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Response to MYA letter, 22nd June 2016 

3rd July, 2016 

Matter: Response to letter from Chris Cook Secretary to Council MYA.  For and on behalf of 

the MYA Council Emergency Committee. 

 

Dear Chris 

We refer to the letter from the MYA Council Emergency Committee dated 22th June 2016. 

We understand the letter deals with two matters. The first matter is the MYA view that IRSA 

have not complied with their Constitution in promulgating these rule changes, and the 

second matter is the MYA view that the TC Chair has not exercised the requirement to stand 

aside where commercial interest could be construed as being in place. 

The MYA view that IRSA has not complied with its constitution is essentially based upon a 

particular reading of Article 8.4. All other related articles, rules, and guidelines are simply 

links in a chain of interpretation and imputation, such that Article 8.4 is the central link. It is 

the interpretation of this Article in one way on which the MYA view rests. A different 

interpretation of this Article is held by IRSA, and is the one on which IRSA bases its view that 

it has complied with its constitution. 

This is Article 8.4 in full: 

"Decisions of Committees shall be taken by a simple majority of votes cast. The Committee 

Chairman shall have a second or casting vote in the event of equality of votes. The 

Committee Chairman shall arrange electronic mail voting amongst the Committee 

members." 

A committee always has a number of different ways of coming to a decision on the matter in 

front of it. One of these ways is by voting. Alternatively, a committee may come to a decision 

by consensus, by acclamation, by the chair asking if anyone objects, by the chair announcing 

the outcome and giving objectors time, and so on. All of these are the ways that real 

committees work, and these ways are all in order in any committee. In most committees in 

most circumstances, decisions are in fact not usually taken by voting. It cannot have been the 

intention of the IRSA Constitution to prohibit any committee from using the ways mentioned 

here to arrive at a decision. 

On the other hand, as and when a decision is made by voting, then we may understand that 

8.4 prescribes how this is to be done. The first sentence of 8.4 is concerned with the nature 

of the majority required for a decision, and it specifies that this is to be a simple majority. 
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The second sentence of 8.4 goes on to state what happens when the voting is tied. This 

reinforces the view that 8.4 is simply concerned with how a decision may be arrived at when 

voting. The third sentence of 8.4, that "The Committee Chairman shall arrange electronic mail 

voting amongst the Committee members" cannot mean that decisions can only be taken via 

e-mail, and cannot mean that committee matters can only be dealt with by e-mail. Instead, it 

surely means that, where the committee meeting is a virtual meeting, electronic means of 

voting shall be used. 

Article 8.4 is read by the IRSA EC as, " *When a vote is taken*, decisions of Committees shall 

be taken by a simple majority of votes cast", etc. Only with this reading does the whole 

Article make sense. The point of view of the EC is that, if the Article intended that all 

committee decisions shall only be taken by ballot, then it would instead read, "Decisions of 

Committees shall be taken by voting", etc. 

This is how all IRSA Committees, not just the Technical Committee, implement Article 8.4. In 

fact, as far as can be seen, neither the Racing Committee nor the Technical Committee have 

routinely taken formal ballots in the past several years. The business of these committees has 

all been brought to the Executive Committee by their Chairs, where the EC has formally 

voted on and decided the proposals put before it. 

The MYA view that "the TC Chair has not exercised the requirement to stand aside because 

of his commercial interest" is said to be because "self-interest is, that if the matter to be 

proposed or voted upon can benefit a person financially or competitively if the vote goes 

one way rather than the other, clearly that person has a motive for voting one way rather 

than the other", and that as a consequence "he should absent himself from any discussion or 

vote on the matter and should not propose the matter either". 

The IRSA EC has anticipated the concerns of its office holders with regard to conflicts of 

interest, and approved the definition and handling of any conflict of interest as follows. 

"An office holder may always participate in a discussion, whatever their interests or however 

they may be affected. It is sometimes thought that an office holder should not vote on 

proposals which affect them. This is correct in respect of proposals in which the office holder 

has a unique financial interest, or a unique personal interest which is not common to others. 

It is mistaken in respect of proposals which may affect the office holder but in which they 

have no unique interest as defined because others could be affected as well. Where other 

office holders are or can be affected as well, an office holder may vote on a proposal which 

also affects them. To state the obvious, this is because the others can or may also benefit 

from the proposal – no office holder is uniquely affected. Office holders should abstain from 

voting on any matter in which they have a unique interest, either personal or financial. Office 

holders are fully entitled to vote on all other matters, including any matters which might 

affect them but in which they do not have a unique interest." 

