
By Hanson Bratton – Team 

TAZ 

I  have been asked by a few 

people what I did different-

ly in preparation for the NACs 

in order to compete for the 

Championship.  Therefore, an-

swering that question will be 

the primary focus of this article. 

Many of you may know I have 

owned TAZ for about 20 years.  

Until recently, I never was a  

serious contender at any regat-

ta let alone the NACs.  I strug-

gled year after year and had 

become more and more frus-

trated, as I’m sure many others 

have as well.   

As a Bayview Yacht Club  

member, I became involved 

with club governance.  I served 

on the Board of Governors for 

five years with my final year as 

Commodore in 2015.  One of the 

surprising benefits of serving on 

the Board was I met a lot of people 

in sailing.  Many of those were  

serious racers, some younger and 

some older.  Amongst those I  

became very good friends with is 

Com Kent Colpaert and his family.  

I did some sailing with his sons 

Spencer and Austin. 

One night in 2016, probably at the 

bar, Spencer and I were talking 

about the TAZ sailing program, as 

if there were one.  Spencer asked 

me what I wanted to do with the 

program.  As normal bar talk goes, 

I said maybe I’d like to take a  

serious run at the 2017 NACs.  I  

really thought the idea would end 

there.   

However, soon after Spencer  

offered to help me set up a serious 

program with the goal of  
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I  would like to thank John  

Barker for the four years he 

put in as class president. I am 

looking forward to my time  

leading the most fun one design 

fleet on the Great Lakes. I started 

sailing in the T10 fleet 18 years 

ago and have owned Mutiny for 

the past 10 years. Every season 

has created great memories and 

dear friends. The Tartan Ten is an 

important part of my life. 

As summer winds down and we 

pack up our boats for the winter, 

we can reflect on the past season 

and look forward to what is  

coming next year.  

In August, Chicago Corinthian 

Yacht Club hosted the 2017 T10 

North Americans. The regatta was 

well run by Team 

Meat and feed-

back was very 

positive. In  

addition to great 

racing, the  

regatta had more 

free alcohol than 

could possibly be 

consumed. (Even 

by T10 sailors.) 

Thirty boats  

competed for the 

championship. 

Seven races were 

held despite a 

day of cancelled 

racing. In the 

end, Hanson  

Bratton’s team 

aboard TAZ was 

crowned the 2017 

T10 North American Champi-

on. 

During the event we held our 

summer meeting. Nick Ward 

graciously agreed to be  

conscripted into the position of 

Vice President. There was  

continued discussion about 

rule changes for a new boom 

extrusion and Dyform rigging. 

There will be an upcoming 

class vote on whether to allow 

Dyform standing rigging. We 

also discussed amending the 

materials allowed to be used in 

the jib. More research will 

need to be done before it is 

decided whether this will be 

considered for a vote.  

The 2018 T10 North Americans 
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will be hosted by Port Huron 

Yacht Club on 8/22 - 8/26/18.  

Planning is already well under-

way with a dedicated Facebook 

page, published NOR, and site 

open for registration. Start your 

plans to attend because Nick 

Ward and his group are definitely 

on the ball! 

I hope everyone has a great fall 

and has some exciting plans to 

keep themselves busy during the 

off-season.  

John 



competing in the 2017 NACs.  I 

have to say, Spencer took the 

idea and ran with it.  His enthu-

siasm got me excited and I de-

cided what the hell, let’s go for 

it.  Let’s see what happens if I 

open up my wallet a bit and 

see what a young guy like 

Spencer could do with his 

background and connections.  

He has been outstanding to 

work with and we have had a 

lot of fun.  I would recommend 

him to anybody. 

Spencer and I had some plan-

ning meetings.  We identified a 

few key points for us to focus 

on for the new program.  These 

focal points were as follows: 

 Driving 

 Crew 

 Boat preparation and sail 

inventory 

 Tactician 

I have been TAZ’s primary 

helmsman for many years and I 

have always felt in my mind 

that I was only an average driv-

er at best and I was often a 

large part of our problems in 

competing.  I am one of those 

sailors that didn’t start sailing 

until later in life.  I didn’t go 

through a junior sailing pro-

gram.  I started racing big 

boats and didn’t have any small 

boat experience.  When I 

drove it was more like me driv-

ing a tank on the water without 

finesse.   

(Continued from page 1) To address this concern we de-

cided to charter a J70 and enter a 

bunch of regattas down south 

during the winter of 2016-2017.  

We competed in five multi-day 

events and, of course, I was the 

helmsman.  These were 50ish 

boat fleets with a mix of pro and 

Corinthian crews.  There was a 

lot of tight quarter racing in all 

types of conditions.  I had a 

strong crew so I could focus on 

my driving.  At the completion of 

the winter season I wasn’t sure 

how much my driving had been 

helped, but in the end I think 

without the ‘training” we would-

n’t have been able to compete 

effectively at the NACs. 

Obviously, crew selection was 

also very important.  My goal 

was to sail with an all Bayview 

crew with a leaning towards 

younger members.  Between 

Spencer’s and my contacts we 
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were able to establish a very 

competent 7-man crew.  I also 

knew this would help my driving 

as having good crew will let me 

focus on driving and not worry 

about what the everyone was do-

ing.   

A great deal of time and effort 

were placed in boat preparation.  

The bottom was made sure to be 

fair and the old waterlogged 

rudder was replaced with a new 

Tony Shepherd rudder.  Every 

line and halyard was replaced.  

Much of the running rigging and 

hardware was replaced with a 

“grand prix” style configuration, 

as many of the younger crew 

were used to using.  This includ-

ed the use of constrictors, fair-

leads and ferrules, instead of the 

conventional spinlocks and 

 

(Continued on page 4) 

Charlie Britton Memorial Award Winners Jing Bang'  



blocks.  It was fun watching the 

young guys run around with 

their splicing tools building 

stuff on the fly as-needed. 

TAZ’s sail inventory wasn’t bad 

to begin with, but we made 

sure to max out our allowable 

purchases.  We will continue to 

do so, so we will have a set of 

high end racing sails, a backup 

set, and a cruising set. 

Finally we needed a top tacti-

cian.  We wanted somebody 

dedicated to the position and 

not involved with sailing the 

boat.  We had a Bayview mem-

ber in place as tactician.  How-

ever, as it turned out he had a 

schedule conflict and was not 

available for the NACs.  Realiz-

ing his mistake, he reached out 

to a friend of his to be his re-

placement.  Although not a 

Bayview member, Taylor Can-

field is a championship caliber 

tactician.  Taylor turned out to 

(Continued from page 3) be a fantastic addition to the 

crew and was great fun to sail 

with. 

We had decided to compete in 

the Bayview One Design Regatta 

and Cleveland Race Week as 

warmups for the NACs.  We did-

n’t necessarily have all of the 

pieces in place for the BOD, but 

were in pretty good shape by 

Cleveland.  We took second at 

the BOD and fourth in Cleveland.  

We had some issues to work out, 

but we felt the boat was fast and 

we could potentially compete for 

a flag at the NACs. 

Going into the NACs, our goal 

was to finish in the top five each 

race.  Since the regatta didn’t 

have any throwout races, we 

thought we would be in conten-

tion for a flag if we didn’t have a 

“bad” race (worse than 5th). 

There were 2 races day 1.  We 

finished 4th and 5th and were sit-

ting in 3rd place overall.   As most 

know the fleet was hit by a  

severe storm after the second 
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race.  As were many others, we 

were caught with our sails up 

when the storm hit, because the 

storm made a surprise turn.  We 

were fortunate not to have any 

substantial damage to the boat 

or sails, although we took a bit of 

a beating.  We hated to see 

M*A*S*H lose her rig in the 

storm, although fortunately  

nobody was injured. 

Day 2 was canceled due to 20 to 

30 knot breezes.  I hoped to be 

responsible during the down 

day, but we wound up playing 

Whirlyball with the Proper  

Villain crew along with many 

cocktails.  Thank god for Uber.  I 

have found one of the downsides 

of a younger crew is the tenden-

cy to not be so responsible  

during downtimes.  I blame 

them. 

Day 3 included 3 races.  Alt-

hough I was a bit “dusty” (as 

some of my crew likes to say) 

after our day 2 fun, we did well 

with two seconds and a third.  

We hadn’t won a race, but found 

ourselves sitting in first overall 

by a couple of points.  Our top 5 

strategy looked to be paying off.  

This was the first time I really 

thought we had a shot at winning 

it all.  The attention on shore by 

the other competitors and media 

was surprising and unfamiliar to 

me.   

