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General Information and Organizational Items
General announcements
Moment of Silence
Richard Oles
ClausPeter Folgner

Remarks Kalle Weeks, Resident

[l. Minutes of the January 20, 2011 Special Meetng of the Board of Directors

Motion (Mr. Baker): To approve the minutes of the Janu2®d, 2011Special Meeting of the Board of

Directors (the minutes are distributed separately)

[ll. Board of Directors Report of Action, January 31, 2011

The following resolution was adopted by the Board of Directors via email vote, which concluded
January 31, 2011

To approve a budget variance for the following line item from the budget approved on
September 12, 2010 ambdified on October 21, 2010.

Increase expenses in line 82 (Other Wheelchair) by $10,000.
Net impact will be to decrease anticipated surplus by $10,000.

The variance is to be used to purchase four (4) wheelchair frames which will become the
property of LBA Fencing and will be used to hold NAC competitions throughout the country.
Currently USA Fencing owns two (2) frameSlubs with wheelchair fencing have been kind
enough to transport frames from their clubs to allow us to run NAQschasing four fraes

will eliminate this necessity.

Motion (Mr. Baker): To approve the Report of Board Action

IV. Bylaws Amendment
Motion (Mr. Herr): To approve amendments to the Bylaws originally presented at the Annual Meeting

of the Board of Directors in September, 2@ published at the direction of the Board on the USA

Fencing website for comments from the membership.
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The proposed amendments are al/l ministerial o

First Amendment: Table of Contents, page vi: Remove from Tiable of Contents spurious dot
leader line between the entries for Article X1V, S&a and 3.b.

Rationale: This change is ministerial, does not affect the text, substanogort of the Bylaws and
probably does not require approtialough the ameiment process. It is being included in an
abundance of caution and in the interest of transparency.

Second AmendmentArticle VI, Section numbering: To renumber the sections designated as

Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 to read Sections 1,4 ,53ad 6, respectively.

Rationale: The amendment corrects a formatting or typographical errordkalted in the first section

of Article VI being improperlyd e si gnat ed fASection 5,0 with subs
accordingly. The proposed amendment ldaorrect that error.

Third Amendment: Article VI, Sec. 5.c (expected to be renumbered Sec. lcdardance with the
Second Amendment, above): Revisethe freant ence of the section to
oversee thaccounting for all moneys.. . A etc. in accord with the
Rationale: The actual accounting functions are performed by members efdficand it is inaccurate

and unreasonable to expect the Treadoractually discharge those tasks. Instead, the Treasurer is

responsil@ assuring the Board is informed about the finamejadrting and operations of the USFA.

Fourth Amendment: Ar t i cl e Xl 1, Sec. 1. b: Changeeondliheeof p h
the Section to read fABoard of Directors. o
Rationale: This amendient represents the correction of a typographical @rritre text of the Bylaws

as adopted by the membership.

Fifth Amendment: Add a Section 6 to Article XVII , as follows:

Section 6 Responsibilities and Powers of Congres3 o theextent not inconsisté with the provisions
of these Bylaws, theesponsibilities and powers assigned to the Congress in Articl&#l,9.c. of the
Bylaws of the USFA as they existed immediatedipr to the effective date of these Bylaws are
transferred to andhall afterthe effective date hereof be discharged by the Boaldrettors, unless
and until such time as the Board of Directsinall by resolution otherwise prescribe.

Rationale: While the other functions previously performed by Congress bega addressed ingh

Bylaws adopted by the membership a®40 Annual Meeting or are no longer part of the governance
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planof the USFA, those enumerated in Article VII, Sec. 9.cpérticular the confirmation of the editor
of American Fencingnagazine and of the cham@members of the Hall of Fan@®mmittee) were not
directly addressed. The proposadendment makes clear the transfer to the Board of those functions
and provides that the Board may by resolution make atinengements for the discharge of those
duties.

V. Committee and Task Force Matters

Motion (Mr. Baker ): To receive committee reportas submitted to the Board.

Motion (Mr. Baker): To establish the Membership@wth Task Force (see Appendiy D

Motion (Mr. Baker): To amendappointnents tahe Commitees of the Board as indicated on the list
distributed at the meeting.

VI. Association Status Update

Execut i ve DiirGeeg DilvartidSee Appepdix K}
Athlete Protection Task Foréeeporti Felicia Zimmermanfdim Page

International Repoiit Sunil Sabharwal

VII.  Finance and Budget

Financial Procedures

Financial Reports

Audit CommitteeReporti David Herr

Motion (Mr. Sabharwal): To receive the Budget Report adbmitted to the Board.

Motion (Mr. Sabharwal): To approve the 2022011 Budget variances, as submitted to the Board.

Motion (Mr. Sabharwal): To adopthe FinanciaPolicies and Procedurd4anual, as distributed to the
Board.
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VIIl. Coastal Carolina Petition (See Appendix )

IX. New Business
1. Tournament Committee Propog8kee Appendix B

The Tournament Committee asks that suggestions antheats regarding their propo$sd sent to
tc@usfencing.ordpy April 1, 2011.

2. Invesigation regarding a confrontation between a-nmgmber and a staff member

3. Executive Director Search

X. Good and Welfare

1. Schedule of Board calls and meetings

Xl. Executive Session

Consideration of disciplinary matters

XIl.  Adjournment

Motion (Mr. Baker): To adjaurn the meeting
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Through the first four NACs of the 2044011 season, overall entries are up over previous seasons:

Appendix A

Tournament Committee Report

NAC Competitors 2007i 2008 2008i 2009 2009i 2010 2010i 2011
Div2/3/Cdt Div2/3/Cdt Div2/3/Cdt Div1/2/Vet
October Tucson Columbus Des Moines Cincinnati
1579 1845 1519 2016
Jr/Cdt/Y14 Jr/Cdt/Y14 Jr/Cdt/Y14 Jr/Cdt/Y14
November Dallas St. Louis Kansas City Milwaukee
2257 2061 1920 1860
Divl/Vet/WC Divl/Vet/WC Divl/Vet/WC Divl/Team
December Richmond Colorado Springs Pittsburgh Atlanta
1372 1093 1398 1109/41
Div1/Jr Div1/Jr Div1/Jr/TM(trial) Div1/Jr/Cdt
January Atlanta Louisville San Jose Dallas
1727 1648 1782/67 2592
Totals
Individuals: 6935 6647 6619 7577
Teams: T i 67 41

There were enoumgwithdrawals from the November and January NACs that we avoided the potential after
midnight finishes we had feared, though both tournaments ran well after 7:00 pm most nights. The new
alphanumeric strip numbers we began using in October seem to be a hit.

The Tournament Software Project continues, with responses to the RFP due by March 1. Sheryl Eberhardt, J
Salisbury, Marc Courtney, and Brandon Rochelle have all devoted long hours to creating the technical specs
and other material for the RFP.

We arein the process of creating a subcommittee to create a more formal training and evaluation process for
bout committee staff, analogous to those used by the FOC and the Equipment Technology Group. We plan tc
create a public list of qualified bout committesrgonnel for the use of regional tournament organizers by the
beginning of next season.

At our January meeting, we took a hard look at national tournaments and how to handle the continuing growt
We developed proposals for revising the national tournagaendar and for implementimggional

gualification criteria for NAC entry gradually over the new quadrennial, beginning with Division | for the 2012
2013 season. Our plan is outlined in the arduwuicth.ec

My thanks to the current members of the Tournament Comit@selaMae Richards, Soren Thompson,
Irena Petsche, Terry Kwan, Sheryl Eberhardt, Gerrie Baumgart, and TanyadBwivase ideas and work have
been crucial in crafting our proposals.

Respetfully submitted,

Mary Griffith,
Chair, Tournament Committee
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Appendix B
USFA Tournament Committee
Proposal for Revisions to the North American Cup Circuit
February 2011

At our January meeting, the Tournament Committee (TC) reviewed the currenahetiomament structure

with the goal of creating a calendar and qualification paths that provide many competitive opportunities for a
wide range of fencers and use our resources (volunteer officials, equipment, and funding) more effectively. Tl
rapid gravth of our sport has resulted in increasingly large numbers of NAC entries, limiting the number of
events we can offer in each category and leaving few opportunities for new competitors.

