
MYA Ten Rater Class Rules comments - replies 
 
General 
 
Formatting will be carried out when all documents are finalised to achieve consistency and, 
where it does not conflict with legibility/clarity, a reduction in length. 
 
Words used in their ERS defined sense will be emboldened. Words used in their RRS defined 
sense will be italicised. Cross references will be checked. 
 
Several of the MYA comments propose significant changes to the class rules concerning 
features that have been present for decades. Changes of this nature are not the concern or 
intent of this class rule revision which is concerned with making changes necessary to 
incorporate the effect of interpretations, to address issues that are identified and to make 
changes thought helpful to promote the class and racing at international level. However, if it 
wishes, the MYA may make specific proposals to change the class rules through the usual 
channels. 
 
It is noted that some respondents express dislike of the concept of multiple certificates. It is 
noted that there is no specific proposal to address the basic problem i.e. these effectively exist 
now for some, but not all, owners. Again, if it wishes, the MYA may make specific proposals to 
change the class rules through the usual channels. 
 
We are grateful for the corrections of a typographic/housekeeping nature. 
 
Please see replies regarding other comments. 
 
MYA3 
As the ‘I’ can be confusing in this Arial font, looking like 1, wouldn't it be better to move the 
letters on one? 

Agree-Done 
 
MYA4-MYA18-MYA20-MYA21 

Appendix E1.2 states that there is no crew in radio sailing. In any case crew gives the wrong 
impression as it is usually multiple people, whereas 'competitor' is clearly one person 

Agree-already done 
 
MYA7 
This is opposite to what RRS 63.3 (a) states, which is not to penalise where the deviation 
doesn't affect performance. 
As this is covered by the RRS does not need to be here in class rule. 
As a courtesy for information for the sailor to draw attention to the way breaches of the class 
rules are handled in the RRS.  
 

MYA12 

What is this doing here when it is a racing rule that applies to all boats? 

As a courtesy for information for the sailor to draw attention to the way breaches of the class 
rules are handled in the RRS.  
 
MYA15 

The last part of this does not make sense. As ‘permitted' is already covered in the line above it is 
not required here. 
Better to use the word ‘restricted’ in the first part, which is easily understood  and omit the last 
part. 
Remove from the class rule. 
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Individual class rules typically use text that requires a feature, limits a feature or prohibits a 
feature and so we have already revised to the following: 
 
The class rules for the International XYZ Class are open class rules in which anything not 
specifically prohibited by the class rules is permitted, where individual rules require, limit, or 
prohibit as necessary. 
 
MYA16-MYA17 
The ERS uses numbers for the parts, so should this rule. This then avoids confusion between I 
and 1 when used in Arial font. 
Agree-done 
 
MYA19 
Certification cannot be carried out without Part 3. 
Agree-done 
 
MYA21 

'Trimming' is added as this is just as important in achieving performance as controlling. In vane 
racing this is the determining factor in performance. Whilst advice can be given to another 
competitor on the shore, the trimming should not be taken over by another competitor.  
An interesting proposal for the class rules. It is felt that your point is already covered adequately, 
and in a far better place, in the RRS.  
 
MYA22 
Boats should be properly measured to determine waterline endings and measured length. Boats 
with low overhangs could be legal to the extent that their true flotation waterline is a given 
length, but marks placed at these point may well, in fact probably will, have the meniscus 
overlapping the mark. Even if floating about at an event was practical, because of the meniscus 
effect at our scale the proposed method of just viewing the marks treats boats with low 
overhangs unfairly and so this is not a good way of ensuring compliance. As it is possible to 
measure the waterline endings accurately this should be carried out at certification and the 
resulting measurements used in calculating the rating. See D.2 FLOATATION AND THE 
PLACING OF MARKS. If the race organisers have a tank in a enclosed area and viewing marks, 
maybe covered with water does clearly prove compliance, then surely the real LWL could be 
measured and compared with the certificate. All of this is normally academic at events, because 
having a tank at the lakeside is impractical. 
See notes elsewhere from Gerd. Nothing stops the measurer and/or owner floating his boat to 
ascertain the true waterline endings.  
 
