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Australian Sailing Appeal Decision 
2026-05 RANSA Irukandji vs Contentious 

Appeal By: Irukandji 

Arising from: Inshore series 2025-26 decision Case No: 1, Reopened Hearing Irukandji v Contentious Race: 

6 

The following people have been appointed to the Appeal Panel for this appeal by Australian Sailing: Michael 

Arnold (NJ), Philippe Mazard (IJ), Wayne Thompson (NJ), Ed Vincent (NJ) -Chair 

 

The Protest 

 

The Protest Committee published the following: 

 

Parties:  

 Irukandji Div 2 Represented by Stephen Nash 

  Contentious Div 2 Represented by Brian Lees 

 

Witnesses:    

Jim Vaughan Contentious Main Sheet  

 

Procedural Matters: 

1. Conflict of interest Protest Committee members declared that they had no conflicts of interest and no 

party objected to the members hearing the protest. 

2. Other Procedural Matters The original hearing was on 22 December 2026. Due to confusion about the 

scheduled time of the hearing, the protest committee decided, in accordance with RRS 63.7(a)(1) that the 

hearing would be reopened. 

3. Irukandji tendered a GPS track diagram of the incident which was considered given the weight the protest 

committee considered appropriate in accordance with RRS 63.5(a). 

 

Facts found: 

1. Race 6 was sailed in 10-12 knots north-east with slight seas. 

2. Irukandji was sailing upwind on port tack. 

3. Contentious was sailing upwind on starboard tack on a converging course. 

4. Irukandji passed head to wind less than 1 boat length from Contentious. 

5. Contentious changed course between 3 and 5 degrees to windward attempting to avoid contact with 

Irukandji. 

6. Before Irukandji reached a close hauled course there was slight contact between the beams of each boat 

causing no significant damage. 

7. Irukandji attempted to bear away and there was further contact between the stern of Irukandji and the 

midships of Contentious. 

8. Neither boat took a penalty in accordance with RRS 44. 

9. Both boats continued and finished the race. 

 

Conclusion and Rules: 

1. After passing head to wind and before being on a close-hauled course, Irukandji did not to keep clear of 

Contentious. Irukandji broke RRS 13. 

2. Irukandji did not avoid contact with Contentious even though it was reasonably possible. Irukandji broke 

RRS 14(a). 

3. It was not reasonably possible for Contentious, the right-of-way boat, to avoid contact with Irukandji when 

it became clear that Irukandji was not keeping clear. Contentious did not break RRS 14(a). 
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Decision: Irukandji is disqualified in race 6. 

Protest Committee: John Allan NJ, Steve Iles RJ, Erica Kirby NJ. 

Signed: John Allan, 16 March 2026 18:30 

 

The Appeal summary 

Irukandji's appeal can be summarised as: 

The Protest Committee failed to consider the statements by Irukandji's skipper and mainsheet hand and, 

consequently, the facts found were incorrect. 

The delay in re-opening the protest hearing prevented an Irukandji witness from attending the re-opened 

hearing. 

 

Appeal Panel conclusions 

The Initial hearing was held on 22 December 2025 

The hearing was reopened on 16 March 2026, and the decision was notified to the parties on 16 March at 

18:30. 

The PC chair sent the PC’s written decision to the OA, with instructions to distribute it to the parties, on 16 

March 2026 at 19:38. 
The parties received the PC’s written decision from the OA on 20 March 2026 at 11:51 

Irukandji sent the appeal to the national authority on 27 March 2026 at 12:53, seven days and one hour after 

receiving the PC’s written decision. 
Irukandji failed to send the appeal to the national authority within seven days after receiving the PC’s written 

decision as required by RRS R2.1(a) 

There is no good reason for the National Authority to extend the time limit. (Preamble Appendix R). 

 

Appeal Panel decision 

The appeal is invalid. 



SYDNEY HARBOUR COMBINED CLUBS INSHORE SERIES 2025-26 

DECISION Case No:  1 Reopened Hearing Irukandji v Contentious  
 Race: 6 
 
PARTIES 

Boat or Committee or Person Class/Fleet Represented By/Not Present 

Irukandji  Div 2 Stephen Nas 

Contentious Div 2 Brian Lees 

 
WITNESSES 

Name Boat – Committee - Role 

Jim Vaughan Contentious Main Sheet 

Valid – Yes 

Case Introduction: 
Procedural Matters 
Conflict of interest 
Protest Committee members declared that they had no conflicts of interest and no party objected to the 
members hearing the protest 

Other Procedural Matters 
The original hearing was on 22 December 2026. Due to confusion about the scheduled time of the hearing, 
the protest committee decided, in accordance with RRS 63.7(a)(1) that the hearing would be reopened. 

Irukandji tendered a GPS track diagram of the incident which was considered given the weight the protest 
committee considered appropriate in accordance with RRS 63.5(a). 

Facts found: 
1. Race 6 was sailed in 10-12 knots north-east with slight seas. 
2. Irukandji was sailing upwind on port tack. 
3. Contentious was sailing upwind on starboard tack on a converging course. 
4. Irukandji passed head to wind less than 1 boat length from Contentious. 
5. Contentious changed course between 3 and 5 degrees to windward attempting to avoid contact with 

Irukandji. 
6. Before Irukandji reached a close hauled course there was slight contact between the beams of each 

boat causing no significant damage. 
7. Irukandji attempted to bear away and there was further contact between the stern of Irukandji and the 

midships of Contentious. 
8. Neither boat took a penalty in accordance with RRS 44. 
9. Both boats continued and finished the race. 

Conclusion and Rules:  
A. After passing head to wind and before being on a close-hauled course, Irukandji did not to keep clear of 

Contentious. Irukandji broke RRS 13. 
B. Irukandji did not avoid contact with Contentious even though it was reasonably possible.  Irukandji 

broke RRS 14(a). 
C. It was not reasonably possible for Contentious, the right-of-way boat, to avoid contact with Irukandji 

when it became clear that Irukandji was not keeping clear. Contentious did not break RRS 14(a). 

Decision:  
Irukandji is disqualified in race 6. 
Protest Committee:                                                                           
John Allan NJ, Steve Iles RJ, Erica Kirby NJ. 
 
Signed:     John Allan, 16 March 2026 18:30  
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