
Jon Simpson comments on A class proposed draft rules 5th  January 2016 

 

D.2.4 LIMIT MARKS (a) Limit marks shall: (1) contrast strongly with the colour of 

the surface they are placed on, (2) be of uniform width between 2 mm and 6 mm 

wide,  (3) be long enough to be clearly visible when the boat is afloat. 

 

Comment: 

 

Item (3) there, as worded, would require the waterline limit marks to be continuous 

from the centreline of the hull to some height above the waterline so as to be "clearly 

visible when afloat" if this is taken to mean 'when sailing' as opposed to 'when afloat 

in a measuring tank equipped with a mirror'. 

 

Presumably the idea behind this would be to allow competitors to spot a boat which 

had waterline limit marks placed a very long way from the correct position (because 

of the fine angles of over-hangs and the adhesion of water to them, the actual 

waterline ending can be a significant distance from where a meniscus appears to leave 

the hull). 

 

This can be equally achieved by merely requiring marks to be placed above the 

waterline in addition to small mark underneath a flat bottomed hull at the actual 

waterline ending.  

 

There is an element of unfairness in the rule as drafted, as explained below 

Some boats will be painted a light colour (something that adds weight compared to a 

dark colour, because of the quantity of pigment required, and it will be possible for 

such a line to be drawn will a marker pen. However most boats will be dark in colour 

and the common way of applying a mark is by attachment of sticky tape. Meniscus 

effects mean that close to the centreline the tape will be submerged and  the small 

'step' at the edge of the tape will interfere with the flow of water.  

 

At the bow, the 'step' will very slightly add to the drag by requiring the flow to be 

diverted around the tape. That diversion is very small but not free in terms of drag. 

Additionally, in very light winds and still water the 'step' will tend to destabilize the 

laminar flow over the hull and encourage early transition to turbulent flow aft of the 

tape. Depending on the hull speed and other factors, any provoked turbulent  flow 

may or may not re-laminarize  further aft. The tape provides an artificial, albeit small, 

source of drag. 

 

We should try to minimize the impact on comparative  performance introduced by 

artifices such as limit marks. As worded this part of the Draft rule would 

unnecessarily introduce one - because a boat with a V-section hull will have a very 

small length of tape to interfere with water flow but a boat with a wide, flat  U-section 

bow will have a long length of tape submerged. 

 

You could have a long argument about how small / trivial / significant the 

disadvantage imposed on a flat bottomed boat would be, but you cannot reasonably 

argue that it is necessary for the mark to be continuous - so the obvious solution is to 

avoid choosing to create the issue.  

 



At the aft waterline mark this tape will be buried in either a thick boundary layer of 

near stationary water, or  rather chaotic flow, depending on the speed and surface 

ripples etc. 

 

 

D.1.3 DEFINITIONS The deck datum point is defined as the intersection of a 

transverse line, minimum 50 mm long, engraved in, bonded in or moulded into a 

nonremovable part of the deck, and the centreplane. 

 

Comment:  

 

In essence this is a good idea, however: 

 

  (i) It is not necessary to require a 50mm long transverse engravement or similar in 

order to define a datum "point". Nobody is going to need to measure an A Class from 

a distance of 20m so this can be much shorter. This would unnecessarily dictate 

construction methods by requiring, a minimum solid piece of deck (presumably not 

allowed to be covered with part of a deck patch?). We want to encourage more people 

to put boats together in whatever way is quickest and convenient for them and one 

method is a hull moulding with deck flange and added deck-beams, upon which a 

covering of sticky backed sail cloth is applied everywhere - continuously. It is quick, 

cheap and light. The length of the 'engraved' etc line need only be long enough to 

cover the uncertainty over exactly where the 'centreplane' actually is (with amateur 

builders, or hurriedly built prototypes, this can be slightly vague). There appears to be 

no point in requiring more than say 10mm. If there is a point, what is it? 

 (ii) The deck datum point could be defined via 'permanently' marks to port and 

starboard respectively on the nearest available nonremovable surface - which for a 

fabric decked boat would be the hull at the sheer line, allowing a straight-edge or 

piece of string to be run between them to confirm any deck mark attached to fabric 

was in the correct position. 

 

 

 

HULL 

 

Thin (eg less than 20mm) underwater hull projections are explicitly permitted 

without penalty under the current rule - and have been for a very long 

time. Here is the relevant part of the 1994 Rule we are updating: 

 
"3.3.5  If any underwater part of the hull, or appendage if more than 20 mm 

thick, projects beyond a waterline ending the projection shall be 
included in the measured waterline length." 

