Appeal of Redress of 6 October 2017

Coasters Harbor Navy Yacht Club, Rhodes 19 Fleet
The ruling of the redress is being appealed for the following reasons:

1. The request for redress did not fulfill the requirements of the Racing Rules of Sailing (RRS) 62.1(a). The request failed to establish that there occurred a race committee action or omission that was in conflict with the RRS.

2. The RRS definition of 'Finish' was disregarded.

3. ISAF case 45 was improperly cited for two reasons: 1. The race committee did nothing that was in conflict with the RRS and, 2. The officially scored order of finish was changed to have six contestants receive a better score and one contestant to receive a worse score.

4. ISAF case 129 was improperly dismissed ostensibly because of a sound that emanated from the committee boat, a sound that is not defined in the RRS.

Narrative:


On, September 27. 2017, under the auspices of organizing authority, Coasters Harbor Navy Yacht Club (CHNYC), the last race of the Wednesday Night Rhodes 19 Fleet Racing Summer Series was started at about 17:05 (NOR and SI enclosed). The Principal Race Officer (PRO), Mr. Jeff Schuldheiss, anchored the committee boat about 50 yards south of racing mark #11 as described on the Sail Newport South Bay Race Chart for Narragansett Bay, Rhode Island. In light, easterly winds of 2 knots gusting to 3, the course was set for 12p, 11p (2), mark #11 serving as the pin end of the start line. Before all boats reached windward mark #12 and with an approaching fog bank, at approximately 17:15 the PRO gave two sounds and displayed flag 'S' signaling a shortened course in accordance with RRS 32.1 and 32.2. The committee boat did not re-position and, so, was at the left end of the line as boats approached the finish line from mark #12. The former rounding mark #11 became a finishing mark at the right end of the line. Boat #14, the lead boat , 'hooked' mark #11 leaving it to port before crossing the finish line from the wrong direction at 17:34:45 . A sound, not defined in the RRS, emanated from the committee boat as #14 crossed the line. Boat #16 crossed the line second at 17:35:45 in a direction from the course side of the line without 'hooking' mark #11 and in accordance with the RRS definition of 'Finish'. All other boats crossed the line as #14 did, by 'hooking' mark #11. The PRO recorded the order of boats crossing the line without regard to direction. After consulting with CHNYC Protest Chair/Sr. Judge, Mr. Tripp Alyn, CHNYC Race Coordinator, Ms. Kim Lyons, on September 29, then scored the race and posted the results as Rhodes #16 first and all others DNF.


Boat # 14 requested redress on the enclosed U.S. Sailing Protest form. There are several problems with the description of the situation. The requester takes a sound, undefined in the RRS, as a communication from the PRO that #14 had finished first. In fact, since the sound is undefined it has no such meaning. If #14 had considered the lack of a sound as an indication that he had not properly sailed the course, that lack could be considered a communication to #14 in violation of RRS 41. The requester also mistakenly assumes that the PRO is the same as the Scorer. In fact, the Race Coordinator, Ms. Kim Lyons, is the Scorer and the score, as originally posted on September 29 was #16 first, all others DNF. The Race Committee worksheet only provides provisional results subject to protests, rules violations, or discovering that some boats did not properly sail the course. Furthermore, under RRS 90.3(c), when the race committee determines that it has scored a boat incorrectly it shall correct the error. 


The request for redress includes four numbered points, Taking them in order:

1. “The RC acted against RRS A5”:

Here again the requester is assuming that the PRO scores the race when the Scorer is actually the Race Coordinator, Kim Lyons. When she became aware that six boats did not comply with the RRS definition of finish she scored them accordingly without a hearing in accordance with A5 and after consulting with CHNYC Protest Chair/ Sr. Judge, Mr. Tripp Alyn. Since there was no error by the race committee, there is no basis for granting redress.

2. “...it is clear from the PRO's actions that Boat #14 finished as the PRO 



intended ...”

ISAF case 129 is clear: “When the course is shortened at a rounding mark, the mark becomes a finishing mark. Rule 32.2 (a) permits the race committee to position the vessel displaying flag S at either end of the finishing line. A boat must cross the line in accordance with the definition 'Finish', even if in so doing she leaves that mark on the side opposite the side on which she would have been required to leave it if the course had not been shortened.

Racers are not burdened with trying to divine the intentions of the race committee. Racers are bound to know the definition of finish and comply with the actions of the PRO in accordance with the RRS.

Again, in this point, the undefined sound from the PRO is mentioned. Sounds at the finish are not defined in the RRS. The order of finish recorded by the PRO is merely provisional, subject to review and possible correction by the Scorer.

3. “ … since boat #14 had been signaled as finishing ...”

Once again, there is no definition of a finishing signal in RRS. If a boat accepts a sound from the committee boat as a communication that confirms that they properly sailed the course, they do so at their own peril. Furthermore, such communication with the PRO could be construed as outside help in violation of RRS 41.

4. “... by providing a finish signal to boat #14 ...”

Yet again, there is nowhere defined in the RRS a 'finish signal'.


Although no improper action or omission by the race committee that was in conflict with the RRS was established, the Redress Hearing was allowed to move forward under the guidance of Mr. Alyn. Although no rule was referred to, Mr Alyn dismissed ISAF case 129 as not applicable instead citing ISAF case 45. ISAF case 45 states that 'When a boat fails to finish correctly because of a race committee error, but none of the boats racing gains or loses as a result, an appropriate form of redress is to score all the boats in the order they crossed the finishing line'.Boat #14 had opportunity to cross the finish line first. The reason that they did not cross it first was not because of anything that the race committee did or didn't do that was in conflict with the RRS, it was because the crew of boat #14 did not understand the definition of finish. Without a defined error on the part of the race committee ISAF case 45 should not apply. Furthermore, ISAF case 45 should not apply because it would indeed change the order of finish with the boat originally scored as first, finishing second behind a boat that was originally scored DNF. Mr. Alyn directed the scorer to change the original scoring and a new order of finish was posted on October 20.


An undefined sound from a committee boat does not change the fact that six of seven boats did not comply with the definition of finish. I am requesting that the conclusion of the Redress Hearing be rescinded and that the original score of Rhodes #16 first and all other boats DNF be restored.
