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The ‘soft pack’ life raft remained tethered to the yacht and was used by the

crew as a temporary platform during winching cperations by the rescue

helicopter.

The crew needed to use the rescue quoit provided in the raft to assist in-
water crew and found it difficult to break the plastic covering, housing the
quoit and line. The life raft knife was used with some difficulty to break

open the packaging.

The crew was requested to remove the canopy from the life raft prior to
rescue by the helicopter, but they found this exercise impossible in the
prevailing conditions. The crew collapsed the canopy by sheer numbers, to
assist in recovery. The crew did not inspect the life raft for attached
equipment. However, they found the tether line and attached safety. lines

small in diameter and difficult to handle in the prevailing conditions.

Winston Churchill:

Following the knockdown and damage to the vessel, two life rafts were
deployed, one a 4 man ‘ME Petrel’ life raft (#1), the other a 6 man
‘ProSaver’ (#2) life raft. The life rafts were stowed below and the crew
found it difficult to get the life rafts on deck. At approximately 1545 hours
on 27 December, the life rafts were launched after the yacht had lost all
way, tethered together by a 10mm line, 10 to 15 metres in length, and the
crew transferred to the rafts as the yacht foundered. (They all stepped up
into the life rafts).

Life raft #1 was manned by Winning, Lumtin, Rynan and Gould, who
took with them the ‘grab bag’ containing the EPIRB and personal effects.
The EPIRB had been activated earlier and the flashing light indicated that

it was transmitting.
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Life raft #2 was manned by Stanley, Dean, Lawler, Gibson and Bannister.
As the yacht foundered, the weak link to each life raft parted, and
approximately 10 minutes later the tether between both rafts parted and
the rafts separated. Comments from both crews indicate that the wave
action was severe and jerked the life rafts in a dangerous manner; they

were fearful of the interaction damaging a raft and were about to sever the

tether when it parted.

Life raft #1

Crew deployed the drogue, which did stabilise the raft until the drogue
line parted, some half an hour later (Comment ed.-tether line for drogue
too small in diameter; no pockets for flares, knife, pump etc). The crew

laced up the hood flap to stop ingress of water, checked the contents of the

life raft bag and secured themselves as best they could.

Sometime between 2030 and 2100 hours on 27 December, the raft was
inverted by wave action. Winning exited the raft (no safety harness), to
right the raft in the recommended manner. He had to cut the ties and tear

off retaining patches on the hood flap, as he was unable to untie small

diameter nylon.

Upon righting the raft, it was inundated by further wave action and filled
with water through the open canopy flap. A search for the bailer was
carried out and it was found that the majority of the life raft safety bag
contents, including some flares, had been lost during the inversion. The
draw string on the safety bag proved ineffective. The raft was bailed using
a plastic bag and a sea boot. Shortly afterwards further wave action
inverted the raft again which was righted in the recommended manner.
During the evening the raft motion was quite erratic, obviously due to the

loss of the drogue, surfing down waves and being inverted several times.
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As dawn approached, it was observed that the lower ring of the life raft
was deflating. Investigation found that the top 2/3rd of the GME EPIRB
aerial had broken off and had possibly punctured the lower ring. The
pump nozzle and repair kit had been lost, and it took some time to re-
inflate the section and secure the hole with a bailing sponge. The crew

continued bailing using the sea boot as water flooded the raft.

During daylight hours on 28 December, the sea conditions changed and
handling of the raft somewhat easier and the situation of the crew had
somewhat improved, although every wave filled the raft. It was also noted
that at some time during the evening the EPIRB had broken free of its
tether and had separated from the life raft.

At approximately 1600 hours on 28 December, an aircraft was heard and
sighted to the east heading south. It then turned to the west and a red
parachute flare was fired from the life raft. The aircraft did not respond to
the flare. Approximately 20 minutes later an aircraft was sighted and the
crew fired their last red parachute flare, which was observed by the

aircraft that flashed its lights in acknowledgment.

The crew was recovered by helicopter some hours later. Winning and
Gould commented that as conditions had moderated, they were fairly

comfortable and could have remained in the raft until the following day.

