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Subject: Request for Interpretations of the Free Sailing Class Rules Supplement 2022-
01-07 issued by the FS COG 

The FSCRS submitted to Council is not of a standard suitable for ratification as an MYA document and 
the FS COG have declined to amend it to achieve a satisfactory standard.  

The following request is issued on behalf of MYA Council coincident with the publication of the 
FSCRS. The purpose of the request is: 

• to identify the ambiguities and omissions in the FSCRS document for the benefit of the 
various users 

• to obtain clarification, by way of interpretations or Q&As, of the correct meaning of the class 
rules for the benefit of the various users 

Following the issue of the interpretations, it is hoped that the FS COG revises and issues an updated 
FSCRS suitable for ratification. 

Class rule changes 

It is normal for experimental and necessary class rule changes to be made for an event by way of the 
Sailing Instructions provided they are permitted beforehand by the ICA. In the case of the FS classes 
that body is the MYA Council. However, A.5 for the Marblehead and A Class requires the IRSA/IMCA 
to agree the change. Is this what is intended? 

Class rule interpretations 

The A and Marblehead class rules prescribe the manner in which an interpretation of the class rules 
at an event is made. It requires an international jury as per the RRS. It seems unlikely this will be 
available at an A Class or Marblehead event. Is this what is intended? 

Note The FSCRS, however, is an MYA document for MYA Adopted classes. Class rule 
interpretations on the rules contained in the FSCRS made in the normal course of events for 
MYA Adopted classes are handled as per the MYA COG Framework. 

Skin friction 

At an event run using the RRS, the ejection or release of substances, and the use of specially textured 
surfaces are prohibited, RRS 53. There is no equivalent rule in the FSCRS. Is this what is intended? 

Number of competitors 

The A and Marblehead class rules permit only one competitor to control the boat. This rule is not 
cancelled by the FSCRS. Is this what is intended? 

Substitution of competitor 

The A and Marblehead class rules do not permit substitution of the competitor who controls the 
boat. This rule is not cancelled by the FSCRS. Is this what is intended? 

Deviations caused by wear and tear 
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At an event run using the RRS, deviations in excess of any tolerances in the class rules caused by 
wear and tear and which do not improve the performance of the boat do not lead to penalisation. 
There seems to be no equivalent rule for FS racing. Is this what is intended? 

 

 

Deliberate breach of the class rules 

The class rules prescribe that, when a protest committee has established that there has been a 
deliberate breach of the class rules, the party may be called to a hearing under RRS 69 which can 
lead to wide ranging penalties against the competitor. How will this work at a FS event? 

Clause 1.1 

The only clause in Section C of the A and Marblehead class rules that refers ‘to the racing of radio 
boats’ is: 

PROHIBITED 

(e) Except for the establishment and maintenance of a radio control link, control unit 
positioning information, signal strength, and battery status information, radio transmissions 
from the boat while racing. 

It is understood, therefore, that all the other Section C class rules apply. If this understanding is not 
correct, please point out which other Section C class rules do not apply. 

However, all the Section C rules refer ‘to the racing of radio boats’ as their issuing authority is the 
International Radio Sailing Association. In this case there would be a large number of omissions from 
the FSCRS that would seem to be essential to FS racing. Is this what is intended? 

Clause 2.2 

Apart from prohibiting radio controlled devices, other devices not activated by the force of the wind 
are also prohibited. Vane gears are usually fitted with devices, activated by tension stored in a 
spring(s), that deliberately affect the steering to induce a guy. Vane gears and tiller arms are usually 
fitted with devices, activated by tension stored in a spring, that deliberately restore those items to a 
central position after displacement. Are these intended to be permitted? Is a trim tab operated by 
gravity due to its weight and buoyancy permitted under this clause? A rudder will operate by gravity 
due to its weight and buoyancy. Is this permitted? 

Vane gears may have one or more axes that are non-vertical when the boat is un-heeled. The result 
is that gravity will cause the vane gear to adopt one or other tack when in broken mode even when 
there is no wind. Is this permitted? 

A tension device attached to a headsail boom, often referred to as a ‘Liverpool Boy’, can be used to 
assist in the operation of a guy. Is this permitted? 

The wording of the clause suggests there are two alternative meanings: 

A 

• Use of radio control is prohibited 
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• Any device not activated by the force of the wind is prohibited 
• Timing devices for the operation of a guy are prohibited. 

B 

• Use of radio control is prohibited 
• Any device not activated by the force of the wind is prohibited 
• Timing devices not activated by the force of the wind for the operation of a guy are 

prohibited. 

Which of these is intended? 

The A and Marblehead class rules (C.9 sand C.8 respectively) permit mechanical systems to control 
any or all of the following: rig, sails, automated steering, navigation. How does clause 2.2 relate to 
those rules? 

Clause 3.5 

A spinnaker may have more than one sheet attached to the clew? Is this what is intended? 

Clause 3.9 

A spinnaker may be sheeted to a headsail boom, or to any spar/boom other than the main boom. Is 
this what is intended? 

Section 3 

FSCRS rules 3.1 – 3.9 apply to the 36” class that traditionally has not restricted the rig or sails in any 
way. Is this what is intended? 

Clause 4.1.1 

This clause does not cancel the similar statement in the Introduction of the Marblehead class rules. It 
is an additional class rule. Is this what is intended? 

