
hauled vs. sailing free) of two yachts used to determine which
yacht has right of way when two yachts meet.

Unmistakable— A right of way rule or a right of way de-
terminative is unmistakable if there is never, at the moment
a yacht would normally alter eourse to clear another wacht,
any reasonable doubt as to its applicability.

On a Tack ~— To Tack —*

(New Rule Concept) — A yacht is on a tack except when
she is tacking or jibing. Consequently, a yacht is on a tack
when she is close-hauled or sailing downwind or hearing
away or luffing. A yacht is deemed to be luffing until she is
head to wind; her fack beging when she is beyond head to
wind.

(Existing Rule Concept) — A yacht is on a tack only when
she is elose-hauled. The rules do not specify when a fack
beging, but presumably it begins when a close-hauled yacht
alters her course to tack instead of o luff,

Stern Line — An imaginary line projecting abeam from a
yacht’s aftermost point.

(verlap —

(New Rule Concept) — There can be no question of an
overlap or of clear ahead-clear astern unless two yachts are
on the same tack. By definition — “ A vacht is clear ahead
if her stern line is ahead of all parts of the other yacht. If
neither yacht is clear ahead, the yachta overlap.” There are
but two same tack meeting positions, clear ahead-clear asiern
and overlap. Whenever two yachta on the same tack meet,
they are deemed to be in one of these two positions, irrespec-
tive of whether they are sailing the satne eourse or of whether
one is close-hauled and the other is sailing dead before the
wind.

(Existing Rule Concept) — An overlap can exist between
yachts on the same tack or on opposite tacks. An weerlap
cannot exist unless the yachts are sailing approzimately the
SOAE COUTSE,

* * Unless ::;.t_herwine noted the term on a tack is used throughout
this article in accordance with its new rule coneept,

Orerlaking Conditions — There is no distinetion between
overtaking and converging in the new rules. Neither term is
used.
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The new rules follow the practice adopted in the In-
ternational Rules of the Road at S8ea and in the existing
Racing Rules of limiting the scope of the rules to meet-
ings between two yachts. Otherwise the rules would be
too long and complieated.

Both new and existing Racing Rules contain (1) a set
of fundamental right of way rules that deal only with
right of way; and (2) a set of supplemental rules that
deal with luffing, bearing away, rounding marks, ete.
The supplemental rules will be disecussed in my next
article,

Each new and existing right of way rule is based on
the relative position of two yachts that meet, and,/or on
the relative course of each yacht compared to that of the
other or to the direction of the wind.

When two yachts meet, they must always be in one of
the three following positions —

On Opposite Tacks;

On the Same Tack;

One or Both Tacking or Jibing.

These three meeting positions are unmistakable, since
every skipper knows from the position of his main boom
which tack his yacht is on, and he can see at a glance
which tack an approaching yacht is on or whether she is
tacking or jibing. There is no possibility of any difference
of opinion.

The four new Fundamental Right of Way Rules are
based on four meeting positions analogous to the three
unmistakable ones named above. Four right of way de-
terminatives, as listed below, are used to determine
right of way in these four meeting positions.

Meeting position, On Opposite Tacks — right of way de-
terminative, Starboard Tack rs. Port Tack.

Meeting position, On the Same Tack Clear Ahead-Clear
Astern — determinative, Clear Ahead ps. Clear Astern.

Meeting position, On the Same Tack Overlapping — de-
terminative, Leeward Yacht v, Windward Yacht.

Meeting position, One on & Tack, the other Tacking or
Jibing — determinative, On a Tack vs. Tacking or Jibing.

As explained in the last paragraph, the first and the last
meeting positions are absolutely unmistakable, The
second and third meeting positions are, as I will pres-
ently illustrate, almost equally unmistakahle, since it is
not necessary to know whether or not an overlap exists
until the normal moment arrives for one yacht to alter
course to keep clear of the other.

Existing Fundamental Right of Way Rules (which
comprise seven rules and three definitions) are based on
eight meeting positions and use nine right of way deter-
minatives, as listed below, to determine right of way in
these eight meeting positions.

Meeting position, one Close-Hauled, the other Sailing Free
on the Same or on the Opposite Tack — right of way deter-
minative, Sailing Close-Hauled vs. Sailing Free,

Meeting position, both Close-Hauled on Opposite Tacks
— determinative, Starboard Tack vs. Port Tack.

Meeting position, both Sailing Free on Opposite Tacks but
on Substantially Different Courses — determinative, Star-
board Tack vs. Port Tack.

Meeting position, both’ Close-Hauled on the Same Tack
Converging and not Overtaking — determinative, Leeward
Yacht vs. Windward Yacht.

*



Meeting position, both Sailing Free on the Same Tack on
Bubstantially Different Courses — determinative, Leeward
Yacht vs. Windward Yacht.

Meeting position, both Sailing the Same or Nearly the
Same Course on the Bame or on Opposite Tacks and Over-
lapping when Risk of Collision began to Exist — determina-
tive, Leeward Yacht vs. Windward Yacht.

Meeting position, both Sailing the SBame or Nearly the
Same Course on the Same or on Opposite Tacks and Clear
Ahead-Clear Astern when Risk of Collizion began to Exist —
determinative, Overtaken Yacht vs. Overtaking Yacht.

Meeting position, one On a Tack the other Tacking —
determinative, On a Tack ve. Tacking (no mention is made of
jibing in existing rules).

Five right of way determinatives have been listed
above as applicable to, these eight meeting positions,
Four additional right of way determinatives are used
in connection with the application of the overtaking
rule —

Being, when risk of eollision began to exist, Clear Ahead-

Clear Aslern va, Overlapping.

Bailing, when risk of collision began to exist, Nearly the

Same Cowrse va. Substanfially Ifferent Courses,

Continuing, after risk of collision exists, to sail Approxi-
mately the Same Course vs. Substantially Different Couraes.

Continuing to sail Within Risk of Collizsion va. Widening
Otk beyond Rish of Collision.

All of the last four determinatives must be applied to
each meeting between two yachts whenever it is a ques-
tion whether the overtaking rule applies, instead of
either the converging on the same tack or the sailing free
on opposite tacks rules. In such cases, right of way de-
pends, not on an existing position {ie., not on the posi-
tion of the yachts at the moment one would normally
alter course to keep out of the way), but on a review of
several past mistakable conditions. Under the new rules
it is never necessary to review past pesitions in order to
determine right of way.

Existing rules have too many right of way determina-
tives, This iz the normal eonsequence of the underlying
fault in the basic rule structure that existing rules are
based on too many meeting positions. This underlying
fault is responsible, primarily and prineipally, for all of
the troubles experienced with existing rules. Obviously a
set of right 6f way rules must cover all possible meeting
positions, Otherwise they would be ineomplete. Now,
the number of possible meeting positions depends, to
some extent, on the terminology used to deseribe them.
For instance, if, in determining right of way, we elect to
differentiate between a yacht sailing close-hauled and
one sailing free, we inerease both the number of possible
meeting positions used to determine right of way and the
number of right of way determinatives necessary to de-
fine it, Existing rule terminology prescribes eight possi-
ble meeting positions. These eight positions require
seven right of way rules and three definitions (Owverlap,
Overtaking, Risk of Collision) and nine right of way
determinatives to determine right of way when two
yachts meet. By the simple expedient of revising existing
rule terminology, the number of possible meeting posi-
tions has been reduced in the new rules from eight to
four, the number of right of way determinatives from
nine to four, the number of right of way rules from seven
to four, and the three definitions have been eliminated
as factors in determining right of way.

These reductions were brought about by merely en-
larging the existing rule concept of On & Tack and Over-
fap, and by avoiding the use (in selecting meefing posi-
tions to determine right of way) of meeting positions
based on Bailing Close-Hauled, Bailing Free, Bailing
Nearly the Same Course, Sailing Substantially Different
Courses and Bailing Within Risk of Collision. These
reductions, and the fact that they have resulted in an
unmistakable set of right of way rules, are responsible
for the success of the new rules. No [urther reduction
can be brought about either by further revising ter-
minology or by any other expedient. We have reached,
in the new rules, the rock bottom of simplification of the
Fundamental Right of Way Rules,

Fundamental Right of Way Rules

The four fundamental right of way rules of the new
rules (already quoted at the beginning of this article)
Arg —

1. If two yachts are on opposite tacks, the port tack yacht

shall keep out of the way.

2. If two yachts on the same tack are clear ahead and clear

astern, the yacht clear astern shall keep out of the way.

3. If two yachts on the same tack overlap, the windward

vacht shall keep out of the way.

4, A yacht, while tacking or jibing, shall keep out of the

way of a yacht on a tack. *

The seven fundamental right of way rules of existing
rules are —

Rule 30 (A) — " A yacht overtaking another shall keep out
of the way of the overtaken yacht.”

Bale 30 (D)) — “ A yacht which has the wind free shall keep
out of the way of one which is close-hauled.”

Rule 30 (E} — “A yacht which is close-hauled on the port
tack shall keep out of the way of one which is elose-houled
on the starboard tack.”

Rule 30 (F) — “When both yachts have the wind {ree on
different sides, and neither can claim the rights of a yacht
being overtaken, the yacht which has the wind on the port
side shall keep out of the way of the other.” §

Rule 30 (G) — “ When both yachts have the wind free on the
same side and neither can claim the rights of a yacht being
overtaken, the vacht to windward shall keep out of the
way of the yacht to leeward."

Rule 30 (H) — “When two yachts both close-hauled on the
same tack are converging by reason of the leeward yacht
holding a better wind, and neither can elaim the rights of &
yvacht being overtaken, then the yacht to windward shall
keep out of the way."”

Rile 30 (I) — “ A yacht may not tack so as to involve prob-
ability of collision with another yacht unless she can gather
proper way on her new tack before a collision would oceur;
nor 5o a3 to involve probability of collision with another
yacht which, owing to her position, cannot keep out of the
way. . . . -

Compare these seven existing fundamental rules with
the four fundamental rules of the new rules. Note how
much shorter and simpler the new rules are. Note how
the varjous right of way determinatives of existing rules
are intermingled, necessitating in some cases eross refer-
ence to other rules. The situation under existing rules is
actually far more complicated than it appears to be from

* Both the new rules and eristing rules are silend on the question
right of way belwseen bwo yochis lacking or filing simultancously, 1t
might be well {o insert o provision to the effect thal, in such @ case, while
netther yockt has right of way, neither shall so alfer course towards the
other ma lo collide with her, .

1 A yocht 12 deemed do have the wnind on the side opposile to thal om
which she i3 corrying her main boom.



reading the above rules. To appreciate this, it is neces-
gary to read the Overlap, fisk of Collision and Overtaking
definitions, which not only form part of the above rules,
but also contain the last four of the nine right of way
determinatives previously listed. ’

I fear I may have tried the reader’s patience with the
above technical analysis. Now that we have finished it,
let us take up the relatively simple discussion and com-
parison (illustrated with simple diagrams) of the opera-
tion of new and existing fundamental right of way rules.
Let us divide the diseussion into three parts: Yachts
meeting (1) On Opposite Tacks; (2) On the SBame Tack;
and (3) One On a Tack, the Other Tacking or Jibing.

On Opposite Tacks

Hule 1 of the four fundamental rules of the new rules
governs right of way when two yachts meet on opposite
tacks, It reads:

1. If two yachts are on opposite tacks, the port tack
yacht shall keep out of the way.

There is but one exeeption to this rule, which applies
to a starboard tack yvacht on the wrong side of the start-
ing line after her starting signal. Existing rules contain a
like exception to this rule and, in addition (using the new
rule concept of “On a Tack’), the two following
exceptions:

{ii) A close-hauled port tack yacht has right of way over a
starboard tack yacht sailing free (Rule 30 (D)); and

(iii) An overtaken port tack yacht has right of way over
an overtaking starboard tack yacht (Rule 30 (A}).

Eliminating the first exception, which is common to
both rules and too limited in scope to canse confusion,
the new rules require but one short unmistakable funda-
mental rule to determine right of way in all opposite
tack meetings, while existing rules require four funda-
mental rules, namely, clauses (A), (D), (E) and (F) of
Rule 30 (any one of which may apply) and three defi-
nitiong, Overtaking, Overlap and Risk of Collision.

These four existing rules are, under certain conditions,
mistakable one for the other, For example:

CasE T. As shown in the diagram, two yachis are ap-
proaching the starting line on oppesite tacks. The port tack
yacht iz close-hanled. The starboard tack yacht is sailing
with a hard full and could lie one or two points closer to the
wind.

CASE 1

STARTING LIME i

L=

Dioes elause (1) or (E) of Rule 30 apply? This situation is
even more complicated if the starboard tack yacht is sailing 3
or 4 points below full-and-by and luffs to elaim right of way
under clause (E). As an example of the diffieulties which have
arisen in similar cases: at the start of the Astor Cup Race in
1934, & serious eollision between three large J Class sloops

was narrowly averted because the port tack yachi applied
clause (D) in the situation shown in the diagram and two
starboard tack yachts clause (E). A protest resulted.

Case I1. On a windward leg a port tack yacht, as shown in
the diagram, forces another port tack yacht elear ahead and
to leeward to overstand the windward mark so a8 to be sure
to be ahead of her at the mark, When both yachts tack to
starboard for the mark (which must be leit on their starboard
side) both have substantially overstood it. A third yacht is
fetching the mark elose-havled on the port tack,
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Dioes elause (D) or (E) of Bule 30 apply? Has the port tack
vacht right of way? Situations similar to that presented in
Case [T also frequently arise when a starboard tack yacht has
overstood & mark due to a slight shift of wind, or to failing to
make the proper allowanee for current.