Life raft #2:

The crew was not aware of the length of the life raft tether and had some
trouble in entering the raft with life jackets (Mae West type) on. Crew
deployed the drogue, which did stabilise the raft until the drogue line
parted, some 20 minutes later (Stanley’s comment-tether line may have

fouled during deployment-drogue tether too small in diameter-result cut

fingers).
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As the life raft motion was severely erratic, the crew sat with legs
intertwined. This resulted in a crewman suffering torn muscles and a
broken ankle following buffeting by large waves. The crew also untied the

safety bag to make accommodation more comfortable and review its

contents.

The hood and flap required heavy handling to secure and prevent the
ingress of water. The ties were difficult to handle. The canopy also
appeared loose, striking the back of heads all the time and they were

unable to stop ingress of water down the installed rainwater tube.

The life raft was inverted by a wave. In the prevailing conditions, it was
considered too dangerous to send a man outside to right the life raft.
Gibson and Stanley both stated that they were unsure of how to right the
life raft and the crew was of the opinion that the life raft was more stable
in its inverted state. During the inversion, the safety bag was lost
overboard and the canopy remained intact. Exiting the life raft wearing a

life jacket was reported to be almost impossible due to the absence of grab

lines.

Whilst inverted, the crew started to run out of air and it was decided to cut
a small hole in the floor (now roof) of the life raft at a reinforcing patch
approximately 200mm long. The life raft was again inverted by a wave
(now upright) and it was observed that the canopy had been damaged,
possibly by the crew standing on it. Stanley observed that the empty gas
bottle was loose and damaging the raft and that there were no recovery

lines on the base of the raft.

Sometime between 0100 and 0230 hours on 28 December, a large wave
picked the life raft up and tumbled it some 8 to 10 times. As the raft was

surfing down the face of the wave, Stanley saw that Lawler, Bannister and
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Dean had been thrown out of the raft and were some distance (100+
metres) away from the raft in white water. Gibson was attached to the life
raft via a harness and managed to regain the life raft. Stanley and Gibson
were unable to recover the lost crew, as the raft progressed away from the

trio in the water, at a considerable speed.

During the remainder of the night, the life raft was continually rolled, the
two crew securing themselves around the centre tube. The floor of the life

raft and the canopy disintegrated.

Some time in the morning on 28 December Stanley thought he saw an
aircraft. Sea conditions were abating and by mid-day on 28 December
crew reported being as comfortable as they could be under the
circumstances. At approximately 1700 hours both crew saw an aircraft to
the east approximately 500 metres away and signalled using a yellow life
jacket. They thought they observed an acknowlzdging flashing of a wing

light. They were not seen.

Soon after they observed a plane and a helicopter heading eastward. The
fixed wing aircraft returned some time later and the crew attracted its
attention by strobe light and torch. The aircraft acknowledged their signal

and circuited for some time until a helicopter arrived.

A flare was then dropped to assist the helo rescue and Gibson recovered
by helo ‘teabag’. Conditions were such that it was too dangerous to
attempt a second recovery with the ‘teabag’ and a sling was deployed. As
Stanley was being winched up, he noted that he was attached to the
remnants of the life raft, so he released the sling and fell some thirty feet
into the water. Stanley untangled himself from the life raft and was again

recovered by rescue sling. Both crew were recovered with serious injuries.
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6.4.2 Other Safety Equipment

Yachts were required to carry safety equipment specified for Cat 1 Ocean
Races to meet the SHYR eligibility criteria. All yachts underwent a Cat 1
Safety Inépection by a certified AYF Safety Officer at their own Club or at
the CYCA. Random spot-checks were conducted on interstate and
overseas yachts by accredited Safety Officers at the CYCA. It is
nonetheless the skipper’s responsibility to ensure that all stipulated safety

equipment was on board and in good working order at the start of the race.

Most yachts claimed to use some of their safety equipment as a matter of

standard vacht routine, as follows:

Safety Harnesses 91%
Personal Strobe Light 19%
Life Jackets 10%
Storm Boards 17%

(or had other safety procedures that they enforced).

During the race, yachts claim to have used the following safety equipment:

Safety Harnesses 97%
Life Jackets 38%
EPIRB 11.5%
Personal EPIRB (carried) 8%
Life Raft 3.4%
Life Ring 1.0%
Danbuoy/Jonbuoy 3.4%
Pyrotechnics 11.5%

*NB: yachts in this table might have activated more than one device with a 1.87 average

Forty two percent of all yachts claimed to have encountered some type of
problem with various pieces of safety equipment, much of which was

extensively used during the race.
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Excluding yachts that went through SAR assistance, 25 individuals ended
up in the water after knockdowns or large waves washing over boats. Of

these, three people experienced problems with harnesses pulling off over

their heads. One harness was integrated with a wet weather jacket and the
jacket as well as the harness was pulled over the crew’s head. The

remaining two were separate harnesses.