Clause 4.2 

The requirement to set a mainsail of a minimum luff length is cancelled. In light of this it may be 
perverse to require a mainsail to be set and to prohibit reefing. 

The Marblehead class rules require setting a mainsail at C.7.4(f) and prohibit reefing it at C.7.4(g) 
and these remain in force. Is this what is intended? 

The Marblehead class rule prohibits a sail to be reefed, C.7.4(g), and this can be taken as prohibiting 
the reefing of a headsail as well as a mainsail. Is this what is intended? 

Clause 4.3 

The Marblehead class rule cancelling the requirement to mark all sails with their rig group letter is 
cancelled. Is it intended that any headsail may be used with any mainsail? 

Clause 4.6 

Whereas FSCRS 5.3 makes a headsail mandatory in the sail plan for the A Class, FSCRS Section 4 does 
not do this for the Marblehead class. Is this what is intended? 
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Whereas all battens are prohibited by 5.5.6 for the A Class, battens are permitted for Marblehead 
spinnakers provided they do not extend the spinnaker to a shape other than triangular. Is this what is 
intended?  

Clause 4.7.1 

It is assumed the dimension referred to is to be the maximum at any attitude and that the ‘face of 
the mast without fittings and rigging’ means the surface of the spar. Is this what is intended? 

Clause 4.7.2  

Is it intended that a measurer shall require fittings and rigging to be removed from a spinnaker pole 
in order to check it in the cylinder for certification? If not, will it be acceptable to use a ring gauge 
and/or Vernier gauge and straight edge to test compliance? If it is not acceptable to use a ring gauge 
and/or Vernier gauge and straight edge, how should the measurer assess compliance? 

Clause 4.7.3 

When using a very small spinnaker it would be normal to attach the spinnaker tack at some point in 
from the end of the spinnaker pole. This clause makes this practice non-compliant. Is this what is 
intended? 

Section 4.7 

Corner boards and other stiffening, except where it extends the shape to other than a triangle, are 
not prohibited. Is this what is intended? 

Clause 5.1.1 

This clause does not cancel the similar statement in the Introduction to the A Class class rules. It is an 
additional class rule. Is this what is intended? 

Clause 5.2.3 

MYA A Class registrar has indicated he would not accept measurement forms where the treatment of 
the QBL difference is other than as prescribed in the IRSA class rules. How would FS deal with a boat 
that complies with the proposed class rule but which does not have a certificate? 

Clause 5.3 

The use of a headsail has been made mandatory. Is this what is intended? 

As a headsail is mandatory, may it be furled? 

Clause 5.4 

The A Class class rule prescribing a minimum mainsail luff length is cancelled but the requirement to 
set a mainsail and not to reef a mainsail remains in force. This seems at odds with having no 
minimum mainsail luff length. Is this what is intended? 

Mainsails are sometimes reefed at the clew when sailing off-wind courses. This is not permitted by A 
Class class rule C.8.3 (b)(4). Is this what is intended? 

Clause 5.5 
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Headboards are limited in size and battens are prohibited. However, corner boards and other 
stiffening, except where it extends the shape to other than a triangle, are not prohibited. Is this what 
is intended? 

Clause 5.6.1 

It is assumed the dimension referred to is to be the maximum at any attitude and that the ‘the face 
of the mast without fittings and rigging’ means ‘the surface of the spar’ or ‘the spar’. Is this what is 
intended? 

Clause 5.6.2  

Is it intended that a measurer shall require fittings and rigging to be removed from a spinnaker pole 
in order to check it in the cylinder for certification? If not, will it be acceptable to use a ring gauge 
and/or Vernier gauge and straight edge to test compliance? If it is not acceptable to use a ring gauge 
and/or Vernier gauge and straight edge, how should the measurer assess compliance? 

Clause 5.6.3 

When using a very small spinnaker it would be normal to attach the spinnaker tack at some point in 
from the end of the spinnaker pole. This clause makes this practice non-compliant. Is this what is 
intended? 

Clause 5.7 

It is normal to furl a headsail around a headsail luff spar when sailing off-wind courses. In this case it 
will normally cease to comply with C.8.4 (b)(1). Is this what is intended? 

Clause 5.8.2 

The term used here is not the ERS defined term boom. As such it permits the genoa to be connected 
to a boom. Is this what is intended? 

Clause 5.8.4 

Battens are prohibited. However, corner boards and other stiffening are not prohibited. Is this what 
is intended? 

Clause 5.8.6 

How should a measurer at an event determine where the centreplane of the hull lies?  

There would normally be some piece of rigging, or a hook, attaching the genoa tack to the deck. Is it 
the piece of rigging or hook that is to be attached as prescribed allowing the tack to be flown at 
some distance above the deck and from the centreplane, or is it the tack itself? 

General 

It is thought the following of the FSCRS rules are redundant for the reasons given: 

2.1 The A and Marblehead class rules (C.9 sand C.8 respectively) permit mechanical systems to 
control automated steering. 

3.3 Clause 3.1 refers to ‘a spinnaker’.  
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3.4 It is not necessary to state this in open class rules. 

5.3 Clause 3.1 states the sail plan may include a spinnaker.  

Do any of these clauses serve any purpose? 

end 

 

 


