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Agenda 
Special Meeting of the 

USA Fencing Board of Directors 
February 19, 2011 Dallas, TX      

 

 

Every motion must have an individual sponsor identified in the agenda and in attendance at the meeting. The 
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it is referred to committee. Committees that are presenting motions must assign a member to fulfill this duty. 
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I.  General Information and Organizational Items 

General announcements 

Moment of Silence 

 Richard Oles 

 Claus-Peter Folgner 

Remarks ï Kalle Weeks, President 

 

II.  Minutes of the January 20, 2011 Special Meeting of the Board of Directors 

 

Motion (Mr. Baker): To approve the minutes of the January 20, 2011 Special Meeting of the Board of 

Directors (the minutes are distributed separately)  

 

III.  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 and modified 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 USA Fencing and will be used to hold NAC competitions throughout the country.  

Currently USA Fencing owns two (2) frames.  Clubs with wheelchair fencing have been kind 

enough to transport frames from their clubs to allow us to run NACs.  Purchasing four frames 

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, 2010 and 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 all ministerial or ñhousekeepingò amendments, as follows: 

 

First Amendment: Table of Contents, page vi: Remove from the Table of Contents a spurious dot 

leader line between the entries for Article XIV, Secs. 3.a and 3.b. 

Rationale: This change is ministerial, does not affect the text, substance or import of the Bylaws and 

probably does not require approval through the amendment process. It is being included in an 

abundance of caution and in the interest of transparency. 

 

Second Amendment: Article VI, Section numbering: To renumber the sections now designated as 

Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 to read Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, respectively. 

Rationale: The amendment corrects a formatting or typographical error that resulted in the first section 

of Article VI being improperly designated ñSection 5,ò with subsequent sections misnumbered 

accordingly. The proposed amendment would correct that error. 

 

Third Amendment:  Article VI, Sec. 5.c (expected to be renumbered Sec. 1.c in accordance with the 

Second Amendment, above): Revise the first sentence of the section to read ñThe Treasurer shall 

oversee the accounting for all moneys . . . ñ etc. in accord with the original. 

Rationale: The actual accounting functions are performed by members of the staff, and it is inaccurate 

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

responsible assuring the Board is informed about the financial reporting and operations of the USFA. 

 

Fourth Amendment: Article XII, Sec. 1.b: Change the phrase ñBoard of Directorò in the second line of 

the Section to read ñBoard of Directors.ò 

Rationale: This amendment represents the correction of a typographical error in the 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 Congress. To the extent not inconsistent with the provisions 

of these Bylaws, the responsibilities and powers assigned to the Congress in Article VII, Sec. 9.c. of the 

Bylaws of the USFA as they existed immediately prior to the effective date of these Bylaws are 

transferred to and shall after the effective date hereof be discharged by the Board of Directors, unless 

and until such time as the Board of Directors shall by resolution otherwise prescribe. 

Rationale: While the other functions previously performed by Congress have been addressed in the 

Bylaws adopted by the membership at its 2010 Annual Meeting or are no longer part of the governance 
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plan of the USFA, those enumerated in Article VII, Sec. 9.c. (in particular the confirmation of the editor 

of American Fencing magazine and of the chair and members of the Hall of Fame Committee) were not 

directly addressed. The proposed amendment makes clear the transfer to the Board of those functions 

and provides that the Board may by resolution make other arrangements for the discharge of those 

duties. 

 

V.  Committee and Task Force Matters 

 Motion (Mr. Baker ): To receive committee reports, as submitted to the Board. 

 

Motion (Mr. Baker):   To establish the Membership Growth Task Force (see Appendix D) 

 

 Motion (Mr. Baker): To amend appointments to the Committees of the Board as indicated on the list 

distributed at the meeting. 

  

VI.  Association Status Update 

Executive Directorôs Report ï Greg Dilworth (See Appendix K) 

Athlete Protection Task Force Report ï Felicia Zimmermann/Jim Page 

International Report ï Sunil Sabharwal 

 

 

VII.  Finance and Budget 

Financial Procedures 

 Financial Reports 

 

 Audit Committee Report ï David Herr 

 

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

 

 Motion (Mr. Sabharwal):  To approve the 2010-2011 Budget variances, as submitted to the Board. 