Eight other problems were experienced with harnesses, seven with
difficulties using clips and one where the webbing stitching failed. The

latter was under extreme circumstances when the yacht was rolled through
360°.

Discussions with manufacturers with respect to the strength of webbing
and stitching indicated that sunlight and storage conditions were most
likely to impact the life of harness webbing. Concern was expressed
regarding the storage of harnesses in yachts where they may be
continuously or regularly wet or damp or exposed to foreign materials like
diesel fuel. It was recommended that harnesses be rinsed in fresh water

after use, dried and stored in a dry place out of direct sunlight.

There were multiple incidents of crew being washed to the limit of their
harness strops, approximately 2 metres. In some cases this was overcome

by shortening the strop by (for example) winding it around a winch.

Others reported that moving around, going below or coming on deck,
represented a major risk as harnesses had to be unclipped. Most yachts
overcame this by the use of multiple strops (using strops from harnesses
from crew below deck), and at least one yacht reported having strops with

an additional clip, mid-length on the strop. This precluded the need for the

wearer to ever be unclipped.
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Ninety six percent of yachts reported having adequate strong points on
deck for harnesses and 86% claimed to have sufficient hand holds to

enable crew to move about.

Only one yacht reported a jackline failing. Webbing jacklines were almost
universally criticised during the interviews. The webbing was reported as

stretching too much under load and was regarded by crew as a potential

risk.

Man overboard equipment — danbuoys, Jonbuoys, and life rings -

experienced some problems, mainly due to wave action.

Sixteen ‘Jonbuoy’ brand inflatable danbuoys were accidentally deployed
by waves, all except two independently of the life ring to which they were
attached. This is estimated to be more than one third of all ‘Jonbuoys’ in
the fleet. ‘Jonbuoys’ are usually mounted to the pushpit rail on a plastic
frame which is held in position by a length of shock cord. By design, the
release mechanism doe not appear to be robust for extreme conditions of

the type endured by the fleet in 1998 and consideration must be given to:

a) excluding such devices for Cat 1,
b) improving the mounting and release methods, and

c) finding an alternative (safer) mounting position.

Five yachts reported difficulties with Personal Flotation Devices (PFD).
Three of these related to the automatically inflating type of life jackets that
in these cases inflated unintentionally. (One of these caused the crew

member concerned some difficulty as it nearly choked him!).

The yacht Aera had automatic, self-inflating life jackets. All of these
inflated quickly in the conditions of heavy water and spray breaking

constantly over the deck. The crew reported that when inflated they
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became a nuisance to live with and several crew members deflated them

when below.

During the interview process, it became clear that wearing PFD 1s of the
‘standard’ type size increased the risks to crews. Moreover, they increased
the buoyancy of the individual and therefore increased the risk of being
washed overboard. Crews reported being reluctant to wear PFD 1s as a
matter of routine because they were bulky and cumbersome and would not
enable freedom of movement. Also they were regarded as reducing work
efficiency as they were cumbersome and restricted movement. The older
Kapok filled type PFD 1s were identified as being particularly

inappropriate for these reasons.

After being swept overboard in the 1993 SHYR and spending 5 hours in
the water before being rescued, Mr John Quinn of Polaris stated that a
flotation vest was instrumental in his survival. He developed a technique
of diving under breaking waves, after experiencing considerable difficulty
attempting to go over them. Quinn believes that a PFD 1 would have

provided too much buoyancy precluding him from executing this diving

technique.

Eleven yachts launched pyrotechnics. Five of these experienced problems.
In three cases it was a direct result of the lack of knowledge/experience in

deploying such devices. Four claimed the flares would not light.