With the Regional Open Circuit (ROC), originally called the Natid»aén Circuit, now in its third season, we

can move to using a regional structure as a feeder system to the national circuit. The ROC offers strong
competitive opportunities with good geographic distribution for many levels of fencers. By considering these
regional tournaments as feeder tournaments, they can be used to qualify fencers to national tournaments as
as to national championships. We propose to begin this process with the Division | category of competition
first, followed by the Junior and @at age group tournaments, and adding other categories as the need arises.

I. North American Cups & the Regional Open Circuit

During the 20142012 season, the Regional Open Circuit (ROC) would include 8 events in each of the
following categories:

A Senior( previously call eAlodddm@pteall tencers agedilB and olderi o n |
A Vetera® open to Veteran fencers at all age levels (40+)

A Junior

A Cadet

ROC point standings based on the best three results would be maintained for each of these caiggdgories. E
events allows reasonable geographic distribution throughout the season without diluting the value of a single
event.

For the 20122013 season, we propose that fencers qualify for entry in Division | NAC events by:

being on the Division | National Rlong Point Standings; OR

finishing in the top four (4) at a Division | ROC event during the previous 12 months; OR
being among the top 16 on the Junior NRPS or top 12 on the Cadet NRPS; OR

being in the top 50 of the Division | ROC point standings (detezcthby best three (3) results) not
already qualified via criteria 1, 2, or 3.

Too oo oo o

This would give us a target entry number of a maximum of 168 fencers for each Division | NAG 2dent

pools of 7, with 75% promotion resulting in a DE table of 128, typicatigdd on 16 strips. Implementation of
this pointsbased system would allow Division | NAC entry numbers to be both predictable and manageable
with our current equipment, personnel, and financial resources, and result in an improved fencer experience.

Underthis system, there would be no minimum classification required to enter a Division | NAC; fencers need
only demonstrate their competitive ability through one of the qualification paths. This system would help
compensate for the limitations of the currelatssification system where ratings often do not accuratelycrefle
competitive ability. The path for the top few Junior and Cadet fencers not already on the Division | points list i
intended to provide appropriate developmental opportunities fandigoming high level competitors in those
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age levels and an even playing field for those competing for positions on the Junior and Cadet World
Championship Teams. With the ROC tournaments included as part of the qualification process, those events
would grow stonger, providing more numerous solid competitive opportunities throughout the year than is
feasible to offer at the national level.

A similar entry qualification system would be added for Junior and Cadet NAC events once the corresponding
ROC tournamentgrow strong enough, probably for the 2€A@14 season. Such systems could eventually be
added for the Veteran and Division Il and Il categories as needed.

II. Championships

The establishment of strong regional opportunities across all age levelsh&&i Cs through the Junior,
Cadet, and Division | ROC tournaments would allow us to move completely to-paoigtgualification paths
for championships by 2013.

The 2011 Summer Nationals is a mix of championship and NAC events.
For the 2012 Summer Natials, we propose to begin to transition events to the poimysgualification paths:

A With the SYC tournaments wedistablished, the YouthO and Youtkl2 events can finally become full
fledged championships along with the Youih, all based on placemieon their respective NRPS.

A For Division Il and 1lI, we could establish NRPS lists for those categories, and take an approach similar
to that used in the Youth categories with a mix of the NAC and best ROC results. Or we could use the
ROC point standingalone, with a certain top percentage eligible for the Division | championship, the
next group eligible for the Division Il championship, and a third group for the Division 11l championship.
(It is unclear whether we would need to continue the Divisiérchtegory at all, once the regional
Division | qualification path is established.)

A Veterans would use the NRPS for each category, since points are awarded thFBlpJgt;icé,Afeffectively
awarding points to all competitors.
A The Junior and Cadet events wostdl be nonchampionship NAC events in 2012.

By 2013, the Junior and Cadet ROC tournaments will have been established, so that championship events in
those categories could then be based on their NRPS. While we understand the logic of making the Junior
Olympics the sole Junior and Cadet championship, the character of the two tournaments is different enough t
both the JO and SN Junior and Cadet events could be held as championships.

Pointsbased championships would also support better managemennofe8iNationals with existing

resources. Smaller and more predictable event entries would result in greater flexibility in creating the schedt
so that events could be more equitably distributed by day and avoid many of the unpredictable delays that
currertly plague the schedule. It is possible we would be able to return talay 8N schedule, making the
tournament more affordable for the association and less onerous for our volunteers.

[1l. NAC Calendar

The current national tournament calendar has ptethseveral complaints, primarily to do with conflicts with
the international and collegiate calendars, both for competitors and for officials. We propose the following
schedule to begin with the 2012012 season:

A NAC A October: Junior/Cadet/Youth14
A NAC Bi November: Division I/Veterans (Comb., 59, 60 69, 70+)/Wheelchair/Open Team
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NAC Ci December: Division I/Junior/Cadet-@hy tournament;" weekend in December)
NAC D7 January: Veterans (Comb.,1H9, 60 69, 70+)/Division Il, Division IlI/Wheelchia
Junior Olympics February: Junior/Cadet/Junior Team

NAC ET1 March: Youth 14/Youth 12/Youth 10/Youth 14 Team

NAC Fi April: Division I/Division II/Division 111/Open Team/Wheelchair Championships

Too oo oo o o

NACs A and B are flipped from the current season, aadyrelanned, to put the Junior and Cadet events
before the beginning of their international season and move the Division | events after the world
championships.

Moving what are now the January events to the second weekend in December reduces comfiiets wit
collegiate season, but would require a fday tournament. No other December weekend would be acceptable.
The Veteran and Division II/lll events now held in March could then move to January.

The Youthonly focus in March would allow greater attemtito the youth experience, making sure that new
competitors and their parents understand the process and enjoy the competition. Over four days, the schedul
would allow the inclusion of a Youth 14 Team event; without the team option, this NAC couldigbytdrat

only a threeday tournament.

The Division I/11/11l combination in April will allow some overlap in entries, though it would attract solid
numbers even without much overlap. This combination would also provide additional development
opportunitiedor referees prior to Summer Nationals and its high demand for experienced officials.

This calendar would result in one more tough year logistically through theZlilseason, with large
numbers of entries and therefore long competition days with uicpabte delays. Once the regional NAC
gualification proposal is implemented, though, tournaments entries will be more predictable and days will
become more manageable.

IV. Infrastructure Improvements

The growing strength and number of regional events$ tlagir increased importance as qualification paths to
national competitions and championships will require major improvements in our tournament support structur

A Bout Committee Recruitment and Development: Since more regional tournaments will reqeire mo
gualified bout committee personnel, the Tournament Committee will need to develop a recruitment,
development, and evaluation process analogous to those used by the Fencing Officials Commission fo
referees and the Equipment Technology Group for armdiéesare in the process of creating this
structure now. We also ask that a list of officials used be added to the information provided by regional
tournament organizers along with the results and fees; this will allow us to identify individuals for
recrutme nt and further training, and to create a
use.

A Coordination of Regional Calendars: With circuits for Division |, Junior, Cadet, Veteran, and Youth
categories, calendars should be coordinatedgorerthat events are distributed appropriately by date and
location. We suggest that bids for all categories be accepted and processed by the national office and
forwarded to the respective committees for evaluation and selection. Once the ROC and Youth
committees create their season calendars, they should forward them to the TC to check for conflicts an
appropriate distribution before final approval.

A Sanctioning and Evaluating Tournaments: Each of the regional committees requires that a member or
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designe attend each tournament (at the expense of the organizers) as an observer. We suggest that a
standard form be developed for tournament evaluation, to be completed by the observer, and that eact
committee create procedures for using the information tcejticg success of each tournament and help

in evaluating bids for future tournaments.