 

Motion (Mr. Sabharwal):  To adopt the Financial Policies and Procedures Manual, as distributed to the 

Board. 
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VIII.  Coastal Carolina Petition  (See Appendix I) 

 

 

IX.  New Business 

1. Tournament Committee Proposal (See Appendix B) 

The Tournament Committee asks that suggestions and comments regarding their proposal be sent to 

tc@usfencing.org by April 1, 2011. 

 

2. Investigation regarding a confrontation between a non-member and a staff member 

 

3. Executive Director Search 

 

X. Good and Welfare 

1. Schedule of Board calls and meetings 

 

XI.  Executive Session 

    Consideration of disciplinary matters 

XII.  Adjournment  

Motion (Mr. Baker): To adjourn the meeting 

mailto:tc@usfencing.org
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Appendix A 

Tournament Committee Report 

 

Through the first four NACs of the 2010-2011 season, overall entries are up over previous seasons: 
NAC Competitors 2007ï2008 2008ï2009 2009ï2010 2010ï2011 

October 
Div2/3/Cdt 

Tucson 

1579 

Div2/3/Cdt 
Columbus 

1845 

Div2/3/Cdt 
Des Moines 

1519 

Div1/2/Vet 
Cincinnati 

2016 

November 
Jr/Cdt/Y14 

Dallas 

2257 

Jr/Cdt/Y14 
St. Louis 

2061 

Jr/Cdt/Y14 
Kansas City 

1920 

Jr/Cdt/Y14 
Milwaukee 

1860 

December 
Div1/Vet/WC 

Richmond 

1372 

Div1/Vet/WC 
Colorado Springs 

1093 

Div1/Vet/WC 
Pittsburgh 

1398 

Div1/Team 
Atlanta 

1109/41 

January 
Div1/Jr 
Atlanta 

1727 

Div1/Jr 
Louisville 

1648 

Div1/Jr/TM(trial) 
San Jose 

1782/67 

Div1/Jr/Cdt 
Dallas 

2592 
Totals 

Individuals: 
                Teams: 

 

6935 
ï 

 
6647 
ï 

 
6619 
67 

 

7577 
41 

There were enough withdrawals 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, Joe 

Salisbury, Marc Courtney, and Brandon Rochelle have all devoted long hours to creating the technical specs 

and other material for the RFP. 

 

We are in 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 to 

create a public list of qualified bout committee personnel 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 growth. 

We developed proposals for revising the national tournament calendar and for implementing regional 

qualification criteria for NAC entry gradually over the new quadrennial, beginning with Division I for the 2012-

2013 season. Our plan is outlined in the attached ñProposal for Revisions to the North American Cup Circuit.ò 

 

My thanks to the current members of the Tournament CommitteeðCarla-Mae Richards, Soren Thompson, 

Irena Petsche, Terry Kwan, Sheryl Eberhardt, Gerrie Baumgart, and Tanya Brownðwhose ideas and work have 

been crucial in crafting our proposals. 

 

Respectfully 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 current national tournament 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. The 

rapid growth 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 National Open 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 well 

as to national championships. We propose to begin this process with the Division I category of competition 

first, followed by the Junior and Cadet age group tournaments, and adding other categories as the need arises. 

 

I. North American Cups & the Regional Open Circuit 

 

During the 2011-2012 season, the Regional Open Circuit (ROC) would include 8 events in each of the 

following categories: 

 

Å Senior (previously called ñOpenò or ñDivision I-Aò)ðopen to all fencers age 13 and older 

Å Veteranðopen to Veteran fencers at all age levels (40+) 

Å Junior 

Å Cadet 

 

ROC point standings based on the best three results would be maintained for each of these categories. Eight 

events allows reasonable geographic distribution throughout the season without diluting the value of a single 

event. 

 

For the 2012-2013 season, we propose that fencers qualify for entry in Division I NAC events by: 

 

Å being on the Division I National Rolling Point Standings; OR 

Å finishing in the top four (4) at a Division I ROC event during the previous 12 months; OR 

Å being among the top 16 on the Junior NRPS or top 12 on the Cadet NRPS; OR 

Å being in the top 50 of the Division I ROC point standings (determined by best three (3) results) not 

already qualified via criteria 1, 2, or 3. 

