2023 Annual Ballot

Instructions: Please print a copy of this ballot, enter your contact information below, list the sanctioned battles you participated in, circle your choices, and sign it at the end. Per the Bylaws of the Club only those who have battled in a sanctioned event in the past 24 months may vote. Those who have battled in either the 2018 or 2019 Championship (Nats) will have their votes counted twice. Bylaws revisions and Rules revisions which receive 2/3 or more favorable votes shall be adopted and shall become effective on January 1, 2020. The Bylaws of the Club and the laws under which the Club is incorporated require that this ballot be returned BY MAIL. IT MAY NOT BE E-MAILED. BALLOTS NEED TO BE POSTMARKED BY NOV 10TH 
Please mail completed ballots to:

Matthew Andrews

28 Holly Cove Lane

Dover, DE 19901

Name (Print) ________________________________________________________

Email __________________________________ Phone (_____) _________________

Street Address _______________________________________

City ___________________________________   State  _________  Zip ____________

I have battled in the following IRCWCC sanctioned events in the past 24 Months (No need to list all battles)

List Nats 2022 & 2023 if applicable

_______________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

Election of member at large: (Circle One)
Evan Fowler                                                       Andy Terpstra

Site for National Championships 2024 (Circle One)


Site





Site Host

   Statesboro, GA




Brian Koehler

   Saranac, MI





Craig Singer/ Evan Fowler

Dates for National Champion Ships 2024 (Circle One)

   June 16th -20th


June 23rd-June 29th     


July 7th-13th
Contest Director for Nationals 2024 (Circle One)

William Tustin
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Please Vote for the following Rule Proposals which were passed at the 2023 Rules Meeting. Please go to page 4 to view rule proposals 
Rule 2023.1 – Convoy Raider Rule ( Circle One)

Yay – Add Convoy Raiders to Campaign

Nay – Leave rules the same

Rule 2023.2 – 1.5 Unit Pump Restrictor (Circle One)
Yay – Add a 1.5 Unit Pump to rules

Nay – Leave rules the same
Rule 2023.3 – Push year of launch from 1905 to 1904 (Circle One)
Yay -   Change rules to allow ships launched back to 1904

Nay – Leave rules the same

Rule 2023.4 – Floats required (Circle One)
Yay – Change rules to make floats required on all ships

Nay – Leave rules the same

Rule 2023.5 – Stern area hard area (Circle One)
Yay – Change rules to make stern area hard area follow contour of stern

Nay – Leave rule the same

Rule 2023.6 – Light Cruiser Rule (Circle One)

Yay – Change rule to amend ships into correct category

Nay – Leave rule the same

Rule 2023.7 – Max Weight Rule (Circle One)

Yay – Amend rules to show how to calculate max weight of ships and amend weights

Nay – Leave rule the same
Rule Proposal 1
Title: Convoy Raider Rule
Author: William Tustin
Cosigner's: 
Bryan Box
Nate Armstrong
Kevin Sundberg
Brian Koehler
Purpose:
There have been multiple attempts over the last 5~ years to massively rewrite the rules for the annual Campaign battle with little effect. Due to the lack of traction of these efforts, it seems like the majority of club members do not want potentially massive changes to the way Campaign is currently scored/functions., OR that many club members cannot agree on how exactly any potential change should be enacted.
This rule proposal is a relatively small text that implements a new potential “role” to the campaign battle. I do not believe that this rule will be completely groundbreaking in its effect, but that is also part of the purpose, I believe that this rule will only result in the amount of change captains want out of it. This rule provides each team with more BB’s on the water to sink large convoy ships, more BBs in the most damaging cannons (low sidemounts) if raiders are touch immune,  and also provides each team with new defense/offense objectives both in protecting the raiders and in trying to hunt them.
This rule is supposed to be a probationary/preliminary “gameplay testing” type of rule. I expect follow-up rules proposals to modify the raiders to make them more/less effective, or a follow-up proposal to eliminate some of the alternate “vote-for” configuration options if they are not used.
Historical Context/Flavor:
Commerce raiders in history were a threat that may have been somewhat inflated versus their actual effectiveness. The very legitimate argument could be made that WW2 Germany would’ve been better off never building any of her surface navy and instead building even more U-boats. However, the threat of Bismarck breaking out into the Atlantic was so massive that almost the entire Royal Navy was mobilized to sink her before it could happen. Scharnhorst and Gneisenau, in both of their iterations, were successful commerce raiders and massive threats that required fleet efforts to contain or destroy.



