From The Jury Desk — The CYA Judges Newsletter

Notice 28 — December 2010

Judge Emeritus

The CYA Judges Program has a provision to “corfferstatus of Judge Emeritus on an individual whe digen
long-standing service as a CYA Judge, made an é&roapb contribution to our sport, and who has vaéduity
retired their certification.”

It is with great pleasure the Judges Sub-Commitierpunces our unanimous decision to confer thesstd Judge
Emeritus on Graeme Hayward. Graeme will join twieeo notable former international judges, John Hedrand
Lynn Watters.

Who is Graeme Hayward? Collecting the history ofcddficial that has served the sport for over foylars is
difficult. During the early years, most of the bahthe scenes work went unrecorded but througmibeories and
notes of people that worked along of him produdedfollowing:

International Judge — Canada’s longest servingnatenal Judge 1980 to 2010
International Umpire -1991 - 2005

IYRU / ISAF Racing Rules Committee 1988 — 2000
Member ISAF Working Party on Umpiring - 1989

Editor ISAF Umpires’ Manual - 1990

Developed the®lISAF Umpire’s Test - 1991

Attended and Passed ISAF’s First Umpires WorkshupTest
First Book on Umpiring — 1995 (Used by many as@ladl Book)

CYA Appeals Committee

Member 1970 — 1976

Chairman 1976 — 2003

Member Emeritus — 2004 to Present

CYA Rules Committee
Member — start date unknown
Chairman — 1976 (?) to 2008

CYA Umpires Committee
Canada'’s Chief Umpire — 1987
Chairman — 1992(?) to 2006

Along the way Graeme was involved with numerous M/@hampionships, Continental Events and speciahisv
including Canada Cup Jury in 1978 and Louis Vuii@up in 2000.

Past Commodore and Honourary life member of theaR8t/Lawrence Yacht Club

The CYA Judges Sub-Committee is very pleased tbatili continue to stay active within the judgingnemunity
as a valued resource as his time and ability psrmit



Judges Write Back
Seldom has a topic resulted in as much feedbadidai®ohn Holmes’ article on the role of judges.
Here are some of the letters:

Sent November-17-10 08:07
Subject Answering the "Final Question" from the Jury Desk

Leo
From the Jury Desk - One final question:

Should the protesting Judge (if protesting an actia the water - ed.) make any kind of signal te ifitended
protestee?

Care to comments, please.

John Holmes 7/2010.

John, the answer is not a simple one. The anseg&mlith the expectations that the OA and or whatcthss wants.
If at a major regatta they want the judges to béhenwater and signalling the protestee then tlief gidge should
have some sort of communication and or documemtdtinthe competitors to understand what the jusigefe on

the water is going to be and this includes anyalgthat may be made. This information needs taibeussed
upfront so that all judges who have been invitedanstand the role that they are going to have erigihd of play.

In an recent Worlds Championship (24 boats, 10 tms) the chief judge in his opening remarks tmpetitors, he
communicated what our role was going to be on théewand what our expectations from the competitcas
regarding protests. Out of 5 days of racing theas wnly one incident from our view there was a pidéto call if
we were to. Rest of the time the competitors use word protest to communicate and penalties wetenta
voluntary. As for jury lead protests, we took agmtive view by communicating among ourselves alewvtloping
situations occurring on the water so that we cadlectively make a decision about protesting lateequired.

Maybe the real question should be why are compstitot protesting? Are\ they viewing that if they protest, the
potential is 50/50 that they be DSQ’d. Is the pssc®o long? Can we make it fast by changing ouk\ywoocess so
that we will post hearing schedule within 10 mirsubé receiving a protest. Shorting up the protiesé timit? Using
arbitration. The other reason could be a simpl8 fisished ahead of him so why should | be coneeln

Regards,

RS

Sent: October-07-10 07:10

Subject: Re: From The Jury Desk - The CYA Judges Newslethmtice 27 - September 2010

Hi, Leo:

I've had no experience being on-the-water as aejuntger than Rule 42 work. But, trying to put nif/se those
"knowledgeable observer" shoes, | agree with tiggsstions.