This definition, different from the MYA's, is the definition that the IRSA EC uses. Under this 

definition, the involvement of the TC Chairman in the revised class rules is proper. 

We would point out that, using the MYA definition of self-interest, no Technical Committee 

business could ever be conducted by anyone who owned a model yacht, and there is some 

doubt whether Executive Committee or Racing Committee business could be conducted 

either. 

Taking a step back from these two specific matters, we have some comments. 
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We believe it is common cause that these two matters are raised as technicalities, and that 

the underlying matter is the MYA Council's apparent disagreement with the revised Class 

Rules for the M, 10R, and A Classes, in particular the provision in the revised rules for 

multiple certificates. We term these two matters "technicalities", because we believe that, 

were either or both matters to be settled in accordance with the MYA's view, the revised 

class rules would nevertheless still eventually be promulgated in their current form, and the 

only substantive change would be to effect a delay in their promulgation. We suggest that 

instead the MYA addresses its issues with the revised class rules directly. 

The IRSA EC suggested to the MYA some months ago that it could table a proposal at the 

recent General Assembly with regard to the class rules, but it did not do so. The IRSA EC 

suggested to the MYA some months ago that it could seek the Chair's support at the recent 

General Assembly for an urgent proposal with regard to the class rules, but it did not do so. 

World Sailing suggested to Roger Stollery and David Hollom some months ago that they 

should focus their energy on a worldwide solution for single certificates (which we would 

support), but we have not heard of any progress on that front. 

There are other approaches the MYA could consider. One is to formally propose one or more 

class rule changes to IRSA. Another is, for events under its jurisdiction, to provide revised 

rules for their NoR and SIs which, for example, require entrants to provide the most recent 

certificate to the organising committee. 

Longer term, it is IRSA policy that the classes should become self-governing through 

International Class Associations, and we would welcome the MYA taking a leading role in the 

formation of ICAs for the M, 10R, and A Classes, since we also believe it is common cause 

that this is by far the preferred outcome. 

We note that the third sentence of Article 8.4 illustrates the inevitable necessity that a given 

rule may require interpretation. It states that committees shall vote using e-mail. If this were 

to be taken literally, then clearly IRSA has been in contravention of its constitution for some 

years now, since IRSA votes using an on-line discussion Forum. 

To the best of our knowledge, a revision of the Class Rules in our sport (as governed at 

various times by IMYRU, RSD, and now IRSA) has never been subject to a formal ballot of the 

Technical Committee, or of the National Members, or of the class owners. The only ballot 

which has ever been conducted has been a formal ballot of the association's governing 

committee (the Permanent Committee in the case of RSD). Article 8.4 has existed in various 

forms in the constitution of each of these associations in the past, and at no time was it 

interpreted in the way that the MYA seeks to interpret it. 

We provide three Appendices in case they are useful. 

Appendix A: TECHNICAL COMMITTEE:  Discussions in the Technical Committee with regard 

to the revision of the class rules.  These demonstrate that no formal vote taken on these 

matters, but that in every one of these threads, the TC Chairman formed a view of the thrust 

of discussion, and took that forward into the class rules revision drafts. 

Appendix B: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE:  Following discussion in the Technical Committee, 

drafts of the class rules were distributed to the IRSA Members at the end of December 2015. 

Following comments from the DNMs and edits of the revision drafts as considered 

appropriate, the TC Chairman introduced the class rules revisions to the Executive 

Committee for formal approval. Within the EC, a number of amendments to the drafts were 
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proposed. Every proposal for amendment was voted on, and the final version was then voted 

on. 

Appendix C: GENERAL ASSEMBLY:  There are a number of points which need to be made 

about the GA. The first is that there was no objection to the procedures for the GA. The 

second is that the class rules revision was a topic in the IRSA Chairman's report, the TC 

Chairman's report, the M Chairman's report, and the 10R Chairman's report. All of these 

reports were approved without any objections. The third is that there was discussion at the 

end of the GA under "Any Other Business", and topic "2016-GA-9-F Multiple certificates and 

luff length" from the GBR representative received a full hearing. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Chairman, IRSA 

On behalf of the IRSA Executive Committee. 
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Appendix A: TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 

The following are threads from the discussions of the Technical Committee with regard to 

the revision of the class rules. Topics shown are "Multiple Certificates", "Ten Rater class rule 

revision", "Marblehead class rules revision", "A Class rule revision", "Generic Section A & B of 

class rules", and "Multiple certificates - minimum maximum luff". For each topic, the 

introductory text is shown, along with details of start and end dates and post count. 