Some Math:
There has been some discussion of “Won’t the raiders just be massive targets to get destroyed ASAP by the enemy fleet?? I’d NEVER want to be a raider!”
Let’s examine some math, which is based on some assumptions:
Assume it takes 70 belows to sink a class 6 combat ship. Most likely it will be more. Could be less if the boat's not working well. Let's assume that you have a 30% hit rate. This is factoring in bad aim, hitting casemates/deck, and the aggressive maneuvering of two active combat ships trading blows.
This means you need 233 (rounding to 250) BBs to sink a raider versus roughly 50 to sink even a large size convoy. Convoys are large ships, with huge windows and no real casemate area, and they are extremely slow/not maneuverable to try and defend themselves. 50 shots at a convoy will translate to 40 shots in a convoy. Let's round up even more to 300 bbs to sink a class 6 raider because there's aboves, ons, etc. That means 6 XL convoys could be sunk vs just sinking a raider. 
Purposefully targeting the raider wouldn't make sense in this situation, you could just run around shooting convoy ships and you would do more for your team. A class 6 sink at 2x is only worth 2000 points...that's 2.5 XL runs. At 4x (for touch immunity) that's only 4.7 XL runs.
That isn't even counting the potential lost runs your team is suffering due to your chasing a raider for the first 20 minutes of Campaign. That is 17,000 wasted points vs just running XL convoys. And let's not forget that the raider can just call 5 and pull after those wasted 20 minutes and he isn't obligated to even re-enter, meaning you really just wasted a ton of points for your team.
The raiders have a number of potential defensive tricks up their sleeves in addition to the ancient kung-fu art of running away. You can get creative here, there's a bunch of potential tactics to try.
This math isn’t to be misconstrued into the idea that this makes combat vs the raiders useless. A fleet may still want to employ a few designated escort capital ships, or a small squadron who’s job is to harass the raiders in between sinking convoys. If all of the L and XL size convoys on my team are occupied and making runs, I would definitely consider a few larger more competent escort capital ships to dissuade raiding, or perhaps a wolfpack of aggressive battlecruisers that could inflict enough damage to a Raider to force it out of the game (or sink it even!).
Rule Text:
F. COMBAT SHIPS AND THEIR DUTIES


(1-9 omitted to save space)
10. Two combat ships of class 4-6 on each fleet may be designated as COMMERCE RAIDERS. These ships shall be marked with supplied pirate flags which are colored to their respective team, and are at least 3”x5” in size. These ships may rearm regardless of the status of their teams supply depots. At no time can the pirate flag be removed, transferred, or altered for any reason. Before the start of Campaign, the teams will vote on one of the following two options:
. COMMERCE RAIDERS are worth 2x sink points with no additional bonuses or maluses.

b. COMMERCE RAIDERS are worth 4x sink points and are immune to the touch rule. 

c. COMMERCE RAIDERS are worth 2x sink points and are immune to the touch rule.