The final day came and we ex-

pected 2 or 3 races.  And as 

 

(Continued on page 5) 



things go we got caught on the 

wrong side of the course during 

the first race and were lucky to 

finish 9th and dropped to 2nd 

place overall behind Proper Vil-

lain by 2 points.  So much for our 

top 5 finish strategy.  My heart 

dropped and I thought I had let 

the opportunity to be a NAC 

Champion slip through my fin-

gers.  However, the interesting 

thing was nobody on the boat 

said anything about it.  The crew 

just buckled down and focused 

on the second race.   

I am proud to say the crew acted 

like the champs they are and 

raced their hearts out.  We had a 

strong start and basically led the 

way around.  We had a near dis-

aster during the race.  A fairlead 

for the jib halyard began to pull 

out of the deck during the last 

windward leg and dropped the 

jib several inches making the 

sail almost impossible to trim.  

On the final windward tack the 

fairlead failed just short of total 

failure pulling nearly all of the 

way out of the deck and 

dropped the jib a foot or so.  We 

all held our breathes until we 

rounded the final windward 

mark.  Luck was on our side, the 

fairlead held well enough.  We 

won our first race of the event 

and were back in the lead by a 

couple of points. 

We were preparing a temporary 

fix for the jib halyard for a final 

race, but the RC decided not to 

(Continued from page 4) run a 3rd race.  We won.  Unbe-

lievable.  As we headed in I 

called my wife with the news, 

although the call was short be-

cause it was getting a bit emo-

tional. 

The attention the rest of the day 

was hard for me to comprehend.  

On the way in the media boat 

was chasing us taking photos.  Of 

course the crew was hand slap-

ping, hugging (in a totally manly 

way), and drinking beers.  Many 

of the other boats passed by of-

fering their congratulations.  On 

shore there were more inter-

views and a very nice awards 

ceremony.  I somehow wound up 

getting tossed in the harbor.  

This has all been very surreal for 

me. 

I want to thank my crew for all of 
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their hard work and dedication.  

These guys made it happen:  

Spencer Colpaert (trimmer), 

Alex Hume (pit), Tim Kelly 

(mast), Austin Colpaert (bow), 

Taylor Canfield (tactics), and 

Chris Clark (main trimmer and 

the other old guy). 

I had never been to Corinthian 

Yacht Club.  It is a very nice 

Club and they ran a great event.  

The Race Committee did an out-

standing job in some very varia-

ble and challenging wind and 

sea conditions.  There were ob-

viously a great number of hard 

working volunteers to make this 

happen.  I want to extend my 

gratitude to everybody that ran 

an event I’ll never forget. 

It is such a great feeling to make 

a plan and have it come togeth-

er.  I will forever be grateful.  I 

look forward to seeing you guys 

Photos courtesy of Kinney Communications  

http://www.kinneycommunications.com/
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by Brian Kennalley, Meat, 2017 

T10 NAC Co-Chair 

O n behalf of Race Chairs  

Brian Kennalley, Edward 

Mui, and Craig Roehl, thank you 

to all racers who participated in 

the 2017 North American Cham-

pionship! We had three great 

days of racing, excellent parties 

and fleet comradery, one very 

exciting microburst, and a cham-

pionship decided in the last race. 

The T-10 Class never disappoints 

when it comes to exciting racing! 

Chicago Corinthian Yacht Club 

was pleased to host and glad that 

we all had a good time.  

None of this would have been 

possible without our long list of 

volunteers, so please join me in 

thanking T10ers Steve Fink, John 

Schellenbach, Amy Roehl, Alice 

Kaminski, Robert Cane, Brian Da-

vies, Val Smith, April Yi, Lou Ja-

cob, Darren Beck, Kate Reb-

mann, Markell Smith, Steve 

Karstrand, Bob Warnecke, Brian 

Kaczor, Katie Greer, Mary 

Gignillat, Abbey Gavrila, Aimee 

Smith, Steve Gregory, Mike 

Platzke, Megan Robb, Tim Field, 

Alex Gaudieri, and many more 

who I am almost certainly ne-

glecting to mention. Our Race 

Committee did excellent work: 

Dale Muhlethaler, Robert Cane, 

Chris Collins, Stephanie Levine, 

Jennifer Steffler, Helle 

Getz, Elissa Magnatowski, John 

Madey, Susan Herrick, Phil 

Geyskens, Joe Heneghan, and 

Robin Finlay were all led by PRO 

Dick Schweers. We didn’t make 

our judges work too hard, but 

nevertheless appreciated the ser-

vices of Janet Baxter, Matt Bounds, 

Peter Nielsen, and Sam Velleux. 

Special thanks to the CCYC Power 

Fleet for helping plan and execute 

the parties, including Natalie Hol-

liday, Lysa Hynes, Jeff Mcready, 

Andy Sturtz, Bryce Omdahl, Matt 

Gerdeman, Justin Schnei-

der, Michael Johnston, Amy 

Destache, Sue Klemme, and nu-

merous other volunteer bartend-

ers. 

Our generous sponsors included 

Nexus Commercial Funding, Kin-

ney Communications, Chicago 

Yacht Rigging, Chicago Match 

Race Center, Quantum Sails, Robo 

Aerial, Sweatvac, Begyle Brewing, 

Lagunitas Brewing, On Tour Brew-

ing, Lake Brothers Beer Company, 

and Vin Chicago. Thanks  

especially to our Title Sponsor 

Skyway Yacht Works!  

After all was said and done, here 

were our award winners:  

 First Place: Taz – Hanson Brat-

ton 

 Second Place: Proper Villain – 

Nick Ward and Greg Kinney 

 Third Place: Convergence – 

Donald Wilson 

 Fourth Place: Diamond Girl – 

Amy and Rick Cermak 

 Fifth Place: Perfect – Ted  

Pinkerton 

2017 T-10 North American Championship Wrap-Up 
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 First Place Corinthian Division: 

Erica – Brian Kaczor 

 Sparkman Stephens Perfor-

mance Trophy (win a race by 

widest margin): Perfect – Ted 

Pinkerton 

 Charlie Britton Memorial 

Award (improved perfor-

mance throughout the  

regatta): Jing Bang – David 

Finlay 

 Elaine and Wes Pignolet 

Award (best performance with 

at least 3 family members 

aboard): Convergence –  

Donald Wilson 

 Schrammy Award: Perfect – 

Ted Pinkerton 

Kinney Communications did a 

great job of covering the event. 

Their releases were picked up by 

Sailing Anarchy, Sail-World, and 

Scuttlebutt Sailing News, which 

provided great exposure for the 

Class and for Great Lakes sailing. 

Links to all stories, videos, and 

photos have been consolidated at 

http://www.chicagot10.com/nacs-

2017/.  

Be sure to check them out for an 

account of the racing (and party-

ing) that took place this year.  

Our friends at Robo Aerial also 

provided drone footage and Ratty 

crewmember Alex Gaudieri’s 

Periscope Post & Audio helped to 

create the finished video that you 
 

(Continued on page 9) 
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definitely need to watch if you haven’t already: 

https://vimeo.com/239732839 

Thanks to all for your help and participation, and  

congratulations to the award winners!  

(Continued from page 8) 
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by Brian Kennalley, Meat,  

T10 Class Association Secretary 

A  brief meeting was held prior to the 

start of the North American Champion-

ship Regatta. The local fleet captains gave 

brief reports and discussed the success of 

college racing regattas on Lake Erie and 

Lake Michigan. The financial report was  

presented. Membership numbers are slightly 

down year over year. A call for bids to host 

the 2018 North American Championship was 

made, and Nick Ward of Port Huron Yacht 

Club indicated that he would submit a  

proposal. A slate of Class officers was pre-

sented to the membership and approved by 

a vote, including the appointment of John  

Schellenbach as President and Nick Ward as 

Vice President. There was a discussion of  

dynaform standing rigging and an extensive 

discussion of allowing more sail materials in 

the One Design rules. The Board is working 

to draft proposed rule changes for the  

membership to vote on.  

T-10 Class Summer 
Meeting Minutes 

How many people can you put on a  

T10 on a Wednesday night? 

https://vimeo.com/239732839
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Steve Karstrand, Lightning,  

Chicago Fleet Captain 

T he 2017 season has com-

pleted just in time before 

the cold weather arrived.  Boats 

are now planning for winter  

projects and we’re also looking 

forward to the upcoming winter 

seminar series.  Racing scores 

were once again very close and 

required boats to compete until 

the very end of the season.  The 

final outcome had the MEAT team 

standing on top as repeat Overall 

Champions.  Our annual awards 

dinner/meeting will be on Friday, 

December 8th at Chicago Yacht 

Club-Belmont station. 