A Authority and Responsibility for Tournament Organization and Oversight: Currently, the responsibility
and authority for managing tournaments is diffused among sevet@sand individuals, both within
the volunteer structure of the association and inside the national office, with accompanying duplication
effort and lack of communication. A clear structure for managing tournaments, with the ROC and Youtt
Committees perating under the aegis of the Tournament Committee, and clear channels of
communications among the TC, the FOC, and the Equipment Technology Group, is highly desirable.
Clear lines of authority and assignment of responsibilities within the NationakQfbeld also
significantly improve the efficiency of tournament operations.
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Appendix C
SPORTS SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY REPORT
USFA Board of Directors Meetinig February 2011

Dr. John Heil

Three programs continue to be the primary focus of attentiospfat science in 201R011:Sport Science
Seminarsat National Tournament Events, production of Sport Science videos, and continuing development of
eScout (for statistical aggregation & video playback).

Sport Science Seminars

The Sport ScienceSeminars held at National Tournament Events, initially sponsored by fencing.net, and
subsequently egponsored by US Fencing and fencing.r@e now inrhouse with the goal of making these
seminars a profit center for US Fencing, along the model developed at i®)Gyd USA Triathlon.

Seminar program for athletes and coaches is in place for Junior Olympics in Dallas.

The seminars are structured to include an AExecu
other performance domains). This isideed to appeal to parents of younger fencers and to veteran fencers.
This also reinforces the message of sport as means to development of life skills

Sport Science Videos

A series of four brieSport ScienceVideosare in development, two of which arengplete and posted. The

videos are educational and intended to complement the other educational programs lead by sport science,
including American Fencing Magazine articles and the event based seminars (referenced above). In that the
videos are intended tppeal to the nefencer, they serve a marketing and member recruitment function as
well. The 3 and 4th are in production with anticipated release before Summer Nationals 2011.

The 4" video will be developed as a podcast. This is intended as a pitlothe goal of developing a series of
Sport Science Podcasti the next budget yearhese would be part of a subscription series which would be
sold by USA Fencing, consistent with the goal of developing sport science as a profit center.

2 Videos (a log and short version) have been released and are posted on You Tube:

American Fencing: Olympic Spirit (1,000+ views; December release)
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5FeKO0TKgVA

US Olympic Fencing(200+ views; January release)
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N60_qgvEI63E&feature=mfu_in order&list=UL

US Olympic Fencing Wil soon post on th&encingWebTV (M Aufrichtigy
Awaiting decision whether to participate in googigeorevenue sharing plan

eScout

eScout an electronic scouting device, provides stripsatzical informatiorwith gatistical,descriptive and

video capabilities

This project is in the beta stagedsvelopment and is usable. While near completion, the project has been
dormant since the start of the London quad. Funding promised in the Beijing Quad has not yet been deliverec
The software designer requires $3,500 to complete project (includingninorsied payment for work done &
funds to complete remaining work).

ActonnWoul d |iN@ G@O decision made on the project
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PROGRAMS & SERVICES
Sept 2010 February 2011
Project Status Reports

Sport Science Seminars at NAC events
Seminar for coacheand athletes (and parents)

Sport Science Network
Initial group has formed as Special Interest Group (SIG) thighAssociation for Applied Sport Psychology
(the leading professional sport psychology organization

Sports Medicine Continuing Education Training
Prior program is currently dormant with recent-atf in travel to National events

USFA EVENT CONSULTATION

Last consultation-2010Summer Nationals, Atlanta
Sport Psychology & Sport Science Consulta(iBeport submitted)

EDUCATION & TRIAGE

Onging services provided to general membership
Information/Education

Provision of materials to coaches, athletes and administrators on Sport Science & Technology topics upon
request.

Intervention/Triage
Direct consultatiorio coaches, athletes and admiragirs on Sport Science & Technology topics by phone,
email or faceto-face

Referralto local sport science specialists

Publications
American Fencing Magazine
Ongoing articles iMmerican Fencing Magazirgport Science Column

INTERNAL LIAISON
Collaborationwith USFA Committees, Officers
No newaction

LIAISON TO PROFESSIONAL ORG ANIZATIONS
Contact as appropriate with professional organization

Contact with Rob Brant re coordinating USA Fencing and USOC Sport Science services, with further action
deferred peding consultation with USA Fencing leadership

Contact:Dr. John Heil, Psychological Health * RoanpR&27 Electric Rd., Suite 100,Roanoke, VA 24018
PhoneDirect: 540772-5147jheil@PsychHealthRoanoke.com
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Appendix D
USA Fencing- Membership Growth Task Force

Project Mission:
1 To encourage recreational fencers to become members of USA Fencing.

Rationale:

1 USA Fencing has not seen a dramatic increase in membership in the past five years.

1 Since membersh revenue is onef the three leading revenue streams for the USA Fencing
organization, next to tournament revenue and the USOC, increasing the number of members
to our organization is critical not only to the financial bottom line of our organizatioalbatto the
growth of ourorganization relative to other minsports.

1 A large number of recreational fencers (once stated at approximately 100,000) exist that currently fenc
at USA Fencing clubs, high school and college fencing teams that are gunaritlSA Fencing
members. Aask force is needed to identify how and why there exists a large number of fencers that ar:
not currently USA Fencing members.

Objectives/Scope:
1 Identify available membership data sources from the National Office.
Analyzeand illustrate current individual and club membership demographics.
Identify and analyze club membership benefits, and club relationship to USA Fencing.
Collect and analyze data (e.g. surveys) of recreationally®% Fencing members.
Communicate with clos and schools to incentivize recreational fencers to become USA Fencing
members.
1 Produce written report, with recommendations, to Board and National Office.

T
T
T
T

Out of scope:
T Review, analyze, and provide advi crmfe.g.treatingnpr o v

USFA members as individual customers; demanding annual financial reports from divisions].
1 Review and analyze tournament participation rates of USA Fencing members.
1 Review, analyze, and recommend new USA Fencing membership categories.

Members:
1 Alex Wood (Chair), Jay (John) Strass, Mark Stasinos, Sunil Sabharwal, Club owner TBA
(Recommendationis Greg Jones [Rain City Fencing Club], Alex Ripa [Rhode Island Fencing Center]).

Proposed Schedule

February (Board of Directors Meeting): Chartegation/approval.

March: Develop vision and work plan.

March/April: Data request (surveys) to USA Fencing clubs, schools, & National Office.
April/May: Data collection.

May/June: Data analysis, key stakeholder communications, and report development.
July (Board of Directors Meeting): Yeand report proposal to Board/National Office.

= =4 =8 8 8 19
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Appendix E

Veterans Committee Report

World Championships
The 2010 World Veteran Fencing Championship was held in Porec, Croatia, from 29 September to 3 Octobe

The team returned with 11 medals and tied with Germany for the highest medal count. Americans won 2 Gc
5 Silver, and 4 Bronze medals.

James Adams 2" 70+ ME
Anthony Anthony 2™ 50-59 MS
Marianne Bosco 3" 50-59 WE
Kaz Campe 3 70+ ME
Jane Eyre 1% 50-59 WS
Louisa Felty 1% 70+ WS
Ellen ObLery 60-69 WS
Marcel Miernik 2" 70+ MF
Ray Sexton 2" 60-69 MS
Michelle Verhave 3" 50-59 WF
Anne-Marie Walters 2™ 50-59 WF

There were 56 fencers from the U&Ahe largest team (attachment). They were accompanied by: Rinaldo
Campana (Chief of Delegation), Joe Biebel and Jude Offerle (Captains), Irina Dolgikh and Lasha Sopromac
(Coaches).

Mary Mahon and Bill Beker represented the USA as referees.

Can/Am Veterans Cup

The Veterans Committee, in concert with the Vet
endorsed the first ACan/ Am Vet erans Cupchneentwhi ¢ h
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The event is sanctioned by the Canadian Fencing Federation and the Ontario Fencing Association. Cash p
are planned.

Some of those preegistered plan to travel from as far as Texas and New Mexico. The area is a touri
destination, and wela¢r in May should be beautiful.

The organizers hope that coming years will see the tournament held on both sides of the border.