Ignoring blatant violations is bad, but competitorast always be given a (short) chance to protsst ether first.
(How long do we wait?)

The "Policeman” role is equally bad, since compgdiivould cease their own enforcement activitidsictvis really
the heart of the Rules effectiveness.

Counsel with the second Judge on board is essdmtiinust be done quickly. Hopefully both Judgagehseen the
incident,



If Judges are to protest on-the-water, we shoudghgme for the same process that the Rules reduareampetitor
protested. They must display a red flag, hail "&bt and the sail number of the alleged offendbrat the first
reasonable opportunity. This gives the Protesteamce to think about the options: withdrawal, twoy (or
scoring) penalty, or keep on sailing.

In order to protest successfully, the Jury boal alve to be fairly close to the action, and muesehuipped with a
loud-hailer. And a protest flag,

Having said the foregoing, I'm guessing that sootgds would not want to be on-the-water, unlesgwWere doing
Rule 42 also! "Getting a sense of the conditioreai & does occur very effectively at a hearing: fraaatimony,
from questions, and from the Judges personal rasipgriences.

Thanks for listening!

BG

Sent October-06-10 22:09
Subject News letter

Leo

| have been interested in the question of judgetepting. | think there are many judges who dowat to do it.
During CORK my observations tended to change myiopi | started hailing sail numbers of boats whhit the
mark. | did not say "protest". Immediately thériimgers started taking penalties. | am not sureibcertainly
didn't improve the concept of a self policing spdnt that particular class most of the sailors wioabopt the
windsurfer approach and only having boat on boategsts if damage occurred.

In conclusion | must admire the people who havekedrall these years at CORK.

ST

Sent October-10-10 10:43
Subject Re: From The Jury Desk - The CYA Judges Newsletiotice 27 - September 2010

Hi there, Leo.

As usual your newsletter was interesting and thobpgbvoking. Thank you, Leo; this is a consistemfteat piece
of work!

My respect for John Holmes is pretty much boundlasd while reading his piece, two points, onetsgia and one
practical came to mind.

Rule 42 and match racing aside, there is a stiatsgiie here, which obviously | am neither the fi only person
to raise. The Basic Principle of the Racing RulESailing makes it pretty clear that the sporsailboat racing is
intended to be self-policing. And while we aremibtty much in agreement that it is not, are weppred to give up
on the Basic Principle and make the sport "reféremdshould we be making a greater effort to tethehdiscipline
of self-enforcement early (and effectively!)? | anstrong believer in the Basic Principle (thouglmétedly on

occasion a non-practitioner), and think we are gl@irdisservice to the sport by not engraining Braiciple in our

junior racers. I'm not sure how we get us old dmg®mbrace more fully the Principle, but that vibble an

interesting and important discussion in which ¢'dd to participate!

The practical issue is much more mundane. Sailiggttas are expensive and capital intensive evemsn. At
many regattas I've attended, the judges come oerwatarge sailing or power boats, which allowrtht observe
many of the items John mentions, but not get inpmsition where they might actually protest contpesi. To do
that requires a smaller boat. However, therersoat always a shortage of functional boats, ancerperience is
that boats rather than any other resource, isitiéifg factor to what regatta a Club can host., ®@ question



becomes what is the most effective way to allosatece resources? More importantly, which allocatf boats
provides the best value to our customers, the ctitop?

I've heard all the arguments for both "sides" @it tliscussion, and with a certain degree of tréjmdaadmit my
bias to the race management "side". But as a offazer, | strongly prefer to have judges on thetevatheir
different perspective, extra eyes, extra safety andoccasion their desire to help maintain the remarse are
invaluable. And even the "J" flag streaming in threeze can sometimes provide a calming influentdhe

competitors (there are times | think we should ldigpnuch larger "J" flags, but | digress...). Givevo boats
though, one fully capable and the other less sd,taso compelling cases for who should get what bediich

allocation best serves the competitors?