 

This would give us a target entry number of a maximum of 168 fencers for each Division I NAC eventð24 

pools of 7, with 75% promotion resulting in a DE table of 128, typically fenced on 16 strips. Implementation of 

this points-based system would allow Division I NAC entry numbers to be both predictable and manageable 

with our current equipment, personnel, and financial resources, and result in an improved fencer experience. 

 

Under this system, there would be no minimum classification required to enter a Division I NAC; fencers need 

only demonstrate their competitive ability through one of the qualification paths. This system would help 

compensate for the limitations of the current classification system where ratings often do not accurately reflect 

competitive ability. The path for the top few Junior and Cadet fencers not already on the Division I points list is 

intended to provide appropriate developmental opportunities for up-and-coming high level competitors in those 



US Fencing Board of Directors 2010-2011 ï February 19, 2011 Agenda   8 

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 stronger, 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 tournaments grow strong enough, probably for the 2013-2014 season. Such systems could eventually be 

added for the Veteran and Division II and III categories as needed. 

 

II. Championships 

 

The establishment of strong regional opportunities across all age levels, from the SYCs through the Junior, 

Cadet, and Division I ROC tournaments would allow us to move completely to points-only qualification paths 

for championships by 2013. 

 

The 2011 Summer Nationals is a mix of championship and NAC events. 

 

For the 2012 Summer Nationals, we propose to begin to transition events to the points-only qualification paths: 

 

Å With the SYC tournaments well-established, the Youth-10 and Youth-12 events can finally become full-

fledged championships along with the Youth-14, all based on placement on their respective NRPS.  

Å For Division II and III, 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 standings alone, with a certain top percentage eligible for the Division I championship, the 

next group eligible for the Division II championship, and a third group for the Division III championship. 

(It is unclear whether we would need to continue the Division I-A category at all, once the regional 

Division I qualification path is established.) 

Å Veterans would use the NRPS for each category, since points are awarded through 64th place, effectively 

awarding points to all competitors. 

Å The Junior and Cadet events would still be non-championship 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 that 

both the JO and SN Junior and Cadet events could be held as championships. 

 

Points-based championships would also support better management of Summer Nationals with existing 

resources. Smaller and more predictable event entries would result in greater flexibility in creating the schedule 

so that events could be more equitably distributed by day and avoid many of the unpredictable delays that 

currently plague the schedule. It is possible we would be able to return to an 8-day SN schedule, making the 

tournament more affordable for the association and less onerous for our volunteers. 

 

III. NAC Calendar 

 

The current national tournament calendar has prompted several 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 2011ï2012 season: 

 

Å NAC A  October: Junior/Cadet/Youth14 

Å NAC B ï November: Division I/Veterans (Comb., 50ï59, 60ï69, 70+)/Wheelchair/Open Team 
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Å NAC C ï December: Division I/Junior/Cadet (4-day tournament; 2
nd

 weekend in December) 

Å NAC D ï January: Veterans (Comb., 50ï59, 60ï69, 70+)/Division II, Division III/Wheelchair 

Å Junior Olympics ï February: Junior/Cadet/Junior Team 

Å NAC E ï March: Youth 14/Youth 12/Youth 10/Youth 14 Team 

Å NAC F ï April: Division I/Division II/Division III/Open Team/Wheelchair Championships 

 

NACs A and B are flipped from the current season, as already planned, to put the Junior and Cadet events 

before the beginning of their international season and move the Division I events after the world 

championships. 

 

Moving what are now the January events to the second weekend in December reduces conflicts with the 

collegiate season, but would require a four-day tournament. No other December weekend would be acceptable. 

The Veteran and Division II/III events now held in March could then move to January. 

 

The Youth-only focus in March would allow greater attention to the youth experience, making sure that new 

competitors and their parents understand the process and enjoy the competition. Over four days, the schedule 

would allow the inclusion of a Youth 14 Team event; without the team option, this NAC could potentially be 

only a three-day tournament. 

 

The Division I/II/III 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 

opportunities for referees prior to Summer Nationals and its high demand for experienced officials. 

This calendar would result in one more tough year logistically through the 2011-2012 season, with large 

numbers of entries and therefore long competition days with unpredictable delays. Once the regional NAC 

qualification 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, and their increased importance as qualification paths to 

national competitions and championships will require major improvements in our tournament support structure. 

 

Å Bout Committee Recruitment and Development: Since more regional tournaments will require more 

qualified 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 for 

referees and the Equipment Technology Group for armorers. We are 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 

recruitment and further training, and to create a list of qualified BC personnel for tournament organizersô 

use. 