 
In other words there has been no need to determine whether a thin underwater 

projection was an appendage or a part of the hull for waterline 

measurement purposes, so long as it was no thicker than an allowed 

appendage. The Draft new rule introduces an unnecessary complication by 

requiring these projections to be identified as either hull projections or 

appendages via the addition of D.2.2 (c).  

 



D.2.2 (c) If any underwater part of the hull projects beyond the flotation waterline 

length measurement point the projection shall be included in the measured 

waterline length. Figure I.2. 

 

This would mean for example that Alan B's and probably Mervyn C & Peter F's 

lightweight boats might be argued to have hull projections rather than 

appendages. Although they will continue to race for the foreseeable future, 

a newcomer building a copy of their boats would likely have to build them 

up in a more time consuming and complex way. 

 

If the intention is to update the 1994 rule then in order to be consistent with it 

D2.2(c) should read: 

   " If any underwater part of the hull with a maximum thickness of more than 20 mm 

projects beyond the flotation waterline length measurement point the 

projection shall be included in the measured waterline length. Figure I.2. 

 

 
 
 
 
New  symmetry and accuracy of construction demands: 

 
D.2.2 (d) The port and starboard quarter beam lengths shall not differ by more 

than 25 mm. 
 

Comment: 

 

There has never been a restriction on the difference between Port and Starboard QBL 

measurements. A Class yachts are the most complicated and time consuming to 

design, build and measure.  We should not do anything to discourage potential 

designers or builders from having a go through the possibility of being refused a 

Certificate because their building skills were insufficiently professional and/or their 

building board warped , or they were just in too much of a hurry to squeeze in the 

activity of making a model boat. The Quarter beam measurement is the most difficult 

to make accurately and repeat measurement by different measurers at different 

measuring facilities are likely to differ. QBL is itself based on (that is, it is a 

derivative of) other measured quantities - Waterline Length and Waterline Beam -

which carry their own embedded error. The current Draft rule proposes a 25mm limit 

on Port & Starboard QB. It is not clear why this might be thought to be needed. 

However just as a practical example I can confirm to that at least one of my boats (the 

one I happen to have the measurement details to hand for) would fail handsomely to 

obtain a Certificate under  the proposed limits. It was hand-built as a prototype after 

much sustained persuasion by me, by a prolific builder, to try out a new design. 

Inevitably it was built in a hurry. It was very difficult to get it built at all - and a hurry 

was all it was ever going to be built in. It has Port - Starboard QBL difference of 

48mm. When it was built, if it had been refused a Certificate on those grounds it 

would, frankly, have been thrown on a skip. No more time was going to be spent on 

it. 

 



See also C.10.1 (a) which has event check measurement of QBL to have an upper 

limit of tolerance of a mere 5mm.  

 

 

 

 

Mainsail & Boom 

 

Comment: 

 

The proposed definition of spar cross section (perpendicular to the datum line) will 

make any main boom designs with a steep curve non-compliant. Passing the boom 

through a circle of 25mm diameter would avoid this.  

 

F.4.3 DIMENSIONS 

When measured at any point on the spar, the boom spar cross 
section, taken perpendicular to the main boom spar datum line shall 
not exceed the following: 

  

  maximum 

Vertical boom spar cross section  25 

Transverse boom spar cross section  25 

   
 

 

LUFF LIMIT 

 

The A Class rule has not been 'cornered' with the establishment of an effective 

minimum weight, below which boats will not be competitive. I designed Lightening a 

decade ago, prior to which about 33lbs was almost universally assumed to be the 

lower limit of boat to be competitive in a wide range of wind speeds. That prototype 

has demonstrated that it is certainly possible to reduce the displacement to 27lbs. We 

don't know whether some bright spark will find a way of dramatically reducing the 

displacement of a top tier boat even further. Itis quite likely that if someone managed 

to design a competitive (genuinely, top level that is) boat at a displacement of, say, 

12lbs they would require much shorter rigs because they would have a low drag and 

low power combination. On reading that the minimum luff length was as proposed in 

the Draft, they will work out that their design will be overpowered in strong winds - 

and therefore not  an all-round competitor - and not bother building it. Another loss 

for model yachting and a gain for MaxSurf etc. 

 

Do we want to discourage the development of very light boats for some reason?  