I do not claim to have the answer to these questioat | hope that by throwing them into the caofdwe can work
out a better solution to the challenges we face!

Best regards,
DS

Sent: October-12-10 19:09
Subject: Re: From The Jury Desk - The CYA Judges Newslethmtice 27 - September 2010

Hi Leo:
RE: Judges on the Water

| was the Chief Judge at the XXXXX Canadian Chamglop hosted by XXX YC September 2010. Appendix P
was not in effect, nor was rule 42 an issue inityeéthese are 30+ foot long keelboats with vemgéamainsails).
However, it is my policy, particularly for Natioh@hampionships, to always have the judges on tagemy for
several reasons in addition to those you have rintéds month's newsletter:

(1) Acting as a perceived "police presence" on toerse has an incredibly positive effect in encginmg
competitors to sail in accordance with the rulesparticular, when boats made contact with thedwiard mark in
adverse current while rounding, because of ouregmess (we were stationed at each mark before tke bivat
rounded) they always did their One Turn Penalty.

(2) We recorded the order of the boats at everjkmaunding in every race, so that in case of aiptss®Request
For Redress we could reconstruct a boat's positimr and subsequent to some possible event gingggto the
request (such as a race not being shortened whensitid died and the time limit ran out).

(3) The waters of Howe Sound and on the south shioB®wen Island are quite deep, so if a mark'sranavere to
lose its hold, we could have the mark set boatenadrthe mark while the Judges boat, displayingedtaty M, could
hold station where the windward mark was more ss lecated.

(4) The RO often wants feedback from the judggsinding whether or not the wind conditions (spekkction)
are still a fair contest, or if a mark is drifting.

Possibly because the judges were on the coursay avlbe@at was protested it accepted the alternptwalty (One
Turn if the incident was outside the zone; the iBgilnstructions amended rule 44). Consequently,had no
protest to hear, and were able to enjoy the saaigliashore instead of spending hours in The Ro®his of course
parallels my own experience as an umpire!

| did indicate at the competitors briefing thathaligh the judges were not policing rule 42 and wpeeted
competitors to police themselves, that judges banys protest a boat for breaking a rule, so ifweze to see some
particularly egregious incident that did not giiserto a protest, then the judges "might" act amdest the boats. It
was a very effective statement, trust me.

Regards,

RH



Sent: October-12-10 07:01
Subject: RE: From The Jury Desk - The CYA Judges Newsletidatice 27 - September 2010

Leo,

| agree with the writer that the on water Jury fiosishould be more clearly in the rule book, ihat appropriate to
have this changing from event to event. | belidat tf you have on water judges they should be tbtecognise a
protest and immediately be able to flag it and lne & take the information to the RC in the formpratest as they
do with rule 42.

BT

Should Sailing be a Whistle Sport?
Should we, or are we becoming a ‘whistle sport’?

The International Melges 24 Class requires thajuhebe proactive on the water. Quoting the classuctions to the
jury, “The class operates both the yellow flag fole 42 and the red / U flag for class rule ... afidother RRS
(violations).” A boat taking a penalty is requireeddo 1 turn but a penalty given by a judge iarBg.

At their recent championship the jury had a prohdiscussion regarding the use and timing ofrém# flag, relating
specifically to violations of the RRS. The jury didt want to interfere with the sailor's ability fwotest or take a
penalty yet wanted to ensure the wishes of the elase followed. The decision was to follow a&psprocess.

1. The judges must have clearly observed the intide

2. The judges will wait for the competitor to displa protest flag. The wait time would be the samevould be
acceptable for a valid protest. If no protest flagg displayed within the expected time, penalieedtffiending boat.

3. If a flag was displayed, wait for the offendingat to clear to begin her turn. The wait time widog the same time /
distance acceptable if the boat was to take a fyemah on her own. If no reaction, penalize tfferading boat.