 

Å Coordination of Regional Calendars: With circuits for Division I, Junior, Cadet, Veteran, and Youth 

categories, calendars should be coordinated to ensure that 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 and 

appropriate distribution before final approval. 

 

Å Sanctioning and Evaluating Tournaments: Each of the regional committees requires that a member or 
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designee 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 each 

committee create procedures for using the information to judge the success of each tournament and help 

in evaluating bids for future tournaments. 

 

Å Authority and Responsibility for Tournament Organization and Oversight: Currently, the responsibility 

and authority for managing tournaments is diffused among several entities and individuals, both within 

the volunteer structure of the association and inside the national office, with accompanying duplication of 

effort and lack of communication. A clear structure for managing tournaments, with the ROC and Youth 

Committees operating 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 National Office would also 

significantly improve the efficiency of tournament operations.  
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Appendix C 

SPORTS SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY REPORT 

USFA Board of Directors Meeting ï February, 2011 

 

Dr. John Heil 

 

Three programs continue to be the primary focus of attention for sport science in 2010-2011: Sport Science 

Seminars at National Tournament Events, production of Sport Science videos, and continuing development of 

eScout (for statistical aggregation & video playback). 

  

Sport Science Seminars 
The Sport Science Seminars held at National Tournament Events, initially sponsored by fencing.net, and 

subsequently co-sponsored by US Fencing and fencing.net,  are now in-house with the goal of making these 

seminars a profit center for US Fencing, along the model developed at US Cycling and USA Triathlon.  

 

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

The seminars are structured to include an ñExecutive Performanceò component (applying sport psychology to 

other performance domains). This is designed 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 brief Sport Science Videos are in development, two of which are complete 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 to appeal to the non-fencer, they serve a marketing and member recruitment function as 

well. The 3
rd
 and 4th are in production with anticipated release before Summer Nationals 2011. 

 

The 4
th
 video will be developed as a podcast. This is intended as a pilot, with the goal of developing a series of 

Sport Science Podcasts in the next budget year. These 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 long 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_qvEl63E&feature=mfu_in_order&list=UL 

 

US Olympic Fencing will soon post on the FencingWebTV (M Aufrichtig) 

Awaiting decision whether to participate in google video revenue sharing plan 

 

eScout 
eScout, an electronic scouting device, provides stripside tactical information with statistical, descriptive and 

video capabilities 

This project is in the beta stage of development 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 delivered.  

The software designer requires $3,500 to complete project (including unreimbursed payment for work done & 

funds to complete remaining work). 

 

Action:  Would like ñGO ï NO GOò decision made on the project 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5FeKO0TKgVA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N60_qvEl63E&feature=mfu_in_order&list=UL
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PROGRAMS & SERVICES 

Sept 2010 ï February 2011 

Project Status Reports 

 

Sport Science Seminars at NAC events 

Seminar for coaches, and athletes (and parents) 

 

Sport Science Network 

Initial group has formed as Special Interest Group (SIG) with the Association for Applied Sport Psychology 

(the leading professional sport psychology organization) 

 

Sports Medicine Continuing Education Training  

Prior program is currently dormant with recent fall-off in travel to National events 

 

USFA EVENT CONSULTATION  

 

Last consultation-2010 Summer Nationals, Atlanta 

Sport Psychology & Sport Science Consultation (Report submitted). 

 

EDUCATION & TRIAGE  

Ongoing 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 consultation to coaches, athletes and administrators on Sport Science & Technology topics by phone, 

email or face-to-face 

Referral to local sport science specialists 

Publications 

American Fencing Magazine 

Ongoing articles in American Fencing Magazine Sport Science Column 

 

INTERNAL LIAISON  

Collaboration with USFA Committees, Officers 

No new action 

 

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 pending consultation with USA Fencing leadership 

 

 

Contact: Dr. John Heil, Psychological Health * Roanoke; 2727 Electric Rd., Suite 100,Roanoke, VA 24018; 

Phone-Direct: 540-772-5147;jheil@PsychHealthRoanoke.com  

mailto:jheil@lewisgaleclinic.com
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Appendix D 

USA Fencing - Membership Growth Task Force 
 

Project Mission: 

¶ To encourage recreational fencers to become members of USA Fencing.   