Veterans Meeting

The Committee intends to hold a meeting at NAC E on Saturday evening. There will probably be a sdcial evi
that weekend as well, but the location and time have not yet been chosen.

The likely Saturday evening agenda is ambitious:

Welcome.

Can/Am in Kingstod Gaby Weisz to talk about it

Qualifying rules for the Worlds some will have qualified by then

Info onthe Worlds

What vets hope for in terms of support for the Worlds

Demographics of the Vet community

USFA policies and procedures surrounding funds raised for and from Vets

USFA policy on transgendered fencers

USFA Veteran Fencers

We are making effort®tascertain the composition of the veteran community, with respect to demographic
variables, classifications, and participation in local and national competitions.

The Committee needs a way to reach the veteran fencer efficiently.

Respectfully,
John rAwdD Ri dge

Chair
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Appendix F
Recent International Results
Carla-Mae Richards

JUNI OR MENOS EPEE:

Junior World Cup Standing

24"
421
57"

JUu

3I’d
7th
20"
3 5th

JUu

6th
13"
43¢

JUu

2gh
3 1St
34"
3gn
48"
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James Kaull
Michael Raynis
Jonathan Yergler

NI OR MENG6S FOI L

David Willette

Race Imboden
Alexander Massialas
Jeremy Goldstein
Brian Kaneshige

NI OR MENOGS SABRE

Will Spear
Evan Prochniak
Stephen Moch

NI OR WOMENGO6S EPEE

Francesca Bassa
Katharine Holmes
Hannah Safford
Isabella Barna
Grace Neveu

Anna Van Brummen

NI OR WOMENGO6S FOI L

Nzingha Prescod
Margaret Lu

Lee Kiefer

Mona Shaito
Luona Wang

NI OR WOMENGO6S SABRE

Skyla Powers
Lian Osier

llana Kamber
Francesca Russo
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RECENT FINALISTS

2nd
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James Kall, Jr ME, Goteberg, SWE

Race Imboden, Jr MF, Modling, AUT
Jeremy Goldstein, Jr MF, Madrid, ESP
Geoffrey Loss, Cdt MS, London, GBR

Peter Pak, Cdt MS, London, GBR

Grace Neveu, Jr WE, Dijon, FRA

Jessie Radanovich, Cdt WE, Goteb&SWE
Isabel Ford, Cdt WE, Goteberg, SWE

Anna van Brummen, Cdt WE, Goteberg, SWE
Anna Van Brummen, Jr WE, Goteberg, SWE
Margaret Lu, Jr WF, Zagreb

Nzingha Prescod, Jr WF, Lyon, FRA
Ambika Singh, Jr WF, Lyon, FRA
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Appendix G
Report & Recommendations

NAC Process Improvement Task Force

February 18, 2011

lan Serotkin
Omar Bhutta
Irena Petsche
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Summary of Recommendations

Area Recommendation

National Office Create a Tournament Project Manager / Technical Director position
Checkin Make confirmation of seed # part of the cheickprocess

Checkin Post signage explaining proper documentation

Bout Committee
Bout Committee
Bout Committee
Referee Assignment

Armory

Strip Layout
Strip Layout

Enhance tournament software to warn B@vithdrawing a fencer if there is
fencer with the same name in the same event

Sequester physical BC table from strip area

Continue use of event data collection form for all future NACs
Auto-assign refeges for pools and DEs using tournament software, then
have the head referees spot check & make adjustments

Create processes/equipment that would allow rarmorer equipment
checkers to run their own lines for most routine issues

AddF NBES aFSFGKSNI FfF3¢ aadaya a2 S
Add on deck circles to strips
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Time Analysis of NAC Events

In order to more completely understand how long different aspects of events take, we embarked on a massiv
data colleton effort to attempt to accurately time as many aspects of the tournament process as usual. We
developed a form for the Bout Committee members to fill out for each event, on which they record the time at
various steps of the tournament. After a tnial at NAC A (Cincinnati) which had poor completion, this form
was significantly scaled down in consultation with Mary Griffith (TC Chair) to prevent overburdening the BC
members. The same streamlined form was used at NAC B (Milwaukee), NAC Dec (Adadt&AC C

(Dallas).

The summary data for nenepechage events is as follows:

126 16 82

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450
Total Elapsed Time from Close of Registration (in minuti

B Fromend of check-in to "Ewvent is Closed"” announcement
B To "Pools Posted” announcement
W To Start of Pools (Refs Assigned)
W Poolsin progress
N To "DE Posted” Announcemsent
M To Start of DE=s
COEs in progress
To Start of Final 8

Fimal 8 in progress (to ewvent end)

Non-fencing time: There is an average of 47 minutes between the posted close of registration and the start of
pools, an average of 23 minutes between the end of pools ast@duthef DEs, and an average of 16 minutes
between the end of DEs and the start of the finals. These numbers are actually much better than we were
expecting!

The most obvious area for improvement is the 20 minutes between the posting of pools iam&l pbeltsheets

are handed out to referees. This step usually only tak&sminutes, but with outliers of 346 minutes (due
primarily to reseeds) dragging the average up.
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Recommendations

Creation of Tournament Project Manager / Technical Diector Position

Normally a Process Improvement team reports their recommendations to the Process Owner for implementa
and continuous monitoring. In the case of NACs it is evident that while there are many lead8@-Olair,
Computer Lead, Armer,Venueseu p, et cé) whi,théreiswo sirigle individualtiniclearge and
responsibldor the event as a wholélso, with the increasing number and importance of regional events such
as SYCs and ROC# is important to have one individual togvide oversight and act as a resource to
communicate best practices to insure tournament quality for our athletes.

We recommend the creation ohaw, fulktime National Officeposition- Tournament Project Manager/

Technical Director (TPM/TD)

The primaily responsibilities of this position would be to:

1 Foster good communication amongst all the-sedms (FOC, BC, Commu t e r , The TP évduld
provide continuity and consistency and work with each sub team to insure their needs and concerns a
given casideration.

1 Be afocal point for monitoringnd improvingournament quality and efficiency. This is especially
critical in an organization such as USA Fencing, which relies heavily on many volunteers for the
execution of events.

1 Provide oversight and mhiction for all technical implementation decisions of USA Fencing.

Technology has become, and will continue to be, an important emalationatournaments (e.g.
Checkin scanning, Video replay, Tournament software;li@a registation, Membership Diabase,
etc)

As just one example of the benefits such a position would provdsijderthe recent purchase of thew
video replay systemShould a similar procurement occur in the futuine,ikPM/TD would be responsible for
ensuring:
1 The impacted suteams are involved in the selection process
A technologically sound solution is selected
Adequate training is provided on et and operation
There is good communication with the subteams involved to identify and correct any problems
The Board of Orectors receives information regarding the impact of the system on tournament quality
and efficiency.

= =4 4 A

The TPM/TD would also be respondéfor determining whethertheoBar d 6s deci si ons reg
tournament scheduling actually meet the goalswieae intended or make it impossible to create a consistently
functional schedule.

For example, preliminary NAC schedules are posted with AM/PM projections:

Competitions designated as A ANmwDoncmevgnt nurabermarevkaotnmda o
as warranted by available tournament resoulhases.
early as 10:30 am.

A TPM would understandtheBar dds i ntention with this projecti
optimum scheduling any NACSs.
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Initial Seeding List at Fencer Checkin

We recommend making the initial seeding list available at the fencer-ghaoka, and informing the fencer of
their seed number a partofthechéckh pr oces s. Thi s ¢ anuobbree acsh esciknepc
youdre seed #31 in the event. o This may cut dow
until pools have already gone out.

Instructions Sign at Fencer Checkin

Our observations show that around 20% of fencers ti@ndheckin personnel something other than their

USFA card (drivers license, passport, event registration documents) even though they had their USFA card ©
them as well, which unnecessarily adds time to the check in process. We recommend addirgipa lat ¢jee
checkin area informing fencers to present their USFA membership card.