(Casg I11. Two vachts eailing nearly the same course, but
converging slightly, are approaching a leeward mark on
opposite tacks.
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Which yacht has right of way and can P (the port tack
yacht) elaim room at the mark which must be left to star-
board before hauling on the wind? The presence of the mark
i immaterial in deciding which yacht has right of way. Each
gkipper must try to retrace the course of both yachts and
decide from memory of former positions {assuming they
were noted at the time) four difficult questions: (1) When
did risk of eollision begin to exist? (2) Were the yachts clear
ahead-clear astern when rigk of eollision began to exist? (3)
Were the yachts sailing nearly the same course when risk of
collision begun to exist? (4) Have the yachts been sailing ap-
proximately the same course since risk of collision has
exizted? If it is agreed that the answer fo each of the last
three questions is “ Yes,” P ranks as right of way overtaken
yvacht (Hule 30 (A)), and is entitled to room at the mark. Tf
the answer to any of the last three questions is * No," 8 ranks
as right of way yacht because she has * the wind on the star-
board side” (Rule 30 (F)), and P is not entitled to room at
the mark. As an example of the difficulties which have arisen
in gimilar cases, the decision of two protests at the start of
two races for the America’s Cup in 1934 hinged on whether
clause (A} still applied %o the Challenger and Defender on op-
posite tacks before the start, or on whether it had been sup-
planted by clause (F).



Let the reader put himself in the position of the skip-
per of either yacht in Cases I, IT and ITI. Tt is almost cer-
tain that each skipper will in all good faith apply the
rule that favors his own yacht. The situation Case
IIT is s0 complicated that it is unreasonable even to hope
for agreement. Furthermore, in the event of a protest, it
will be irnpossible for the Race Committee to determine
the actual facts in Case 111, 1t will have to base its de-
cision on a guess as to the facts, and one of the skippers
will eertainly feel agprieved.

We cannot escape the conelusion that the gight of way
determinatives used in the present rules are mistakable
in certam situations when two yachts meet on opposite
tacks. Many arguments and protests and doubtless
some collisions have resulted. What useful purpose is
served by making an exception to the unmistakable
starboard or opposite tack right of way rule in Cases I,
IT and III? T have yet to find a yachtsman who can find
that it serves any useful purpose.

In concluding the comparison of the opposite tack
rules, T would like to point out an important incidental
advantage that the new rules possess. Many spinnakers
have been torn making a sudden alteration of course to
clear a close-hauled yacht. The greatest difficulty arises
when she has recently tacked. Rule 30 (D) seems unjust
gince the modern close-hauled yacht can easily alter
course without danger of tearing a sail, while a yacht
carrying a spinnaker cannot. The new rules automati-
cally solve half of the spinnaker injustices, since under
them a starboard tack yacht earrying a spinnaker has
right of way over a close-hauled port tack yacht. The
new rules also contain other provisions to protect yachts
carrying spinnakers., These form part of the supple-
mental rules to be discussed in my next artiele,

On the Same Tack

Hules 2 and 3 of the four fundamental rules of the
new rules govern right of way when two yachts meet on
the same tack. They read

2. “If two yvachts on the same tack are clear ahead and

clear astern, the yacht clear astern shall keep out of the way."”

A, “Tf two yachts on the same tack overlap, the windward
vacht shall keep out of the way.”

There are two exceptions to these rules which apply —
(i) toa yacht clear ahead or a leeward yacht on the wrong
gide of the starting line after the starting signal; and
{ii} toaleeward vacht about toleave a mark to windward.

Existing rules contain two like exceptions to these two
fundamental rules, and, in addition, the following excep-
tion to rale 3 —

(i1} the leeward yacht if she ranks s an overtaking yacht

muet keep out of the way of the windward yacht (Rule 30

(A)).

Eliminating exceptions (i) and (i), which are common
to both rules and too limited in scope to eause confusion,
the new rules require but two short unmistakable funda-
mental rules to determine right of way on the same tack,
while existing rules require four fundamental rules,
clauses (A), (12}, (G} and (H) of Rule 30 (any one of
which may apply) and three definitions — Overlap,
Overtaking and Risk of Collision.

The concept of right of way on the same tack is very
different in the new and in existing rules. For instance,
there is a marked difference in the coneept of Overlap.
The salient points of difference, all of which should be
carefully noted, have been stated on page 3.

The neWw rules, in determining right of way, do not
differentiate between overiaking and converging condi-
tions, between sailing close-hauled and sailing free, or
hetween sailing nearly the same or approzimalely the same
or substantially different courses, or prescribe a risk of
collison zone. These italicized terms are not used in the
new rules. Fundamental rules 2 and 3 of the new rules
apply to both overtaking and converging situations. If
two yachts are on the same tack, right of way always
depends {except in the case of a yacht on the wrong side
of the starting line) only on whether the yachts are clear
ahead-clear astern, or on whether they overlap (new
rile coneept).

Let us consider three cases to illustrate the opera-
tion of the same tack fundamental rules of the new rules.

Casm IV, Yacht W is dear ahead since her slern line {an
imaginary line projecting abeam from her aftermost point) is
ahead of all parts of the other yacht. Fundamental rule 2
applies and L must keep out of the way.
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Cazg V. The yachis approached each other as in Case IV,
but in Caze V, W, owing to the fact that an overlap existed,
did not suceeed in slipping in ahead of L. Fundamental rule 3
appliesand W, the windward yacht, has had to Tuff up to keep
elear of L. {The discussion of L's right to Iuff is discussed in
the next article,)

Casg VI, The yachts overlap, since neither yacht is clear
ahead, 1.e., since the stern line of neither yacht is ahead of all
parts of the other yacht. Fundamental rule 3 applies and
vacht W, which ranks as windward yacht since she is on the
other's windward side, must keep out of the way,

It 1s obviously not easy to agree in the doubtiul cases
illustrated below whether two vachts are clear ahead-
clear astern, or overlap.
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Fortunately it 15 not necessary under the new rules in
either Case VII or VIII (or in any other doubtful case)
to determine, when the yachts are say three or four
lengths apart, whether or not they overlap. In Case VII
since W, whether she ranks as the yacht clear astern or
as the windward yachi, would have to keep out of L’s



way in either event, it is immaterial whether the wachts
overlap. In Case VIII the yachts will eventually meet in
the position shown in either Case IV or V. It iz not necessary
for either gkipper to know or note, when the yachts are in
the Case VIII position, which wyacht has right of way, be-
cause neither yacht will normally alter her course to avoid a col-
lision until the yvachts are almost in the Case IV or V positions,
at which time it is easy to determine whether or not an overlap
exizts. Bhould the yachts bump owing to a miscaleulation of
clearance or of relative speed, the peint of contact on yacht W
would definitely establish right of way. If L hit W, on the lee
quarter (Case V), an overlap must have existed. If L hit W on the
transom (Case IV), L must have been clear astern and - traveling
faster, If we apply existing rules to this situation, the point of
contact would be immaterial. It would be necessary to recall
and review the Case VIIT position to determine which yacht
must keep out of the way.

I think the reader will agree that the distinetion between the
elear ahead-clear astern and overlapping positions, as applied in
the new rules to two yachts on the same tack, iz unmistakahble.
When using the new rules it is never necessary, in order to deter-
mine right of way, to review positions which existed before the
situation has reached a point where it is normally ineumbent on
one of the yachts to alter course to keep out of the other’s way.
Arguments should arise only when the right of way yacht claims
that she had to alter course to avoid a collision, and the other
vacht claims that if the right of way yacht had held her course
na collizion would have occurred. We will always have disputes of
this nature. They can arise over any right of way rule, past,
present or future. There is no way of preventing them by rule.
Moreover, such disputes are caused by difference of opinion as
to the proximity, relative speed and positions of the yachts, not
as to the application of the rules.

Let us review in detail how existing rules apply to the position
we have just been discussing in Case V (position (b) in the dia-
gram below) and assume, as seems probable, that a few minutes
earlier the yvachts were in the position shown in Case VIII (posi-
tion (&) in the diagram below).

FOsSITION B

Which yacht has right of way under existing rules when the
yachts met in position (b)? The question of right of way did
not seem to be of particular moment when the yachts were in
position {g). Unless their ekippers were veterans and rule ex-
perts, the relative position of the two yachts probably escaped
their attention until the normal moment arrived for one of the
yachts to alter course; i.e., until just before the yachts reached
position (b). Yet these two skippers, in order then to determine
which yacht must keep out of the way, had to try to recall the
position of the yachts at (a), and had to decide five most
difficult guestions, all from memory of former positions: (i)
When did risk of collision begin to exist? (i) Were the yachts
clear ohead-clear aslern when risk of collision began to exist?
(iii} Were the yachts sailing nearly the same course when risk
of collision began to exist? (iv) Have the vachts been sailing
approcimately the same course sinece risk of collision has existed?
{(v) Has risk of collision existed continuously since it hegan to
exist?

If both skippers agree that the answer fo each of the last
four questions was “ Yes,” W ranked as the right of way over-

taken yack! under Rule 30 (A). I the answer to any of the last
four questions was ““No,” L ranked as right of way leeward
converging yacht under Rule 30 (G). Now risk of collision began
to exist (i.e., the turning eircles of the yachts began to inter-
sect) at about the time the yachts were in position (a), and at
that time it was extremely difficult to determine, not only
whether or not risk of collision actually existed, but alse, on
account of the distance separating the yachts, whether or not
they overlapped.

Compare, as illustrated by this everyday meeting case, the
very complieated, highly controversial procedure which must
be used to determine right of way under existing rules with the
very simple procedure of the new rules under which there can
never be any doubt, when the normal moment to alter course
arrives, which yacht has right of way. If space permitted,
many other illustrations of the difficulties encountered in
applying the existing on the same tack fundamental rules could
be given.

I am sure the reader will appreciate that when two vachts
on the same tack meet, it is unreasonable in many cases to
expect any two yachtsmen to agree on the facts that it iz nec-
essary to agree on in order to apply the mistakable right of way
determinatives of existing rules. The fact that it is necessary,
in order to determine right of way, to recall and to review posi-
tions which existed several minutes earlier, is in itself sufficient
to warrant the condemnation of existing rules. Right of way
ghould always depend only on conditions that exist at the
moment one yacht would normally alter her course to keep out
of the way of the other yacht. Furthermore, let me emphasize
that right of way should depend only on one unmistakable
condition which exists at that moment, not on a series of
mistakable past conditions as in existing rules.

It is not surprising, in view of the difficulties which have
been experienced with existing rules, that the new rules have
met with such unanimous acclaim. As already intimated,
perhaps their popularity is due as much to the imperfections
of the old rules as to any virtue the new rules may possess.
Tacking or Jibing

The differences between fundamental rule 4 of the new rules
and existing rule 30 (I) which govern right of way when a yacht
On a Tack meets & yacht Tacking or Jiking, are not sulficiently
important to warrant detailed discussion in this article. There
are important differences, which will be diseussed in the next
article, in some of the supplemental rules desling with tacking
and jibing.

The Influence of the International Rules

Why, the reader may ask, were mistakable right of way de-
terminatives injected into existing rules, and why were they
not eliminated years ago? The answer to these questions in-
volves a brief review of the history of yacht racing rules.

I do not know when or by whom the first set of racing right
of way rules was drafted, but I do know that the original
drafters did not have a clean slate to start with, They were
confronted with an existing set of right of way rules; namely,
the International BEules of the Road at Sea. They form the
basis of our Raecing Right of Way Rules, and the existing im-
perfections of the latter result from a too short-sighted appli-
cation of some of the precepts of the former. As proof of thia
contention, it is only necessary o examine cur existing supple-
mental rules dealing with Rounding Marks and Close Hauled
n the Same Tack Approaching an Obstruction. The relative
excellence of these rules is due to the fact that, since they have
no connection with the International Rules, they were ob-
viously drafted, not only without any reference to them, but
alzo having in mind only the interests of yacht racing.

The sections of the International Rules dealing with the
meeting of sailing vessels at sea have not been changed for a
great many years. They date back to the square-rigger days,
and were framed primarily for the benefit of square-riggers.
For instance, a square-rigger, was not on a fack unless she had
tacks aboard, and she only had tacks aboard when she was
endeavoring (with little, if any, success) to beat to windward.
This old and limited conception of en a tack still exists in our



present racing rules. A yacht is, according to the rules, on o
tack only when she is close-hauled. While the term on a lack
is not defined, it is only necessary to read the existing funds-
mental rules quoted in this article to see that no other inter-
pretation iz possible, Incidentally, this limited interpretation
18 responsible for many drafting ambiguities of existing rules.
The good old square-rigger days are over. It is time that we
modernized our racing rules to conform to the present-day
commonly accepted meaning of the terms used therein.

The International Rules were quite properly originally
framed to protect a square-rigger endeavoring to beat to wind-
ward by giving her right of way. Hence the exception to the
opposite tack rule in our racing roles giving a close-hauled
port tack yacht right of way over a yacht sailing free “with
the wind on the starboard side.” .

In the International Rules a yacht is deemed to be over-
taking another if she approaches from more than two points
aft of the beam. No mention is made of everlap. While our
yacht raving overtaking rules are so different from the Inter-
national Overtaking Rule that it is hard to recognize any simi-
larity, we can trace the application of the overtaking rule, as
an exception to the opposite or starboard tack rule, to a foo
blind following of the precepts of the International Rules.