  

Rationale:   

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

¶ Since membership revenue is one of 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 organization but also to the 

growth of our organization relative to other minor sports.   

¶ A large number of recreational fencers (once stated at approximately 100,000) exist that currently fence 

at USA Fencing clubs, high school and college fencing teams that are currently not USA Fencing 

members. A task force is needed to identify how and why there exists a large number of fencers that are 

not currently USA Fencing members.    

 

Objectives/Scope: 

¶ Identify available membership data sources from the National Office. 

¶ Analyze and 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 recreational, non-USA Fencing members. 

¶ Communicate with clubs and schools to incentivize recreational fencers to become USA Fencing 

members.  

¶ Produce written report, with recommendations, to Board and National Office.   

 

Out of scope:  

¶ Review, analyze, and provide advice on improving USA Fencingôs accounting system [e.g. treating 

USFA members as individual customers; demanding annual financial reports from divisions].  

¶ Review and analyze tournament participation rates of USA Fencing members. 

¶ Review, analyze, and recommend new USA Fencing membership categories.  

 

Members: 

¶ Alex Wood (Chair), Jay (John) Strass, Mark Stasinos, Sunil Sabharwal, Club owner TBA 

(Recommendations ï Greg Jones [Rain City Fencing Club], Alex Ripa [Rhode Island Fencing Center]). 

 

Proposed Schedule 

¶ February (Board of Directors Meeting): Charter creation/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): Year-end report - proposal to Board/National Office.  
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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 October.  

 The team returned with 11 medals and tied with Germany for the highest medal count. Americans won 2 Gold, 

5 Silver, and 4 Bronze medals. 

 James Adams               2
nd

                    70+ ME 

Anthony Anthony          2
nd

                    50-59 MS 

Marianne Bosco           3
rd
                    50-59 WE 

Kaz Campe                  3
rd
                    70+ ME 

Jane Eyre                     1
st
                    50-59 WS 

Louisa Felty                  1
st
                    70+ WS 

Ellen OôLeary               3
rd
                    60-69 WS 

Marcel Miernik             2
nd

                    70+ MF 

Ray Sexton                   2
nd

                    60-69 MS 

Michelle Verhave          3
rd
                    50-59 WF 

Anne-Marie Walters     2
nd

                    50-59 WF 

  

There were 56 fencers from the USAðthe largest team (attachment). They were accompanied by: Rinaldo 

Campana (Chief of Delegation), Joe Biebel and Jude Offerle (Captains), Irina Dolgikh and Lasha Sopromadze 

(Coaches).  

 Mary Mahon and Bill Becker represented the USA as referees. 

 

 Can/Am Veterans Cup 

 The Veterans Committee, in concert with the Veteranôs Division of the Canadian Fencing Federation, has 

endorsed the first ñCan/Am Veterans Cup,ò which will be held in Kingston Ontario in May (attachment). 
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 The event is sanctioned by the Canadian Fencing Federation and the Ontario Fencing Association. Cash prizes 

are planned. 

 Some of those pre-registered plan to travel from as far as Texas and New Mexico. The area is a tourist 

destination, and weather 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 social event 

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 KingstonðGaby Weisz to talk about it 

Qualifying rules for the Worldsðsome will have qualified by then 

Info on the 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 efforts to ascertain 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 A ñDrewò Ridge 

Chair 
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Appendix F 

Recent International Results 

Carla-Mae Richards 

 

         

JUNIOR MENôS EPEE: 

 

 Junior World Cup Standing 

24
th
 James Kaull 

42
nd

 Michael Raynis 

57
th
 Jonathan Yergler 

 

JUNIOR MENôS FOIL 

 

3
rd

 David Willette 

7
th
 Race Imboden 

15
th
 Alexander Massialas 

20
th
 Jeremy Goldstein 

35
th
 Brian Kaneshige 

 

JUNIOR MENôS SABRE 

 

6
th
 Will Spear 

13
th
 Evan Prochniak 

43
rd

 Stephen Moch 

 

JUNIOR WOMENôS EPEE 

 

11
th
 Francesca Bassa 

28
th
 Katharine Holmes 

31
st
 Hannah Safford 

34
th
 Isabella Barna 

38
th
 Grace Neveu 

48
th
 Anna Van Brummen 

 