Withdrawing Fencers with the Same Name

In two separate instances this season (one at NAC A and one at NAC B), the wrong person was withdrawn fr
an event because they hhe same last name as the person who was supposed to have been withdrawn. This
caused lengthy reseeds. We recommend an enhancement to the tournament software that warns the operat
when withdrawing a fencer if another fencer with the same name is gathe event, and confirms that the
operator is withdrawing the proper person.

Bout Committee Table Location

The Bout Committee in Dallas reported fewkanaverage distractions/interruptions due to people approaching
the BC table. The most likedyalbet unscientifi@® explanation is the much larger than average empty space
separating the BC Table from strips:

We recommend making similar efforts to sequester the BC Table at NACs when space allows.
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Referee Assignment

A small but significant percerga of events (11%) reported a 20+ minute delay in the start of pools, DEs, or
finals due to waiting for the head referee for the event to be available to assign referees. We recommend usi
the tournament software to make an initial aassignment of refees for pools and DEs based on referee

rating, and then allowing the head referee to make substitutions and changes.

Armory Check

The armory line is often a source of delay on Day 1 of NACs, with fencers waiting to check in until after 9 AM
During these surge times, LOC volunteers sometimes assist armorers in the line, working in teams. Our
observations show a 24% reduction in check time when an armorer works paired with a LOC volunteer rathel
than working alone. While this is good, it would be enbeneficial to have additional personnel run their own
line, which would reduce the total time by closer to 50%, and escalate complicated issues to the armorers wh
necessary.

In order to accomplish this, we recommend making versions of the armory testie that can be used by

anyone with minimal training. For example, instead of requiring the reading of an ohmmeter when testing a
body cord or lame, have a simple testing device that lights up green for pass and red for fail. If you wiggle a
bodyco d and dondét get any red | ights, it passes.
light, it fails.

Event Data Collection Form

The data collection form developed by this Task Force and used in all events this season has bdeald® inva
resource in helping to identify areas of improvement. We recommend continued use of this form in all future
NACs.

Strip Numbering

We applaud the change made this season to mark pods by letter and strips within the pod by number (Eg., A
A4 in ore pod, GI G4 in another pod); it has made finding pod locations simpler. To make it even easier to
spot pod locations from anywhere in the venue, Ww
displaying the pod number in the center of eaati, similar to these signs:
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These signs are relatively cheap to purchase and will make it easier for fencers, coaches, spectators, and
officials to findthe strip they are looking for.

On Deck Circles

One of the more intriguing suggestions we reegiwas to use on deck circle mats for each strip, similar to
baseball s on deck circl es.

i i’{:ﬂm Eg N

These may speed up pools by having theleck fencers ready in advance. Additionally, it will give fencers a
dedicated place to store their spare weapons ady dords while fencing.

We recommend purchasing enough on deck circles for one pod (8 circles for 4 strips), and running some
experiments at upcoming NACs to see whether pools and DEs with the circles run any more efficiently.
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Introduction

This analysis was undaken upon the request of the Executive Director, to test the assertion that repechage
increases the stability/predictability of the results of epee tournaments at NACs.

The approach, methodology, data, and conclusions are mine alone.

All data is basedn publicly available tournament results posted on the USA Fencing website.

Approach 17 Comparison of the Initial Seed to Final Placement Variance in Repechage and Non
Repechage Events

The stated reason for reinstating repechage in epee was to inteeatability/predictability of the results of
the tournaments. Since the only ranked measur e
(which is based on and correlates almost exactly to the National Rolling Point Standstgs)jstto reason

that if repechage was working as intended, the correlation between the initial seeding of fencers to their final
placement would be better with repechage than without.

To test this, | looked at the results of all Division I, Junior, andeC&peevents in the 2062010 season
(Pittsburgh, San Jose, VA Beach) which did not have repechage, as welsam#e®ents thus far in the 2010

11 season (Cincinnati, AtlantBallag which have had repechage.

| looked at the top 32 finishers ia@h event only, as places 33 and higher would be determined exactly the
same regardless of whether or not the event had repechage.

For each of the top 32 finishe@s places 33+ are not affected by repechdaga)culated the absolute value of
the difference between theimitial seeding and their final placementhus, if was a fencer was seeded 15th and
finished the tournament in 24th place, the value would be 9. (If the fencer was seeded 15th and finished the
tournament in 6th place, the value woulsbabe 9.)

| then took theaverageof those difference valugt come up with an overall variance level for the event.
Finally, I normalized for the number of entrants in each event by dividing the standard deviation by the numbe
of entrants.

| also dd a versiorof the same calculations thastcluded nonUS competitors, on the theory that they're more
likely to have been seed@ttorrectly

Here are the results:
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Initial Seed to Final Place Variance Method

All Competitors

Average of ABS Differenc
between initial seed and

US Competitors Only

Average of ABS Differenc
between initial seed and

Men's Events Event Entrants Repechage? final place Normalized by Entrants final place Normalized by Entrant:
2009-10

NAC A (Des Moines) CME 107 No 24.69 0.23 19.44 0.18
NAC B (Kansas City) JME 194 No 34.28 0.18 25.23 0.13
NAC B (Kansas City) CME 138 No 20.13 0.15 13.11 0.10
NAC C (Pittsburgh) DIME 211 No 40.31 0.19 32.20 0.15
NAC D (San Jose) D1IME 261 No 42.34 0.16 24.92 0.10
JOs (Memphis) JME 208 No 26.38 0.13 26.38 0.13
JOs (Memphis) CME 222 No 21.88 0.10 21.88 0.10
NAC F (VA Beach) D1IME 218 No 30.78 0.14 26.66 0.12
2010-11

NAC A (Cincinnati) D1IME 253 Yes 49.16 0.19 44.48 0.18
NAC B (Milwaukee) JME 205 Yes 27.22 0.13 23.04 0.11
NAC B (Milwaukee) CME 167 Yes 29.38 0.18 21.04 0.13
NAC Dec (Atlanta) D1IME 170 Yes 29.31 0.17 25.96 0.15
NAC C (Dallas) D1IME 257 Yes 42.50 0.17 38.69 0.15
NAC C (Dallas) JME 224 Yes 31.31 0.14 30.63 0.14
NAC C (Dallas) CME 146 Yes 17.03 0.12 15.41 0.11
Average w/o repechage 30.10 0.16 23.73 0.13
Average w/repechage 32.27 0.16 28.46 0.14

Initial Seed to Final Place Variance Method All Competitors
Average of ABS Differenc

between initial seed and

US Competitors Only
Average of ABS Differenc
between initial seed and

Women's Events Event  Entrants Repechage? final place Normalized by Entrants final place Normalized by Entrant:
2009-10

NAC A (Des Moines) CME 74 No 12.59 0.17 11.50 0.16
NAC B (Kansas City) JWE 142 No 21.13 0.15 16.72 0.12
NAC B (Kansas City) CWE 98 No 16.63 0.17 16.66 0.17
NAC C (Pittsburgh) DIWE 128 No 22.78 0.18 20.37 0.16
NAC D (San Jose) DIWE 142 No 21.69 0.15 19.50 0.14
NAC D (San Jose) JWE 114 No 20.69 0.18 15.52 0.14
JOs (Memphis) JWE 172 No 19.16 0.11 19.16 0.11
JOs (Memphis) CWE 167 No 17.47 0.10 17.47 0.10
NAC F (VA Beach) DIWE 120 No 19.22 0.16 19.29 0.16
2010-11

NAC A (Cincinnati) DIWE 127 Yes 22.50 0.18 18.33 0.14
NAC B (Milwaukee) JWE 145 Yes 18.22 0.13 16.04 0.11
NAC B (Milwaukee) CWE 130 Yes 16.16 0.12 15.07 0.12
NAC Dec (Atlanta) DIWE 96 Yes 14.28 0.15 13.10 0.14
NAC C (Dallas) DIWE 157 Yes 26.97 0.17 25.19 0.16
NAC C (Dallas) JWE 151 Yes 18.38 0.12 17.77 0.12
NAC C (Dallas) CWE 91 Yes 11.47 0.13 11.00 0.12
Average w/o repechage 19.04 0.15 17.35 0.14
Average w/repechage 18.28 0.14 16.64 0.13

The highlevel data is highlighted in blue. It is the average variance per entranigbdozorrected for the
number of entrants) between their initial seedin
event means that for a 100 person event, a fencer who finished in the top 32 will have finished 0.16 x 100 = 1
places way from his initial seeding.