Arguments For and Against Changing the Rules

The imperfections in our existing rules are common knowl-
edge to many yachtsmen. I believe that the failure to eliminate
them is due primarily to a dislike of changes, in turn attribut-
able to the advanced age of many of those who have held
influential positions in the yachting world. Some of these “old
die-hards” have merely stated that they did not approve of
the changes I have suggested. No one has ever advanced or
attempted to advance a single convincing argument in defense
of existing rules or setting forth why the fundamental changes
I advoeate should not be made. One prominent yachtsman
wrote me that while he considered that my suggestions had
mueh merit, he was too old to learn another set of rules. Another
argued that, while existing rules are not perfect, we have built
up sufficient valuable case law to clarify them; all of which
would have to be dizcarded if we should adopt a new set of
rules. If this argument should prevail, the rules would remain
forever in stafu quo.

Case law, however perfect, can never eliminate uncertainty

in application due to one rule being mistakable for another.
Cage law iz not, with a few exceptions, generally available to
the average yachtsman. If we examine it earefully, we find
countless instances of disagreement between the various ruling
bodies as to the meaning of the rules. In a ease but recently
finally decided, the four committees that considered it all
reached substantially different conclusions. This failure to
agree is good evidence of bad drafting, obscure meaning and
difficulty of interpretation. If Race Committees ‘and Appeals
Committees differ as to the meaning of the rules after mature
deliberation, how can we expect yachtsmen to agree on them
in the midst of an exciting race?

Another argument made against changing the rules is that
in the interests of safety and to avoid confusion, we eannot

afford to make any further departures from the International

Bules. 1 agree that the Racing Right of Way Rules should
follow the International Rules as elosely as possible, but that
gimilarity should not be carried to a point where uncertainties
and dangerous situations (such as I have illustrated) are thereby
created, Our present Raecing Right of Way Rules already con-
tain so many rules at variance with the International Rules

that the injection of what might be construed to be s couple

of additional departures 'will make no material difference.
Today there are too many arguments and protests whick,

unfortunately, often create ill feeling to the detriment of the

gport. As proven by the results obtsined under the new rules

on Lake George and at Cincinnati, most of these unfortunate 3

incidents can be avoided by making the right of way determi-
natives so unmistakable thai both yachts must invariably
apply the same rule. There are many boys and girls racing
small boats today. There will be more after the war. They
canmot cope with the present complicated rules, We owe them
a simplified sef.

1 do not elaim that the new set of racing rules is perfect.
Undoubtedly differences of opinion will arige regarding some
of the supplemental rules to be discussed in the next article. It

is not o matter of great moment how these differences are

finally resolved. T am certain of only one thing — that we will
never have a satizfactory set of racing right of way rules until
we substitute, for the seven existing right of way rules, the four
fundamental right of way rules I have advocated in this article,
and until we adopt a new supplemental rule structure built
around these four rules.



Part Il —Supplemental Rules Related to Right of Way —New vs. Old

last article, the Supplemental Rules have no con-

nection with the International Rules of the Road
at Bea. The International Rules contain no comparable
rules, since they were not designed to cover the situa-
tions that arise in vacht racing under the SBupplemental
Rules. Nor were the International Rules designed, as I
have endeavored to point out in the last article, to cover
many of the situations that arise under the Fundamen-
tal Rules. The most important Supplemental Rules deal
with Luffing and Bearing Away.

l INLIKE the Fundamental Rules discussed in the

Luffing and Bearing Away

New and existing rules eovering Luffing and Bearing
Away differ materially in substance, arrangement and
drafting. The principal points of differences in sub-
stance may be summarized as follows:

(1) Existing rules have two luffing rules: a luffl as you
" please rule which permits an overtaken yacht to
Iuff an overtaking yacht passing to windward;
and an (in some respects less drastie, in other
respects more drastic) aliering course rule which
permits the leeward of two converging yachts to
luff the windward yacht. The new rules have but
one luffing rule: a luff as you please rule which
permits a leeward yacht to luff a windward
yacht, irrespective of whether the latter is over-
taking or converging.

Existing rules use the stem end of the lecward yachi
striking the windward yacht abaft the main shrouds
position for terminating the ‘‘as you please”
right to luff the overtaking yacht. No terminative
is preseribed for the right to luff a windward con-
verging yacht. The new rules use the mast of the
leeward yacht in line with the helmsman of the
windward yachi position to determine the right to
luff, and, if it exists, to ferminate if.

(2)

Existing rules permit a leeward overtaken yacht
to luff an overtaking vacht on the opposile tack,
The new rules restrict luffing rights to yachts on
the same tack.

Existing rules provide that an overtaken yacht
may not bear away to prevent an overtaking
yacht from passing her to leeward. The new rules
permit such a practice.

(4)

I think all yachtsmen will agree, after reading this
diseussion on Luffing and Bearing Away, that it is better
to have one luffing rule than two, that the new rule
method of terminating luffing rights is better than the
existing one, and that luffing rights should be limited to
yachts on the same tack. But yachtsmen will differ as to
the advisability of permitting a windward yacht to bear
away to prevent another yacht from passing to leeward.
In practice, the enforcement of this bearing away pro-
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hibition has proved very difficult, but in theory existing
rules are right.

Before pursuing this discussion of Luffing and Bearing
Away further, it is necessary for reference and compari-
son to quote all pertinent existing and new rules.

The following existing rules eover Luffing and Bearing
Away:

Overtaking

Tule 30 (B — “If the overtaking yacht steers a course to
pass the overtaken yacht on the side opposite fo that on
which the latter then carries her main boom, the latter may
luff from her course, head to wind if she pleases, to prevent
the former passing her to windward, until she is in such a
position that her bowsprit end, or stem if she has no bow-
sprit, would strike the overtaking yacht abaft the main
shrouds, after which she may maintain her course, but may
luff o further. In cases of doubt as to the right of the leeward
yacht to luff, the windward yacht must respond to the luff,
and protest if she thinks fit.

Rule 30 (C) — “ A yacht must never bear away out of her
proper course to hinder an overtaking yacht passing her to
leeward. The overtaking yacht, if to leeward, must not luf
so as to interfere ! with the windward yacht or eause her to
alter her course, until she ranks as an overtaken yacht. The
lee side shall be considered that on which the leading yacht
of the two earries her main boom st the time she ceases to be
clear ahead.

Meeting, Crossing and Converging

“ Before the starting signal is given there are no restrictions
upon the maneuvering of the yachts other than the provi-
sions of Rules 30, 31 and 32, and the yacht holding right of
way may alter course in any reasonable manner (but a luff
so sudden that it cannot be easily responded to would not be
considered reasonable).

“ Ag soon as the starting signal is given, yachts must sail a
eourse eonsistent with the intention of erossing the line, but
in all other respeets the only restrictions on maneuvering are
those provided in Rules 30, 31 and 32 After crossing the
line the only restrictions upon maneuvering are those pro-
vided in Rules 30, 31 and 32.

Altering Course
Rule 30 (K} — “When by any of the above clauses one
yacht has to keep out of the way of another, the latter (sub-
ject to clause (B)) shall not alter course so as to prevent her
doing so. Although the right of way yacht is not bound to
hold her course, she must not so alter it as to mislead or balk
the other, in the act of keeping out of the way.”

The following new rules (latest draft) cover Luffing
and Bearing Away. The four Fundamental Right of Way
Rules, discussed at length in the first article (i.e., clause
(a) of Rules 1, 2 and 3 and the first sentence of Rule 6)
are slso quoted below to avoid breaking the continuity of
the text. These four rules replace the seven existing
Fundamental Rules (i.e, clauses A, D, E, F, G, Hand 1
of Rule 30).

I "}m_'e;-:fﬁ'a " iy uzed in the sense of inlerference through aciyol
condact.



General Rules

On Opposite Tacks
1. If two yachts are on opposite tacks —
a. the port tack yacht shall keep out of the way,;
b. the starboard tack yacht —

i. before starting; may (subject to seetion 4) luff or
bear away so as to force the port tack yacht to alter
her course, but only slowly and not so as to balk or
mislead the port tack yacht when she is in the act of
keeping out of the way;

ii. after starting; shall (subject to her right to tack or
Jibe) noteo alter her course as to interfere with or balk
the port tack yacht.

On the Same Tack — Clear Ahead and Clear Astern

2. If two yachts on the same tack are clear ahead and clear
astern —
a, the yacht clear astern shall keep out of the way;
b. the yacht clear ahead (subject to section 4) —
i, before starting; may luff (head to wind if she pleases)
or bear away ; but may only luff or bear away slowly if
towards a yacht clear astern about to establish an
overlap;
ii. after starting; may luff as quickly as she pleases
and head to wind if she pleases; or may bear away, but
not 20 as to force a yacht clear astern about to estab-
lish an overlap to leeward to alter her course to avoid a
eollision.

On the Same Tack — Cverlopping
3. If two yachts on the same tack overlap —
a. the windward yacht shall keep out of the way;

b. the leeward yacht may always bear away unless she
would thereby balk a windward yacht attempting to cross
her bow;

e. if the windward yacht was aft of the mast line ' when
the overlap began; the leeward yacht may lnff (subject
to section 4 and to footnote* below) head to wind if
ghe pleazes until the windward yacht is abreast of the mast
line. Thereafter, or if the windward yacht was forward
of the mast line when the overlap began; the leeward
yacht, while that overlap continues to exist? may not —

i. before starting; luff s0 as to force the windward
yacht to luff;

ii. after starting; sail above her normal course.

Greneral Limitations on Right to Luff or Bear Away

4. The right of way yacht may not exercise the right (if it is
accorded to her in one of the three preceding sections) to luff
or bear away so as to force the yacht obligated to keep out of
the way to alter her course —

a. unless the yacht obligated to keep out of the way is in
a position where she is ahle to respond & and

b. unless the right of way yacht has gathered full way
after tacking, jibing, S-ing or sailing with sails shaking.
If the right of way yacht, soon after executing one of these
maneuvers, engages a yacht of her own class in a luffing

m‘}i mmdn&;wdﬂfmh&u abrmwﬁ the “mast line™ wﬁdi!ﬂ her wheel or
e fore [ tller 12 { of an imaginary line projecting
abeam from rf; center of the kmrdfww'x matmmast. The person
in charge of the windward yacht is prima facie mast line judye, While
a hael by him — “mast in line"” or words to that efect — i not com-
pulsory, until one de made, the leeward yacht, when there is recsonable
doubt, may assume that the relative position of the yachls does not {or
did not) warran! such a kail. The leaward i, when so hatled, must
be governed accordingly. Her only remedy (tes in hoisting a flag, if she
deams ] {mproper.
* Before starting; the leeward yochi may only luff slowly. After
stagltng; she ma n?u as quickly ax she pleases.
An overlap, n lhis caze, does not begin or conlinue fo exist if fwo

Mo ehance for an argument!

match before attaining equal speed with the latter, the
right of way yacht is deemed to lnck full way.

5. The yacht obligated to keep out of the way may, provided
she fulfills said obligation, always luff or bear away.

Tacking or Jibing

6. A yacht, while tacking or jibing (and thereafter if she then
ranks as a yacht obligated to keep out of the way) shall keep
out of the way of a yacht on s tack® The latter shall not so
alter her eourse as to balk the former.

The General Rules of the new rules have seven sec-
tions: the six quoted above and a seventh dealing with
Tacking and Jibing quoted on page 16. The Special
Momentary Fosition Rules follow the General Rules and
are captioned Rounding Marks or Obstructions, One Way
Traffic Lane, and Close Hauled on the Same Tack Ap-
proaching an Obstruetion. They will be dizscussed later.
The General Rules and Special Bules include all new
rules that deal directly or indirectly with right of way
(i.e, all rules that apply when two yachts meet). A
number of Definitions, necessary to clarify new rule
terminology, precede the General Rules. Note that all
new rules (except, to avoid repetition, those of section 4)
that apply to each of the four meeting positions used to
determine right of way are grouped together under cap-
tions indicative of the four meeting positions — (1) On
Opposite Tacks; (2) On the SBame Tack — Clear Ahead

yachis, although abeam, are more than two overall lengths of the longer
L apart, '

* Note that if the leeward yacht bears away after Tosing her luffing
rights, she does so al ker own risk, since the windward yachi can, by
bearing away with her (section &), prevent her from huffing,

§ When three {or mw:iaw* averlap, the presence of an inlervening
oterlapping chi (whether or not she has a right to huff the { next
to urin{gm:'d does not release @ windward yack? (if she {3 able o fuflh)
from an exizling oblipation to Euf‘fnr & third packt further to leetcard,
The intervening yachi cannot be disqualified for not huffing in responze
te a [uff, if the yocht next to windward does not give her room to tuff.

% A tack or a jibe by either or bolk of two yachis always creates a new
right of way situation, but not necessarily a different one; (e.g., section £
way apply botk before and after two yachts have jibed).
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and Clear Astern; (3) On the Bame Tack — Overlap-
ping; and (4) Tacking or Jibing.

New rules dealing with Luffing and Bearing Away are
longer, more specific and cover more ground than exist-
ing rules. For instance, clauzse K of Rule 30 is embarrass-
ingly indefinite. Thiz elause is generally known as the
Converging Luffing Rule. It has been interpreted to mean
that the leeward yacht may luff slowly. But the rule it-
self gives no indieation how fast, how long or how far she
may luff. Perhaps we can infer from this silence that,
provided she luffs slowly, she ean luff as long as the over-
lap lasts and head to wind if she pleases.