JUNIOR WOMENôS FOIL 

 

3
rd

 Nzingha Prescod 

5
th
 Margaret Lu 

6
th
 Lee Kiefer 

30
th
 Mona Shaito 

31
st
 Luona Wang 

 

JUNIOR WOMENôS SABRE 

 

17
th
 Skyla Powers 

23
rd

 Lian Osier 

41
st
 Ilana Kamber 

51
st
 Francesca Russo 
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RECENT FINALISTS 

 

2
nd

 James Kaull, Jr ME, Goteberg, SWE 

5
th
  Race Imboden, Jr MF, Modling, AUT 

6
th
 Jeremy Goldstein, Jr MF, Madrid, ESP 

5
th
 Geoffrey Loss, Cdt MS, London, GBR 

6
th
 Peter Pak, Cdt MS, London, GBR 

6
th
 Grace Neveu, Jr WE, Dijon, FRA 

3
rd

 Jessie Radanovich, Cdt WE, Goteberg, SWE 

6
th
 Isabel Ford, Cdt WE, Goteberg, SWE 

7
th
 Anna van Brummen, Cdt WE, Goteberg, SWE 

6
th
 Anna Van Brummen, Jr WE, Goteberg, SWE 

5
th
 Margaret Lu, Jr WF, Zagreb 

1
st
 Nzingha Prescod, Jr WF, Lyon, FRA 

7
th
 Ambika Singh, Jr WF, Lyon, FRA 
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Appendix G 

Report &  Recommendations 

NAC Process Improvement Task Force 
 

 

 

February 18th, 2011 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

Ian Serotkin 

Omar Bhutta 
Irena Petsche 
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Summary of Recommendations 

 

Area Recommendation 

National Office Create a Tournament Project Manager / Technical Director position 
Check-In Make confirmation of seed # part of the check-in process 
Check-In Post signage explaining proper documentation 
Bout Committee Enhance tournament software to warn BC if withdrawing a fencer if there is 

fencer with the same name in the same event 
Bout Committee Sequester physical BC table from strip area 
Bout Committee Continue use of event data collection form for all future NACs 
Referee Assignment Auto-assign referees for pools and DEs using tournament software, then 

have the head referees spot check & make adjustments 
Armory Create processes/equipment that would allow non-armorer equipment 

checkers to run their own lines for most routine issues 
Strip Layout Add lŀǊƎŜ άŦŜŀǘƘŜǊ ŦƭŀƎέ ǎƛƎƴǎ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ǇƻŘ ŦƻǊ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǎǇƻǘǘƛƴƎ 
Strip Layout Add on deck circles to strips 

 

 

 

 

 

 



US Fencing Board of Directors 2010-2011 ï February 19, 2011 Agenda   20 

Time Analysis of NAC Events 

 

In order to more completely understand how long different aspects of events take, we embarked on a massive 

data collection 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 trial run 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 (Atlanta), and NAC C 

(Dallas). 

The summary data for non-repechage events is as follows: 

 

 
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 and the start of 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 and the time pool sheets 

are handed out to referees.  This step usually only takes 5-15 minutes, but with outliers of 30-45 minutes (due 

primarily to reseeds) dragging the average up. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10 17 20 114 14 9 126 16 82

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450

Total Elapsed Time from Close of Registration (in minutes)
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Recommendations 

 

Creation of Tournament Project Manager / Technical Director Position  

 

Normally a Process Improvement team reports their recommendations to the Process Owner for implementation 

and continuous monitoring. In the case of NACs it is evident that while there are many leads (FOC, BC Chair, 

Computer Lead, Armorer, Venue set-up, etcé) which work together, there is no single individual in charge and 

responsible for the event as a whole. Also, with the increasing number and importance of regional events such 

as SYCs and ROCs, it is important to have one individual to provide oversight and act as a resource to 

communicate best practices to insure tournament quality for our athletes. 

We recommend the creation of a new, full-time National Office position - Tournament Project Manager/ 

Technical Director (TPM/TD).  

The primarily responsibilities of this position would be to: 

¶ Foster good communication amongst all the sub-teams (FOC, BC, Computer, etcé).  The TPM would 

provide continuity and consistency and work with each sub team to insure their needs and concerns are 

given consideration. 

¶ Be a focal point for monitoring and improving tournament 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.  