NOTE: COMMERCE RAIDERS are NOT immune to the impede/push rule and are required to permit convoy ships freedom to navigate towards their destination port.
Rule Proposal 2
Title: 1.5 Unit Pump Restrictor
Author: William Tustin
Cosigner's: 
Matthew Andrews
Steve Andrews
Dave Ranier
Kevin Sundberg
Nate Armstrong
Purpose:
Captains in the hobby have been experimenting with multi-pump ships now for a few years, and we are starting to see 1.5 and 2 pump ships more frequently. Currently captains can use a .5 unit to add 25 rounds to an existing cannon, add an additional 25rd cannon, or mount a completely separate 3/32 orifice .5 unit pump. This rule aims to bring pumps in line with cannon rules and allow a 9/64th 1.5 unit pump restrictor using a single pump motor/impeller/etc.
Ships Affected:
All ships with .5 units.
Test Data, Flow Rates, and Argument:
Pump used in tests was a box-stock blue resin base BC pump, with pre-installed 550 brushed motor, as purchased from BC. Pump was tested with a 3S lipo battery.
With 1u restrictor, pump output roughly 1.9 gallons per minute drawing 15amps @ 10.9v
With 9/64 “1.5” unit restrictor, pump output roughly 2.7 gallons per minute drawing 16.5-17amps. Towards the end of this test the pump motor started smoking, so expect slightly higher performance.
With offensive units, captains are given the flexibility of either a separate 25rd cannon OR a 75 round cannon (combining the 25rd .5 unit and 50rd 1 unit). This flexibility allows a captain to either save money by using a cheaper longer cannon, or if their ship allows, utilize an entire extra cannon with fewer shots. This rule would allow similar for pumps. By retaining a separate 1 unit and .5 unit pump, you would gain mechanical and electrical reliability and superior performance vs a 1.5 unit restrictor pump. However if cost and/or space constraints are a problem, you could choose to run a 1.5 unit pump instead.
Rule Text:
G. PUMPS
 
1. A pump is a defensive battle unit and shall not be of a positive displacement design.
2. A one-unit pump shall have one round 1/8" inside diameter discharge port. A one-half unit pump shall have one round 3/32" inside diameter discharge port. A one and one-half unit pump will have a 9/64” inside diameter discharge port. The port diameter shall be measurable from the outside of the ship.
3. Except as provided in section 11.e, above, a one-unit pump may not be subdivided into two ½ unit pumps.
4. A pump shall have only one electric motor, one impeller and one intake.
5. A submarine may have a pump provided that the pump can only be used to pump water into and out of an enclosed ballast tank. The pump shall not be used for damage control.
6. A pump outlet shall be aimed so that it discharges water outside of the ship at an angle which is either not more than 10 degrees above horizontal, or an angle which is not more than 10 degrees from vertical.
Rule Proposal 3
H. COMBAT SHIP CLASSES
1. Only combat ships which were launched between January 1, 1905 and December 31, 1946, and were completed, are approved for IRCWCC semi-scale model combat. Refer to the IRCWCC Ship List for a list of approved combat ships.
Proposal:
Change Launched between January 1,1905 and December 31,1946 to Launched Between January 1, 1904 and December 31, 1946
New Rule would read 
1. Only combat ships which were launched between January 1, 1904 and December 31, 1946, and were completed, are approved for IRCWCC semi-scale model combat. Refer to the IRCWCC Ship List for a list of approved combat ships.
Reason- The Virginia class was part of the white fleet so it would be nice to include all those ships. Also two more ACRs would be added which would open the door for more to be built since they are starting to become popular build and battle. I would like to build a Virginia class as the Original USS New Jersey was part of the Virginia class.
Ships that would become available
Virginia Class PDN
Duke of Edinburgh ACR
Roon ACR
These Ships would have the following Profiles listed below.
Virginia Class PDN