Twe Luffing Rules vs. One

There is a theoretical argument which can be ad-
vaneced in favor of having twe luffing rules; one for over-
taken wachts, the other for converging yachts, as in
existing rules; instead of having a single luffing rule that
applies to both conditions, as in the new rules. Theo-
retically, it seems proper to give greater protective
luffing righte to an overtaken leeward yacht than to a
leeward converging yacht, because the big bad overtak-
ing yacht has deliberately chosen to pass to windward;
while the converging windward vacht, as she must have
approached from the windward side, did not have per-
haps as free a choice on which side to pass. Practieally,
when two yachts on the same tack converge sailing sub-
stantially different courses, they are usually bound for
different turning marks. If so, the windward yacht al-
ways maneuvers 8o a8 to cross the other’s bow or stern,
since she would suffer too great s loss if she sailed into a
position where she was forced to parallel the course of
the leeward yacht.

Cn the other hand, if two converging yachts are bound
for the same mark, they are probably converging at a
moderate angle, and the windward yacht would nor-
mally suffer no great loss by luffing up to parallel the
course of the leeward yacht. Bhe might therefore elect to
gail into & position where she could no longer, beeause of
an overlap, cross shead or astern of the leeward yacht.
Hence, as a practical matter, in considering luffing rights
we only have to deal with the case of two yachts bound
for the same mark (or marks on the same bearing). When
two yachts are converging atl a moderate angle, the pre-
vicusly mentioned theoretical argument to warrant a
different luffing rule for overtaking and converging con-
ditions loses most of its force. It does net carry enough
weight to warrant the etistence of two different luffing
rules, and of all the griel that their application involves.

It iz easier to learn and apply one luffing rule than
two, but that is only a minor point. The great practical
difficulty in applying the two existing luffing rules is
that, in order to know which one to apply, it is necessary
to know whether overtaking or converging conditions
exist. In many cases the skippers must try to agree on
the many complex and mistakable right of way deter-
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minatives described in the last article, solely in order to
ascertain which luffing rule to apply. See diagram.

Under existing rules, L (the leeward yacht) ranks as
right of way vacht whether W ranks as overtaking yacht
or 83 windward converging yacht. The right of way
gituation in this case is therefore clear, irrespective of
whether the overtaking or converging rule applies. But
suppose L decides (as she normally would to keep her
wind eclear) to luff W. In order to knogy which of the two
luffing rules to apply (i.e., in order for L to know — (i)
whether she can luff as she pleases and head to wind if
she pleases; or (ii) whether she can only luff slowly, and
goodness only knows hoWw far; and (iii) when luffing
rights terminate), the skippers must raview past condi-
tions and decide whether the yachts are overtaking or
converging (i.e., whether at the time risk of collision
began to exist W was clear astern or overlapping,
whether the vachts were then sailing nearly the same
gourze, ete.). Why not avoid all of this grief by having
one luffing rule that applies to both overtaking and gon-
verging conditions? I have yet to find a yachtsman who
can advance any valid reason why this change should
not be made.

Termination of Luffing Rights

The existing converging luffing rule does not mention
any position for terminating a leeward converging
yacht's right to luff. As previously stated, we can per-
haps assume that a leeward converging yacht can con-
tinue to luff the windward yacht as long as the overlap
lasts. Although this assumption is indicated, it is in one
sense illogical since the overtaking luffing rule was pre-
sumably designed to give a leeward overtaken yacht
superior luffing rights over a leeward converging yackt.

Under the existing overtaking luffing rule, the leeward
yvacht may maintain her course, but may luff no further
after she i3 in such a position that her stem end would
strike the overlaking yachl abaft the main shrouds. This
appears to be a pretty definite relative position for ter-
minating luffing rights. But, in practice, it does not work
out that way. There is always doubt as to the ultimate
point of contaet because:

(1) the skipper of each yacht is usually at the wheel
and consequently seldom in a good position to
judge the terminating position;

{2) a further luff by the leeward yacht is required to
hit the windward yacht;

(3) the windward yacht can, by luffing higher, al-
ways throw the point of contact further aft;

{4) the point of contact may be thrown substantially
further aft by the fact that the leeward yacht
may fall back as a result of blanketing before she
can collide with the windward yacht.

All of the above four factors must be weighed as the
yachts approach each other, and each injects doubt as to
the point of future contact. It is not surprising that
yvachtsmen have had difficulty, in close cases, in apply-
ing this yardstick. The trouble experienced with it is due
to its basiec imperfection. It is based not, as it should be,
on an existing position, but on a difficult estimate of a
future point of contact. An example of the difficulties
experienced with this rule: In an America’s Cup Racein
1934, the decision of a protest hinged on whether or not
the yachts had reached the terminating position for
luffing righta prescribed by existing rules at the moment
the leeward overtaken yacht luffed. Opinions differed,



owing to the four indeterminable factors mentioned
above, as to whether or not this position had been
reached,

Under the new luffing rule, luffing rights terminate
once the helmsman (for all practical purposes the equiv-
alent of wheel or tiller end) of the windward yacht is
abreast the mast line ! of the leeward yacht. Under the
existing rule luffing rights terminate at about the same
time, since the distance (except in cat hoats) from the
helmsman to the mast iz about the same as the distance
from the main shrouds to the stem end. In other words,
when the helmsman of the windward vacht is abreast
the mast of the leeward yacht, the stem end of the les-
ward yachi is about abreast of the main shrouds of the
windward yacht. The helmsman of the windward yacht
(or the member in charge if he is not at the helm) is in an
ideal position to observe the mast line luffing termina-
tive. He has a range to go by; either the spreader or
main shroud in line with the mast. All he has to do is to
watch — that most definite of all position fixing de-
vices — an existing range. His decision does not depend
on a difficult guess as to a future point of contact. I hops
the next time you go sailing you will watch this range
eome on, a8 you are passing to windward close ahoard of
another yacht. You will then see for yourselfl how easy it
is to apply this luffing terminative. In answer to the ob-
jection that the leeward yacht is to some extent at the
merey of the honesty of the skipper of the windward
yacht, [ can only say that we cannot successfully make
all rules so that they prevent cheating, and that rules
designed with the primary object of preventing cheating
are apt to have other bad features.

The new luffing rule has worked perfectly in actual
test. In commenting on the results obtained on Lake
George, Commodore Piteairn wrote —

“Under the N.AY.R.U. rules it iz & matter of guesswork
for either skipper to know when the leeward boat has luffed
the windward boat until the bow of the leeward boat can nn
longer hit the windward boat forward of the main shrouls,
On the other hand, under the Vanderb'lt rules it is easy for
the skipper of the windward boat to determine when the
‘mast in line' condition exsts.”

Cur British friends have evidently ‘been impressed
with the new luffing rule since they have combined a
modified version with the existing rule. I find the follow-
ing footnote to the overtaking luffing rule in the 1939
{the latest) annual ¥.R.A. book —

“The Y.R.A. hold that the Overtaken Yacht has the right
to luff until her bowsprit, or stem end if she has no bowsprit,
falls abaft a line drawn through the mainmast of the Owver-
taking Yacht at right angles to her center line, After which
the Overtaken Yacht may maintain the eourse she iz then
steering but may luff no further.”

This footnote is an improvement on the present rule
because it terminates luffing rights on an existing posi-
tion instead of on a diffieult guess as to a future point of
contact. But it is still necessary for the member in charge
to run up either to the bow of the overtaken yacht or to
the mast of the overtaking vacht to get an accurate pie-
ture of the situation. But the main objection to the {oot-
note results from using the mast line of the windward
yacht instead of the mast line of the leeward yacht (as
in the new rules) as a gauge for terminating luffing
rights. As a consequence, the windward yacht assumes
the driver's seat. Bhe can, by making a voluntary and

1 Mast line is defined in fooinote (1) on page 10

momentary luff in the final stages of a luffing match,
deprive the leeward yacht of her luffing rights. Under the
new rules, the leeward yacht is, as she should be, in the
driver's seat. Bhe can, in the final stages of a luffing
mateh, prolong her luffing rights either by not luffing so
high that she loses them or by bearing away a little to
preserve them. Another objection to using the mast line
of the windward yacht, is that an observer, stationed
near the mast of the windward yacht to observe her
mast line, will be unable to see the bow of the leeward
yacht if the windward yacht is carrying a genoa jib,

One other question remains to be discussed in connec-
tion with the termination of luffing rights. Existing rules
provide that an overlap terminates when two wvachts
have widened out abeam beyond risk of collision. This
terminative may: (i) alter right of way (ie., a leeward
overtaking yacht, by widening out abeam beyond risk of
collision, acquires right of way as a leeward converging
yvacht); and (ii} reéstablish the right to lufl {a leeward
overtaken yacht which has lost the right to luff reéstab-
lishes it by widening out abeam sufficiently to become a
leeward eonverging yacht). The new rules provide (foot-
note 3 to rule 3, b) that an overlap terminates (for the
purpose of determining luffing rights only) when the
yachis although abeam, are more than tivo over all lengths of
the longer yachi aparf. This provision has no effect on
right of way since the leeward yacht always has right of
way, irrespective of how far two yachts may widen out
abeam before again converging. In practice, this new
rule provision operates in but one situation:
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A leeward yacht (yacht L'} which has either lost (in
the process of being passed to windward) or never ac-
quired (in the process of passing to leeward) luffing
rights; may acquire them by widening out abeam by
more than two over all lengths of the longer yacht (posi-
tion 2} and by gaining sufficiently on W so that the
helmsman of W iz aft of the mast line of L when the
second overlap begins (position 3). This case oceurs in-
frequently between yachts of the same class, as L is al-
maost invariably blanketed by and passed by W, and as
L# will almost invariably lose ground by bearing away.
Only in this one infrequently oceurring case, is it ever
necessary to have in mind a past position or a measure of
distance to determine anything (and then only luffing
rights) under the new rules. This is in marked contrast
to existing rules under which it is eonstantly necessary
to refer to past positions and to a measure of distance
{i.e., risk of collision) to determine right of way, luffing
and bearing rights, and the obligation to give room at
marks.

This one reference to a past position and to a measure
of distance in the new rules can be avoided by the simple
expedient of providing thiat the leeward yacht has the
right to luff whenever the helmsman of the windward
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yacht is aft of the mast line. Buch a provision also ma-
terially simplifies the wording of the luffing rule, but
unfortunately it does not work well in practice. Luffing
rights are lost and reéistablished so often (as the leeward
vacht respectively luffs or bears away in the fnal stages
of a luffing match) that the luffing mateh beecores a bore
and a joke. If you will try this out in a practice luffing
mateh with another yacht, you will, I am sure, agree
that, once a leeward yacht has lost her luffing rights, she
should not be able to regain them, even temporarily, by
merely bearing away.

Course Alter Luffing Rights Terminate

Existing rules provide that, after overtaking luffing
rights terminate, the leeward yacht may hold the course
she is then steering but may luff no further. The new
rules operate in the same way before the start but, after
starting, the leeward yacht may not, after luffing rights
terminate, sail above her normal course (defined on page
16). Opinions will no doubt differ as to the advisability
of adopting this new rule provision. It represents a re-
turn to the former American rule, which I prefer because
[ can see no point in prolonging the agony to the detri-
ment of both yachts, after the windward yacht has
reached a position where she is almost surely going to
pass the leeward yacht in any event. Furthermore, if, as
the new rules propose, we are going to make it more
difficult in certain cases to pass to leeward, should we
not, to equalize matters, make it a bit easier to pass to
windward?

Lulfing a Yacht an the Opposite Tack

The new rules limit luffing rights to yachis on the
same tack. Ixisting rules permit an overtaken yacht to
Iuff an overtaking yacht passing to windward on the op-
posite tack, The overtaking luffing rule operates only
when two yachts are sailing nearly the same course. In
order to be sailing nearly the same course on opposite
tacks, both yachts must be sailing before the wind, in
which case they are both usually carrying spinnakers, as
ghown in the diagram —
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Under existing rules, assuming yacht P? (the port tack
yacht) ranks as an overtaken yacht, she ean luff as she
pleases, irrespective of the probable dire consequences to
the rig and sails of starboard tack yacht 8 resulting
from the obligation to make a sudden all standing jibe
in order to keep clear. Unly the unwary will let them-
selves be eaught in the position of yacht S, if it is clear
that P* ranks as the overtaken yvacht. But if a mark is
near at hand, or if 8's skipper thinks that rule 30 (F),
which gives him right of way as starboard tack yacht,
applies, he may sail into the S position. Rule 30 (F)
applies and 8 has right of way if, when risk of collision
began to exist (position 1), the yachts either overlapped
or were sailing subatantially different courses — g diffi-

13

cult right of way problem for the skippers to decide. I
am sure yachtsmen will agree that the existing overtak-
ing luffing rule (aside from the difficulty of knowing
whether or not it applies) may operate in too brutal a
manner when applied to yachts on opposite tacks, and
that luffing rights, in the interests of safety and sim-
plicity, should be limited to yachts on the same tack.

Prevention of Beariag Away

Existing rules provide that a yacht mus! never bear
away oul of her proper course lo hinder an overlaking
yacht passing her to leeward. The new rules permit such a
bearing away. Opinion will no doubt differ as to the ad-
visability of adopting thiz new rule provision. Theo-
retically, 1 prefer the existing rule provision. A yacht
passing to leeward is entitled to some protection. On the
other hand, it often requires clever sailing to keep on
another yacht's wind, and it can be argued that a helms-
man should not by rule be prevented from attempting 5
maneuver that requires skill and judgment. But, be that
as it may, I know of no existing rule that, although it has
resulted in comparatively few protests, has caused more
arguments and ill feeling. The prohibition this rule con-
tains is a most difficult one to enforce. If & protest arises
under it, it iz nearly impossible for the Race Committee
to ascertain the true facts. Hence it has been omitted
from the new rules. I believe that this omission has met
with the approval of those who have sailed under the
new rules, sinee I have never received any criticism of it.