¶ Provide oversight and direction for all technical implementation decisions of USA Fencing.  

Technology has become, and will continue to be, an important enabler at national tournaments (e.g. 

Check-in scanning, Video replay, Tournament software, On-line registration, Membership Database, 

etc.) 

As just one example of the benefits such a position would provide, consider the recent purchase of the new 

video replay system.  Should a similar procurement occur in the future, the TPM/TD would be responsible for 

ensuring: 

¶ The impacted sub teams are involved in the selection process 

¶ A technologically sound solution is selected 

¶ Adequate training is provided on set-up and operation 

¶ There is good communication with the subteams involved to identify and correct any problems 

¶ The Board of Directors receives information regarding the impact of the system on tournament quality 

and efficiency. 

 

The TPM/TD would also be responsible for determining whether the Boardôs decisions regarding constraints on 

tournament scheduling actually meet the goals that were 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 ñAMò may be moved to an afternoon CheckȤIn once event numbers are known and 

as warranted by available tournament resources. Competitions designated as ñPMò may have a CheckȤIn as 

early as 10:30 am. 

 A TPM would understand the Boardôs intention with this projection and report back on whether this prevented 

optimum scheduling at any NACs. 
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Initial Seeding List at Fencer Check-In  

We recommend making the initial seeding list available at the fencer check-in area, and informing the fencer of 

their seed number a part of the check-in process.   This can be as simple as, ñThank you, youôre checked in, and 

youôre seed #31 in the event.ò  This may cut down on late reseeds for fencers who forget to check their seed 

until pools have already gone out. 

 

Instructions Sign at Fencer Check-In  

Our observations show that around 20% of fencers hand the check-in personnel something other than their 

USFA card (drivers license, passport, event registration documents) even though they had their USFA card on 

them as well, which unnecessarily adds time to the check in process.  We recommend adding a large sign at the 

check-in 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 from 

an event because they had the 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 operator 

when withdrawing a fencer if another fencer with the same name is in the same event, and confirms that the 

operator is withdrawing the proper person. 

 

Bout Committee Table Location 

The Bout Committee in Dallas reported fewer-than-average distractions/interruptions due to people approaching 

the BC table.  The most likelyðalbeit unscientificðexplanation 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 percentage 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 using 

the tournament software to make an initial auto-assignment of referees 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 rather 

than working alone.   While this is good, it would be more beneficial 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 when 

necessary. 

In order to accomplish this, we recommend making versions of the armory testing tools 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 

body cord and donôt get any red lights, it passes.  If you run the test lead over the lame surface and see a red 

light, it fails. 

 

Event Data Collection Form 

The data collection form developed by this Task Force and used in all events this season has been an invaluable 

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., A1 ï 

A4 in one pod, G1 ï 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, we recommend an addition of large signs (at least 10ô tall) 

displaying the pod number in the center of each pod, 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 find the strip they are looking for. 

 

On Deck Circles 

One of the more intriguing suggestions we received was to use on deck circle mats for each strip, similar to 

baseballôs on deck circles.   

 

 
 

These may speed up pools by having the on-deck fencers ready in advance.  Additionally, it will give fencers a 

dedicated place to store their spare weapons and body cords 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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Appendix H 

Repechage 
A Statistical Analysis of Its Effectiveness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ian Serotkin 

 

February 18th, 2011 
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Introduction  

 

This analysis was undertaken 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 based on publicly available tournament results posted on the USA Fencing website. 

 

Approach 1 ï 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 increase the stability/predictability of the results of 

the tournaments.  Since the only ranked measure of fencersô abilities I have to work with is their initial seeding 

(which is based on and correlates almost exactly to the National Rolling Point Standings), it stands to 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, I looked at the results of all Division I, Junior, and Cadet Epee events in the 2009-2010 season 

(Pittsburgh, San Jose, VA Beach) which did not have repechage, as well as the same events thus far in the 2010-

11 season (Cincinnati, Atlanta, Dallas) which have had repechage.  

 

I looked at the top 32 finishers in each 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 finishers (as places 33+ are not affected by repechage), I calculated the absolute value of 

the difference between their initial seeding and their final placement.  Thus, 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 would also be 9.)  

I then took the average of those difference values, to 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 number 

of entrants. 

I also did a version of the same calculations that excluded non-US competitors, on the theory that they're more 

likely to have been seeded incorrectly. 

