
 

DECISION  

Protest hearing Wednesday the 23 February 2019 - Beachball versus Catherine Mary 

FACTS FOUND 

1. Wind speed was approx. 15 knts from the North-East with a choppy sea state 

2. Beachball and Catherine Mary were approaching the port hand lateral mark east of St 

Helena Island with Beachball on port tack and Catherine Mary on starboard tack 

3. There was a boat overlapped with and to windward of Beachball  

4. At approximately 100 m (10 boat lengths) separation Catherine Mary hailed Beachball  

5. At approximately 80 m (8 boat lengths) separation Catherine Mary commenced altering 

course slightly to his port 

6. At approximately the same time Beachball also commenced altering course to starboard 

7. As the boats closed on a collision course Catherine Mary altered course a second time to 

port and Beachball also altered course but to starboard 

8. Catherine Mary and Beachball were now bow to bow on a collision course separated by 

approximately two boat lengths 

9. Both boats made further alteration to course, Beachball to starboard and Catherine Mary 

also to starboard to a void a head-on collision 

10. There was contact between the port side of Beachball and the port hull of Catherine Mary 

causing serious damage to Beachball 

11. Beachball return to harbour under power and retired from the race. 

12. Catherine Mary continued to race 

13. No turns were taken 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Catherine Mary the right-of-way boat was obliged under rule 16 to give Beachball room to 

keep clear as she altered course 

2. Catherine Mary did not give Beachball room to keep clear breaking rule 16 and in doing so 

caused the collision between herself and Beachball thus also breaking rule 14 

3. Rules that apply rule 16.1 a rule 14 and case 92 

 

DECISION 

Catherine Mary is disqualified from the wags race run on Wednesday the 16 January 2019    

 

 

 

 

 

 



Case 92  

Rule 14, Avoiding Contact 

Rule 16.1, Changing Course 

Rule 16.2, Changing Course 

When a right-of-way boat changes course, the keep-clear boat is required to act only in 

response to what the right-of-way boat is doing at the time, not what the right-of-way boat 

might do subsequently. 

Facts 

On a windward leg in winds of 18 knots, S and P approached each other on opposite tacks. P 

bore off to avoid S. S also bore off, and P continued bearing off in order to pass astern of S. S 

also continued to bear off, heeling further to leeward as a result. There was contact between 

the masts and rigging of the two boats and P's mast was broken. 

 

The protest committee disqualified S for breaking rule 16 and she appealed. 

 

 
 

Decision 

S's appeal is dismissed. The protest committee's decision to disqualify her is upheld, under 

rules 14, 16.1 and 16.2. 

 

Initially the boats were on collision courses. P bore away to keep clear of S as required by 

rule 10. The written facts and the diagram established that P would have kept clear of S by 

passing astern of her if S had not changed her course. However, S bore away, causing P to 

immediately bear away still further to be able to continue keeping clear. By changing course 

as she did, S broke rule 16.2. 

 

S continued changing course, at an increasing rate of turn. At some time before the collision, 

nothing that P could have done in a seamanlike way would have made it possible for her to 

keep clear. Therefore, by continuing to change course S also broke rule 16.1. 

 

In addition, S broke rule 14 and must be penalized under that rule because, as the right-of-

way boat, she failed to avoid contact that caused damage when it was reasonably possible for 

her to have done so. 

 

S argued that P could have tacked or gybed, and claimed that this was P's obligation. This is a 

misunderstanding of the obligations of a keep-clear boat under rule 10 and other right-of-way 

rules. A keep-clear boat is required to act only in response to what a right-of-way boat is 

doing at the time, not what the right-of-way boat might do subsequently. Until she was 

unable to do so, P did as she was required, keeping clear by changing course in such a way 
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that S, had she not continued to bear away towards P, would have had "no need to take 

avoiding action" (see the definition Keep Clear). 

 

In failing to keep clear, P broke rule 10, but that was a consequence of S's breaches of rules 

16.1 and 16.2. Therefore P is exonerated under either rule 21(a) or rule 64.1(a). 
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