Under existing rules, it is commeon practice, when two
yachts are beating to windward, for the windward yacht
to bear down on the leeward yacht to get her wind.
While this is, in many cases, a clear violation of the
bearing away prohibition, it does not seem to have been
g0 interpreted. Most yachtsmen seem to interpret the
Learing away prohibition as applying only when the
overtaking yacht has a free choice on which side to pass
and elects to try to pass te leeward, a condition which
almost invariably exists only when yachts are sailing
free. If it is decided to retain the bearing away prohibi-
tion in a new set of rules, in my opinion, it should be
restricted to apply only when yachts are sailing free.

Befare Smrﬁn-‘g

The new rules governing the rights of yachts before
starting follow the same general prineiples as existing
rules, but are much more speciic. The old rules leave too
much to the imagination. The following new rules apply
only before starting: Clause b, i of sections 1 and 2 and
¢, 1 of section 3 (quoted on page 10) which deal with
luffing and bearing away, and section 11 which reads —

One Way Traffic Lane

11. After the starting signal a lane running from the starting
line towards the first mark, and wide enough to include in its
area a yacht sailing a normal course after starting, is re-
served primarily for one way traffic. After her starting signal,
a yacht which has not started, shall, while in said lane, keep
out of the way of a yacht which has started and of all other
competing yachts which are not in said lane.

Existing rules contain the following pre-starting
provisions —

Rule 27 (6) — “A yacht” which has made a premature
start, “or one working into position from the wrong side of
the line after her starting signal has been made, must keep

clear of and give way to all competing yachis whose starting
gignal has been made,”



Rule 27 (7) — “ A yacht starling alter the signal for the
start of the next class has been made, shall, in starting, keep
clear of and give way to yachis starting during their specified
starting intervals.”

Rule 30 — * Before the starting signal is given there are
no restrictions upon the maneuvering of the yachts other
than the provisions of Ruoles 30, 31 and 32, and the yacht
holding right of way may alter course in any reasonable
manner (but a luff 20 sudden that it cannot be easily re-
gponded to would not be considered reasonable).

 Ag soon as the starting signal is given, yachts must sail
a course consistent with the intention of crossing the line,
but in all other respects the only restrictions on maneuvering
are those provided in Rules 30, 31 and 32. After erossing the
line the only restrictions upon maneuvering are those pro-
vided in Rules 30, 31 and 32.”

Rule 34 — . . . “There iz no required =ide’ on which
to leave a mark “until after the starting signal has been
made.!l

Why, you may ask, does Rule 30 state thrice that
there are no restrictions on starting maneuvers ofher
than those provided in Rules 30, 81 and 32, when both
Rules 27 and 34 contain important restrictions on start-
ing maneuvers? This iz one of the many incomprehensi-
ble oversights of existing rules,

The wording of Rule 27 (6) is ambiguous and has
caused confusion. Does it cover a yacht working into
position from the wrong side of the exlensions of the
starting line, and, if 20, to what extent? Beection 11 (¢ n=
Way Traffic Lane, quoted above) of the new rules,
which replaces Rule 27 (6), leaves no doubt as to itsap-
plication. In the case of a windward start, section 11
prescribes a fan-shaped area with the starting line as a

base reserved for one way traffic. This is as it should be, -

since both the new and the existing starting rule are
designed to protect yachts which have duly started, and
therefors their operation should be restrieted to the nor-
mal sailing zones of said yachts. Note that section 11, in
the case of & windward start,; outlaws excessive barging
after the starting signal. Other barging provisions will be
taken up in the Rounding Marks diseussion.

The new before starting luffing and bearing away rules
speak for themselves. Both new and existing rules pro-
vide that a yacht before starting can alter course to-
wards another yacht but only slowly. For this reason
and, gince there is no proper or normal course before
starting, it is necessary to differentinte between the
luffing and bearing away provisions that apply before
and after starting.

The new rules omit any reference to the requirement
of existing rules that after the starting signal yachts
must sail @ course consialent with the inlention of crossing
the line. This iz an unnecessary rule and has caused con-
fusion. Why should we limit the application of this rule
to the starting line? If we are to have it at all, why
should it not apply to all next marks? Why should we
have one rule which prohibits a leeward yacht from
carrying a windward yacht to windward of a starting
mark after the starting signal, and another rule which
permits such a maneuver at subsequent marks?

Existing rule 27 (7) is also an unnecessary rule. The
new rules contain a paragraph outlining custom and
courtesy in such cases —

The Rules of Part IV (When Two Yachts Meet) apply to

all competing yachts whether in the same or different classes

. or races. While no distinetion is made in the rules between
the status of competing yachts racing for different prizes,
custom and courtesy dictate that such yachts, when prac-
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tieal, should avoid interfering with one another {e.g., a yacht
ghould avoid interfering with another yacht scheduled to
gtart before her, unless the latter is so late for her start that
the yachts are starting together).

Rounding Marks

Existing Rule 31, (iving Room al Marks or Obslruc-
tions to Sea Room, is defective in several reapects. For
example, the third paragraph reads —

“ 4 leading yacht may tack round & mark or obstruction
only when she ean do so and clear the yacht astern, just as
she would be required to do if she made her tack in open sea
without any mark or obstruction being there.”

This clause was inserted without regard to the follow-
ing situation, in which it resulted in marked injustice. In
an important Six-Metre race, three yachts arrived at a
mark (to be left to windward) on the same tack sailing in
a straight line clear ahead-clear astern.
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Yacht A (position 1) was only a foot or two shead of B,
and B was only a foot or two ahead of €. As neither 4
nor B could tack around the mark and clear the yacht
astern, both had to sail on past it. C tacked around the
mark and became the leading yacht (position 2}, and A
became the third yacht. Although this episode is well
known and occurred several years ago, no steps have
been taken to amend this defective rule.

Rule 31 applies (except for the tacking provision
quoted above) only if an overlap exists. By definition, an
overlap can exist between two yachts only when they are
sailing approcimalely the same course. This limitation is
clearly an unnecessary complication in rounding marks.
Frequently two yachts which have come from different
marks are approaching a mark (to be left to windward)
on the same tack, at angles differing from two points
upwards,
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Why, in cases'similar to the one illustrated in the above
diagram, should the helmsman have to figure out whether
or not the yachts are sailing approrimately the same
course? Why should not L (the outside leeward yacht)
always be obligated to give room? Bhe would suffer but
relatively little loss compared to that suffered by W,
obligated (if the skippers agree that the yachts are not



sailing approximately the same course), to bear off and =ail
around under the stern of L.

The existing rule also causes complications between over-
lapping yachts approaching a starting mark after the starting
signal. For instance —

STARTING LINE.
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Presumably M (the middle yacht) has to give W {the wind-
ward yacht) buoy room because M and W are probably sailing
approximalely the same course, Likewise L (the leeward yacht)
has to give M room, But L does not have to give W room, since
L and W are not sailing approrimotely the same course, and con-
sequently do not (by rule) overlap, Does the presence of M
obligate L to give W room; and, if not, can M be disqualified
because of her inability, without fouling L, to give W room?
As far as [ know, thiz question, which has perplexed many
vachismen, has never been decided. Under the new rules it does
not arise, since, after a mark has s required side (Le., after the
starting signal), the outside yacht must give room to all inside
overlapping yachts, irrespective of the courses they are sailing
(see footnote to rule 4a, page 10). But, the reader may object,
the new rule does not prevent barging at the start. It does not
prevent barging after the starting signal between yachts that
are late in starting! To attempt to do so would involve intro-
ducing same eourse eomplications. It does prevent all barging
before the starting signal because o' leeward yacht iz not obli-
gated fo begin to give room at o mark to & windward yacht until
after the starting signal. As the result of experience gained
sailing under the new rules on Lake George, Commodore Pit-
cairn states:

*Mr. Vanderbilt's bandling of the difficult question of *barg-
ing’ at the start is a great improvement on the ‘nearly the same
course’ difficulties presented by the N A Y. R.U. rules.”

The latest draft of the Rounding Marks section of the new
riles reads —

Rounding Marks or Obstructions

8. The presence of a mark or obstruction in no wise affects the
rights of either yacht, as laid down in the General Hules, when
two yachts are about to pass a mark or an obstruction — (i)
on opposite tacks; or (i) overlapping on the same tack on their
leeward side; or {iii) on opposite sides (in conformity with dif-
forent Racing Instruetions in the case of a mark).

9. When two yachts whish overlap, reach and are about to pass
& mark or an obatruction on their windward side; the leeward
yacht shall allow the windward yacht room to pass and round
it; except that —

#. when approaching a buoy, marker, stalke, float or craft

with water of adequate depth surrounding it used as a start-
ing mark, & windward vacht may not foree or attempt to

force a passage betwesn the lesward yacht and the mark’

before the starting signal.® The leeward yacht is not obligated
to begin to give room until the starting signal is made;

b. aleeward yacht may carry both yachts past a mark on the
wrong side of it; but, after the starting signal, she may do so
only if she both has the right to luff the windward vacht and
has given dug notice of her intention by hail.

1 Erception: Exceseive barging in the case of a windward sfort 1s
outlowed afier the starting signal by section 11 (guoted on page 13).

¥ [f the leeward yack! waz heading for or fo windward of a stariing
mutrk when the overlap began and if she does not voluntarily bear away
below i, the windward yachi eannot clotm room gi the mark on ihe
ground that she is forward of the mast line,
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10. When a yacht clear ahead reaches and is about to pass a
mark or an obetruction on the same side as the yacht clear
astern; the yacht clear ahead shall be entitled (provided she
dows 50 in a reasonable manner and with reasonable expedition)
to round it and to assume & normal course! to the next mark or
obstruction without regard to the position of the yacht clear
astern. The yacht clear astern shall keep out of the way in an-
tieipation of eaid maneuver, and also during it provided it is
executed in a ressonable manner and with reasonable expedition.
1 two yachts are beating to windward and one is clear ahead and
to leewnrd and tacks, she can claim the rights accorded by this
suction only if before tacking she has fetched within her breadth
of beam of the mark or ohatruction,

I hold no brief for clanse b of section 9. It clarifies a moot
point of existing rules and has been inserted for that reason. It
also permits jockeying for position. Perhaps it should be re-
tained on that ground., On the other hand, it would be simpler to
eliminate this exception. Normally, and at least ninety-nine out
ol one hundred times, & leeward yacht does not desire to carry
another past the wrong side of the mark. Almost invariably she
would lose by doing 8o, as the windward yacht is in the best
position, if ghe tacks instantly, to return to the mark, Further-
more, this clause is apt to cause complication with yachts clear
astern approaching the mark in the normal manner.

Note that section 10 clarifies a situation in large part not cov-
ered by exizting rules. Tt also prevents injustices similar to thoss
which occurred in the Six-Metre case mentioned on page 14.
The third paragraph of existing Rule 31 {quoted on page 14)
which was responsible for the injustice in that case, was evi-
dently designed to cover situations dealt with in the last sen-
tenre of section 10 of the new rules.

Tacking or Jibing
The existing Tacking rule reads —

Altering Course

Rule 30 {I) —* A yacht may not tack so as to involve prob-
ubility of eollision with another yacht unless she can gather
proper way on her new tack before & collision would oeeur; nor
so a5 to involve probability of collision with another yacht
which, owing to her position, cannot keep out of the way, A yacht
which tacks so close in front of another as to cause the latter to
alter course to avoid a collision before the former has gatherad
proper way rauat be disqualified.

Rule 30 (K) — “When by any of the above clauses one yaght
has to keep out of the way of another, the latter (subject to clause
B} shall not alter course 5o as to prevent her doing so. Although'
the right of way yacht is not bound to hold her course, she must
not so Alter it 55 to mislead or balk the other, in the act of keep-
ing out of the way."

The Instest draft of the new Tacking or Jibing rule reads —
Tacking or Jibing

6. “A vacht, while tacking or jibing (and thereafter if she then

ranks as & yacht obligated to keep out of the way), shall keep

out of the way of & yacht on a tack.? The latter shall not so alter
her course as to balk the former,

7. "If a yacht after tacking or jibing ranks as right of way vacht,
a nearby yacht is obligated to begin to keep out of the way the
instant the former has completed her tack or jibe, But the former
is subject to disqualification if she has tacked or jibed 2o closa to
a nearby yacht —

a. that a collision results despite the efforts of the nearby
vacht to avoid one; or

b. that the nearby vacht has to alter course to avoid a mlli-il
gion before the other vacht has eompleted her tack or jibe, or

. that the nearby yacht, when carrying a spinnaker, tears
it or carries away part of her spinnaker gear as a result of a
material and unexpected changs of course necessary to avoid
a collizion."

14 Ta assume a normal course” does not include the right, if the nes !
leg iz to windward, o tack fmmediniely after rounding a mark so e lo
zladmeayﬂmtwﬁ-iﬂﬁisahuuorw i to aller her course to avoid a
NET .
* A lack or a fibe by either or both of twe yockis alweys creaies & new
right of way siluation, bul nol necessarily o di; one; (e.g., sechion
2 may apply both before and afier lwo yackis Fihed).




Existing rules do not mention a jibe. The terms o lack and &
tack are not defined. It has never been clear whether a tack in-
cludes a jibe. I have heard the question argued hoth ways, This,
to my mind, inexcusable omission has resulted in considerable
eonfusion. New rule definitions inchude a Tack-Jibe definition —
To Tack-Tacking — To Jibe-Jibing

“A yacht is dewmed ‘to tack® or to be ‘tacking’ from the
moment she is beyond head to wind until she fills away on either
tack. A yacht is deemed 'to jibe® or to be ‘jibing’ from the
moment her main boom begins to change sides until her mainssil
fills on the other tack.”