In none of these threads was any formal vote taken. In every one of these threads, the TC 

Chairman formed a view of the thrust of discussion, and took that forward into the class rules 

revision drafts. 

In the thread "Multiple Certificates" an informal vote was taken. 

Multiple Certificates 

TC Henry Thorpe 

Start 17 Feb 2016 18:46:56 #2770, end 08 Mar 2016 21:38:14 #2954, 9 posts 

Therefore on a proposal of who is in favour of all IRSA having multiple certificate can we 

complete the following and then the executive will be better guided on the technical 

discussion: 

In Favour:  Graham Bantock (GBR) Chairman, Gerd Mentges (GER) Vice Chairman, Roberto 

Zanasi (ITA) 

Against:  Henry Thorpe (GBR) 

No response:  Michel Brun (FRA), Bill Hagerup (USA), Robert Hales (AUS), Warren Norrie 

(AUS), Andrea Roveccio (ITA), John Simpson (GBR) 

Ten Rater class rule revision 

TC Chairman, Graham Bantock 

Start 22 Nov 2014 10:28:40 #843, end 08 Mar 2016 10:59:55 #2948, 101 posts 

Starting a thread for discussion of Ten Rater class rules that are in need of amendment in 

order to: 

a) make existing interpretations unnecessary 

b) bring the rules up to date with the current ERS 

c) correct any known errors 

d) add any rules we think necessary 

e) remove any we think unnecessary. 

This will be led by Gerd Mentges who will be appointing a sub-committee whose specific 

task will be to assist him in the process. 

Marblehead class rules revision 

TC Chairman, Graham Bantock 

Start 22 Nov 2014 10:26:53 #842, end 29 Feb 2016 21:21:39 #2869, 49 posts 

Starting a thread for discussion of Marblehead class rules that are in need of amendment in 

order to: 
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a) make existing interpretations unnecessary 

b) bring the rules up to date with the current ERS 

c) correct any known errors 

d) add any rules we think necessary 

e) remove any we think unnecessary. 

his will be led by myself and I will be contacting specific TC members who I hope will assist in 

the process. But all are welcome to contribute as you feel able. 

A Class rule revsion 

TC Chairman, Graham Bantock 

Start 22 Nov 2014 10:30:16, #844, end 17 Feb 2016 16:34:19 #2765, 72 posts 

Starting a thread for discussion of A class rules that are in need of amendment in order to: 

a) make existing interpretations unnecessary 

b) bring the rules up to date with the current ERS and into the SCR format 

c) correct any known errors 

d) add any rules we think necessary 

e) remove any we think unnecessary. 

This will be led by Warren Norrie who will be appointing a sub-committee whose specific 

task will be to assist him in the process. 

Generic Section A & B of class rules 

TC Chairman, Graham Bantock 

Start 11 Dec 2014 08:23:59 #955, end 16 Feb 2016 11:34:09 #2756, 8 posts 

Sections A and B, and a little of Section C, of the Marblehead, Ten Rater, A Class and any 

other class rules will probably contain the same material. 

Rather than each class sub committee consider its own version it would be more efficient if 

we all looked at one version that can be used, when we are happy with it, with each class 

rule. 

The attached version is what I have produced for the Marblehead class, suitably adapted to 

be a generic version. 

Please make any suggestions for change to Section A and B and those parts of Section C 

covered here. 

Please note that some important new prohibitions in Section C are added here. It may be 

that a foiling class would wish to adapt those. 

Thanks. 

Multiple certificates - minimum maximum luff 

TC Chairman, Graham Bantock 

22 Jul 2015 21:37:07 #2025, end 28 Aug 2015 08:26:32 #2158, 32 posts 
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The subject line does not seem to allow many words so here follows a better version: 

Multiple certificates - there may be a need to introduce a minimum mainsail luff (or rig 

height) for the largest mainsail recorded on the certificate - M, 10R and A Classes. 

y thinking is this. It is planned to permit multiple certificates as it seems impossible to 

effectively prevent the use of non-permitted alternative certificates. At an event, say a 10R 

world championship that lasts just a few days, it will be possible to have a very accurate 

forecast for the wind over those days. If it is likely to have no light winds but only strong 

winds it would be an advantage to have an alternative set of rigs that are, say, 15% lower and 

15% wider. Those rigs would be about the same height as a normal No 2 rig but would have 

15% extra area. Useful. 