As is clear, heaveragevariances between initial seeding and final placerassmearly identical with and

without repechage.

To check the statistical significance of this dat@an an Independent twgample, twetailed ttest (a variant of

a common statistical test known as a Studeitest) to determine whether the variance averages of the
repechage events and r@pechage events are the same. The result ottése is was that there is an 86.3%
likelihood that themeans are the samgHere's an explanation of the test used:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Student'stést#Unequal_sample_sizes.2C_equal_varjance

Putsimply, there's a 86.3% likelihood that repechage does not reduce (or increase, for that matter) the varian
between the initial seeding and final placements of the event.

Approach 27 Comparing the hypothetical Winners Bracket results of Repechage ents to the actual

results
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The AWinners Bracket o of r epe adpeclippge DE @ableawfrem the reauadl

of 32 to the round of 4 would have been. By looking at the results of the winners bracket, you can exactly
calculate whathe final results would have been for placed25had there been no repechage used. Plages 1
can be estimated/theorized based on the actual results and initial seedings.

Thus, itds interesting to comparidéotlmd 1tdeulstasneo fe
run without repechage.

| ran the variance numbers on those "what if" finishes against the initial seedings, and compared them to the
actual variance numbers (using the same algorithms as in Approach 1). The rows aréahes"what if-this

is what the variances would have been had those events been run without rep&bbagghtmost column

i ndi cat es | wHeteer manmingrthe evera with repechage or without it would have produced a lower
variance.

Variance Method - "What Ifs"
based on Winners' Bracket All Competitors US Competitors Only "Winner"
Average of ABS Average of ABS
Difference between Difference between
Event  Entrants NRPS and final place Normalized by Entrants NRPS and final place Normalized by Entrants
2010-11
NAC A (Cincinnati) DIME 253 49.16 0.19 44.48 0.18 Repechage
if no rep 50.38 0.20 46.22 0.18
NAC A (Cincinnati) DIWE 127 22.50 0.18 18.33 0.14 No Repechage
if no rep 21.59 0.17 17.27 0.14
NAC B (Milwaukee) JME 205 27.22 0.13 23.04 0.11 Repechage
if no rep 27.97 0.14 23.73 0.12
NAC B (Milwaukee) JWE 145 18.22 0.13 16.04 0.11 Tie
if no rep 18.84 0.13 16.50 0.11
NAC B (Milwaukee) CME 167 29.38 0.18 21.04 0.13 No Repechage
if no rep 28.41 0.17 20.54 0.12
NAC B (Milwaukee) CWE 130 16.16 0.12 15.07 0.12 Repechage
if no rep 16.41 0.13 15.57 0.12
NAC Dec (Atlanta) DIME 170 29.31 0.17 25.96 0.15 Tie
if no rep 29.06 0.17 25.74 0.15
NAC Dec (Atlanta) DIWE 96 14.28 0.15 13.10 0.14 Repechage
if no rep 16.22 0.17 14.79 0.15
NAC C (Dallas) D1ME 257 42.50 0.17 38.69 0.15 Tie
if no rep 42.47 0.17 38.66 0.15
NAC C (Dallas) JME 224 31.31 0.14 30.63 0.14 Tie
if no rep 30.88 0.14 30.37 0.14
NAC C (Dallas) CME 146 17.03 0.12 15.41 0.11 Tie
if no rep 17.87 0.12 15.88 0.11
NAC C (Dallas) DIWE 157 26.97 0.17 25.19 0.16 Tie
if no rep 26.50 0.17 24.73 0.16
NAC C (Dallas) JWE 151 18.38 0.12 17.77 0.12 No Repechage
if no rep 16.56 0.11 15.70 0.10
NAC C (Dallas) CWE 91 11.47 0.13 11.00 0.12 Repechage
if no rep 12.28 0.13 12.06 0.13

Out o the 14 repechage events analyzed, repechage produced better results 5 times (36%) and running the
events without repechage would have been better 3 times (22%). The other 6 times (43%), it would have ma
less than a 0.01 difference in the variance.

Recommendation

lhave found no significant evidence of repechage
certainly different when repechage is used, but no better or worse based on thel metdcs
My recommendation is to immediatalyscontinue repechage from all domestic events.
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Appendix |
Coastal Carolina Division Petition and Response
(Application, Division Chair Response, Operations Manual Appendix H)

Bradley Baker

Secretary, US Fencing Association
One Olympic Plaza

Colorado Springs, CO 50405 - 57174

CC: Jeff Kallio, North Carolina Division Chair
Bill Becker, Southeast Section Chair

May 11, 2010
Re: Application for Charter — Coastal Carolina Division of the USFA
Dear Mr. Baker:

We the undersigned are formally requesting to charter a new division within North
Carolina, which will encompass the eastern portion of the state.

The proposed Coastal Carolina Division would go from the coast to the western border of
the following counties: Granville, Wake, Johnson, Sampson, Bladen, and Columbus.
The Coastal Carolina Division territory is illustrated in the map included as Appendix A.

I believe I bring a unique perspective to this request having been chair of three divisions.
One, Maryland, has a long time history of success. Another, Northeast Pennsylvania,

was a recently formed division; experience which will serve well in the formation of the
Coastal Carolina Division. | am currently the past chair for the North Carolina Division.

I believe that the current North Carolina Division is too large to be governed efficiently
and effectively for the betterment of the fencers and fencing itself. A comparison with
the state of Pennsylvania should help prove this statement.

Pennsylvania North Carolina
Area in square miles 44,817 48,711
Population (2005) 12.4 million 8.6 million
USFA divisions 5 1
USFA clubs (10/30/2009)
Per website 40 20
USFA members (7/31/09) 685 374

Although Pennsylvania has only a 44% greater population, it has twice as many clubs and
83% more fencers. I believe that this due in great part to the fact that it has five divisions
that give the local fencers more ability to respond to their constituents. In fact, [ believe
that at some point North Carolina will encompass three divisions: “North Carolina,”
“Coastal Carolina,” and “Charlotte.”

I know that due to its size that managing the North Carolina division took a great deal
more time than my previous division chair posts, even with years of experience in such



positions. [ attempted to visit all of the clubs, and was not successful. If fact, one club,
the Downtown Athletic Club, in Greenville closed before I even knew of their issues.

As a chair whose belief it is that the most important purpose of the division is to grow
fencing, I found myself unable to work on this because of setting up qualifiers,
attempting to increase the communication between the board and the membership, and
the day to day necessities of running a division spread out across a large state. Some of
this will be alleviated due to adoption of a new set of by-laws. However, as these new
by-laws will hopefully promote rapid growth, an influx of new fencers will only
exacerbate some of the size issues.

A new division will benefit fencers in a number of ways. First, they will make division
qualifying events, which have seen declining numbers in recent years, more accessible.
A smaller division would allow for the rotation of venues and meeting locations for
division events that is not currently possible, giving all clubs the opportunity to host or
co-host smaller, more manageable events. Additionally, a smaller sized division will
allow more face to face meetings, thus enhancing communication, giving more
opportunities for club participation, and easing the administrative duties.

Thus, I believe there are two possible pathways to follow. The first is to create a separate
division now, which should engender growth in both areas of the state. The second is to
wait until the growth of the division makes the need for a separation obvious to everyone.
Unfortunately, following that path will make the ultimate rending of the division a much
more thorny and complicated issue because of the numbers that will be involved.

A separation will not preclude cooperation between the divisions. In fact, such ventures
as the State Games of North Carolina, the North Carolina Fencing League, and the
Carolina Cup series would require it.

Therefore, in accordance with Appendix H of the 2006 USFA Operations Manual, we
have included the supporting documents listed, as attachments, below the signature line.
We acknowledge that Appendix H guidelines 1, 2, and 3 have been met and fully accept
the terms for an initial probationary period.