Duke Of Edinburgh ACR
Length 36.7 in





Length 42.13 in
Beam 6.36 in




Beam 6.13 in
Max weight 12.3 lbs



Max Weight 9.47 lbs
Ship Class 3




Ship class 3
Units 3.5




Units 3.5
Speed 28




Speed 26
Shaft 2





Shaft 2
Rudder 1




Rudder 1
Roon Class ACR




Braunschweig
Length 34.92 in




Length 34.91 In
Beam 5.53 in





Beam 6.06 in
Max Weight 7.72 lbs




Max Weight 10.62 Lbs
Ship class 2





Ship Class 3
Units 2.5





Units 3.5
Speed 26





Speed 28
Shafts 3






Shafts 3
Rudder 1





Rudders 1
Author: Justin Ragucci
Co Signers: Steve Andrews, Will Tustin, Caleb Smith, Evan Fowler
Rule Proposal 4
Rule to make floats required
Rule proposed- All warships would be required to have a float that marks their sunken position on the pond with 10-15 feet of line attached to it. (Convoys excluded because of the rule made last year to add foam to the bows)
Reason/Benefits- We are battling in some deep ponds and unfortunately have lost a boat and have spent a good 15-20 minutes looking for one at last NATs.. Also when someone goes in the water mid sortie especially 2nd sortie when everyone is pumping and takes 5-10 minutes to retrieve their boat people can sink and peoples batteries could die even when they are on 5. Having a float attached to your boat will reduce the man in the water time because you don’t have to guess where the boat has sunk you can leave it until the end of the sortie if it is in deep water or go and retrieve it easier if in shallow water.
Boats Affected—All Legal Warships
This rule shall be added to A. CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
No rule for floats is currently written under A. CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS thus the rule would go at the end of Construction requirements. 
New rule would read 
20.- All warships would be required to have a float that marks their sunken position on the pond with 10-15 feet of line attached to it. (Convoys excluded because of the rule made last year to add foam to the bows)
Author- Justin Ragucci
CO signers- Steve Andrews, Evan Fowler, 
Rule Proposal 5
Rule Proposal: Change Stern Hard Area to Match Contour of Stern
Author: Caleb Smith
Cosigners: Brian Lamb, Steve Andrews, Will Tustin, Nate Graham, Nate Armstrong, Evan Fowler, Justin Ragucci
I want to propose we change the stern hard area rule to match the way the bow hard area rule is – following the contour. This just makes sense. It gives captains more area to glue balsa on and eliminates potentially fragile sterns on boats with curvature. I know most former MWC ships are constructed this way and a lot of IRCWCC captains build following the contour mistakenly. Time to make it legal. 
Proposal: Change Current
 Part II Section A. 4.
4. Solid material in the stern shall extend no more than 1” forward from the extreme stern measured along the longitudinal centerline of the ship.
Change to,
4. Solid material in the stern shall extend no more than 1” forward following the contour of the stern.
Rule Proposal 6
Rule proposal for giving all Light Cruisers (CLs) of the same size (length/beam/displacement) the same speed of 22 sec / 100’
Author:   Ken Kelly
Co-signers:   Brian Koehler, Steve Andrews, & Nate Graham
Rule Proposal:
Current rule:
 
PART II - SHIP CONSTRUCTION AND CLASSIFICATION
. SPEED

1. A combat ship's maximum speed shall be determined from the table below: 
Battleships




LOA >= 720'

24 sec./100'
Battleships




LOA >= 600'

26 sec./100'
Battleships




LOA < 600'

28 sec./100'
Battlecruisers




LOA >= 650'

24 sec./100'
Battlecruisers




LOA < 650'

26 sec./100'
Predreadnought BBs






28 sec./100'
Heavy Cruisers (After 1922)





23 sec./100'
Armored Cruisers (Before 1922)




26 sec./100'
Light Cruisers (After 1922)





22 sec./100'
Protected Cruisers (Before 1922)




24 sec./100'
Destroyers




LOA >= 300'

21 sec./100'
Destroyers




LOA < 300'

22 sec./100'
Submarines







28 sec./100'
Convoy Ships







34 sec./100'
Gunboats







28 sec./100'
Monitors







30 sec./100'
CVAs, CVLs, CVEs



LOA >= 740'

24 sec./100'
CVAs, CVLs, CVEs



LOA >= 660'

26 sec./100'
CVAs, CVLs, CVEs



LOA < 660'

28 sec./100'
Change to:
 