 

Overall Championship: 

1st  Meat   528 points 

2nd Retention 496 points 

3rd Skidmarks 488 points 

 

Port-to-Port Series: 

1st Meat  43 points 

2nd Erica 42 points 

3rd Amateur II 39 points 

 

Buoy Series: 

1st Skidmarks 441 points 

2nd Meat  433 points 

3rd Retention 415 points 

 

For complete scoring, see the 

Fleet 2 website.  Special thanks 

again to Brian Kennalley for scor-

ing our races on such a timely  

basis and keeping things  

up-to-date on the website. 

 

The fleet brought the Great Lakes 

Intercollegiate Offshore Regatta 

(GLIOR) to CCYC 

this year for its 3rd 

event.  Once again 

we had 13 collegiate 

teams arrive for  

racing.  This year all 

the teams were from 

Midwest colleges as 

proof the event is 

growing and has 

generated an  

interest among our 

future keelboat  

racers.  We got 

lucky again with 

having ideal  

September weather 

conditions. See the 

other article in this 

TenSpeed for  

details. 

 

Our social events 

included the spring 

“Set to Sail” party, 

summer Fleet Cook-

out and the fall Bi-

State Blender party.  

We appreciate 

CCYC for hosting 

the first two events.  

 

Congratulations to 

the Meat crew for 

putting on a  

tremendous 2017 NAC at CCYC.   

 

Thanks to Mike Platzke (Amateur II) for the weekly communications 

providing us with information on upcoming events.   

 

If you’re not receiving this  information, please reach out to Mike. 

Fleet Report: Chicago Fleet 2 Season Review 
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Fleet Report:  Cleveland Fleet 19—Season Review 

Harald Bransch, Star Ten 

C leveland’s Fleet 19 just 

wrapped up another year of 

T10 sailing.  Like last year, Fleet 

19 is staying solid, with most 

boats sailing strong, and some 

boats rotation in ownership.   

Here is the season recap: 

We started the season in early 

May, with Cleveland MetroParks, 

Foundry Sailing, and Edgewater 

YC teaming up to host the  

first-ever Lake Erie Collegiate 

Keelboat Racing event.  A  

remarkable inaugural effort, with 

an article in this issue.  Fleet 19 is 

proud to be part of youth sailboat 

racing. 

Once again, Fleet 19 had several 

racing series that cumulate to an 

overall championship.  There was 

a club Sunday series that is raced 

between Edgewater YC and 

Cleveland YC, and a Regatta  

Series that is raced between  

regattas at Cleveland YC,  

Edgewater YC, Forest City YC, 

Lakeside YC, and Mentor YC.  We 

also have a Sunday Series, Regatta 

Series, Wednesday Evening  

Series, and a Distance Series.  

There were an incredible 67 races 

scored in all series.   

This year the CYC 

Leukemia Cup raised 

a record $161,000, 

fueled by the too-

close-to-home  

honored hero Molly 

Keane, with close and 

familiar ties to the 

T10 family in  

Vermillion and all 

through the Great 

Lakes. 

So here is how it 

shakes out.  This year we  

celebrate PurSue returning as the 

Fleet 19 Championship boat. 

Distance (8 races, high point 

system) 

1. OnePass (20) – Todd Imbler 

2. Star Ten (18) – Harald Bransch 

3. Black Box (17)  – Bill Buckles / 

Terry McSweeney 

 

Wednesday (12/17 scored  

races) 

1. PurSue (15) – Sue McIntyre / 

Suzie Florence 

2. Coyote (25) – Trever Dodge 

3. Lazy Lass (35) – Ted Mahoney 

Sunday (10/14 scored races) 

1. Star Ten (17) – Harald Bransch 

2. PurSue (18) – Sue McIntyre / 

Suzie Florence 

3. Coyote (25) – Trever Dodge 

 

 

 

 

Regatta (19/28 scored races) 

1. PurSue (42) – Sue McIntyre / 

Suzie Florence 

2. Star Ten (47) – Harald Bransch 

3. Black Box (51)  – Bill Buckles / 

Terry McSweeney 

Championship (29/42 scored 

races) 

1. PurSue (60) – Sue McIntyre / 

Suzie Florence 

2. Star Ten (64) – Harald Bransch 

3. Coyote (127) – Trever Dodge 

 

 

So far there is at least one new  

addition pending to the Fleet 19 

mix.   Looking forward to a 2018 

season with a repeat Collegiate 

Regatta success, and lots of  

racing. 

Photo of Suzie Florence’s PurSue courtesy 

of David Mathias, Reaching Leg Photos)  
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2017 Great Lakes Intercollegiate Offshore Regatta Review 

Michael Platzke, Amateur II 

T he third annual Great Lakes Intercollegiate  

Offshore Regatta was held from September 

22nd to September 24th, co-hosted by the Chicago 

T10 fleet and Chicago Corinthian Yacht Club.   

Twelve collegiate sailing teams travelled to Montrose 

Harbor in Chicago this year to participate: Denison 

University, Grand Valley State University, Marquette 

University, Miami University, University of Michigan, 

Michigan State University, University of Minnesota, 

Northwestern University, Ohio State University,  

University of Toledo, Western Michigan University 

and University of Wisconsin. 

These sailors were placed on T10s provided by the 

Chicago fleet.  Local T10 sailors were aboard during 

racing, next to the driver and one assistant forward.  

The college sailors drove, crewed the boat and 

managed tactics and strategy.  The students also got 

to experience the unique pleasure of staying  

overnight on a T10 in the harbor.   

Participating Chicago T10s included:  Glider, 

Lightning, Terminal Velocity, Mutiny, Skidmarks,  

Amateur II, Ka-Mikaze, Waterworks, Jing Bang, Ratty,  

Retention and Hot Sauce. 
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Fleet 19 Hosts First Annual Lake Erie  
Intercollegiate Offshore Regatta 

Todd Imbler, OnePass 

 

T he Lake Erie  

Intercollegiate Offshore 

Regatta was held at Edgewater 

Yacht Club May 12-14th.   The 

event was hosted by the  

University of Toledo and Ohio 

State University Sailing Teams 

under the sanction of the  

Midwest College Sailing  

Association (MCSA).  The MCSA 

is made up of thirty schools, 

eight of which signed up for and 

attended the regatta.  Special 

kudos go to Molly Disbrow 

(OSU) and Delaney Imbler (UT) 

for spearheading, coordinating, 

planning, and executing this new 

event. 

We also want to recognize our 

compatriots in the Chicago Fleet 

that host the Great Lakes Inter-

collegiate Offshore Regatta.   

Steve Karstrand and his group 

were very helpful as we  

organized this new event. 

The participating teams 

were:  The Ohio State University, 

The University of Toledo,  

University of South Florida,  

University of Michigan, Grand 

Valley State University, Michigan 

Technological University,  

Western Michigan University, 

and the University of Miami. 

To support these eight teams we 

worked with members of Tartan 

Ten Fleet 19 to provide the 

boats.  This was a trick given the 

fact that the event was being 

held so early in the season and 

the owners had to push to get 

their boats ready.  In addition, 

we had nothing to offer the own-

ers in the way of incentives. 

Thankfully, we did get the  

support of eight T-10's.   The 

boats participating were Starten 

(Harald Bransch), Pursue (Sue 

McIntyre), Black Box (Terry 

McSweeney), Lazy Lass (Ted  

Mahoney), Bad Influence 

(Foundry), Think Blue (Gary  

Disbrow), Patrimpas (Aud  

Jucatis), OnePass (Todd Imbler). 

The event was held off Cleveland 

Harbor under the race manage-

ment of Edgewater Yacht 

Club.   Between Saturday and 

Sunday, we got seven races 

completed.   The weather was 

light to moderate, the racing was 

close, and the event was won by 

University of South Florida. 

The Foundry, a Cleveland 

community sailing and row-

ing training center, provid-

ed shore-side support, with 

social events Friday night 

and the Awards Ceremony 

on Sunday.   

Awards consisted of T-10 

half hulls donated by Gary 

Disbrow. 

Swag bags were coordinat-

ed by Delaney Imbler with 

support from Ullman Sails, 

Helly Hansen, Zim, and The 

Foundry. 

Boat owners received frame 

photos of their boats taken 

during the regatta. 

It would have been great to have 

more time t pull this inaugural 

event together, but with support 

from all participants we were 

able to pull it off.   Probably the 

bests indicator of the success of 

the event is the scheduling of the 

next edition of the Lake Erie  

Intercollegiate Regatta, to be 

held in the Fall of 2018. 