Pax tibi,

" &S0

ory G. Spahr
Cape Fear Fencing Association
Wilmington, North Carolina



Attachments
Attachment A - Map of proposed Division
Attachment B — By-laws of proposed Division

Attachment C - Signatures

The proposed Division has a number of current USFA member clubs. Two of
these are the Cape Fear Fencing Association and Salle New Bern, which have both
been in existence for more than three years and include more than 15 members.



WHILOMISYe 2

SHY083e 1
; S3INNGY
Fa
,mmzs.v S
,,4,.\5.2 \.__JONOWY NOSNY | NOINN DHNGRITHO TN S
) OH < Hoty . o
@n, 5 p e
2., JHOON YWY/ iwwis / oo NO
Pl INOW A0

: 8 AV 3
04 LS, ) Moo\~
Q404 a&v Znedd
NYMOY VENVIY) TIM00 } M0oung\, T
NOS RE R
aiavo 9 o g 55 Tosom
NINOYA % 2

HUASYOA
SHOIS | yans MSY




Bylaws of the Coastal Carolina Division
United States Fencing Association

Article 1. Name and Affiliation

Article 1.1 The name of the Division shall be the Coastal Carolina Division of the
United States Fencing Division, Inc., hereafter referred to as the CCUSFA.

Article 1.2 The CCUSFA is a duly chartered, subordinate, constituent body of the
United States Fencing Association, Inc. (hereafter referred to as the USFA),
exercising powers given by, performing duties directed under, and subject to
the Articles of Incorporation, Bylaws, and policies of the USFA, and with
jurisdiction over the eastern portion of North Carolina.

Article 1.3 The CCUSFA, an Affiliate Association of USFA, shall abide by and act in
accordance with all rules, regulations and policies set forth in the Bylaws of the
USFA, the Rules of Competition, the USFA Operations Manual, or actions of
the USFA Board of Directors. In the event of conflict between these bylaws
and the bylaws, rules and policies of the USFA, the bylaws, rules and policies
of the USFA shall take precedence and the bylaws of the CCUSFA shall be
considered amended accordingly. The CCUSFA is therefore bound by all
USFA policies concerning ethics, abuse, discrimination, and any other subject.

Article 2. Mission and Objectives
The mission and objectives of the CCUSFA are to:

1) Promote the sport of fencing within the Division by producing high-
quality tournaments and qualifying events for National tournaments.

2) To support member clubs and foster friendly collaboration,
competition and cooperation between clubs

3) To provide educational opportunities, when possible, for armorers,
coaches, fencers, parents, and referees.

4) To aid and assist the USFA in its objectives and purposes.

Article 3. Membership and Dues

Article 3.1 Any member of the USFA in good standing who is a member of a club
within CCUSFA or has a permanent address within the geographic boundaries
of the CCUSFA is eligible for membership in the CCUSFA. All registered
members of CCUSFA, as a condition of membership in good standing with
CCUSFA, shall also be required to be "Registered Members" in good standing
of the USFA. No member of the CCUSFA may be a member of any other
division of the USFA.



Article 3.2 Membership may be transferred into the CCUSFA provided that the
transferee has a current valid membership in, and receives the approval of, the
USFA.

Article 3.3 Any member in good standing who is entitled to vote in elections of the
USFA is entitled to vote in elections conducted by the CCUSFA.

Article 3.4 Annual national membership dues shall be in accordance with those
prescribed in the Constitution and By-laws of the USFA for various
classifications of membership. The CCUSFA may, upon majority vote of the
membership, add an additional fee or dues for Divisional expenses.

Article 4. Competitions

Article 4.1 The sport of fencing is defined by the rules and conventions established by
the USFA, USOC, and the FIE.

Article 4.2 The divisional Executive Committee shall prepare the fencing schedule and
shall determine, in accordance with the rules and policies of the USFA, the
conditions and restrictions governing the qualifications for, entry into, and
conduct of all competitions under its jurisdiction. Clubs may submit a request
for tournament dates in person (at a Division meeting), in writing or by email
to the Executive Committee by a clearly and publicly posted deadline provided
by the Executive Committee. Conflicting tournament dates will be resolved
under advisement of the Executive Committee. Tournaments may be added at a
later date if a majority of the Executive Committee agrees and the requests are
made in person or by written proxy to the Executive Committee.

Article 4.3 All persons entering a tournament sanctioned by the CCUSFA must be
current members of the USFA. The bout committee at each such tournament
will have the proper materials to enroll a non-member into the USFA at time of
registration. Ensuring that all competitors are USFA members is the
responsibility of both the fencer and the host tournament club.

Article 4.4 At least one official CCUSFA representative shall be present at every
sanctioned tournament, with full authority to ensure compliance with the
conditions and rules set forth by the Executive Committee. The CCUSFA
Representative does not have to be a member of the Executive Committee, and
is appointed by the Executive Committee. The Executive Committee may
withdraw its sanction from any event (before, during or after), where non-
compliance with conditions and rules has been noted and documented. All
sanctioning withdrawals will be announced to the CCUSFA and the USFA.

Article 4.5 Clubs may hold recreational / non-sanctioned tournaments where
participants are not required to hold USFA membership, but such events must
be clearly identified as recreational / non-sanctioned in all promotions.



Article 5. Officers and Duties
The officers of the CCUSFA shall be a Chair, a Vice-Chair, Past Chair, a
Secretary, and a Treasurer. The latter two offices may be combined, in
accordance with the USFA bylaws. All officers shall take office at 12:01 AM
on August 1 and hold office until 12:00 midnight on the following July 31%,
or until their successors are elected and justified.

Article 5.1 The Chair shall preside at all meetings of the CCUSFA and/or its Executive
Committee, and perform such duties as usually pertain to that office and are
not inconsistent with these bylaws. The Chair has the responsibility for
ensuring that all reports required by the USFA are filed in a timely manner.
The preparation of these reports may be delegated to the Vice Chair, Secretary
and/or Treasurer of the CCUSFA. The Chair may, from time to time, assign
officers and other members of the Executive Committee to chair standing or ad
hoc committees. The Chair shall be an ex-officio member of all committees.
The chair or the chair’s designee shall be the official divisional representative
at all National and Sectional events and meetings, and the chair shall conduct
relations between the CCUSFA and the USFA.

Article 5.2 The Vice-Chair shall, should the Chair be unable to perform his/her duties,
perform the duties of the Chair. Otherwise, the Vice-Chair shall perform such
duties as the Chair may assign.

Article 5.3 The Secretary shall prepare minutes for all Executive Committee and
Division meetings, and shall ensure that the proceedings of these bodies are
available to the membership. The Secretary shall make all initial decisions
regarding questions of membership status, rights and privileges, qualification
to fence in competitions sanctioned by the USFA, and ratings of competitors
(including filing changes to those ratings resulting from Division tournaments
as needed). The Secretary shall receive and disseminate information according
to the decisions of the Executive Committee and maintain the membership
records of the division. The Secretary shall be responsible for submitting
sanctioned tournament results from tournaments run in the Division to the
USFA.

Article 5.4 The Treasurer, in consultation with the Executive Committee, shall present
a budget for the following fiscal year (August 1* to July 31%) at the Fall
Meeting of the CCUSFA. Changes made upon the budget shall be presented at
the next general meeting of the CCUSFA. The Treasurer shall keep the
accounts of the CCUSFA; receive all monies, fees and dues; pay all bills
approved by the Executive Committee, and preserve all vouchers for such
disbursements. The Treasurer shall, at all meetings of the CCUSFA, submit a
report of the financial transactions of the preceding period and the financial
status of the Division. All disbursements shall be made from the Divisional
checking account. Such disbursements must be supported by receipts stating



the nature of the transaction and the payee. All funds of the CCUSFA shall be
maintained in a federally insured account, checking and savings, under the
name of the CCUSFA. No amounts over $50.00, not part of the current fiscal
year’s budget, will be disbursed without Executive Committee approval, and
no amount over $1000.00, not part of the current fiscal year’s budget approved
at the Annual Meeting, will be dispersed without the approval of the division
membership, the majority of those voting deciding. Such vote may be taken by
either mail or at a membership meeting. The Treasurer will provide, upon
written request of at least ten voting members of the CCUSFA, current
financial records within one month of such request. The Treasurer shall
perform such other duties as may be assigned by the Chair or other proper
authority.