Of the 6 calls made during the event, 4 were orfitaeday. In the following days, competitors weseen to taking
penalty turns, sometimes without a protest flagigpsieen.

The method is not new to the Class; Comments ftarcompetitors are they liked this system. It eraged boats to
voluntarily take their penalty. One commented thatfleet was very aware of the visibility of flaey boats — one was
always within view.

Whether you agree or disagree with the approachisftlass is not the point — it is the decisiorraf class and its
members — and the decision of the judge whethgnilaat to participate in this method of judging the Notes to
the Jury by the Class clearly request that a judbe does not wish to participate in the manner sefthe

invitation.

Most judges grew up playing ‘whistle’ sports. Madtour sailors grew up in ‘whistle’ sports — thencept is not
foreign to them. It may be this reason that oalf‘policing’ sport is not always so.

One of the other reasons we have become not spdaiing is the obstacles that we put in the wayhe sailors
who wish to protest. We, the officials, are tonbafor this. Did not say “Protest” — throw it ouBlag in 20
seconds — throw it out! (And rule 60 can be chdngethe Slis but we do not do it.)

Look at our method of adjudicating our sport. Stitimg happens on the course during the first rddbeoday at
1100 hours. Two races later the sailors come asheretest time ends at 1630. There are four nsattedeal with
and this sailor is the third one scheduled. Thet fivo take 1 hour each plus 10 minutes orgamndaime. So at
1940 he sits in front of a panel to explain whapgened 8 hours ago. He has tracked down his gi#sesnly to
discover one of his witnesses has left and thergbgto the beer tent and the party. The hedsray“he said — he
said” with no witnesses on either side — both diedstories. The committee takes about 45 mintatetecide that
he did not prove his case and dismiss the prot@sestion — how likely is he to come back to th#eavith another
protest the next day?



We have to find better methods of settling ruleterat Arbitration — 3 minute protests — singlegeganels — no
question panels — only panel questions — somethimghing to make the system easier / faster éb#it the sailor.

ISAF introduced the concept of whistle calls whegpAndix P came into effect. (As an aside — theudision about
policing on the course is exactly the same one tltaurred when protesting kinetics first startetofeed by

Appendix P. The original scenario was the judges to protest the sailor and bring them into threnro The only
solution if successful, and many times the PC dised the protest because the judge did not degbibactions
properly or convince the panel that it propelle@ thoat, was a DSQ.) Now it is common place andtreat

Appendix P as always being there.

ISAF carried forward with the same theme when timgoduced Appendix Q and Addendum Q. Both of whic
have their own quirks.

The real beauty of the Melges 24 system mentiofeyea— the sport is still self-policing - if theagkrs play
according to the rules. Nothing has been taken dveay the sailors or their ability to protest. o not have to
do anything different than they would do — hail test — show a flag etc. Only by their inaction they, or, do
they, invite the judges (referees) into the garmbe advantage to the sailor is a single turn ij/ttie it themselves
but a double turn if the judge calls it.

To the argument that a competitor may not instigafgotest and have the judges call the infractbwoing two
turns, they run the risk of the judges not seeagimcident and not making the call.

This system has a very narrow application:

- First and foremost the system must be clas&driv

- Itis for one-design fleets

- It is applied in single start regattas (multigarts of a single fleet would require an expoiatrihcrease in
resources)

- The required equipment is available

- The officials on the course must be at the tofher game

The real benefit is a reduced number of after-aro¢ests because the issue is settled on the watew judges
become a real service to the sailors.

Will this result in better racing — most competitovould answer yes.
Will add to the cost of an event? Perhaps - but trihe fleet normally did not have a jury on thater.

Will this attract more officials? Maybe! Would yoather be ‘in the action’ or waiting on shore?Wd you rather
be exiting hearings at 2030 still not had dinnefimshing the last course of a wonderful meal wWitbnds?