Eight yacht lost lifebuoys (horseshoes/life slings), two prior to the storm
conditions. Others were lost as a direct result of wave action. Several
crews reported difficulty with the deployment/retrieval of lifebuoys due to
the nature of the attachments in dye, drogue, whistle, light and danbuoy
and the lines used to attach them. The lines tangled around themselves and

the proximity of other equipment/fittings made retrieval difficult.
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A few yachts reported problems with the operation of bilge pumps, but
were able to make alternative arrangements. N
The following 9 yachts deployed EPIRBs:
e Business Post Naiad,
e Winston Churchill,
e Solo Globe Challenger x 2 (it was not clear whether one of those was
operational),
B52,
e Team Jaguar,
Kingurra,
e Sword of Orion,
e Miintinta, and

e Midnight Special.

There are two types of EPIRBs available - the 121.5/243 MHz and the
406 MHz. Both types operate with the COSPAS/SARSAT system of
international distress monitoring. The 121.5/243 MHz system was
compulsory for Cat 1, and was carried by all competitors. At least one
yacht (B52) carried a 406 MHz EPIRB.

Presently, both units operate as typical ‘beacons’; that is, they transmit a
continuous signal in the case of the 121.5/243 MHz and a continuous
signal plus a unique identifier in the case of the 406 MHz unit. This signal

is picked up by satellite and retransmitted to the land based monitoring

station.

When an EPIRB is activated it takes some time (usually an hour) for the

distress signal to reach the AMSA Rescue Co-ordination Centre. SAR
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aircraft ‘home in’ on these beacons using a combination of doppler

guidance systems and radio direction finder equipment.

121.5/243 MHz EPIRBs were found to be inadequate in providing
positions with sufficient precision for SAR authorities, as the nature of
121.5/243 MHz EPIRBs is to alert the position within < 20km radius.
These EPIRBs do not allow discrimination of one beacon from another.
In addition, the number of EPIRBs deployed (9) created signal clutter,
thus magnifying the problem. Two additional EPIRBs, not belonging to

the race fleet were also activated in the race area.

At least two telescopic aerials on EPIRBs broke. This appears to be a
major design defect. The line designed to secure the EPIRB to the yacht

when deployed, failed on at least one occasion through chaffing and was

regarded to be inadequate.

Radio communications for the race were designated to be on 4483 kHz
and 6 kHz. Back up was provided through VHF. The RRV Young
Endeavour was designated “Telstra Control” for the event and conducted
radio position reports twice daily at 0300 and 1400 hours and a Safety
Sked at 2000 hours.

Dedicated radio facilities were set up on Young Endeavour and an
experienced radio operator, Mr Lew Carter, along with two assistants,
Michael and Audrey Brown were on board to manage the communication

process. Lew Carter had been radio operator for 13 previous SHYR,

assisted by the Browns on 10 occasions.

Yachts were required to have their radio installations checked and provide
the CYCA with a certificate as part of the mandatory safety requirements.
In addition, all yachts were required to have a licensed radio operator on

board for the race.
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Prior to the storm, two yachts had difficulty communicating with the
RRYV. These were Assassin, who subsequently retired due to prudent
seamansh.ip (radio failure being part of that decision) and Brindabella,
who continued to have transmission problems for the entire event.

Brindabella provided position reports through SatCom C.

As conditions deteriorated and multiple incidents occurred, significant
pressure was applied to communications:
the RRV was at times receiving more calls than it could adequately
cope with,
e anumber of situations was urgent, including May Days,
e some yachts, having been dismasted, were working on emergency

antennae,

e some yachts had lost the ability to communicate through HF
altogether,

e some yachts were communicating on VHF with other yachts relaying
on their behalf,
coastal stations became involved, some unnecessarily or with
unauthorised use on the race frequencies, and

e licensed coastal station Penta Comstat had scheduled weather forecasts

and the Sydney-Coffs Harbour Race Sked to run on 4483 kHz.

During the interview process, some yachts praised the work of the RRV
and the operator Lew Carter in particular. The view of external parties and
some yachts however, indicated that the RRV operator should have
maintained a much tighter control on traffic, particularly the unauthorised
use of the race frequency by competitors and non competitors alike. Their
view was that some traffic should have been directed to other HF

frequencies, particularly 2524 kHz or to other VHF frequencies.
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Nine vessels reported having their HF sets unserviceable for at least some
period and 11 had their VHFs unserviceable. These problems were due to

flat batteries, dismastings or water ingress.

Radio communications were dealt with in greater detail in section 5.1 of

this report.

6.4.3 Competitors’ Views on Organisation, Safety and Equipment
In the Questionnaire, questions 100 and 101 gave crews the opportunity to
comment open endedly on any facet of the race, its organisation, rules and
safety.