From a Fleet 19 standpoint, this 

event gave us a great stage to 

showcase the T-10 as a solid  

option for young sailors post 

graduation.  In addition, the 

event gave us the basis for a 

strong relationship with The 

Foundry as they work to grow 

sailing in Cleveland in the High 

School, University, and  

Corporate/Adult markets.   It's a 

win-win-win for all concerned. 

http://www.clevelandfoundry.org/
http://ullmansails.com/
https://www.hellyhansen.com/en_us/
http://www.zimsailing.com/
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by Brian Kennalley 

I ’ve often wondered how 

well we T10 sailors would 

fare in another boat, in another 

venue, or against different 

competition. It was truly an 

honor when US Sailing invited 

Team Meat to take a shot at  

answering all three of those 

questions. What a pleasant  

surprise to return home to  

Chicago Corinthian Yacht Club 

as National Offshore Champi-

ons! 

The US Sailing National Off-

shore Championship is held 

every two years. For 2017, the 

regatta was held September 21

-24. Ten teams from around the 

country compete for the Lloyd 

Phoenix trophy. US Sailing  

attempts to select a top team 

from nine different sailing  

areas, based upon the  

recommendation 

of the regional  

sailing authority or 

a sailing resume 

review, plus a team 

of Midshipmen 

from the US Naval 

Academy.  

Team Meat applied 

and, in a moment 

of questionable 

judgment by US 

Sailing, was invited 

to represent “Area 

K,” which includes Illinois, 

Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, 

North Dakota, South Dakota, 

Missouri, Western Michigan, 

and Northwest Indiana. Other 

skippers included Dan 

McGanty, a Tartan 101 sailor 

from Pacific Palisades, CA;  

Edgar Smith, a Frers 33 sailor 

from New Haven, CT; Scott 

Ward, a Beneteau First 50  

sailor from Hollywood, MD; 

Laurent Givry, a Farr 400 sailor 

from Fairfax Station, VA; John 

Leitzinger, an Aerodyne 38 

sailor from Tacoma, WA; 

Charles Schaffner, a J/105  

sailor who races on Lake Erie; 

Chris Lewis, a J/44 sailor from 

Houston, TX; Glenn Doncaster, 

a Sabre 426 sailor from  

Raleigh, NC; and the home 

team of Thodore Papenthein, 

skipper of the US Naval  

Academy’s offshore team, 

based in Annapolis, MD.  

This is designed to be an ama-

teur event, sailed by crews 

who normally sail together. All 

teams are a crew of seven, and 

entrants must prove that at 

least five of their crew  

members have recently  

competed together in a speci-

fied number of events. This was 

not a problem for Team Meat, 

as our Facebook pages and 

photo albums clearly  

(Continued on page 19) 
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demonstrate that we are  

together nearly 24 hours a day. 

An eighth crew member, a 

member of the Navy offshore 

varsity sailing team, was also 

provided to each team. Team 

Meat sailed with Brian  

Kennalley, Edward Mui, Val 

Smith, Brian Kaczor (owner of 

the T10 Erica), Brian Davies, 

Andy Camarda, and a six-

months-pregnant Markell 

Smith. Fate made an appear-

ance when it came time to draw 

for a Navy Midshipman to join 

the crew. Though a fourth Brian 

was not an option, we drew the 

next best thing: a Ryan. Ryan is 

an offshore skipper and tacti-

cian on one of the Navy team’s 

boats, but was still enthusiastic 

about doing whatever was 

needed on our boat. He 

was an asset to the team, 

and it was a privilege to 

get to know him and the 

rest of the Naval  

Academy team. Markell 

was asked a few times 

how she managed to be 

out on the spectator boat 

all day while pregnant. 

The rest of our crew  

always got a kick out of 

hearing peoples’  

reactions: “What?? You 

were RACING??”  

The regatta was sailed in 

Navy 44s provided by 

the US Naval Academy. 

Rigs were tuned to be 

equal and bottoms were 

(Continued from page 18) cleaned in advance;  

competitors weren’t allowed to 

adjust the rig aside from  

backstay tension. Competitors 

rotated boats each day,  

bringing an assigned #1 genoa 

and two spinnakers along from 

boat to boat. It was an  

interesting boat to sail. The 

wheel had very little feel and 

was less responsive than a T10. 

The boat was obviously a lot 

longer, and about four times 

the weight of a T10. It has 

twelve (twelve!) winches, a big 

masthead genoa and symmet-

rical spinnaker, and requires 

dip-pole jibes. Who knew that 

was even a thing?  

Conditions were challenging 

all weekend. Our team was  

especially nervous because the 

forecast was for significant  

current and very light wind. 

We tend to perform at our 

worst in light air, and don’t 

know much about tides or  

currents. Luckily Val, our  

tactician, had good experience 

sailing in the Chesapeake and 

was able to make sound  

strategic calls all weekend 

about which bars to go to after 

racing. Ryan also provided 

some help with local 

knowledge and kept us off of 

the shoals. The Race Commit-

tee did a good job of running 

nine starts leading to six  

finishes in light, shifty breeze.  

We arrived at the Naval  

Academy on Thursday. It was 

an impressive facility and it 

(Continued on page 20) 
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was a pleasure to sail there. 

We registered and went out for 

a tune-up sail and safety check 

with a safety officer. We had 

light air for our warmup, which 

was good preparation for the 

weekend. Our team stayed out 

as long as possible getting 

used to the boat and the  

dip-pole, but had to cut  

practice short and hustle to 

shore after a trimmer request-

ed a beer and was informed by 

the safety officer that there was 

no beer on Naval Academy 

boats.  

Friday began with a medium 

distance race in light, shifty 

breeze. Large wind shifts shuf-

fled the pack significantly sev-

eral times, and our team got a 

little lucky to make up a bunch 

of places and be in third place 

at the shortened finish.  The 

Race Committee also attempt-

ed to run a buoy race after the 

distance race was finished. Our 

team was in a solid first place 

when the race had to be aban-

doned due to lack of wind, 

which had us feeling great 

about our first day’s perfor-

mance until we found out at the 

party that at least four or five 

other competitors also thought 

they were in a solid first place 

when that race was canceled. 

Saturday morning we started 

with a second place finish in a 

well-sailed buoy race, followed 

by a long distance race. Our 

(Continued from page 19) team was doing well until get-

ting held out by a number of 

starboard tack boats at the  

upwind, starboard-rounding 

turn mark. We fought back, 

sailing downwind at a high 

point of sail over many compet-

itors. We watched the deck get 

shuffled around us a number of 

times by wind shifts, but from 

our position in the center of the 

course we always maintained a 

score of around fifth, which is 

where we finished. There was 

then another abandoned buoy 

race in which we were looking 

like podium finishers. We were 

happy to end the day in first by 

a slim one point margin.  

Sunday was dedicated to buoy 

racing, which also meant it was 

dedicated to protests. We had 

a good first race, finishing in 

second, and a bad second race 

in which we struggled with 

boat speed, finishing in sev-

enth. We were tied for first in 

the regatta going into the last 

race, but Val made the right 

calls, Andy had the boat speed 

issue solved, and the team  

continued to exhibit excellent 

boat handling, especially  

Davies on the bow with a knee 

injury suffered in the prior 

race. We moved into a slightly 

comfortable lead at 30 points, 

with three competitors tied  

behind us at 34. The Race  

Committee attempted to start a 

fourth race, but a strong  

ebbing tide and dying breeze 

made it evident to all that we 

wouldn’t even be able to get 

across the starting line and the 

race was abandoned. We were 

national champions! And it was 

left to the judges to work out 

the day’s many protests to  

determine the second and third 

place winners: Chris Lewis of 

Houston and Theodore  

Papenthien of the US Naval 

Academy. 

It was an honor and a pleasure 

to represent the T10 Class,  

Chicago Corinthian Yacht 

Club, Lake Michigan, and Area 

K, and our team is thrilled to 

have represented them as well 

as we could have. The Lake 

Michigan Sail Racing  

Federation provided us with a 

Grant in Aid to help us with the 

regatta’s substantial entry fee, 

for which we are very grateful. 

US Sailing and the Naval  

Academy put on a top-notch 

event, worthy of the “National 

Championship” moniker. Most 

of all, it was great fun meeting 

and sailing against talented 

racers from around the  

country.  