MYA23 
Doesn't emboldening only apply to the actual waterline ending as defined in the ERS? Waterline 
limit marks are not necessarily at the waterline endings.  
Waterline here is used in a sense that is not the same as the ERS sense and so the word is not 
emboldened. 
 
MYA24 
 

The ERS uses American spelling, so when that apply in this class rule? 
The class rules are written in English English and the term draught here is not used in the ERS 
sense. 
 
MYA25 
Surely, rig is used in a different way to the definition in the ERS? Here the term refers to the 
sails and the rig 
 Agree- now refers to rig which is defined as rig and sail(s) used in combination. 
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MYA26 
Nor at any time as this should require measurement to prevent changes affecting the waterline 
length measurement. 
Section C rules apply to the sailor at an event. There is no attempt to prevent the re-shaping of a 
hull between events and it remains the responsibility of the owner to ensure his boat complies 
with the class rules after any such change. See notes from Gerd on this subject re compliance 
after a boat is issued with a certificate. 
 
MYA27 
Don't see why this is necessary at all, as the boat/competitor is identifiable by sail number. If it 
doesn't have any useful purpose shouldn't we remove it? Identification useful as part of history is 
covered in D.1.3. 
C.4.2 could be removed entirely. This issue has been raised and discussed  several times by 
MYA measurers and its future use should be questioned; is it really necessary? 

As for Marblehead Class   
This has been a feature of this and other class rules for a long time, is generally useful, is 
something that is not considered a problem and is not thought to be a necessary change in this 
rule revision. But the MYA is invited to propose a rule change through the usual channels if it 
thinks this would be useful. 
 
MYA28 
Firstly, that word’ except’ is missing. 
Secondly, to be consistent shouldn't the exception come first? 

Agree-done 
 

MYA29 

Is it assumed then that fins rotating to become gybing fins are allowed? Interesting but is it a 
possible complication we require? 

No change is proposed here. Are you suggesting this freedom is removed? 
 

MYA29 

Surely there needs the normal exceptions here as a fin attached to the deck breaks this rule? 

Agree-done 
 

MYA30 

Why should the area be any different to that recorded on the certificate, irrespective of the area 
of the rig relative to the total area? Isn't this rule stating the obvious and is therefore not 
needed? 

No change is proposed here. This is a rule that permits larger diameter mast spars to be used 
for lower height masts and is a concession to simple rig construction.  
 

MYA31 

Doesn’t rig needs to be emboldened as it is an ERS defined word? 
Not quite. Spars used instead. 
 

MYA32 

See other notes. 
 

MYA33-MYA34 

See above 
 

MYA35 
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This is not understood. If the rig cannot extend beyond the extreme ends of the hull what has its 
relationship to the data waterline got to do with it. Does it mean that it must not project fore or aft 
of the data waterline endings should not if so why not just say that? Why is a restriction needed 
anyway? 

In order to find if a part of the rig projects fore or aft of the hull it is necessary to know at what 
attitude the hull should be. This could be when afloat. However, for simplicity and to avoid the 
need for flotation the datum waterplane is used as the major axis. It is thought near enough to 
the actual flotation waterplane for practical purposes. 
 

Needed so that a sailor can successfully judge that he will cross ahead or astern of another boat 
when at some distance from it. The overlap rule does not need to consider parts of the rig 
extending beyond the extremities of the hull.  
 

MYA36 

Again, this is stating the obvious, so it is not necessary. 
Apparently not obvious. Placed here for clarity. 
 

MYA37 

This would be more understandable without word ‘minimum'. 
This rule is now in Section G and is expressed differently. 
 

MYA38 

This is an open class with freedom to experiment with rigs, so IRSA are destroying the spirit of 
the class. There is 100% disagreement with this from MYA 10 rater respondents. Remove these 
unnecessary limits. 
The class should give top quality racing at the highest level of events which are typically entered 
by sailors who have to travel by plane. The largest outsize baggage permitted by some airlines 
is currently just large enough for a Marblehead sized rig box into which a 2200 mm luff rig will fit. 
It would not be reasonable to encourage rig sizes that are not easily transportable to top level 
events for the class. It is thought likely that the are very few current boats that would be affected 
by such a limitation and so it is an appropriate time to introduce such a limit. 
 