Only a few things emerged with modest support. Importantly, 46.4% and

35% for question 100 and 101 respectively had no comment whatsoever to
make.

Question 100: “Do you have any other comments or suggestions that you
would like to make in respect to any aspects of the Event? (Please provide

a separate attachment)”

! Percentage of fleet
— - 7.3
More frequent weather information i
10.9
Life raft EPIRBs 4.5
Yachts to give weather info with Sked positions 1.8
Lights on life jackets 1.8
Integrated life jackets/harnesses .
All other |
Detailed attachment supplied 7.3
Nothing/no answer 46.4

4 Vase AUWUPLC Al WOLD PUSSIUIC)

Question 101: “Do you have any suggestions to do with any aspects of the
race, particularly improving the ability of boats and crew to withstand

difficult or extreme conditions? (Please provide a separate attachment)”
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Q101 Suggested Improvements Percentage of fleet
More training/demos for all equipment 22.7
More frequent weather information 12.7
Personal EPIRBs 20.0
SatCom C or other continuous trackers 0.9
Reduced price of safety equipment 2.7
Yachts to compete in more long races 8.2
2 part race — Eden/Hobart 2.7
Improved life rafts 8.2
Size of storm sails (make smaller) 3.6
EPIRB:S in life rafts 0.9
All other 45.5
Detailed attachment supplied 5.5
Nothing/no answer 35.0

(NB: multiple answers possible)

The investigations have revealed that the competitors, while concerned
about the 1998 SHYR itself, and keen to pursue improvements, generally
believe that the rules, safety regulations and safety equipment with which
they raced, met their needs in the conditions. From interviews of 28 yacht
crews, it is clear that skippers and crews do not see a single (or several)
reason(s) for the incidents occurring and certainly see no need to apportion
blame to any particular group such as organisers, BOM, SAR etc.
Furthermore, they do not see, as a result, any need for wide sweeping
changes to safety regulations and equipment, but would welcome a series

of incremental improvements based on the wider experience of the fleet.
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7.0 ABILITY OF SKIPPERS AND CREWS TO WITHSTAND THE
CONDITIONS
7.1 Level of Experience of Skippers and Crews
Crew experience was evaluated on a S-point scale, based on the information
collected in the Questionnairé. Data were collected on 948 of the 1135 crew in the

race (84%). The average age of the crew was 39.5 years.

Each crew member was rated according to the following parameters:
Extremely experienced = 10 SHYR (or equivalent)

plus 15 years or more racing offshore
5-9 SHYR (or equivalent)

plus 10-14 years racing offshore
Experienced = 2-5 SHYR (or equivalent)

Moderately experienced

plus 6-9 years racing offshore
1 SHYR (or equivalent)

Moderately inexperienced
plus 3-5 years racing offshore
Inexperienced (novice) = 0 SHYR (or equivalent)

or 0-2 years racing offshore

Using experience racing offshore as a criteria rather than experience sailing
(cruising) was done deliberately as a discriminator because yachts racing have to
contend with all conditions they encounter, whereas yachts cruising may choose
to shelter at an earlier point in time or stay at anchor if conditions are or may
become adverse. This criteria discriminated against a large number of very

experienced sailors, who no doubt, have highly developed seamanship skills.

The results from the Questionnaire regarding crew experience in the fleet are as

follows:
Extremely experienced
Moderately experienced

Experienced
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Moderately inexperienced

Inexperienced (novice)

This shows that 86% of crew had competed in at least one SHYR (or equivalent)
and had 3-5 years ocean racing experience. Furthermore, the RRS define adequate
crew experience for a Cat 1 ocean race as “...at least half the crew, including the

skipper and/or sailing master shall have completed one race of the category

entered or an equivalent passage”.

Further, 7% competed in 1977 SHYR, 12.2% in 1984 SHYR, 21.8% in the 1993
SHYR, and 2% in the 1979 Fastnet Race, all races with extreme weather

conditions.

Eighty- four percent of yachts had crew members on board who claim to have
experienced similar conditions at sea, and 96% of skippers believed they had
adequate experience on board at the start of the race. This dropped to 92% when

asked if in hindsight, they now believe they had started with adequate crew

experience.