Will this be better of the OA? It does have sordeaatages.
There are no right or wrong answers to those questbut we all know that if you repeat the sameastyou get

the same results — and our current system is,tibraken, in a state of requiring some major maiatee! How
inventive can you be with your next event? Carsetod us the results?

Unintentional Consequences

The preamble to Appendix L, Sailing Instructionsid&y contains a statement that the guide wouldaotcplarly
useful “... for world, continental and national chaonships and other events of similar importanc®rie of the
principles on which the guide was written is: “THey. sailing instructions) should not change @ancule unless

it is clearly desirable.”

Everyone has seen a sailing instruction simildhéone in Appendix L that reads:



Boats failing to finish within after the firboat sails the course and finishes will be sc@@&tNot Finish.
This changes rules 35 and A4.

The race committee will specify a time, often 3thmivhatever is logical or desired. The reason itissruction
exists is to allow multiple races to take placetmsame day and RC need not wait for stragglEngs presupposes
that the course is the proper length for the bathe existing condition and predicted conditionisassumes the
reason for the time difference is sailing ability.

Over the last few years, frequently this instructi® being changed to, or something similar to:

“All boats not finishing within 30 minutes of thenfsh time of the first boat to finish a race shadl scored “TLE”
(Time Limit Expired) without a hearing. A “TLE” sce shall be two more points than the number ottt
have finished within the time limit. This changeR®35, A4.1, A4.2, A5 and A11.”

The argument for the addition of a TLE score iseblagn ‘fairness’. A DNF is scored one more thanrthmber of

boats entered in the series, in a large fleetdbald be a very large difference. A boat scoretth\a DNF would

have a difficult time in overcoming the point difémce. It is easy to see why some would thinkithis very good
change. After all, if there is a sudden wind fegland the first few boats finish leaving the testanguish, why
should the sailors suffer the consequences? Ineatheir fault RC did not foresee the problem ahdrten course
or abandon the race before any boat finished. &q@ly argues that it was not their fault the wiwdenly died
and really the sailors should not take the brurgrofinforeseeable event.

There is a very old saying about a road and gotmhiions or while the concept appears well serttregdevil is in
the details. Here are some questions the jupyldhbe prepared to answer and / or deal with =xafia TLE
introduction.

The very first question to be answered is:
Does TLE replace DNF or is TLE in addition to DNF?

The jury on each occasion interpreted TLE as aitiaddo A4.2 and Al1, not replacing DNF.
Will a score of TLE distort a series results?
In a large fleet, TLE makes a huge difference orisg. In a small fleet the impact may not be @sagpoint wise.

At a world championship the wind went light and th@ats were sailing against an adverse curremceSnost
boats had started the downwind leg there was nbaddbr the RC to shorten course. The options weebandon
before the first boat finished or hope for the beBLtE was in place and RC elected to let the boatginue racing.
Approx 60 of 105 boats failed to finish within tB@ minute time limit.

The result: for most of the 45 boats scored TLR%4of the fleet), point wise, it would be their beace of the
series.

The TLE very much distorted the regatta total paabres for the bottom third of the fleet. Bodiattwere
consistently scoring in the 70, 80 or 90 range Waww have a 62 point score in one race. It alsama that the
boats normally scoring in the upper 90’s would bered as tied in that race with the boat that ndynsgored in
the 60’s. Fair?

What score would a boat get if she did drop ow odice because of an equipment failure, damagbearew was
tired and just quit racing?

If TLE is in the Sls, unless RC was so notifieccan prove the boat stopped racing they have na@ehmit to score
them a TLE. The only knowledge RC has is the labétnot finish within the time limit — that meetset TLE
definition.

If a boat was scored DNF under those circumstamoesd they be entitled to redress and granted eesabTLE?
Without direct knowledge, supposing something isproof.

This also leads to a discussion of the fairned3Mi score for boats that do drop out and admifTibey meet both
the definitions of “Did Not Finish” and “Time LimExpired”. Are they DNF or TLE?