The objective of allowing alternative certificates is to make it possible to compete 

inexpensively with people who might own several boats, each optimised for particular 

conditions. However, if having alternative certificates creates a demand for additional rigs, as 

in the case above, that objective will be missed. 

I think the solution is to introduce a minimum luff length for the mainsail recorded on the 

(Ten Rater) certificate. Maybe 1990 mm. But it could be 1890 mm if there are boats out there 

with tallest rigs below 1990 mm. 

The same possibility, problem and solution would exist for the A Class. 

I thought the same would exist for the Marblehead class but I found it already exists. The 

class rules permit a maximum of three rigs for each of A, B and C rig. At an event a maximum 

of 6 of those rigs may be used. For an event likely to be windy the whole time it is possible 

(even now) to use 3 x B rigs and 3 x C rigs. These might be (for an extremely windy event) - 

C1, 1600 - C2, 1450 - C3, 1300 - B1, 1200 - B2, 1100 - B3, 1000. The certificate would show 

the A rig at 2150, B rig at 1850 and C rig at 1600. But none of the A rigs would be used and 

the largest B rig for which measurements show on the certificate would not be at the regatta. 

Of course this has not happened yet. Maybe no one has spotted this possibility. Or maybe 

the opportunity has not arisen and it is not likely enough to arise in the future. But if we are 

aware of the possibility then we should assume others are too. 

Any thoughts? 
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Appendix B: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Following discussion in the Technical Committee, drafts of the class rules were distributed to 

the IRSA Members at the end of December 2015. Following comments from the DNMs and 

edits of the revision drafts as considered appropriate, the TC Chairman introduced the class 

rules revisions to the Executive Committee for formal approval. Within the EC, a number of 

amendments to the drafts were proposed, as can be seen. Every proposal for amendment 

was voted on, and the final version was then voted on. 

2016-S-1: Approve 2016 Class Rules 

Topic started, 15 Jan 2016 17:54:02, by TC Chairman,  Ended 20 Mar 2016 21:09:20,  53 posts 

The proposal succeeds. 

Agree: RO Europe, EC Publicity Officer, TC Chairman, OP Chairman, RO Oceania, EC Chairman 

Disagree: RC Chairman 

Abstain: None 

Not present: Vice-Chairman, RO Americas 

Amendment n°8 to 2016-S-1 Move A12 to B 

Topic started, 23 Feb 2016 19:49:15, by RC Chairman, 8 posts 

Amendment n°9 to 2016-S-1 Remove multiple certs 

Topic started, 23 Feb 2016 19:51:50, by RC Chairman, 16 posts 

Amendment n°7 to 2016-S-1 Change certification 

Topic started, 23 Feb 2016 19:47:06, by RC Chairman, 8 posts 

Amendment n°3 to 2016-S-1 Delete compliance 

Topic started, 23 Feb 2016 19:38:42, by RC Chairman, 7 posts 

Amendment n°5 to 2016-S-1 Add ICC 

Topic started, 23 Feb 2016 19:43:45, by RC Chairman, 14 posts 

Amendment n°6 to 2016-S-1 Delete championsh. rules 

Topic started, 23 Feb 2016 19:45:10, by RC Chairman, 3 posts 

Amendment n°13 to 2016-S-1 Delete minimum luff 

Topic started, 24 Feb 2016 07:31:51, by EC Chairman, 11 posts 

Amendment n°4 to 2016-S-1 Change open/closed 

Topic started, 23 Feb 2016 19:40:31, by RC Chairman, 9 posts 
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Appendix C: GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

There are a number of points which need to be made about the GA. The first is that there 

was no objection to the procedures for the GA. The second is that the class rules revision was 

a topic in the IRSA Chairman's report, the TC Chairman's report, the M Chairman's report, 

and the 10R Chairman's report. All of these reports were approved without any objections. 

The third is that there was discussion at the end of the GA under "Any Other Business", and 

topic "2016-GA-9-F Multiple certificates and luff length" from the GBR representative 

received a full hearing. 