PART II - SHIP CONSTRUCTION AND CLASSIFICATION
. SPEED

1. A combat ship's maximum speed shall be determined from the table below: 
Battleships





LOA >= 720'

24 sec./100'
Battleships





LOA >= 600'

26 sec./100'
Battleships





LOA < 600'

28 sec./100'
Battlecruisers





LOA >= 650'

24 sec./100'
Battlecruisers





LOA < 650'

26 sec./100'
Predreadnought BBs







28 sec./100'
Heavy Cruisers (After 1922)






23 sec./100'
Armored Cruisers (Before 1922)





26 sec./100'
Light Cruisers (After 1922)






22 sec./100'
Light Cruisers & Protected Cruisers (Before 1922)
LOA >= 435'

22 sec./100'
Light Cruisers & Protected Cruisers (Before 1922)
LOA < 435'

24 sec./100'
Protected Cruisers (Before 1922)





24 sec./100'
Destroyers





LOA >= 300'

21 sec./100'
Destroyers





LOA < 300'

22 sec./100'
Submarines








28 sec./100'
Convoy Ships








34 sec./100'
Gunboats








28 sec./100'
Monitors








30 sec./100'
CVAs, CVLs, CVEs




LOA >= 740'

24 sec./100'
CVAs, CVLs, CVEs




LOA >= 660'

26 sec./100'
CVAs, CVLs, CVEs




LOA < 660'

28 sec./100'
Reasoning:
Trying to give all Class 1 / 1.5 unit Light Cruisers (CLs) of the same size (i.e. length, beam, and displacement) the same speed of 22 sec/100’.  Currently the rules lump a large number of CLs which were built prior to 1922 into the “Protected Cruisers (Before 1922)” category, which dictates a speed of just 24 sec/100’, even though these pre 1922 CLs were very modern ships which were more similar to the smaller WW II CLs (in almost every way, including length, beam, displacement, speed, armor, armament, etc.) than the Protected Cruisers (CPs) that preceded them.  Currently there are only four Class 1 / 1.5 unit CLs in the ship list which fall into the “Light Cruisers (After 1922)” category (HNLMS Java, RM Capitani, IJN Yubari, and Chinese Ning Hai/IJN Ioshima) and these four ships have an average length of 435' (37.5" in scale), with the shortest (Chinese Ning Hai/IJN Ioshima) being 360' (30" in scale).  The average length of the 1.5 unit pre 1922 CLs that would be affected by this rule change is well above these lengths, so we are definitely not introducing some new short/fast "wonder ship" with this rule change.  We are simply making the 1.5 unit pre 1922 CLs as "playable" in our hobby as the 1.5 unit post 1922 CLs that already exist by providing them with the same speed (i.e. same 22 sec speed for same units in the same size/length hull (actually, on average, a bit longer hull than the Post 1922 CLs)).  Doing this dramatically increases the number of "equably buildable" ships in our hobby, which I think is a very good thing (and by "equably buildable" I mean ships having same units/speed for same hull length/size/turning ability).  More and different ships to choose from, of equal capabilities (i.e. same “game play”) for same/similar size characteristics, is something we always talk about and should try to achieve.
My idea for changing the speed of the pre 1922 CLs within the current rules format was centered on coming up with the easiest, most "unobtrusive", way possible.  In doing this I think I also came up with a good way of limiting how this speed change is applied (i.e. we don't give 22 sec speed to a bunch of very short ships thus creating new "uber turning" ships that could change the play balance of the hobby).  The key to my idea is to give 22 sec speed to the 1.5 unit pre 1922 CLs with the same length (or greater length!) as the 1.5 unit post 1922 CLs that already exist (i.e. same speed for same length).  To do this, all that is needed is to change the line that defines speed for Protected Cruisers (“Protected Cruisers (Before 1922)”) in the speed definition table of the rules (Part II - Ship Construction and Classification, Section I. Speed).  If we change that one line to two lines based on LOA, and also include pre 1922 CLs in those two lines, we should be able to cover all concerns (i.e. speed change is limited by length and we also don't really even need to define what is a Protected Cruiser vice a Light Cruiser).  The length I have chosen here (LOA >= 435') is the average length of the existing 22 sec / 1.5 unit post 1922 CLs (again, thus providing “same speed for same length”, for both pre and post 1922 CLs).
Currently in our hobby, if a captain wanted to build a 1.5 unit CL and looked at the rules/ship list they would have to make the following choice: a post 1922 Java or Capitani with 22 sec speed or a pre 1922 CL (which is going to be the same length or longer than the Java or Capitani, and therefore less maneuverable) with 24 sec speed.  Why should a captain be forced to make that choice?  Why shouldn't we try to give ships of the same class, with the same units, and of the same size (i.e. length, beam, and displacement) the same speed?  I think everybody would prefer to see many different ships built and out on the water (all of which are about the same relative size and have the same relative capabilities) rather than a fleet of just Javas and Capitanis.
As a great example of this, think of a captain who's favorite CL is the HMS Caroline, a very cool looking and very historically significant ship (the only surviving/existing ship which fought in the battle of Jutland, how cool is that!).  This captain looks up the HMS Caroline in our rules/ship list and discovers that even though HMS Caroline is a CL just like the HNLMS Java, has the same class and has the same units as HNLMS Java (Class 1 with 1.5 units), is very close in displacement to HNLMS Java (actually a bit heavier than Java), and is close in length to HNLMS Java (actually a bit longer than Java!), but HMS Caroline is only a 24 sec ship as opposed to the 22 sec HNLMS Java.  This captain knows that if he does build HMS Caroline he will be battling at a disadvantage (speed and therefore probably also maneuverability) against his most likely counterparts (other captains who choose to build the "most optimum" (i.e. fastest speed/shortest length/most maneuverable/...) ship in that class).  Again, why should we force a captain to have to make this decision?  This rule proposal would solve this problem.
Rule Proposal 7
Changing the max weight rule to make it easier to understand
Change 
. CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS

17. Maximum ship weight shall not exceed the heavy model weight (as listed in the Ship List) plus 10%.
 
18. Class 2 and lower ships using CO2 may add 25% or one (1) pound (whichever is greater) to their maximum model weight, but they shall have a minimum of 1/2" of freeboard at the ship's lowest point. Hull depth shall be adjusted as required.
 
19. All ships shall be able to change from forward to reverse by radio control.
To:
A. CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
17. Scaled Ship Weight in pounds shall be calculated by dividing Full Displacement of the actual ship in long tons by 1333. The Maximum Model Weight shall not exceed the standard weight plus 37.5%.
 
18. The Maximum Model Weight of Class 2 and lower ships shall be the Full Displacement in long tuns divided by 1333 plus 37.5% or one (1) pound (whichever is greater)
 
19. All ships shall have a minimum of ½ inch of freeboard (defined as the distance from the surface of the water to the top of the weather deck) while the ship is floating at rest without battle damage at all points along the hull. Hull depth shall be adjusted as required.
 
20. All ships shall be able to change from forward to reverse by radio control.
 
 
Ships affected – all class 3+
 
Reasoning:
There is no definition listed within the rule set for how to convert the weight of a real ship to the scaled weight. This has previously been maintained within the ship list documents but this is at times difficult to reference. We should list the formula. I also propose adding the 10% plus 25% as allowed for class 2 and lower formula (which is 37.5%) for all classes of ships. Various ships like the larger class three cruisers and the larger battle cruisers could benefit from extra weight. This will also equalize to some extent the differences in various navy’s reporting/recorder discrepancies. Generally speaking adding too much weight is disadvantageous and self-limiting due to sinking and acceleration difficulties of having a ship too heavy. Also, all ships should be required to have a minimum of ½” of freeboard not just class 1/2. Also, removed the now redundant CO2 propellant requirement. #20 moved down to accommodate #19.