MYA39-MYA40 

As MYA comment above. Abandonment of racing will not be determined by luff length but by 
other factors such as safety etc. There is no support for this idea from MYA 10r respondents. 
This is a pointless rule which won't have a material bearing on the abandonment of racing. 
Marbleheads which are often used for 10 rater racing have had rigs shorter than this in their 
standard set of just 4 rigs for years. 
Just restricting the mainsail luff height allows smaller area , but narrower rigs, so IRSA won't 
achieve anything EXCEPT upsetting a lot of owners.  
There is almost universal MYA respondent dislike for these luff limitation ideas.  
See response on same subject for Marblehead Class. 
The replies from the respondents suggests no GBR boats are affected by this proposal. Is that 
correct?  
As for Marblehead Class 
A There is currently no rule requiring a mainsail, or any sail, to be used.  
B The proposed rule has introduced a minimum size rig height (luff length).  
The sail marks rule are expressed in a way that ensures the sail number of the required size will 
fit on the mainsail provided the sail is of a certain minimum size. A 990 mm mainsail luff does 
ensure no problems with application of sail numbers and national letters. There is no point 
having a minimum size sail luff if the sail may not be used. 
 

 

MYA41 
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Point at which this measurement is taken is not specified. Is there going to be a deck limit mark? 
Or is it ….the 'minimum' distance……..? 

It is not felt there is an undue difficulty with this rule which will only rarely be invoked. 
 

MYA42 

This is another pointless rule as models don't usually reef. Sometimes scissors are used to 
reduce sail area, but this is not reefing as you cannot put back the area as you can by taking out 
the reef. 
As for Marblehead Class 
See above. There is currently no intention to prevent sail area reduction by stopping owners 
trimming their sails.  
 

MYA43 

There is no such point normally marked on a 10 rater mainsail as there is in other classes, so 
instead of giving more work to the OMs it would be quite sufficient to say 'in the upper part of the 
sail', as it is such a small element of identification on such a big sail. 
It should not be necessary to mark this point on the sail but it is clearly defined, is well known to 
measurers and can be easily found if necessary.  
 

MYA44 

To be consistent with the other rules should not this be luff rope? 

Agree-done 
 

MYA45 

Automated needs to be defined. As these are ‘what if' rules predicting the future, why not wait 
until there is something on which to create the rule, if necessary. In can in any case be covered 
by an SI. The use of these words will only lead to interpretations which is a complete waste of 
everyone's time. 
As for Marblehead Class 

Automated is not defined anywhere that is relevant to this class rule. 
We are seeking to avoid having to introduce a restrictive rule in the future in response to an 
innovation that gives a significant advantage to the user and which may be complex and/or 
costly and therefore to the detriment of the class as a whole. That would be an unnecessary 
waste of people’s time whereas responding to questions about the class rules is rarely a waste 
of time. But the MYA is encouraged to propose a rule change through the usual channels. 
 

 

MYA46 

What is the problem with this? On-board cameras could be very useful for publicity, getting 
dramatic on board film. There is MYA respondent support for on-board cameras. 
See response regarding Marblehead 
 

MYA47 

There is a view that with advancing technology some of which is here already that it may be 
advantageous to have a camera on-board transmitting useful information for competing. If that 
was the case really these clauses should be removed from the class rule and allowance made in 
the sailing instructions to prohibit or permit as appropriate to the event. Once it is in the class 
rules the only way to allow such things would be to change the class rule, which would be long 
winded. It would be more appropriate to handle it with sailing instructions.  
 

 C.8.2 has never been a good rule as things have happened as technology has gone on and the 
rule has just been ignored. Better that the restriction is covered in another way. 
 

What is the problem with cameras on-board anyway? This could be very useful for publicity, 
getting dramatic 



page 6 

See response above. 
 