Procedures for a General Assembly 

To allow the business of the GA to proceed in an orderly fashion using this discussion Forum, 

I propose that we follow the guidelines of the document circulated earlier and also attached 

below, "Procedures for the conduct of a General Assembly". I believe these procedures are 

not contentious, and would welcome your views. Please post your messages into this 

"Welcome" thread. If it seems we have general agreement, and if there is no Member who 

disagrees, we will adopt these procedures for the GA. 

"The agenda item, “Any other urgent business at the discretion of the Chairman” shall be 

understood to apply to matters whose resolution require immediate action, and not to 

matters simply because they have come to the attention of the GA after the expiry of the 

time limit for placing items on the agenda, or to matters whose resolution may be 

satisfactorily accommodated by the normal use of procedures laid down in the Constitution 

or Regulations. 

"The Constitution provides that proposals, and proposals to amend, may be accepted during 

the meeting of the GA if all Members consider them to be urgent. This provision shall be 

understood to permit a proposal “add to the agenda”, which shall be seconded, not be 

debated, and require a “Yes” vote from every Member casting a vote to succeed." 

2016-GA-4-A Proposal Approve Chairman's report 

Topic started, 19 Apr 2016 11:03:39, by EC Chairman, 7 posts, Views: 93 

In the IRSA Chairman's report: 

"We have: [...] Revised the M and 10R Class rules, Rewritten the A Class rules in ISAF Standard 

Class Rules format [...]" 

The Chairman's report is approved. The final tally is: 

In favour (11): ARG Frederico Breuer Moreno, AUS Glenn Dawson , CHI Christian Gastelo, FRA 

Bernard Merlaud, GER Nigel Winkley, ITA Virginio Boglietti, MLT Pete Williams, NED Wim 

Bakker, NZL Mike McLachlan, SUI Thomy Blatter, TUR Levend Gurkan 

Against (0): None 

Abstained (0): None 

Not Present (20): BEL Willy Sablon, BRA William Astbury, CAN Lawrie Neish, CRO Zoran 

Grubisa, CZE Ladislav Jares, DEN Soren Andresen, ESP Francisco Martinez, FIN Eero Laurila, 

GBR Rob Walsh, IOMICA Gary Boell, IRL Gilbert Louis, ISR Nir Shental, JPN Hirao Minao, NOR 

Torvald Klem, POL (no name), POR António Carneiro, PRK Jong Yong Sop, RSA Roy Reynolds, 

SWE Claus Lindström, USA Colin Mosgrove 



  

  Page 10 

2016-GA-4-D Proposal Approve TC Chairman's report 

Topic started, 19 Apr 2016 11:17:51, by EC Chairman, 1 post, Views:55 

In the Technical Committee Chairman's report: 

"Nov 2015 A Class Rules – draft notified to DNMs, 10R Class Rules – draft notified to DNMs, 

M Class Rules – draft notified to DNMs, Generic Section A & B Class Rules – draft notified to 

DNMs 

"Dec 2015 Certificates and MFs for M, 10R and A Class revised 

"Jan 2016 Comment from DNMs re class rules – replies made, Certificates and MFs for M, 

10R & A Class revised, Generic A&B, M, 10R & A Class rules proposed to EC 

"Feb 2016 Release notes for revised class rules drafted. 

"[Apr 2016] M, 10R and A Class rules - Adoption by EC for release in 2016. 

The Technical Committee Chairman's report is approved. The tally of the votes is: 

In favour (7): ARG Frederico Breuer Moreno, FRA Bernard Merlaud, GER Nigel Winkley, ITA 

Virginio Boglietti, MLT Pete Williams, NED Wim Bakker, TUR Levend Gurkan 

Against (0): None 

Abstained (0): None 

Not Present (24): AUS Glenn Dawson , BEL Willy Sablon, BRA William Astbury, CAN Lawrie 

Neish, CHI Christian Gastelo, CRO Zoran Grubisa, CZE Ladislav Jares, DEN Soren Andresen, 

ESP Francisco Martinez, FIN Eero Laurila, GBR Rob Walsh, IOMICA Gary Boell, IRL Gilbert 

Louis, ISR Nir Shental, JPN Hirao Minao, NOR Torvald Klem, NZL Mike McLachlan, POL (no 

name), POR António Carneiro, PRK Jong Yong Sop, RSA Roy Reynolds, SUI Thomy Blatter, 

SWE Claus Lindström, USA Colin Mosgrove 

2016-GA-4-I Proposal Approve M Committee Chairman's report 

Topic started, 19 Apr 2016 11:23:12, by EC Chairman, 2 posts, Views:46 

Marblehead ICC Report 

Matteo Longhi, Chairman MH ICC 

"The Marblehead Class Committee supported Technical Committee to develop class rule 

changes that are now on track." 