Here are the results: 
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The high-level data is highlighted in blue.  It is the average variance per entrant (because I corrected for the 

number of entrants) between their initial seeding and their final placement.  For example, the 0.16 for a menôs 

event means that for a 100 person event, a fencer who finished in the top 32 will have finished 0.16 x 100 = 16 

places away from his initial seeding. 

As is clear, the average variances between initial seeding and final placement are nearly identical with and 

without repechage.  

To check the statistical significance of this data, I ran an Independent two-sample, two-tailed t-test (a variant of 

a common statistical test known as a Students' t-test) to determine whether the variance averages of the 

repechage events and non-repechage events are the same. The result of the t-test is was that there is an 86.3% 

likelihood that the means are the same.   (Here's an explanation of the test used: 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Student's_t-test#Unequal_sample_sizes.2C_equal_variance) 

Put simply, there's a 86.3% likelihood that repechage does not reduce (or increase, for that matter) the variance 

between the initial seeding and final placements of the event.  

 

Approach 2 ï Comparing the hypothetical Winners Bracket results of Repechage events to the actual 

results 

 

Men's Events Event Entrants Repechage?

Average of ABS Difference 

between initial seed and 

final place Normalized by Entrants

Average of ABS Difference 

between initial seed and 

final place Normalized by Entrants

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) D1ME 211 No 40.31 0.19 32.20 0.15

NAC D  (San Jose) D1ME 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) D1ME 218 No 30.78 0.14 26.66 0.12

2010-11

NAC A  (Cincinnati) D1ME 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) D1ME 170 Yes 29.31 0.17 25.96 0.15

NAC C (Dallas) D1ME 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

Women's Events Event Entrants Repechage?

Average of ABS Difference 

between initial seed and 

final place Normalized by Entrants

Average of ABS Difference 

between initial seed and 

final place Normalized by Entrants

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) D1WE 128 No 22.78 0.18 20.37 0.16

NAC D  (San Jose) D1WE 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) D1WE 120 No 19.22 0.16 19.29 0.16

2010-11

NAC A  (Cincinnati) D1WE 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) D1WE 96 Yes 14.28 0.15 13.10 0.14

NAC C (Dallas) D1WE 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

Initial Seed to Final Place Variance Method All Competitors US Competitors Only

Initial Seed to Final Place Variance Method All Competitors US Competitors Only

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Student's_t-test#Unequal_sample_sizes.2C_equal_variance
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The ñWinners Bracketò of repechage is identical to what the regular non-repechage DE tableau from the round 

of 32 to the round of 4 would have been.  By looking at the results of the winners bracket, you can exactly 

calculate what the final results would have been for places 5-32 had there been no repechage used.   Places 1-4 

can be estimated/theorized based on the actual results and initial seedings. 

Thus, itôs interesting to compare the results of a repechage event to the ñwhat ifò of the same event having been 

run without repechage. 

I 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 in italics are the "what if"--this 

is what the variances would have been had those events been run without repechage.  The rightmost column 

indicates the ñwinnerò ï whether running the event with repechage or without it would have produced a lower 

variance. 
 

 
Out of 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 made 

less than a 0.01 difference in the variance. 

 

Recommendation 

 

I have found no significant evidence of repechage producing ñbetterò results to tournaments.  The results are 

certainly different when repechage is used, but no better or worse based on the metrics I used. 

My recommendation is to immediately discontinue repechage from all domestic events. 

  

"Winner"

Event Entrants

Average of ABS 

Difference between 

NRPS and final place Normalized by Entrants

Average of ABS 

Difference between 

NRPS and final place Normalized by Entrants

2010-11

NAC A  (Cincinnati) D1ME 253 49.16 0.19 44.48 0.18 Repechage

if no rep 50.38 0.20 46.22 0.18

NAC A  (Cincinnati) D1WE 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) D1ME 170 29.31 0.17 25.96 0.15 Tie

if no rep 29.06 0.17 25.74 0.15

NAC Dec  (Atlanta) D1WE 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) D1WE 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

Initial Seed to Final Place 

Variance Method - "What Ifs" 

based on Winners' Bracket All Competitors US Competitors Only
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Appendix I 

Coastal Carolina Division Petition and Response 

(Application, Division Chair Response, Operations Manual - Appendix H) 
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