Let's add another wrinkle. A boat that takes agttgrunder 44.1(b) also meets the definition of DINFHLE. How
are they scored?

While on the subject of penalties, using the regatentioned above, it also had a provision forteation and a
boat may accept a 40% penalty before a hearingnguke example of the 60 boat finish of a 105 Htest, any
boat that finished higher than2®ould receive a score worse than the TLE?

If the principle stated in 44.3(c) (score no wattsan a DNF) is used, should a boat accepting septage penalty
have a score worse than a boat that did not finighthis an error by RC? Is the boat’s score nsgeificantly
worse by a failure of the scoring system to addit@sis this an action or omission of the RC?

Should TLE be used to break ties? Appendix A8.haised on scores — not finishing positions. Didwhi¢ers of
the rules contemplate a scoring system that rewlanda-finishers?

If redress (RDG) is granted based on average paisisg the example above, should a 62 point deengsed when
averaging a boat that scores consistently in the B0’s or 90’s? Consider a boat that scored 75,78, TLE(62),
76, 80. The boat’s redress is granted in the ramd. Should their score be 74 (counting TLE) ofcolnting only
the races in which she actually finished)? Thg juust be very much aware of the effects of a Tt&s. Instead
of simply instructing the scorer to use the mettedcribe in A10a or A10b, the jury should probatdiculate the
score to be awarded and discarded the TLE.



Although the reasoning for the introduction of aETimight have the best intentions, it introduces saemintended
consequences. If softening the blow of a DNF &@lyeand truly the goal of the OA and therefore Rit&n altering
A4.2 from “the number of boats entered in a sertes'the number of boats finishing within the tidiit” goes a
long way to solving the some of the inequitiesdiiteowever doing so will surely introduce others.

From a jurist perspective, we do not write the 8¥& only interpret what is written and apply ouolriedge to the
rules and try to have a fair application. Somettad questions posed will be very difficult to ansvifenot
adequately provided for in the NoR or Sis.

Log Book Entry

“... as an official you are the stewards of the garhgailing. We should not inject ourselves inte #port but keep
the playing field even for all competitors.” - Grae Hayward — 1995 — A quote from one of his manypen
Seminars

Certification Renewals

All CYA Judge Certifications expire on Dec 31 of tie four year cycle. The data base of judges held
by the office is set to automatically drop anyone tose certification has expired. Have you checked
yours lately?

Race Officials

Have you checked you Member Profile? Are you ti8teln order for you to be listed as an availabtigg on the
CYA website, you must respond YES thist CYA Certifications (in member's area)” within your member
profile.

Please take a moment to update your Member Piarifileur website abww.sailing.ca

If you require assistance or are not sure of yasgrmame and password, please cordgtin@sailing.ca

Fromthe Jury Desk is posted on the CYA Website. Previous issueseaiound ahttp://www.sailing.ca/education_and_training/radécials

You have received this message because you argnieed as a certified judge by the CYA, your MNA |SAF.

From the Jury Desk is also distributed to Provincial Sailing Assomas that may want to distribute it to their prasisd team members or to
their provincial team coach. Coaches, by requmeay, receive the newsletter directly.

If you have received this message from a colleagueher organization, your e-mail information aingd is not our database is not current. To
receive it directly please reply and provide yoddr@ss details.

If you have received this message in error or if poefer not to continue receiving e-mails contagninformation for the judging community,
please reply to this message and request your saldeeremoved from the group list.

Keeping your e-mail address current will allow agoéntinue to provide updates. Please notify ugfchange.

This newsletter may be copied, in whole or in parte-distributed providing the source is acknalgled.

If you have a question regarding the Judges PragR&, or have information you think should be sHareply to this e-mail.
CYA Judges Committee

Lynne Beal Lorne Chapman John Holmes David Pelling
David Covo Peter Wood Warren Nethercote