Article 5.5 The immediate past chair is an automatic ex-officio member of the
Executive Committee and advisor to the Board with a vote for one year.

Article 5.6 Any officer or other elected representative of the Division may be removed
from office by the following procedure: A written petition requesting a
removal election signed by 30% of the Division members eligible to vote
representing at least three clubs shall be delivered to the Secretary, unless the
Secretary is the target of the removal election in which case it shall be
delivered to the Chair or Vice Chair. The target of the petition must have the
opportunity to defend him or herself before the membership, and a vote by the
membership shall then be conducted as to whether the officer should be
removed from office. In the event a majority of the votes cast in a secret ballot
favors removal, the officer shall be deemed removed from office. The election
may be held at either an Annual meeting or a special meeting of the Divisional
membership. Appointed members of the executive committee may be removed
by a majority vote of the Executive Committee, following a fair hearing of the
charges before the Executive Committee.

Article 6. Management by the Executive Committee

Article 6.1 The government and authority of the CCUSFA shall be vested in an
Executive Committee consisting of the officers of the CCUSFA, the Members
of Congress, the Alternate Members of Congress, such other members who
have been elected at the Annual Meeting, and appointed at-large or specialist
representatives who have been appointed by a majority vote of the Executive
Committee. Appointed members of the Executive Committee cannot make up
more than 1/3 of the total size of the Executive Committee. All members of
the Executive Committee shall have a vote on the business of the Executive
Committee.

Article 6.2 A quorum shall consist of one third (1/3) of the voting members of the
Executive Committee or 4 members, whichever number is larger. There shall
be no proxies allowed in Executive Committee meetings.



Article 6.3 Meetings of the Executive Committee shall be held on a regular basis at a
time and place designated by the Chair. Meetings may also be called upon the
written request of 4 voting members of the Committee. All members must
receive at least 1 week prior notice of all Executive Committee meetings. If all
members of the Committee have access to the Internet or a telephone
connection, then certain specific questions or proposals may be voted upon
electronically or via conference call, assuming that a quorum is present. All
balloting must be copied to every member of the Committee, and the Secretary
must keep a printed copy of the vote for the Division records.

Article 6.4 The first meeting of the Executive Committee shall be on or before the
August Meeting of the Membership. This meeting shall include the proposed
schedule and the proposed budget for the year, both to be approved by the
Executive Committee and presented to the membership at the Fall Membership
Meeting.

Article 6.5 The Executive Committee may replace a member who has resigned, has
been removed by the foregoing procedure, or removed by the USFA using the
following method by a majority vote of the remaining members of the
Executive Committee.

Article 7. Meetings of the Membership
There will be a minimum of two meetings per year that are open to all
CCUSFA members at which time any action(s) or policy(s) adopted or
requested to be adopted by the Executive Committee shall be reported to the
membership. Members shall be given notice of all membership meetings at
least 30 days in advance.

Article 7.1 The first will be called by August 31* and will have as a primary purpose
the distribution of the tournament schedule and the approval of the budget.

Article 7.2 The official Annual Meeting of the Division will be held prior to June 1 for
the purpose of electing the following year's officers, Congress Representatives,
Congress Alternates, and elected Members-At-Large.

Article 7.3 Special Meetings of the membership may be called at any time and place
by the Chair, and shall be called by the Chair upon written request of not less
than 10% of the eligible voters of the CCUSFA.

Article 7.4 To achieve a quorum, the meeting must (a) consist of ten (10) voting
members present in person or by proxy, and (b) include representation in
person or by proxy of at least 3 CCUSFA member clubs.

Article 7.5 Roberts Rules of Order Newly Revised shall govern the CCUSFA
membership meetings.



Article 8. Elections

Article 8.1 Nominations for officers will be solicited from the membership in advance
of the Annual membership meeting by the Chair or a designated Nominating
Committee. Nominations may also be made from the floor of this meeting.

Article 8.2 If not more than one nomination is made for a position, the Secretary shall
cast a unanimous ballot for that candidate. If two or more candidates are
nominated for a position, then a vote will be taken by written ballot, in person
or by proxy, and the candidate receiving a majority of the votes will be elected.
If no candidate receives a majority, then a run-off election (again by written
ballot) between the two candidates with the highest vote totals will be
immediately conducted. If neither candidate can still achieve a majority, or the
result of the run-off election should end in a tie, then the winner shall be
determined by dealing a single hand of poker to each candidate. High cards
win. If no cards are available, then a lot shall be cast to determine the winner.

Article 8.3 No person may serve more than 3 consecutive years as a Division Officer.

Article 8.4 Members eligible to vote and in good standing may give their proxy to any
other member of the CCUSFA who is eligible to vote and in good standing. All
proxies shall be in writing and must be submitted for verification to the
Secretary at least 72 hours in advance of the Meeting. The person designated in
the proxy must be in attendance at the Meeting in order to exercise it.

Article 9. Amendments

Amendments to these bylaws will be by a simple majority of those present and
voting at a membership meeting. Proposals to change these by-laws will be
presented to the eligible voters in writing (which may include electronic files)
at least 30 days in advance of the vote.



We, the undersigned, agree with the above letter and as full members of the USFA are
requesting that a new division be chartered within North Carolina.

Name (Printed) Signature Club USFA #
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We, the undersigned, agree with the above letter and as full members of the USFA are
requesting that a new division be chartered within North Carolina.

Name (Printed) Signature Club USFA #
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Next year dues payment
The following have paid their 2010-2011 dues at this point.

Person USFA #

From Cape Fear Fencing Association

Greg Spahr 100003826
Eleanora Reber 100047532
Paul Perkins 100022241
Herman Smith 100009950
Brendan McConville 100003022
Todd Bartlett 100086354
Lynn Krupey 100081558

From Salle New Bern
Mark Strohmeyer 100097038
Margaret Raynor 100097013

Marston Crawford 100060599



James W. Dobbins
1006 Monmouth Avenue
Durham, North Carolina 27701

VIA E-MAIL
October 14, 2010

Kalle Weeks (kgweeks@gmail.com)
Bradley Baker (Bradley.baker@temple.edu)
One Olympic Plaza

United States Fencing Association
Colorado Springs, CO

Dear Ms. Weeks and Mr. Baker:

I am the current President of the North Carolina Division of the United States Fencing
Association. I am writing concerning the recent petition to divide the North Carolina Division
into a Coastal Carolina Division and a North Carolina Division and to give the USFA the views
of the Division obtained through a survey and also to state my own concerns about the petition
and how it relates to the mission and goals of the USFA. In sum, the Petition is not sufficiently
detailed to make a determination as to what the effects of a split of the current Division would be
on fencing in North Carolina and, accordingly, should be denied at this time.

The Petition makes essentially two arguments for partition. First, it asserts that the size of the
Division makes travel to tournament or division events too difficult for some fencers. Second, it
argues that the size of the Division is too large to administer (citing for example that the number
of clubs makes it difficult for a Division President to visit each of the clubs in a given year).

I had posted on the NC Division’s website for approximately two weeks a survey, a copy of
which is appended hereto. While the responses were insufficient to reflect any real statistical
finding, no one (for attribution) was in favor of the petition to split the Division. We did get a
number of requests to limit the travel time for state wide events to 3 hours or less, which
suggests that Division events should be scheduled within the Burlington-Raleigh Interstate 40
corridor, which would make events within that time frame.

As to how the concept of a split in the Division would relate to the goals and mission of the
USFA, I am afraid that I can see no real correlation. As a subordinate unit of the USFA, the
Division’s activities should be geared toward the same objectives as the USFA as a whole. As
you no doubt are aware, the USFA defines its mission and goals as follows:

Mission Statement:

The mission of the USFA is to develop fencers to achieve international success and
to administer and promote the sport in the USA.
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