It has been held under existing rules that, if a yacht is entitled
to right of way after tacking, the other vacht is obligated to
begin to keep cut of the way when the tack begins.

Under existing rules a tack presumably begins when a vacht
luffs beyond elose-hauled provided she tacks. A yacht may luff
beyond close-hauled for a number of reasons; e.g., to tack or to
trim sheets or in response to o luff. It is not always easy for the
other yacht to know why a yacht is luffing. Nevertheless the
other yacht is obligated to begin to keep out of the way when the
Iuff begins in cage it should result in & tack. Under the new rules
the other yacht is not obligated to begin to keep out of the way
until the tack is completed. This is a great simplification and a
much safer rule because it relieves the skipper of the non-tacking
yacht of unecertainty and gives him a few seconds to decide what
to do and to get his crew to action stations. Furthermore, when
the moment for action arrives he ean decide what to do by look-
ing &' a then existing position. Under existing roles he must
vizualize a future position in order to decide what action to take.

It has been held under existing rules that a yacht always be-
vomes entitled to her right= on her new tack as soon ae she has
Jilled away; except that, if she has tacked either in {ront of an-
other yacht or so as to involve probability of collision with her,
she does not acquire said rights until she has gathered proper
way (Appeal No. 6, N.AY.R.11.). This decition is far-fetched,
since nowhere in existing rules is there even an intimation that a
yacht has any rights as soon as she has filled away. This decizion
was obviously inspired by the desire to avoid the usze of the
highly controversial proper way determinative as far as possible
Az a result of this decision, a yachtsman must be thoroughly
conversant with Appeal No. 6 as well as with Rule 30 (I), in
order to have any intelligent idea of what his rights are.

The new rules avoid the use of the proper way determinative,
A'yacht is entitled to her rights on her new tack the instant she
*has compleled her tack or jibe (i.e., the instant she has flled away
on her new tack). If she then ranks as a right of way yacht, a
nearby yacht 15 obligated to begin lo keep out of the way dt said in-
stant, but the nearby yacht is protected by clauses a, b and e of
section 7 (see page 15) if she is unable to fulfill her obligation
to keep clear. Furthermare, and most important of all, she is
protected by clause b of section 4 {quoted on page 10) which
provides that a right of way yacht may not exereise her right to
luff or bear away until she has gathered full way after tacking or
jibing. In other words, & yacht which has acquired right of way
on the completion of her tack or jibe, does not acquire the right
to luff above or bear away helow her normal eourse until she has
acquired full way, But, you may object, full way is open to almost
all of the ohjections that apply to proper way. I agree that thisis
true, if we use full way as a right of way determinative in the
BAIE MANNer as proper way is used in existing rules, But in the
new rules full way merely governs the right to luff or bear away.
Now, almost invariably luffing matches are limited to yachts of
the same class racing against each other for the same prize. Tn
such eases, the new rules provide that the right of way vacht. if
she attempts to luff & yacht of her own elass soon after tacking or
jibing, ix deemed to lack full way until she has atfained aqueal speed
with the other yacht (section 4-b quoted on page 10).

In practice, the new rules work very simply, A yacht may
tack in front of another yacht and assume a parallel course pro-
vided the yacht elear astern is able to alter course to avoid a col-
lision after the tack is completed. But the yacht clear astern may
then sail by unimpeded to windward until (and if) the yaeht
which has tacked has gathered full way (i.e., equal spead if the
¥achts are in the same class). The equal speed provision of the
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new rules outlaws two most annoying practices common under
existing rules: (1) lying in wait before the start near the starting
line and then claiming the rights of an overtaken yacht in an at-
tempt, by luffing, to ruin the well-timed start of another yacht:
(2] jibing ahead of, on to the same tack as, and to leeward of a
vacht carrying s spinnaker and forthwith, as an overtaken
yacht (not earrying a spinnaker), luffing the other into a state of
confusion and perhaps tearing her spinnaker; The existing over-
taking rule was not designed to be taken advantage of in the
munner shown in these two cases, It was designed to protect a
bona fide overtaken yacht, as distinguished from one which has
deliberately placed herself in the overtaken position in order to
take advantage of the rule.

Note that section 7-c of the new rules protects a port tack
yacht earrying a spinnaker from having to make a sudden al-
teration of course to clear a yacht beating to windward which
has just tacked onto the starboard tack. A yacht so tacking does
s ad her own risk,

Proper Course vs. Normal Course

I"xisting rule definition of Proper Course:

“During the existence of overtaking conditions the proper
eourse is prima facie nothing to leeward of full and by if on a
wind, or of the next mark if the wind be free; but there may be
conditions of tide or circomstances, other than the desire to
hinder the eompetitor overtaking to leeward, which justify a
more leeward course; in this ease the responsibility for proving
the justifieation for such a leeward course would lie upon the
weather yacht.,”

New rule definition of Normal Course:

* Any reasonable course a yacht, sailing alone over the course,
would sail after starting to finish the race as quickly as possible,
The right or obligation to =il a ‘normal course’ does not in-
clude the right to tack or jibe s0 as to force another yacht to
tack or jibe (e.g., because a mark has been overstood). ™

It is not & matter of moment whether we use the term Proper
Course or Normal Courses Whichever is used, we are apt to
run into difficulties at times, since one skipper may argue that he
was maintaining his Proper or Normal Course, the other skipper
may disagree. Hence the less we employ these terms as an alter-
ing course or sailing Yimitation, the better. I have found no
satisfactory way of eliminating their use altogether. The new
rules use the term normal course (section 3, b, ii) in limiting the
windward course of a leeward yacht either after she has lost her
right to luff or if she never had the right to luff. The new rules
also use the term normal course in defining the One Way Traffic
Lane. Existing rules use the term proper course in limiting the
leeward course of an overtaken yacht being passed to leeward.

Close Hauled on Same Tack Approaching an Obstruction

I will not quote new and existing rules dealing with this sub-
ject as they are essentially similar. Tf you are an experienced
yachtsman, you have probably noticed a tendency on the part
of leeward yachts to hail the windward yacht about when the
leeward yacht actually has room to tack. In order to provide
for this situation, the concluding paragraph of the new rule
ilealing with this subject reads — -

“After said hail" (the hail referred to is *T have to tack” or
wards to that effect) “the yacht to windward must immediately
zee to it that the yacht to leeward has ample room to tack and
thereafter to keep clear; and the yacht to leeward, a8 soon as
she has room to tack, must do so. In the event that the person
in charge of the yacht to windward deems that the yacht to
leeward has ample room to tack and therenfter to keap clear, he
may reply ‘go ahead and tack’ or words to that effect and eon-
tinue on bis course. But if the vacht to windward does not tack
promptly after o hail, the burden of proof, to justify events
resulting from her failure to do so, rests on her, The yacht to
leeward cannot be disgualified for improperly hailing the yacht
to windward, unless her hail is proven, as regards her shility to
clear the obstruction, premature or unnecessary.”

Condluding Remarks

The new rules, in addition to the rules applying When Two
Yachis Meet which have been discussed in these two arlicles,



contain other parts entitled Scope and Application, Fundions
af the Race Cammitlee, Obligations of Indiridual Yachis, and
Infringements, Disqualifications. A review of these parts is out-
side the scope of these articles. T will be glad to present the
requisite number of copies of the new rules that apply When
Two Yachiz Meet to any Yaecht Club that may deeide to race
under them in 1944,

I have pointed out during the course of these articles & num-
ber of glaring ineonsistencies in existing rules. Although many
of these are well known, no effort has been made to eliminate
them. In some eages, in an attempt to nullify or restrict unsatis-
factory provisionz, Appeal Committees have stretehed the
interpretation of the rules o a point where a yachisman must be
familiar with their decisions in order to apply a rule correetly,
We cannot expect the average yachtsman to apply ease law
which interprets a rule in other than its natural sense. The
praper procedure, when rules have proven faulty, i= to amend
them.

The right of way rules have remained too long in slatus quo,
There have been no substantial changes over a long period of
years. The last revigion was in 1929, when o few inconsequential
changes were made in both the British and American rules at
the London Conference in order to harmonize both sets. That
Conference attained its highly praiseworthy objective —a
uniform set of International Right of Way Rules. But the main
object of that Conference was not to improve the rules, but to
make them agree,

My understanding is that no commitment was made at the
London Conference which would prevent either British or
American rule-making bodies from amending the rules today as
either one may see fit. But courtezy elearly dictates that, before
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any far-reaching changes are made by either body, the other
should be consulted. And it iz still important to maintain a
uniform set of International Rules, even though it seoms im-
probable that conditions will permit of any material amount of
international competition for several years to come,

If possible, o uniform =et of completely revised International
Right of Way Racing Rules should be adopted as soon as the
war ends. In the meantime, I think we should encourage further
teets of the new rules in this country (the only eountry as far
as 1 know which is still forfunate enough, of the countries at
war, to be able to indulge in small-boat racing to some extent)
with a view to submitting a simplified set of thoroughly tested
rules to our British friends for econsideration and adoption as
soon as the war ends.

Yacht Racing Rules should be amended not, infrequently and
in line with the dictates of experienee. Onee o siplified set of
International Racing Right of Way Rules is adopted, n small
international committee should be formed with authority to
make changes every two vears. Ixperience has proven that
beneficial chianges eannot be made in town meetings. This com-
mittee should study all protests submitted to the various Appeal
Committees, and the Iatter should be requested o recommend
changes in the rules to cover zueh hnperfections as protests
may disclose. This does not meun that there would be revolu-
tionary changes every two years, and that yachtsmen would
have to learn o new set of rules periodically. At first juat o few
changes would probably be indieated, but, after one or two
slight partial supplemental rule revisions, the rules should be in
=uch shape as to remain substantiolly in stelus guo, Frequent
rule revision, however slight, will ohwiate the necessity of
eonsulting decisions in order fo fathorn the meaning of the rules,



Are they overtaking or converging under old concept? "Yankee" and
“Rainbow"" (to leeward) approaching the starting line in a 1934 trial race

Part Ill —Operation of the New Rules

NOUGH =aid, perhaps 1 have been wasting my breath,”
thought I when I finished the last of my two previous articles
published in the April and May issues of Yacwmine. But,
much to my surprise, these articles have attracted considerable
attention and promoted discussion. Best of all, they seem to
have developed an urge to try out the new rules. To my amaze-
ment, there have been distributed up to June 14th, on request,
2486 copies of the new rules to racing members of 53 yacht
clubs in the United Btates and Canads, who plan to use them
this season. Can it be that so many yachts are now racing under
the new rules in spite of a restrieted season in which a large
number of yacht clubs have been forced to suspend operations
altogether? Why this sudden burst of enthusiasm for the new
rules, an enthusissm which has lain dormant for years? Is it due
to my previous failure to publicize my wares suffieiently? Is it
due to the actual racing tests the new rules have so successf ully
weathered in past years? Is it due to the wide circulation of this
magazine and to its favorable editorial comment? Or is it due to
a change, brought on by the war, in our psychological reactions
to new problems?

Has “new" lost its newness, its bothers, its fear? We have
formed the habit, largely through necessity, of trying out new
things and of adopting new points of view. Many new features
mark our daily routine, We have had to learn new methods of
fighting and to develop new arms. Most of us are ready to accept
new concepts of internationalism, new plans for waging peace by
foree and a new world economy. Mirabile dictu, even in such a
relatively insignificant field as yacht racing, the powers that be
seem to be getting ready to adopt new racing rules.

Be that as it may, a number of yachtsmen have asked me to
write this third article explaining the operation of the new rules
in eertain instances which were either not discussed at all, or but
briefly mentioned, in my two previous articles, 8o let us get
down to business. Why not start with a bang, and give the pew
rules a good workout on paper by considering & couple of eom-
plex starting cases?

The Start

Most of the complications that arise in yacht racing vcour at
the start when yachts are maneuvering in elose proximity on a
variety of courses.

Starts may be classified under three headings —

1. Optional Tack Btarts; i.e., windward or nearly dead to lee-
ward starts, when yachis can start normally on either tack,
but usually select the starboard tack;

2, Btarboard Tack Starts; i.e., reaching starts, when all yackts
almost always start on the starboard tack, because it is hath
the normal tack on which to start and the right of way taelk;

3. Port Tack Starts; ie., reaching starts when, although the
port tack is the normal tack on which all yachts should start,
a few yachts elect to approach the line on the starboard tack
because it gives them right of way.

In the case of optional tack starts, vachtamen have found
that it is safer and that it usually pays to approech the line and
eross it on the starboard tack. Consequently, the normal ex-
pectancy in such starts is that at least four out of five yachtsina
fleet of yachts starting together, will approach the line on the
starboard tack, In the ease of a starboard tack start, all yachts
almost invariably approach the line on the starboard tack and
start on it. Experience has shown that the greatest number of
eomplications arise during a port tack start, and that the fewest
oceur during a starboard tack start. Let us analyze first a com-
plicated port tack start.