Thank you to all involved! And 

to those reading: Consider ap-

plying to attend this event in 

the future. You will truly enjoy 

it, as we did. 
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Results Bayview One Design 

Check out Sailingworld.com for a special feature on the Tartan Ten  at the 2017 

Helly Hansen NOOD Regatta in Chicago.  

https://www.sailingworld.com/helly-hansen-nood-regatta-chicago-final-recap 

 

 

Tartan Ten Fleet featured  

in the Final Recap 

https://www.sailingworld.com/helly-hansen-nood-regatta-chicago-final-recap


Ronald Kallen, Mash 

B oats on opposite tacks 

racing to a windward 

mark frequently converge.  

This is especially the case 

when boats and sailing ability 

are closely matched, as they 

are in a one-design class.  Rule 

10 (Racing Rules of Sailing) is 

clear that the starboard tack 

boat has right of way. The onus 

is on the port tack boat to keep 

clear. At the same time, situa-

tional awareness on the star-

board tack boat calls for a spot-

ter to keep track of the port 

tack boat and, if necessary, al-

ter course to avoid contact (a 

violation of Rule 14).  A lookout 

on both boats is especially 

needed in the case of the Tar-

tan Ten.  The mainsail is at-

tached to a low boom and 

while heeled over, it blocks the 

view of a converging boat. To 

avoid a collision a boat on port 

tack approaching a starboard 

tack boat must make one of 

three possible decisions:  1) 

tack on to starboard; 2) hold on

-course and attempt to cross in 

front of the boat on starboard 

tack; 3) duck by bearing away 

and passing astern of the boat 

on starboard tack. 

The aim of this article is to de-

fine the minimum angle of bear

-away by a port tack boat to 

safely duck a starboard tack 

boat while both are sailing 

close-hauled.  This is a classic 

risk versus reward scenario. 

The decision to duck is 

weighted by consideration of 

the extra time and distance of the 

change in course.  For the port 

tack boat, the “reward” is not to 

lose time and distance by duck-

ing.  However, the “risk” lies in 

misjudging the separation be-

tween boats and, at the last mo-

ment, bearing away sharply, or 

making a panic tack, or not alter-

ing course and hitting the star-

board tack boat.    

Analyzing the “cost” of ducking 

shows that the risk versus reward 

judgment is skewed heavily in the 

direction of ducking.   Using basic 

trigonometry and assuming that 

boats on a windward leg have a 

tacking angle of 90°, it is possible 

to model a scenario wherein a 

port tack and starboard tack boat 

are each sailing on headings that 

will eventually converge at a sin-

gle point on the windward leg.  If 

the port tack boat decides to duck 

the approaching starboard tack 

boat, the key question is:  what is 

the cost in time and distance?   In 

the following scenarios, a boat 

length is 33 feet.   

BOTH BOATS ARE FIVE BOAT 

LENGTHS FROM MEETING 

Let’s assume that both boats are 

within 5 boat lengths of the point 

of convergence (bow-to-bow) and 

both are moving at a speed of 6 

knots (10 feet per second).  At this 

speed there are only about 16-17 

seconds before possible impact 

as the final 165 feet (5 boat 

lengths) are traversed.  Both boats 

are close-hauled with a true wind 

angle of 45°.  Although there may 

be a reluctance to deviate from its 
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course, the decision by a port tack 

boat to duck does not entail an 

unacceptable cost in time and dis-

tance.   However, as seen in Table 

1 and Figure 1, bear-away angles 

of 5° or 10° are not sufficient to 

safely duck the starboard tack 

boat as the boats, moving at the 

same speed, converge toward 

point C in Figure 1. At a bear-

away angle of 5°, the port tack 

boat will impact the starboard 

tack boat as the latter reaches 

point C at about 13 feet back from 

the bow, possibly impacting the 

shroud chain plates.   At a bear-

away angle of 10°, the starboard 

tack boat will be impacted at a 

distance of about 26 feet back 

from the bow, the area of the 

cockpit.  It is only after bearing 

away by 15°, beginning no later 

than 5 boat-lengths back from the 

point of intersection of their lines 

of travel, that a port tack boat 

moving at 6 knots, will clear the 

starboard tack boat, moving at the 

same speed, by nearly 7 feet  

(green line in Figure 1).   

The cost in extra distance by 

bearing away 15° to duck is 10 

feet and the cost in time is just 1 

second (Table 1).  The caveat, 

however, is that the port tack boat 

may be moving somewhat faster 

than 6 knots after bearing away.  

The polar for the Tartan Ten 

shows that after bearing away 15° 

(from 45° to 60°), boat speed 

would increase to nearly 7 knots, 

if sail trim was adjusted for the 

broader angle (the true wind 

speed is assumed to be about 10 

(Continued on page 24) 



knots).  A calculation shows that at 

this increase in boat speed (from 

10 to 11.8 feet per second) the 

port tack boat, now sailing 170 

feet instead of 165 feet, would in-

tersect the line of travel of the 

starboard tack boat about 2 sec-

onds earlier then when the latter 

reaches the original point of con-

vergence (point C, Figure 1).  The 

stern of the starboard tack boat is 

now 53 feet back from point C.   If 

the port tack boat does not bear 

away to 20° instead of 15°, a colli-

(Continued from page 23) 
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At point A the white boat is on port 
tack and its bow is 5 boat lengths (165 
feet) from the point of intersection 
(point C) of its current heading with the 
line of travel of the blue boat, which is 
on starboard tack and is the right-of-
way boat.   

 

At point, B, the blue boat is also 5 boat 
lengths from the point at which the 
boats will meet and its relative bearing 
from the white boat is 45° (blue line 
connecting points A and B).  The 
dashed gray line represents a bear-
away angle of about 13°, which aims 
at a point about 7 feet astern on the 
line of travel of the blue boat, which 
has arrived at point C just as the white 
boat passes astern, moving at 6 knots) 
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sion will occur. A calculation 

shows that at this geater angle 

of bear-away, the extra dis-

tance traversed by the port 

tack boat, if it maintains a 

speed of 7 knots, to safely duck 

the starboard tack boat is 8 

feet. 

The bottom-line conclusion is 

that a course deviation of up to 

10° is not enough to successful-

ly duck a starboard tack boat 

when each boat is within 5 boat 

lengths of the point of conver-

gence.  But a 15° deviation of 

course, starting at 5 boat 

lengths back from the point of 

convergence, is enough to 

clear the starboard tack boat 

by just over 6 feet, with only a 

net increase in distance of 10 

feet, counting the extra dis-

tance after ducking needed to 

get back on to the original 

close-hauled heading, if the 

port tack boat maintains a 

speed of 6 knots.   

BOTH BOATS ARE TEN BOAT 

LENGTHS FROM MEETING 

However, in the above scenar-

io, the window of time (about 

16 seconds) and the remaining 

distance to safely duck is clos-

ing rapidly.  It may be more 

prudent to plan the duck earli-

er, perhaps while as much as 

10 boat lengths from the point 

of convergence (or while still 

32 seconds down-course at a 

speed of 6 knots).  In this case, 

as seen in Table 2 and Figure 2, 

(Continued from page 24) 

At point A the white boat is on port tack and its bow is 10 boat lengths (330 feet) from the point 

of intersection (point C) of the line of travel of the blue boat, which is on starboard tack.  At 

point, B, the blue boat is also 10 boat lengths from the point at which the boats will meet and 

its relative bearing from the white boat is 45° (blue line connecting points A and B).  The 

dashed gray line represents a bear-away angle of 7°, which aims at a point about 7 feet astern 

of the blue boat on its line of travel.  The blue boat has already arrived at point C just as the 

white boat passes astern of it. 



CROSS OR DUCK -- RISK VS REWARD 

Page 26 

less deviation of course is 

needed to safely duck the oth-

er boat.   

At 10° of bear away, the port 

tack boat, if not moving faster 

than 6 knots, will clear the 

stern of the starboard tack boat 

by about one boat length after 

bearing away to a true wind 

angle of 55°.  As seen in Table 

2, the cost in extra distance is 8 

feet. 

 

MINIMUM DEVIATION FOR A 

SAFE DUCK MANEUVER 

Using the same assumptions as 

in the scenarios depicted in 

Figures 1 and 2, it is possible to 

estimate the minimum devia-

tion of course needed by a port 

tack boat to safely duck a star-

board tack boat.  Assuming 

that the new heading by the 

port tack boat should aim to 

intersect the line of travel of the 

starboard tack boat some 40 

feet back from point C, there is 

now a seven-foot zone for a 

safe duck (40 feet minus 33 

feet).  If the bear-away to duck 

begins at 10 boat lengths from 

the original point of intersec-

tion, then a course deviation of 

only 7° (Figure 2, gray dashed 

line), clears the stern of the 

starboard tack boat (if each 

boat maintains a speed of 6 

knots).   The extra cost in dis-

tance after getting back on to 

the original course is only 4 

feet.  At a speed of 6 knots, the 

(Continued from page 25) extra time is only 0.4 seconds.   