MYA48 

This unnecessary repetition is pointless. But if it really is required It’s A10 and arguably A11- 
A13 

Agree-removed 
 

MYA49 

The MYA tech team and other designer respondents believe that the waterline measurement in 
a tank is essential at initial certification. LWL is a key part of the formula and it is necessary for 
this to be accurate to allow sails to be made appropriately. Also that there is no instruction to the 
OM on where to place the marks as there is in the A class.  
The current rule allows unmeasured boats to race which cannot be right. 
See earlier response. Equipment inspection at an event remains the only way to know that boats 
comply with the class rules.  
 

MYA50 

Currently there are no instructions to owners or OMs as to where to place the limit marks. In this 
revision of C.4.1 there is at least a starting point with the waterline ending, as defined in the 
ERS, from which to relate where to put the limit marks 

It might be thought unnecessary and/or patronising to tell measurer/owners to place the mark 
outboard of the waterline endings. 
 

 

MYA-51 

This is creating a wholly artificial idea of the waterline which is actually just where the 
waterplane cuts the hull. This just makes what should be a simple rule unnecessarily 
complicated. 
There are three things to consider.  
1 The measured waterline length is what determines the sail area. 
2 It is the distance between two marks on the hull.  
3 The actual waterline endings shall be within the limit marks.  
And this does not represent any change to the class rules. 
 

MYA-52 

This is an impossible requirement to get a mark that goes round the surface of the hull that is 
exactly to the dimensions between marks. This is impractical and should be removed as a 
requirement. 
It is a confidence building measure of value to the sailors and one that is easily achievable at 
minimal cost or effort. 
 

MYA54 

This comment comes from the MYA tech team's paper on problems with the current rules at 
equipment inspection, which itself was generated by the 2013 10 rater national championship 
including international entrants where event measurers could not ensure that boats were 
compliant. As it was 9/22 boats were not presented as being compliant.  
 

Where there is doubt about where the waterline limit marks have been placed on the hull there 
is currently no measurement locating these points. Whilst overhangs are difficult to measure, 
this particular measurement is short (assuming no canard rudder), easy to take and will ensure 
that any displaced or incorrect limit marks can be relocated according to the certificate. 
 

Once the marks are correct according to the certificate then on the water there will be some 
indication of compliance. If waterline limit marks are moved after certification, then that 
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certificate becomes invalid as A.12.1 (b). This suggested simple rule provides an easy check for 
equipment inspectors to ensure that the limit marks are in the right place. 
It would have been interesting to have seen your report at an earlier stage ;-)…….  
 

However it is not too late to consider this idea. If, as you suggest, the position of waterline limit 
marks is recorded on the certificate with respect to a fixed datum, say the rudder stock, then it is 
clear that any change of lcb or lcg of the boat will cause the waterline endings to move with 
respect to those waterline limit marks. Under the current rules, and the proposed rules, it is 
perfectly possible for the owner to make any such lcb/lcg change he wishes and amend the 
position of the limit marks without having to engage a measurer to certify the boat. Under your 
suggestion it is most unlikely that a change to the lcb or lcg of the boat would permit the same 
waterline limit marks to be valid. The boat would have to be re-certified involving the 
engagement of a measurer. Although this is in line with your suggestion that the waterline length 
shall be checked by the measurer at certification measurement this is contrary to the concept of 
giving freedom to the owner to amend his boat in return to taking responsibility for ensuring it 
complies with the class rules.  
 

In any case compliance at an event can only be ensured by equipment inspection at the event. 
Nothing changes this whichever approach is used. Attempting to prevent owners from making 
changes to their boats by legislation only serves to penalise those honest owners who would go 
to the trouble of re-engaging a measurer to re-certify their boats while others would not bother 
and will never be caught out until there is equipment inspection. 
 

MYA56 

Please can we have “sign and date at the tack”  or words to that effect, as that is what we do.  
Certify may be achieved by signing. Alternatively a DNM may use an alternative means of 
certifying a sail. 
 