A Port Tack Start

Diagram I shows the position of the yachts 30 seconds before
the port tack start of a race, the first leg of which is a beam reach
on the port tack. The diagram is drawn approximstely to scale;*
each yacht is assumed to be 30 feet over all and to be eapable of
traveling at a epeed of 6 knots in the 9-mile breese indieated on
the wind arrow; i.e., to be capable of covering about 10 diagram
boat lengths in the 30 seconds remaining before the start.
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30 seconds before aPort Tack Start

To first Mark

We eannot foresee what will happen in the next minute, since
that depends on how each skipper maneuvers his yacht: but it
looks as though there would be plenty of action and perhaps one
o more fouls and protests. [ will define the rights of each yacht
under the new rules in its Diagram 1 position; and outline, as 1
see it, the correct procedure, as indicated by her own position
and that of her neighbors, for each yacht to follow until she
starts,

Starboard tack yachts A and F have right of way over port
tack yachts B, (', D and E (section 6a’). A and I may huf or
bear awnay so as to foree B, C, D or E to alter course, buet only slowly
and not so a8 fo balk or mislead them when they are in the acl of
keeping out of the way (section 6, b, i). Consequently A may not
be able to jibe the instant she reaches the stern of the Committee
Roat. The Reom af the Mark rule does not apply between A and
B sinee they are approaching the mark on opposite tacks (sec-
tion 13, i)

Yacht B cannot cross A's bow but, provided she can slow
hersell up sufficiently by trimming sheets and S-ing, may be
able to pass between A’s stern and the Committee Boat's stern
{n diffieult maneuver to time correctly}, 1f not, B will be foreed
to deseribe a left-hand circle before she ean start.

Yacht I ean cross A’s bow. S0 can €, unless [ forces her to
Iuff. I7 is under no obligation to begin to give C rocm af the mark
wntil the starting signal iz made (section Ha). But it is physically
impossible for I to foree € to windward of the Committee Boat
without also forcing € to pass to windward of 4. D cannat force
€’ to pass to windwand of 4 unless D also passes to windward of
A, since A ranks as an ebsiruction (see section 14 and the Ob-
struetion definition). A= D, if she luffs to windward of A, may
not be able to pass between 4 and the Committee Boat, I's
best bet is to bear away and pass to leeward of F and astern of
E. As F and E also rank as obstructions, D would then have to
give C room (if (' bears away with 1) also to pass Lo leeward of
F and astern of K2

f The section numbens in this article refer 1o the sections as numbered In the
pamphlet * When Two Yachts Meet." Az pamphlet sactions 1 1o 5 {nelusive) wers
not pubdished in Part 11, pamgphlet section 8 was numbered 1 in Part I1. There-
fare deduct 5 from each seetion referenee numbsar in this articls to find the appli-
cable gection in Part 1L

* %gte that nnder existing rulss, sinee ' obetruetion " is nod defined, D' oblig-
thon to give O room in these thres instances is in doubt, Note that if 0 does moi
have to give O room, the situation becames evan more complicated thano it is, and
the probabilicy «of serious collision is enbanced, There i= nothing new or untried
about this giving reom to another competing yacht provigion. The new ruke Oh-
struetion deBnition is almost identical, including the awcther compefing rackt
provision, with the Obstrurtion definition fermerly for muny years a part of the
American Bules. This definition was omitted from the existing roles oS & reauit af
the 1999 Conference — in my opindon, & grievons error sl & stap into the realm
of umeeriainiy. .

Yacht F is early. Perhaps her best bet is to luff head to wind
and to gail along the right side of the line until the starting signal
iz made. If she does so, she will still be on the port tack (On a
Tack definition) and windward yachts C and I will have to keep
out of her way (section 8a). After starting, £ will lack sufficient
headway to luff a yacht passing her to windward and will have
to hold her normal eourse with wind abeam until she has gath-
ered equal speed with the windward yacht (section 9b).

Starboard tack yacht F has ample time to cross the line be-
fore the gun, and so avoid being caught in the One Way Trafiic
Lane (section 16) after the starting signal.

Diagram IT (drawn to the same scale as Disgram 1) traces
each yacht's course (as recommended in the above discussion)
during the 30 seconds preceding the start and shows the conse-
quent position of each yacht when the starting signal was made.

Note: (i) that vacht B has been able to pass under A's stern
and slip in between A and the Committee Boat: (i) that
and 1 have borne away and that I has given ' room to pass to
leewarid of obstruction F and astern of obstruetion £y (i) that
F has tacked at the right time and is getting an excellent start;
and (iv) that &, the early bird, iz still luffing in the wind on the
port tack after passing astern of F and ahead of € and D.

A very satisfactory outeome of a very difficult situation. The
outeome you will, T think, agree might not have been so happy
had it not been for the knowledge of the rules and excellent
judgment displayed by the skipper of yacht I.

In this very complex starting case, existing rules would have
operated in the positions shown in Diagram I, in much the same
manner a5 the new rules, except in the case of yachts O and 1.
In the ease of these two yachts it would have been necessary for
their skippers to have reviewed their previous courses and past
relative positions to determine whether they ranked as over-
taking or converging, which one had right of way, whether 1)
had & right to luff (7 and, if o, which luffing rule applied. T
their gkippers had had time to consider all of these points, they
would still have been faced with the doubt as to the ohstruetion
rank of yachts A, E and F. [ think it is apparent from studying
the diagrams that the avoidance of fouls and collisions in this
start depends maore on the prompt and proper handling of
yachts € and D than on any other factor. As their skippers,
under existing rules, would have had to do a lot of figuring to
determine their respective rights, the situation might have
gotten out of hand before they could have taken the proper
corrective measures, The review of past positions and courses is
even more difficult before than after starting.

I think yachtsmen will agree that it is theoretically wrong to
give yachts A and F right of way in this case. They are ap-
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proaching from the wrong side of the starting line or the exten-
sion thereof and under the necessity of making a 150° to 170°
turn before they can assume a normal course to the first mark,
Note that it iz impossible, in the case of this start, for any yacht
to eross the line from the right side on the starboard tack. Tt
scems reasonably certain that neither yachts 4 nor F would
have attempted to approach the line on the starboard tack,
except for the advantage aceorded them by the starboard tack
rule, They are in fact taking advantage of that rule in a manner
it was not designed to be taken advantage of, and, in conse-
quence, they are creating dangerous situations, apt to result in
fouls and protests, Yachts B, €, D and E, approaching the line
on the normal and only possible starting tack, may be regarded
as the innocent victims of a rule, in this case misapplied.

Situations of this kind arise only in the case of a port tack
gtart, There iz o fairly simple way of obviating them which
ghoutd, I believe, receive the eareful consideration of the rules
committer when the time comes todrafta new set of N.AY . R.U.
rules. Tt is to provide in the Opposite Tack rule for what might
be ealled “a variable right of way starting tack.” The new rules
would then operate in the following manner: Ordinarily, and in
the absence of any signal from the Race Committes, all star-
board tack yachts would, before starting, always have right of
way over all pert tack yachis; but, before a port tack start, the
Race Commitiee could and should display a signal, say eode flag
P, indicating that, before starting, all port tack compeling yachiz
would have right of way over all starboard tack compeiing
yachis. New rule section 6a, would then read somewhat as
follows:

6. 1f two yachts are on opposite tacks —

a. the port tack yacht shall keep out of the way after starting,
and also before starting unless the Race Commities displays
code flag P before the preparatory signal, in which case the
starbosrd tack yacht shall keep ont of the way before starting,

In my opinion, this rule change, although at first sight radical,
would oot cause any confusion, since, although it involves & 5-
minute change in right of way tacks, it gives the fleet of yuchis
approaching the line in the normal manner right of way over a
stray vacht approaching the line in such an sbnormal manner
that she will have to tack or jibe and make a large alteration of
course before she ean start and assume a normal course to the
first mark.

Az previously stated, in the case of an optional tack start, the
large majority of yachts elect to start on the starboard tack,
heeause they have found that in the large majority of cases it
pays to do so, and that it is always safer to do so. The one or two
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yachts that may elect a port tack start do so at their own rigk
and on & gamble that sometimes sueeeeds. But they are never
on the minds of the fleet approaching the line on the starboard
tack. It iz very muech easier for one or two yachts operating in-
dependently to keep out of the way of a fleet, than it is for a
fleet to alter course to keep out of the way of a stray yacht. The
fleet, nearly always bunched before the start, is sufficiently pre-
oeeupied with its own right of way problems without having to
bother ahout a yacht approaching with right of way on the
opposite tack, which may throw the whole fleet into a state of
confusion. The fleet has this worry today only in the case of a
port tack start.

If this suggested change should be adopted, we would not be
eonfronted with situations similar to that illustrated above in
the case of a port tack start. All yachts would find it to their best
advantage to approach the line in the normal manner on the
only sensibile starting tack, as they almost invariably do today
in the case of a starboard tack start. Furthermore, as in the caze
of a starboard tack start, all yachts sailing back towards the line
on the normal starting tack would have right of way over all
yachts zailing away from the line on the opposite tack. Many
dangerous situations, fouls and protests would be automatically
eliminated, In my opinion, yachtsmen would soon become ac-
customed to the reversal of the normal opposite tack right of
way situation during the 5-minute period preceding a port tack
gtart. The return to the normal right of way situation, which
would ooour as soon as a yacht crossed the line from the proper
gide after the starting signal, could not eause any confusion,
gince in the eage of a one tack start, all yachts remain on the
starting tack for a considerable length of time after starting.
This “variahle right of way starting tack" provision was not
ineorporated in the new rules becouse it seemed inadvisable to
suggest too many revolutionary changes at one time,

A Starboard Tack Start

Let us now consider the far simpler case of a starboard tack
start. Disgram 11T shows the position of the yachts at the mo-
ment the starting signal is made. No yacht is shown approaching
the line on the port tack, since it would obviously be the height
of folly to attempt to do so in view of the ensuing obligation of
having to keep out of the way of the fleet and of having to tack
or jibe and alter course at least 120° in order to assume & nermal
course to the first mark.

The finest starboard tack start T have ever witnessed was the
start of the large elass in the Bermuda Race in 1938. Bome
thirty large eruiser type yachts with a fresh southwest wind
abeam came charging down on the starting line at the lightship
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off Newport in a series of glorious parallel waves, If the wind
had been northeast, would we have seen such a happy start on
the port tack?

The new rules operate very simply in the Diagram ITI case
Section 8 — O the Same Tack — Overlapping — applies to each
of the three groups of yachts: yachts 4 and B, yachts ¢, D and
E; and yachts F and (7.

Yacht A, the keward vacht, has right of way and luffing
rights over yacht B, which has bad to luff to keep clear of 4.
The Room af the Mark rule does not apply to 4 and B, since they
are ahout to pass the mark overlapping on the same tack on their
leeward side {seetion 13, 1i). As the leeward yacht always has
right of way when two yachta overlap, she is entitled to room
to pass a mark to leeward under section 8, whether or not she
has the right to luff the windward ysu:ht. Furthermore, the
windward yacht, as she is always obligated to keep out of the
way, cannot bear away to round a mark until after the leeward
yacht has done go. Therefore, there is no point in complicating
this situation by injecting the Room ol the Mark rule into it.
Under exigting rules, it is necessary to apply this rule when two
yachts are about to pass a mark to leeward because, if it did not
apply, the leeward yaeht could not elaim room st the mark if she
ranked as an overtaking yacht.

Yacht F will have to give @ room at the mark sinee they will
not reach it until after the starting signal. While she would be
foolish to do so, F has the right, if she previously hails 7, to carry
both yachts to windward of the mark (section 14b).

Binee yachts ', D and E arrived at the weather mark before
the starting signal, ', the leeward yacht, was able to force D) and
E to'pass the mark on the wrong side (section 14a). It is im-
material whether or not ¢ has the right to luff D and/or E
(footnote to section 14a). D is in the One Way Trafic Lane
{section 16}, and consequently for the moment obligated to keep
out of E's way.

Note that under existing rules the situstion in the case of
yachts O, [} and E iz extremely complivated. While there iz no
required suiu on which to pass & mark until after the starting
gignal, a leeward yacht cannot foree an overlapping windward
yacht to windward of a starting mark unless the leeward yacht
has right of way, which she does not have if she ranks as an
overtaking yacht. So in order to ascertain whether ' can foree
D and/for E, or D ean foree E, to windward of the mark, we
must trace back the whole complicated history of how and when
and where each of the three overlaps started and try to ascer-
tain whether each yacht ranks as a converging or an overtaking
or an overtaken, yacht in respect to each of the other two. By
the time the skippers can figure out what the rights of each
&uht are, all three yachls may be past the starting mark, and

e skippers, past their bedtime, may be bidding each other and
the existing rules ** Good Night."

Before and Alter Jibing

It is important to compare, under nnv:r and existing rules,
the effect of a jibe on right of way when two yachts overlap.

T

As shown in Diagram IV, the position and course of the
yachts iz identical in both Cases T and IT; except that in Case 1
B ranks as overtaking yacht, and in Case IT A ranks as overtak-
ing yacht. In both cases the yachts are beating to leeward, a
conetantly employed maneuver, generally accepted as the fast-
est method of leeward sailing in a light breeze. The rights of the
yachts in positions 1 and 2 in both cases are clear under new and
exigting rules. In position 3 in both eases the rights of the yachts
depend under both new and existing rules on how the jibes af-
fected right of way, the right to luff or bear away, and the con-
tinuity of the overlap or of the

Under the new rules, the effect of the ]I.bBSIS stated in a foot-
note to the Tacking ﬂfJ'I-hng rule {section 11) which reads —

““A tack or a jibe by either or both of two yachts always creates a
new Right of Way situation, but not necessarily a different one;
g_at.:l.:i}m:ﬁnn 7 may apply both before and after two yachts have
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Reading this footnote in conjunction with the Same Toek-
Overlapping rule (section 8), which applies both before and after
the jibes, we must conclude in both Cases T and IT that the in-
stant both yachts completed their jibes (i) a new overlap began
to exist; (ii) yacht B began to rank as right of way leeward
yacht; and (iii) vacht B, if A is aft of ['s mast line, acquired
luffing rights. It is clear that the position of the yachts before
the jibes in no wise affected their rights after the jibes.