If the bear-away is delayed un-

til boats are within 5 boat 

lengths of the point of conver-

gence, a similar calculation 

shows that a greater course de-

viation, about 13°, is needed to 

reach the seven-foot zone 

astern of the other boat (Figure 

1, gray dashed line).  The extra 

distance traversed by ducking 

is about 7 feet, consuming only 

an additional 0.7 seconds at a 

speed of 6 knots. 

As a practical matter, most 

drivers of a port tack boat 

would probably not initiate a 

duck while still as much as 10 

boat lengths from the point of 

convergence but might wait 

until the boats are about 5 boat 

lengths from the crossing 

point, as seen above (Figure 1 

and Table 1).   At this point 

there is a minimal cost in time 

and distance (10 feet) of a 

smoothly executed duck after 

bearing away by 15° and mov-

ing at 6 knots. 

 

THE DECISION TO CROSS RA-

THER THAN DUCK 

The port tack boat can hold its 

course believing that it is clear 

ahead of the starboard tack 

boat and hail the latter, “hold 

your course.”  This is a deci-

sion heavily weighted with 

high risk and low reward, as 

the time and distance saved by 

failing to duck is minimal (as 

shown above).  The decision to 

cross rests on a judgment call 

that the port tack boat will cross 

in front of the starboard tack boat 

by at least one boat-length.  This, 

in essence, is saying that in the 

first scenario above (Figure 1), 

the port tack boat is able to 

judge that it is actually less than 4 

boat lengths from the point of 

convergence when the starboard 

tack boat is 5 boat lengths back.  

When the convergence is likely 

to be that close, there is too much 

room for error in deciding by 

visual sighting alone, with so lit-

tle time left, to cross rather than 

duck.  In the worse case scenar-

io, when the intention of the port 

tack boat is not clear, a panic 

bear-away by both boats to duck 

each other in the final seconds of 

approach rapidly closes the sep-

aration between boats and great-

ly increases the odds of a colli-

sion.   

There are pitfalls to judging by 

visual sighting alone whether or 

not there is a risk of collision if a 

boat on port tack believes it is 

clear ahead of a starboard tack 

boat, or that it is moving faster. 

One may use a hand-bearing 

compass to make this call.  If 

both boats moving at the same 

speed arrive within 10 boat 

lengths of the point of intersec-

tion of their lines of travel (Figure 

2), the relative bearing is 45° and 

would remain the same if the 

speed of either boat does not 

change and if each boat contin-

ues on the same heading.  An un-

(Continued on page 27) 
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changing relative bearing 

means that the risk of collision 

is high.  However, if the star-

board tack boat is 10 boat 

lengths from point C and the 

port tack boat is 2 boat lengths 

ahead (that is, it is 8 boat 

lengths from the point of con-

vergence), the visual impres-

sion of being ahead by a suffi-

cient distance to cross safely in 

front of the starboard tack boat 

by an additional margin of at 

least one boat length (this extra 

margin is one additional boat 

length back from just barely 

crossing in front of the star-

board tack boat), may be con-

firmed by a hand bearing com-

pass.  In this scenario, the rela-

tive bearing is calculated to be 

51.3° when 10 boat lengths 

back from the meeting point.   

At the point that the starboard 

tack boat is now 5 boat lengths 

from the crossing point and the 

port tack boat is 3 boat lengths 

from this point, the relative 

bearing, sighting from the port 

tack boat, is now 59°.  The rela-

tive bearing has increased by 

about 8°.  This change in rela-

tive bearing confirms that the 

port tack boat is safely ahead.   

 

Of course this depends on the 

ability to sight across a hand-

bearing compass with a steady 

hand, perhaps in conditions of 

chop, and that the damping of 

the oscillations of the compass 

card is sufficient that the grada-

(Continued from page 26) tions can be read accurately.  

The bottom line based on this 

scenario is that when the port 

tack boat is ahead by 2 boat 

lengths, an increase of relative 

bearing of 8° between the points 

that the starboard tack boat is 10 

boat lengths and 5 boat lengths 

back from the crossing point, if 

read on a stable, accurate com-

pass, means that the port tack 

boat is safely ahead, if the condi-

tions of wind speed or wind di-

rection and boat speed and 

heading do not change. 

Let’s consider a scenario of 

greater risk such that the star-

board tack boat is 10 boat 

lengths from the crossing point 

but the port tack boat is ahead 

by only one boat length and will 

just barely clear the bow of the 

starboard tack boat.  At this point 

the relative bearing is 48°. Some 

16 seconds later, when the star-

board tack boat is 5 boat lengths 

and the port tack boat is 4 boat 

lengths back from the point of 

convergence the relative bear-

ing will have increased from 48° 

to about 53°.  This small change 

may be hard to read accurately 

with a common hand-bearing 

compass.  At this point, there is 

also not much time left to either 

tack or begin ducking. 

 

BOATS CONVERGING AT DIF-

FERENT SPEEDS 

The scenarios above assume that 

the boats are moving at the same 

speed.  Lets look at this another 

way by asking the following 

question:  if both boats arrive 

within 10 boat lengths of the 

point of convergence at the 

same time and the speed of the 

starboard tack boat is 6 knots, 

what speed will enable the port 

tack boat to be clear ahead by 

2 boat lengths?  The starboard 

tack boat moving at 6 knots (10 

feet per second) will cover the 

remaining 10 boat lengths (330 

feet) in 33 seconds.  However, 

for the port tack boat to reach a 

point 2 boat lengths (66 feet) 

beyond the crossing point, it 

will have to traverse a distance 

of 396 feet (10 boat lengths 

plus 2 additional boat lengths) 

in 33 seconds or a speed of 7.1 

knots (or 1.8% faster than the 

starboard tack boat).  To accu-

rately estimate that one is go-

ing 1.8% faster than another 

boat on an opposite tack by 

visual sighting does not seem 

possible.  Again, the decision 

by a port tack boat to attempt 

to cross in front of a starboard 

tack boat, when it judges that it 

is moving marginally faster, is 

a high-risk, low-reward deci-

sion. 

 

THE DECISION TO TACK BY 

THE PORT TACK BOAT 

The port tack boat also has the 

option of tacking on to star-

board, preferably in a safe lee-

bow position, which tactically 

disturbs the airflow of the star-

board tack boat.  This may 

force the latter to tack on to 

(Continued on page 28) 
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port.  A delayed tack by the 

original port tack boat on to 

starboard tack, say within 5 

boat lengths, if not done 

smoothly, may become a 

“panic tack” as crew scramble 

off the high side and the sharp 

change in rudder angle mo-

mentarily slows the boat.  In 

this instance, the cost in terms 

of distance and time is likely to 

be greater than a duck. 

 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

(Continued from page 27) A similar analysis can be done 

for boat speeds other than 6 

knots or distances from the 

point of convergence other 

then 5 or 10 boat lengths.  In 

the final analysis, the cost in 

time and distance by ducking 

seems trivial. But the dueling 

port and starboard tack boats 

may well cross the finish line 

within seconds of each other.  

The question remains: will the 

1 or 2 seconds spent on one or 

more ducking maneuvers in 

the middle of the course affect 

the later outcome of a race with 

closely matched boats?  The 

take-away is that an attempt by 

a port tack boat to cross in front 

of an approaching starboard 

tack boat is a high-risk, low-

reward scenario. Compared to 

the low cost of a safe duck, it is 

simply not worth the risk given 

the possibility of an error in 

judging the separation of the 

boats as their courses con-

verge. 

Ron Kallen is the owner of the 

LS-10, M*A*S*H, which sails 

out of Montrose Harbor, Chica-

go.  He is a pediatric kidney 

disease specialist and is on the 

faculty of the Northwestern 

Feinberg School of Medicine. 

 

 

 

CROSS OR DUCK -- RISK VS REWARD 

Letter to the Editor 

Dear Editor: 

First and foremost thank you for 

publishing an informative, educa-

tional and very readable newslet-

ter, befitting the best keelboat 

fleet on the Great Lakes.  I always 

look forward to reading it.  Con-

gratulations. 

However, in the last issue of the 

Tenspeed, I found something that 

was attributed to me that did not 

occur.  It was reported that at the 

last Winter Meeting;  

Mark Croll: Would like the board 

to consider a proposal to lower the 

weight limit from 1275 to 1100. No 

interest among the board or other 

attendees. Weight limit will remain 

1275.  