MYA57 

This would appear to be an unnecessary requirement, as measurers will still check whether 
small sails fit within the profile of the largest suit.  
The profile may have three-dimensional elements and therefore can't be guaranteed to be 
hundred percent accurate but for the majority of instances this will still be adequate. 
If in doubt an event measurer can now, with the welcome grid change, use the luff perpendicular 
on the certificate to make a quick check on the small sail’s compliance. 
Measurers may check if a small sail fits inside the profile of another in order to decide whether 
the sail needs to be checked according to the class rules which are now clear and practical with 
respect to the compliance or otherwise of alternative sails.  
Marking the sails with the area of the parent sail is a confidence building measure of value to the 
sailors and one that is achieved with minimal cost or effort. 
 

MYA-58 

If it is really necessary to mark on measured areas on sails then in this class the areas of the rig 
are very important and need to be marked and signed by the OM. It is not going to help much for 
the casual observer adding up lots of six-figure numbers in his head to check a boat's 
compliance, but in the complex wing masts configurations the equipment inspector needs to see 
what the area of these elements are. 
Marking the sails with the area of the parent sail is a confidence building measure of value to the 
sailors and one that is achieved with minimal cost or effort. 
 

MYA60 

There needs to be a prefix before these identification number/letters. 
Do not understand. 
 

MYA61 
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Surely this is not the ERS definition but all of the parts of the rig and sails. 
Agree – see MYA25 
 

MYA62 

What is meant by calibrated equipment? Who calibrates it? How often is it calibrated? Surely a 
set of certified weights is sufficient to check calibration? 

The rule requires the scales to be calibrated and it is reasonable to assume that anyone who 
has achieved official measurer status will not need to have this explained to him. He will be 
familiar with the concept. 
For the record, to me, calibration generally means the output of a measuring device is checked 
using a known quantity. Certificated generally means a some guarantee exists which says some 
identified piece of equipment has been checked and its output is accurate.  
 

MYA63 

To avoid confusion and to help the cross-referencing the addition of ‘section 'would be useful. 
Do not understand. 
 

MYA64-MYA65-MYA66 

Fore-and-aft is not a defined term. 
Although the headings in section ERS F.2 are not in bold this is because they are capitalised 
throughout . However the section is titled Mast Measurement Definitions and this gives a clear 
guide. And it seems the words fore and aft and transverse in the diagram for ERS F2.4 (m) are 
in bold.  
 

MYA67 

This would then cover situations like old-fashioned headboards sewn onto the sail, which would 
not be measured in the case of a 2 mm wire headboard above the sail. If it is a 'board' with area 
then it should be measured. In previous 10 rater rules if there were elements of the rig that gave 
driving force then they were measured. 
It is not intended to change the existing rule. 
The quantity S is the sum of the rig area and the sail area. These are well defined. In particular 
the sail area is the area of the largest sails used together. The word is used in the ERS defined 
sense and ERS G.1.1 defines what is a sail. It includes many items one of which is stiffening. 
Stiffening is defined as corner boards and battens. So any such items will be included in the sail 
area measurement unless excepted as in this rule.  
 

MYA68 

Luff rope, not bolt rope to be consistent with the other class rules. 
Agreed-done 
 

MYA69 

Shouldn't the exception come first? 

Agreed-done 
 

MYA71 

Add ‘Section’ for clarity and embolden sail. 
Sail is not used in the ERS sense here. 
 

MYA76 

why are girths taken rather than projected distances and thus areas? 

2 sets of similarly looking double luff sails are shown. Whereas in other class rules 
measurement is relatively straightforward from the front of the mast to reach here with so many 
cross widths to take it is creating an immense load for the OM and for what purpose if the simple 
method in other classes is adequate. 
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Not only that, but to take the circumference of the sail along those grid lines is not easy. For 
these 2 diagrams this approach is unnecessarily complicated and will put people off making 
simple double luff sails. 
No change is proposed here. The primary step in ensuring a sail is of the correct area is to 
enable a sail maker to make the sail and know it is correct. He will not have the spars present 
when he does this and measurement is facilitated by measuring the girths. There is no good 
reason to change from this concept when moving to solid sails. 
 

 

End 
 
Graham Bantock 
Chairman of Technical Committee, IRSA 
6th January 2016 
 
 