Tnder existing rules, the jibes have no effect on the righta of
either yacht. The yachts rank precisely the same in position 3
ag in position 2. In Case I yacht 42 still ranks as a yacht over-
taken to windward and in Case 11 as a yacht overtaking to lee-
ward. In both cases A? still ranks as leeward yacht and B® as
windward yacht. There is nothing to prevent A® in Case I from
jibing and Iuffing “the daylights" out of B% or to prevent A* in
Case IT (provided she keeps out of the way of £ from besring
away to prevent B* from passing to leeward.

Perhaps you are about to protest and exelaim: “How can
such a simple every day case be treated in such an absurd, un-
natural and complicated manner?"” Let me explain.

Firat, let us eonsider the Overtaking definition (Rule 29, &),
which reads —

*“0Of two yachta sailing the game or nearly the ssme course one
which is clear astern of the other begins to rank as overtaking
yacht as soon as she comes anywhere within range of risk of
eollision and continues so to rank until she either —

1. Draws clear shesd ; and then she begins to rank as overtaken
vacht.

2, Diraws clear abreast by widening out beyond range of risk of
eollision.

3, Falls astern beyond range of risk of collision.

4. One or both of the yachts tack.

The obligation of proving that she has drawn clear liez on the
late overtaking vacht.

Mo guestion of overtaking can arize unless the yachts are sail-
ing approximately the same course (s lufl by one of the yachte
under Rule 30, clause B, does not count as a difference of course
in thia eonnection).”
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It iz evident that no one of the four overtaking terminatives
listed above have operated between pogitions 2 and 3. Perhaps
weshould, by inference from the last paragraph of the definition,
inelude a fifth terminative — 5. The yachts cease lo sail approzi-
madely the seme course, If so, a glanee at Diagram IV will show
that terminative 5 has not operated, Since no overtaking termi-
native has operated, it is clear from the wording of the definition
that the orertaking yochl * * * continues so to rank after both
vachts have jibed.

The lee side of the yachts was established between positions 1
and 2 by the last sentence of elause (C) of Rule 30, which
reads —

“The lee side shall be considered that on which the leading
yacht of the two carries her main boom at the time she ceazes to
be clear ghead.”

Since the jibes did not create (i) a new status for the over-
taking yacht, or (i) a new overtaking condition, or {iil) & new
overlap; it would seem that we must rule, faced with the above
definition of le¢ side, that the jibes did not create a new lee side.
While this conelusion is unnatural, it seems inescapable in view
of the wording of existing rules.

In concluding this article I will try to explain the purport and
operation of the new rules in certain situations which 1 gather
from reactions to my previous articles were not entirely elear to
all renders.

Introductor}- Rules

Sections 1, 2, 3 and 4 explain the application of various right
of way rules, including the new rules. They are in a sense in-
troductory. Bection 2 outlines the customs and courtesy of the
sea d:nd was ineerted for the benefit of the uninitiated. It
reads —

“These Rules apply to all competing yachts whether in the
same or different classes or races, While no distinetion is made in
these Rules between the status of competing yachts racing for
different prizes, custom and courtesy dictate that such yachts,
when practieal, should aveid interfering with one another (e.g.,
a yacht should avoid interfering with snother yacht seheduled
Lo start before her, unlese the latter is so late for her start that
the yachts are starting together),”

Custom and eourtesy can never replace rules if either yacht
desires or deems it advisable to abide by the letter of a rule. Tt
was not my intention that at a protest hearing a claim that
another yacht has violated & custom or failed to observe one,

should ever be entertained as an excuse for or in defense of a
certain action. Bection 2 was intended merely to suggest that
certain situations may arise where a right of way yacht can
more gracefully {assuming she can do so without material logs)
waive her rights than insist upon them. It is entirely up to the
skipper of the right of way yacht to decide if, when and how he
should waive his rights,

The right of way yacht may be disqualified in the event of &
serious collision for violation of section 2, which reads —

“Trrespective of the rights or obligations of these Rules or of the
time at which an obligation legally begins, both yachts should do
their utmost, when a serious collision is imminent, to aveid one;
and the yacht which deems herself fouled, should promptly
display a flag, whether or not a sollision oeeurs.™ i

The International Rules of the Foad at Sea contain a gimilar
clause. I have never understood why the existing Racing Rules
do not, in the interest of safety, also contain one.

Race Committees should, I believe, be loath to invoke section
3 apainst & right of way yacht, and should be governed by the
recommendation, regarding the disqualification of a right of
way yacht, contained in the recent decision of the Appeals Com-
mittee of the NAY RU. in Appeal No. 12 {page 64, ete, of
the June, 1944 issue of Yacutme),

On the Same Tack — Clear Ahead-Clear Astern

(Mew Rule Definition) — Clear Ahead — Clear  Astern —
Orverlep — Windward Yacht — Lecward Yachi. These terms
apply coly to yachts on the same fack, and irrespective of
the angle at whieh they meet, The last two terms are used
only when two yachts on the same fack “overlap.” A yacht
is “clear shead™ if her stern line is ahead of all parts of the
other vacht, The other yacht is “clear astern.” T neither
yacht is *clear ahead,” the yachts “overlap,” and the one on
the other's windioard side is the * windward yacht,” the other
the “lesward yvacht.”

While under the new rules two yachts are by definition elear
ahead-clear astern irrespective of the angle at which they meet,
for all practieal purposes the new Clear Ahead-Clear Aslern rule
operates only when the existing one operates: i.e., only when the
two yachis concerned are sailing substantially similar courses.
If they are sailing substantially different courses (i.e., bound for
different marks after starting); they will almost invariably clear
each other without either one baving to alier eourse. To
illustrate —
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The dotted line indicates the stern line of yacht A, Yacht B
is shown in three different positions, Yacht A is clear ahead of
yacht B if B is in position 1 or 2, sinee g vacht iz clear ahead if her
stern line is akead of all parts of the other yachi (definition of
Clear Ahead). If vacht B, as in position 2, is sailing a substan-
tially different course from 4, B must, after the start, be hound
for 4 different mark, and be racing for a different prize. Roth
eourtesy (see section 2, quoted above) and sell-ndvantage die-
tate that B* should elect to pass astern of A,

O the Same Taclk — Cherlapping

If yacht B is in position 3, the yachts overlap under the new
rules, sinee if neither yacht is cleny whead the yachts overfop (defini-
tion of Overlap). Clauses a and b of section 8 appiy. Yacht B9
ranks as right of way lesward vacht, and 4 ranks as windward
yacht hecause she was on the other's windward #idfe (definition of
Windward Yacht) as the yachts approached each other, 4 has
aufficient clearance to cross ahead of b Note that elause b of
section & prohibits B* from bearing away as she would thereby
balk a windward yacht allempting o cross her bow. This clauze
cannot apply when two yachts are sailing nearly the same
course because in that event it is impossible for one vacht to
cross the other's bow unless the vackits are clear ahead-clear
astern; ie., in the position of yachts 4 and B, .

It iz obvious that vachts 4 and B or A and B, must he
bound for different marks and that congequently the one obli-
gated to kesp out of the way cannot afford to sail into a position
where she would be forced to parallel the course of the other,
Therefore, the new luffing rule (seetion Sc) operates, for all
practical purposes, only when the existing luffing rules operate:
Le., only between vachis that are sailing substantially similar
courses after starting, or that sssume substantially similar
courses before starting,

Transition from Clear Astern to Chwerlap

Now let us consider the transition etage under the new rules
from Clear Astern to Orwverlap (i.e., from seetion T to section 8),
ar the ease of two yachts, one clear astern overtaking the other
and about to establish an overlap,

Note that this transition from Clesr
the reasons set forth in the vacht A an
discussed above) does not oceur when racing unless the yachts
are sailing substantially similar courses (i.e., are bound for the
same mark or marks on the same bearing).

In position (-1, I is clear astern and must keep out of the
way. Right of way does not change if I elects to make her

Astern to Overlap (for
d B* case we have just
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overlap to windward, and
as under the existing overtak

8 right to Iuff D is then the same
ing rule until luffing rights termi-
nate. But if D¢ as shown in the disgram, elects to make hor
overlap to leewnrd (position C*-11), while the overlap is estah-
lished in precisely the same manner as under existing rules, there
are 4 number of rule differences — important on paper, but
relatively unimportant in practice. Under the new rules, vacht
€1, just before the overlap is established, may not hear away s
as to force D¢ to aller her course to avgid o colliston (section 7, b,
i}, A differently worded prohibition under existing rules pre-
vents (' from bearing away at this point (Rule 30, ), but the
result under either set of rules is the same, As soon as the overlap
is established, under the new rules, the right of way situation is
reversed, and D%, the leeward yacht, becomes right of way
yacht (section 8a), but, since the windward yacht C* was forward
of the mast line when the overlap began; D2, the leeward yachi, while
that overlap continues fo extst, may not, after slarting, sail abore
her normal course (section 8, ¢ ii). In other words, while I, the
overaking yacht, aequired right of way as leeward yacht when
the overlap began, she eannot-foree €%, the overtaken vacht, to
luff. If the vachts eollide: yacht (2 (unless 1 has luffed into
her) is to blame under the new rules; yacht I (unless (2 has
borne away into her) is to blame under exizting rules. But, ex-
cept for different disqualifieation provisions in the rare case
of a collision, the situation, for ]l practical purposes, is the
same under the new rules as under existing rules, under which
L%, the overtaken yacht, retains right of way after the overlap is
eetablished, but may not bear away below her Proper course to
prevent 12 from passing to leeward (Rule a0, C). “Why then,”
you may ask, “ change existing rules if both rules operate (except,
in the rare event of a collision) in substantially the same man-
ner?” The answer is that it is necessary to do so in order to
merge the existing Overfaking and Conzerging rules and so to
avoid the diffieulty of distinguishing between overtaking and
converging conditions. The new rules in effect apply the existing
converging right of way rule and the existing overtaking luffing
rule (the latter with some modifications) to both overtaking and
eonverging conditions, )

“But suppose,” you may ask, “that yacht L, as shown in the
dingram below, establishes her overlap so close to W's lee quar-
ter that W {now windward yacht and therefore obligated to keep
out of the way) cannot luff to keep out of the way?"

w
¢ ;
= 3 fr:L

"Iz not W, unjustly in this case,” you may say, “subject to
disqualification?” Yes, she is subject to disqualifieation, but a=
the result of her own lack of foresight. *“This situation,” you
may add, * cannot arise under the existing Overfaking rule, since
avertaking yacht L is obligated to keep out of the way, not only
while she is ¢lear astern, but also after she has established her
overlap to leeward.” This is true.

Before explaining the procedure
should follow in this case when sailing under the new rules, |
want to point out that in racing this case arises but infrequently,
A yacht, when elear astern of and close aboard of another yacht,
will pormally establish her overlap to windward, because it is
normally more to her advantage to do so. A yacht clear astern
desirous of making a bona fide attempt to pass to leeward of an-
other yacht, will, in her own interests, endenvor to establish her
overlap far enough to leeward to eseape the full blanketing
effect to which she will be subject if she establishes her over-
lap elose aboard. Only four cases occur to me where, approach-
ing each other as shown in the diagram, yacht L might benefit
by establishing her overlap to leeward instead of to windward of
yacht W,

I. Before starting,
ward of & port

tha;t- the windward yacht

to avoid being luffed over the line or to wind-
band mark before the gun,



2. Before starting, by holding her course to force W over the
line or to windward of & port hand mark before the gun.

3. After starting, when a starboard hand mark is reasonably
ologe to yacht W, .

4, Before or after starting, in a not very sporting attempt to
secure & technical disqualification.

When sailing under the new rules, the helmsman of the yacht
clear ahead has to exercise a little foresight when it becomes
apparent that a yacht clear astern and sailing nearly the same
course is about to establish an overlap very close to his lee quar-
ter, ezpecially so if the yachts are converging at an angle as
ghown in the disgram. Yacht W, just before the overlap is
established, should luff to a slightly higher course — (i) before
starting, than L iz sailing: and (ii) alter starting, than L's normal
course,

Yacht W will then be able to clear L after the overlap is es-
tablished sinee L — (i) before starting, cannot luff so as to foree
W to luff (section 8, e, i); and (i) after starting, cannot sail
above her normal eourse (section 8, ¢, 1i).

In other worde, yacht W, both before and after starting, must

take similar precautions to those the windward yacht has had
to take for years when the existing converging rule applied.
Actuslly, when it applied, the windward yacht has had to take
greater precautions than those she has to take under the new
rules, because under the converging rule the leeward yacht had
the right to luff the windward yacht.

I believe that the old saying “ much ado about nothing" ap-
plies to the above discussion, because actually the leeward
yacht has to make her overlap very close aboard — only inches
away — to prevent the windward yacht from luffing enough to
keep clear. Farthermore, during the three vears of tests that the
new rules have undergone, I have never been advised that they
have operated unjustly in this case. Should the further tests
they are now undergoing prove otherwise, it might be in order
to add & footnote to seetion 7 to the effect that “when two
yachta are sailing substantially similar courses, the vacht clear
astern may not eatablish her overlap so close to the lee quarter
of the yacht clear shead that the latter, when she begins to rank
a8 windward yacht, will be unable to luff to keep out of the
way."
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