The M Committee Chairman's report is approved. 

In favour (9): ARG Frederico Breuer Moreno, AUS Glenn Dawson , CHI Christian Gastelo, FRA 

Bernard Merlaud, GER Nigel Winkley, ITA Virginio Boglietti, MLT Pete Williams, NED Wim 

Bakker, SUI Thomy Blatter 

Against (0): None 

Abstained (0): None 

Not Present (22): BEL Willy Sablon, BRA William Astbury, CAN Lawrie Neish, CRO Zoran 

Grubisa, CZE Ladislav Jares, DEN Soren Andresen, ESP Francisco Martinez, FIN Eero Laurila, 

GBR Rob Walsh, IOMICA Gary Boell, IRL Gilbert Louis, ISR Nir Shental, JPN Hirao Minao, NOR 
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Torvald Klem, NZL Mike McLachlan, POL (no name), POR António Carneiro, PRK Jong Yong 

Sop, RSA Roy Reynolds, SWE Claus Lindström, TUR Levend Gurkan, USA Colin Mosgrove 

2016-GA-4-J Proposal Approve 10R Committee Chairman's report 

Topic started, 19 Apr 2016 11:23:58, by EC Chairman, 2 posts, Views:59 

10R ICC Report 

Selwyn Holland: Chairman 10R ICC 

"2015 saw: [...] The much needed updating of the class rules carried out by Graham Bantock 

and Gerd Mentges and their team in the IRSA Technical Committee." 

The 10R Committee Chairman's report is approved. 

In favour (9): ARG Frederico Breuer Moreno, AUS Glenn Dawson , CHI Christian Gastelo, FRA 

Bernard Merlaud, GER Nigel Winkley, ITA Virginio Boglietti, MLT Pete Williams, NED Wim 

Bakker, SUI Thomy Blatter 

Against (0): None 

Abstained (0): None 

Not Present (22): BEL Willy Sablon, BRA William Astbury, CAN Lawrie Neish, CRO Zoran 

Grubisa, CZE Ladislav Jares, DEN Soren Andresen, ESP Francisco Martinez, FIN Eero Laurila, 

GBR Rob Walsh, IOMICA Gary Boell, IRL Gilbert Louis, ISR Nir Shental, JPN Hirao Minao, NOR 

Torvald Klem, NZL Mike McLachlan, POL (no name), POR António Carneiro, PRK Jong Yong 

Sop, RSA Roy Reynolds, SWE Claus Lindström, TUR Levend Gurkan, USA Colin Mosgrove 

2016-GA-9 Other matters 

Topic started, 03 May 2016 17:21:36, by EC Chairman, 1 post, Views:83 

On 04 May 2016 19:07:01, #3395 

"Members are free to discuss any other matters if they wish to do so" 

For members who wish to discuss a matter, my suggestion is to open a new thread for the 

topic, and to focus discussion around a possible solution to a perceived problem. 

On 03 May 2016 17:21:36, #3240 

Discussion on agenda item 9 will close on 19:00 UCT + 1 hr on 6 May 2016. 

Members are free to discuss any other matters if they wish to do so. 

2016-GA-9-D Viability of class associations 

Topic started, 03 May 2016 21:41:00, by GBR Rob Walsh, 2 posts, Views:39 

2016-GA-9-F Multiple certificates and luff length 

Topic started, 03 May 2016 21:45:22, by GBR Rob Walsh, 27 posts, Views:170 

Poll: 2016-GA-10-A Time for discussion 

Topic started, 30 Apr 2016 21:33:25, by EC Chairman, 2 posts, Views:45 

Voting results: 

0 days -- Nothing changed in discussion, why waste time, so let's just go straight to the vote.  

1 vote: ARG Frederico Breuer Moreno 
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1 or 2 days -- Shorten it, but with some time in case one or two representatives say 

something.  No votes 

 3 days -- The time we had seemed fine.  5 votes: NED Wim Bakker, FRA Bernard Merlaud, 

GBR Rob Walsh, AUS Glenn Dawson , EC Chairman 

4 or 5 days -- Give more time so a discussion can get started or late-comers can participate.  

3 votes: SUI Thomy Blatter, ITA Virginio Boglietti, IRL Gilbert Louis 

 

 

 