This was inaccurate on two counts.  

First, I have never proposed re-

ducing the weight limit to 1100 

pounds.  Second, I did not pro-

pose any rule changes at the last 

annual meeting.   I did propose 

reducing the weight limit on T-

10 sanctioned buoy races to 

1175 pounds at the 2015 meet-

ing, but since the Board voted not 

to allow the proposal to go the 

membership that year, I did not re

-submit it at the last meeting.   

However, since the issue has been 

resurrected, I still believe it is a 

good idea and encourage a lively 

discussion among our member-

ship about it.  We initially pro-

posed this rule change because it 

has become apparent to our crew 

that the only reason we have sev-

en people on board is to try to ap-

proach the maximum weight limit 

of 1275 pounds. (And since we 

usually sail with a mixed gender 

crew, we are not even close.)  The 

seventh person is not needed to 

sail the boat effectively, and in 

fact, in many situations, is more of 

a hindrance, for example, when 

tacking.   

I think we will all agree that in al-

most all wind conditions especial-

ly anything over 9 knots, a T-10 

sails optimally with maximum 

crew weight.  The advantage of 

(Continued on page 29) 
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placing the movable weight on 

the rail far outweighs (no pun in-

tended) the disadvantage of that 

weight going downwind.  Accord-

ing to Wikipedia, the average 

weight of adults in North America 

is 178 pounds.  For a vast majority 

of boats the current rule requires 

the boat be sailed with at least 

seven persons in order to ap-

proach maximum weight. 

For owners or persons-in-charge 

one of the most challenging as-

pects of racing a boat recreation-

ally is maintaining a quality crew.  

The more people required on the 

boat to be competitive, the harder 

that job becomes and as a conse-

quence, the less desirable the 

fleet becomes to new owners. 

One argument for a seventh per-

son is that the position can be 

used for training inexperienced 

crew who want to learn how to 

sail.  However, from the crew’s 

perspective each person wants to 

be a contributor to the team.  A 

seventh person sitting on the rail 

and scrambling to find a way 

across the boat during a tack does 

not find himself or herself in a po-

sition that nurtures a love of sail-

ing. 

With the reduction in the maxi-

mum crew weight, coupled with 

the so-called Fat Skipper Rule, 

almost all boats could be crewed 

with six people.  Again according 

to Wikipedia, the average male 

weighs 195 pounds, so six would 

weigh in at 1170.  Six average 

sized persons of mixed gender 

(Continued from page 28) total 1068 pounds, which would 

allow at least a few of the crew, 

including the skipper to be above 

average.  Since a skipper can 

come in at no more than 240 

pounds the total crew weight 

would be 1130 pounds or still 45 

pounds under the weight limit as-

suming the other five are average.   

Wikipedia lists the average fe-

male weight as 165 pounds.  All-

female crews of average weights 

could still sail with seven for a to-

tal of 1155 pounds. Interestingly, 

the all-female crew in the last Vol-

vo Ocean Race was allowed three 

extra persons due to the weight 

and strength disparities. The low-

er weight limit could encourage 

more participation by women and 

younger people, which are im-

portant factors for the continued 

vitality of the fleet. 

It is our opinion that a T-10 can be 

sailed safely with six persons, and 

in fact there are really only six 

jobs on the boat.  If you believe a 

seventh person is necessary to 

safely sail the boat, then we 

should not lower the weight limit.  

I think we all appreciate, safety 

comes first. 

In summary, the lower weight lim-

it should make racing more level, 

make life easier for boat owners 

and create a better overall crew 

experience, all of which could at-

tract more persons to the fleet. 

However, this could limit the par-

ticipation of some crews, which 

would be totally counterproduc-

tive. We appreciate others may 

have diverging views on this top-

ic, and we would encourage an 

open discussion. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mark W. Croll, Retention 

 

Discussion points: 

Pros- 

 Would allow a vast majority of 

boats to sail with 6 crewmem-

bers 

 Reduces the number of crew 

needed to approach maximum 

weight 

 Better aligns the number of 

crew spots with the number of 

jobs on the boat 

 Involvement of all on board 

with a meaningful task results 

in better crew experience 

 Fewer crew positions should 

lead to less administration to 

fill a crew 

 Need to pack fewer lunches 

Cons- 

 Crews of over average weight 

will have difficulty making 

weight 

 Lack of extra position will not 

provide a slot for someone to 

experience sailing without 

some specific involvement 

 Reduces the ability to have a 

stable of extra crew for situa-

tions when a crew calls at the 

last minute and cannot make it 

 Discussion of the weight limit 

rule may cause dissention in 

the fleet membership 
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By Mark Thornton 

www.lakeeriewx.com 

Introduction 

L ake Michigan sailors have 

had a challenging sum-

mer. In mid-July, competitors 

in the Chicago-Mac were treat-

ed to a rare type of downburst 

known as heat burst (or dry 

downburst) near Milwaukee 

late on Saturday night (click 

here for the summary). Three 

weeks later, sailors at the T-10 

North American Championship 

near Chicago had an encounter 

with a different kind of down-

burst, one that blasted the fleet 

with hurricane-force winds. 

These downbursts, while simi-

lar in some ways, are very dif-

ferent in others. The downburst 

at the T-10 Nationals offers an 

opportunity to introduce a pair 

of relatively unknown Doppler 

weather radar products – storm 

heights (echo tops) and verti-

cally integrated liquid (VIL) – 

that can help shed light on the 

evolution of an approaching 

thunderstorm. 

Updrafts and Downdrafts 

During their mature phase, all 

thunderstorms have an updraft 

and downdraft (Figure 1). The 

updraft provides the storm’s 

energy by delivering warm, 

moist air to the upper levels of 

the storm. The speed of an up-

draft – a measure of the storm’s 

strength – is determined by the 

temperature difference be-

tween the warmer air inside 

the updraft and the 

cooler air outside it. 

The larger the temper-

ature difference, the 

faster the updraft. 

See Figure 1 

The storm’s downdraft 

is the descending flow 

of rain cooled air. 

Downdrafts form when 

hydrometeors, precip-

itation particles such 

as water droplets, ice 

crystals, hail, etc., be-

come too heavy to be 

suspended by the 

storm’s updraft, or 

when the updraft 

weakens. As the hy-

drometeors fall, the 

melting of ice crystals 

and the evaporation of 

water droplets serve 

to cool the air under 

the storm. In contrast 

to an updraft, the air 

within a downdraft is 

colder and therefore 

denser than the sur-

rounding air. The speed of a 

downdraft is largely deter-

mined by the temperature dif-

ference between air within the 

downdraft and the surrounding 

air. The greater the difference, 

the faster the air falls. 

Downbursts 

Downbursts are downdrafts 

that produce strong straight-

line winds at the surface. (All 

downbursts are downdrafts, 

but not all downdrafts are 

downbursts.) Downbursts are 

further subdivided in micro-

bursts and macrobursts de-

pending on the size of the area 

affected and the duration of the 

peak winds. 

Downbursts come in two varie-

ties — wet or dry. Wet down-

bursts are the most common, 

contain cool air, and are ac-

companied by rain. As the 

name suggests, dry down-

bursts are rain-free and pro-

duce warm dry winds.  

(Continued on page 31) 

Figure 1: Mature of thunderstorm life cycle. 

http://www.lakeeriewx.com
http://lakeeriewx.com/blog/chicago-mac-2017/
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Both varieties form from a mass of cool 

air in the middle levels of a strong 

thunderstorm. Moisture and tempera-

ture characteristics of the air beneath 

the storm determine what type of 

downburst reaches the surface — envi-

ronments with high relative humidity 

result in wet downbursts and low rela-

tivity promote the dry variety. 

 

The T-10 North American Champion-

ship Thunderstorm Forecast 

At 7:00 am on Thursday morning, a 

warm front stretching east from a low 

near northern Iowa was draped across 

the southern end of Lake Michigan 

(Figure 2). The warm front was ex-

pected to move north as the low pro-

gressed east. Southern Lake Michigan 

would lie in the low’s warm sector, the 

triangular region between its warm 

(Continued from page 30) 

front and cold front. Warm sectors have a well-deserved repu-

tation for promoting thunderstorm development. In recognition 

of this potential, the Storm Prediction Center (SPC) placed 

most of southern Lake Michigan under a Slight risk on its Day 

One Convective Outlook (Figure 3), a 

product that forecasts the potential for 

severe thunderstorms. 

The SPC’s Thunderstorm Outlooks 

(Figures 4 to 6) indicated the highest 

probability of thunderstorm develop-

ment near the T-10 North American 

Championship (40%) was the four-

hour period beginning at 3:00 pm. 