7.2 Navigation
All yachts were required to be fitted with GPS computers that provide accurate

continuous position fixing. In addition to the on board GPS, 89% of yachts had a
hand-held GPS.

Eighty six percent had a designated navigator and 97% of the yachts maintained
paper charts for navigation/plotting in addition to their GPS. Seventy four percent
began a logbook for the event, however one third of these failed to maintain it
throughout their time at sea because they became “too busy” with the situations
that developed or the log became water damaged. (Note: Most yachts have their

navigation table immediately at the bottom of the companionway for easy deck
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access, increasing the likelihood of water ingress as crew enters and exits the

cabin).

7.3 Watchkeeping, Routines and General Organisation

Ninety five percent of yachts ran organised watch systems, where crews have
designated roles and rotate on or off deck in groups around a planned time
schedule. Typically watch systems are designed to ensure that crews are
adequately rested and that the ships’ routine chores, like cooking, are formally
shared. It is not unusual for a watch system to be 4 hours on and 4 hours off, with

shorter watch periods during darkness or adverse conditions.

Sixty three percent of yachts maintained these watch systems throughout their
time on the water. The remainder reported that their routines were changed or
broke down because of seasickness and fatigue or the nature of the weather

conditions. Eight percent claimed to have changed their watch routine exclusively

for safety reasons.

Six of the twenty eight yacht crews interviewed (21%) have a very formal
approach to organisation that begins well before the race. This includes providing
the crew with a detailed fist of what to bring on board, a watch list and schedule,
safety procedures particular to the yacht, tips on seasickness management,
‘housekeeping’ and a layout of where equipment is stored on the boat (examples

are provided in Appendix 18).

Eighty- four percent of yachts carried food especially prepared to be easily
cooked and consumed during severe conditions. Sixty three percent claimed that

they were able to prepare and consume acceptable food during the course of the

storm.

Ninety four percent reported that they were able to keep their cabin in reasonable

and tidy conditions and 78% did not find loose gear to be a hazard. Eighty- six
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percent reported that there were adequate grab rails (or equivalent) below to
facilitate moving about the cabin safely. In total 14 yachts reported crew injuries
sustained while below deck. Half of these believed the injuries were sustained

because of poor interior design features.

Thirty seven yachts reported crew injuries to 53 crew members of the 948 covered
by the survey, most of whom (84%) sustained more than one injury. The type of

injury amongst the 53 crew is outlined (including multiple injuries):

Broken/cracked ribs 51%
Laceration/gash/cut
Concussion/other head 22%

Muscle strain/tear/bruising  35%
Other

Eighty eight percent of yachts reported having adequate medical supplies to treat

injuries, 3% claimed they did not and 9% failed to respond to the question.

7.4 Tactics Employed During the Storm
7.4.1 Information from the Fleet
From the interview process, it is clear that yachts that continued to
“actively sail” inthe conditions and had sufficient speed, and more
importantly, power, to negotiate the waves, generally fared better. Having
sail power enabled yachts to recover after being hit by waves, particularly
when a succession of waves 2ngulfed a yacht. Nonetheless 39% reported

being knocked down to 90° and 17% beyond 90° at least once.

Eighty six percent of yachts deployed various storm sails. Of these, 86%
used a storm jib and 48% a trysail. At least two yachts had specialist storm
mains and several had fourth reefing points. Forty two percent of
respondents claimed that their storm sails were too large. The size of

storm jibs, in particular, was raised consistently during the interview
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process. The view was that smaller jibs are required in the high wind

speeds experienced.

Twenty two percent of those deploying storm jibs and 28% of those
deploying trysails subsequently removed them; 20% removed both. This
meant that 32 yachts (29%) were at some time under bare poles for an

average period of 5-6 hours.

With knowledge that they were facing deteriorating conditions, a number
of yachts took additional steps. Twenty six percent removed loose gear
from the deck/cockpit, placing it below, 12% removed kite sheets and
braces and 3% placed spinnaker and jockey poles below. Seventy eight

percent installed storm boards and 14% made some other form of

preparation.

Crews were asked to describe the trim under which the yachts best

handled their conditions:

Beating 14%

Eased off up to 15% 36%
Reaching off 25%
Running before the 12%
storm

Bare poles/Lying ahull | 3.6%
Other 6.4%

N/A as retired before 9%

storm

(NB: multiple responses occurred, adds up to more than 100%)
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