The nearshore marine forecast issued 

by the Chicago office of the National 

Weather Service mentioned “showers 

and thunderstorms likely” on Thurs-

day afternoon. 

(Continued on page 32) Figure 2: Surface analysis at 7:00 am on August 3, 2017. 

Figure 3: SPC Day One Convective Outlook for August 3, 2017. 
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A Downburst Reaches the T-10 Fleet 

The T-10 Championship was hosted by the Chica-

go Corinthian Yacht Club. The course for the re-

gatta was located a couple of miles offshore and 

approximately two nautical miles north of the Har-

rison-Dever crib. Two automated weather stations 

are located near the course. CHII2 is located on 

the Harrison-Dever crib and station 45174 is locat-

ed nearly 10 nautical miles north-northwest of the 

course. 

At 12:40 pm (1740Z), about an hour before the 

downburst hit the fleet, the storm was 18 nm west-

southwest of the course and appeared small and 

unimpressive on the NWS Chicago radar image 

(click here). (Click here for a primer on Doppler 

Weather Radar). The storm was moving east at less 

than 20 knots. Over the next hour (click here for 

radar loop), the storm steadily grew larger, and 

more importantly, dramatically increased in height 

from 30,000 feet at 12:40 pm to approximately 

47,000 feet as it reached Lake Michigan around 

1:30 pm (Figure 7). 

Increasing storm height is an indication of a 

strengthening updraft and an intensifying thunder-

storm. Particularly interesting was the dramatic 

increase in storm height from 32,000 to 47,000 feet 

in just nine minutes beginning at 1:23 pm (1823Z). 

The storm reached Lake Michigan at approximate-

ly 1:30 pm (1830Z). The base reflectivity image at 

1:32 pm (1832Z) (Figure 8) suggested the storm 

also contained a sizeable load of hail based on the 

large area of dark red shading indicating values 

greater than 50 dBZ. Although there are no obser-

vations to support this conclusion, a weak on-shore 

lake breeze front may have contributed to the in-

tensification of the storm as it approached the lake. 

Note: The observation times on the following 

graphs are in UTC. Five hours must be subtracted 

to convert to Central Daylight Saving Time. A short 

(Continued from page 31) 

(Continued on page 33) 

Figure 4: SPC Thunderstorm Outlook from 7:00 am to 11:00 am 

on August 3, 2017. 

Figure 5: SPC Thunderstorm Outlook from 11:00 am to 3:00 pm 

on August 3, 2017. 

Figure 6: SPC Thunderstorm Outlook from 3:00 pm to 7:00 pm on 

August 3, 2017. 

http://lakeeriewx.com/blog/doppler-weather-radar-a-boaters-best-friend-part-1/
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primer on meteorological time-

keeping can be found here. 

The fleet was between races at 

1:40 pm (1840Z) when the rapidly 

transitioning storm reached the 

course and produced a sudden 

downburst. The nearby race com-

mittee measured a hurricane-

force gust of 67 knots. Ron Kallen 

and the crew of M*A*S*H were 

slightly south of the storm and 

caught the full brunt of the blast. 

As they were running downwind 

waiting for the wind and waves to 

subside, the mast suddenly broke 

in four places (Figure 9). Fortu-

nately, none of the crew were in-

jured. 

As is often the case when down-

bursts encounter racing fleets, 

wind observations varied signifi-

cantly across the relatively small 

course. Even the nearby automat-

ed weather stations (CHII2 and 

45174) didn’t capture the full fury 

of the storm. The peak gust at 

CHII2 (two nm south) was only 

24.2 knots (click here for graph) – 

well below the 67 knots observed 

by the race committee.  Station 

45174 (10 nm north) observed a 

mere 13.4 knot gust (click here for 

graph), although the same storm 

produced a gust of 24.6 knots 

nearly 30 minutes later. 

Doppler Weather Radar  

Observes the Downburst 

The downburst may have avoided 

detection by CHII2 and 45174, but 

it couldn’t hide from the Chicago 

(Continued from page 32) 

(Continued on page 34) 

Figure 7: Radar derived storm height (Echo tops). 

Figure 8: Base reflectivity at 1:23 pm (1823Z) on August 3, 2017. 

http://lakeeriewx.com/blog/meteorological-time/


Tale of Two Downbursts 

Page 34 

NWS Doppler Weather Station. The base 

reflectivity image at 1:42 pm (1842Z) 

(Figure 10) shows the location of the 

storm, M*A*S*H, and CHII2. 

The base velocity image at the same time 

(Figure 11) shows the distinctive velocity 

pattern of a downburst—wind flowing to-

ward and away from the radar station from 

a common area. Using the Doppler shift, 

velocity imagery displays the motion of 

targets, such as raindrops, associated with 

the thunderstorm. The movement of these 

targets can be used to infer the speed and 

direction of the wind relative to the radar 

station (the Chicago NWS radar station is 

southwest of the T-10 course). 

The velocity scale (left side of the image) 

is in knots, with negative values (green 

shading) representing wind blowing to-

ward the station (inbound) and positive 

values showing (red shading) wind blow-

ing away from the station (outbound) 

(click here for an annotated image). 

Due primarily to the curvature of the 

Earth, the altitude of a radar beam steadily 

increases as distance from the station in-

creases. While the signature of the down-

burst was captured by the station, the 

speed of the downburst at the surface was 

not observed because the radar beam was 

nearly 2,200 feet above the surface. (Click 

here for a base reflectivity and base ve-

locity radar loop.) 

In addition to velocity imagery, radar sta-

tions measure the height of a storm – echo 

tops (ET) – and the amount of water con-

tained in the storm – vertically integrated 

liquid (VIL). (These relatively unknown 

products are available on radar apps such 

as RadarScope.)  Between the radar scans 

(Continued from page 33) 

(Continued on page 35) 

Figure 10: Base reflectivity at 1:42 pm (1842Z) on August 3, 2017. 

Figure 11: Base velocity at 1:42 pm (1842Z) on August 3, 2017. 

http://lakeeriewx.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/KLOT-BV-Zoom-1842Z-Annotated.jpg
http://lakeeriewx.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/BR-BV_Loop.mp4
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at 1:37 pm (1837Z) and 1:42 pm 

(1842Z), the storm’s height decreased 

from 48,000 to 43,000 feet (Figure 12). 

(Click here for a base reflectivity and 

echo top radar loop.) 

During this same period, VIL (amount 

of water in the storm) suddenly de-

creased from 79.7 to 70.0 kg/m2. 

(Figure 12). Five minutes later, VIL 

further dropped to 61.6 kg/m2. Taken 

together, these radar-derived obser-

vations suggest the storm’s updraft 

rapidly weakened (reduced storm 

height) and was no longer able to sus-

pend its load of raindrops and hail in 

the upper regions of the storm. Rapid-

ly falling raindrops and hail, along 

with the contribution of evaporative 

cooling, resulted in the downburst. 

(Click here for a base reflectivity and 

vertically integrated liquid radar 

loop.) 

Conclusion 

Considering the proximity of the hur-

ricane-force downburst to the 30-boat 

Tartan 10 fleet, it surprising there 

wasn’t more damage.  

 

However, for the crew of M*A*S*H, it 

was a case of déjà vu. During the Chi-

cago-Mac less than three weeks earli-

er, strong northerlies and steep waves 

following the passage of a cold front 

caused M*A*S*H to lose her mast. 

Coping with severe weather is part of 

the challenge of racing sailboats. 

Skippers must prepare their boats, 

train their crew, and maintain a watch-

ful eye for approaching storms. 

 

(Continued from page 34) 

Figure 12: Radar derived storm height (echo tops) and  

erratically integrated liquid (VIL). 

 

Article reprinted with Mark Thornton’s permission from his 

blog at www.lakeeriewx.com/blog/ 

LS-10 M*A*S*H after dismasting on day 1 of the NAC  

http://lakeeriewx.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/BR-ET_Loop.mp4
http://lakeeriewx.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/BR-VIL_Loop.mp4
http://www.lakeeriewx.com/blog/


Page 36 

Supporting Sailmakers 
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Supporting Suppliers 
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Supporting Suppliers 
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Class Officers 

 

2018 T10 North American Championship  
Aug 22 - Aug 26, 2018 
Port Huron Yacht Club 

CHECK OUT THE FACEBOOK PAGE FOR MORE INFORMATION 
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More Pictures from the NAC 

For More Pictures  - Visit the Chicago 

Fleet Website  

http://www.chicagot10.com/2017-nacs-photos/ 


