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Gulf Coast Texas Division

Executive Committee Meeting

February 13, 2008
The meeting was called to order at 6:50 PM by Vice Chairman Rachel El-Saleh at the Houston Athletic Fencing Center at 4997 West Bellfort, Houston.  Other Officers present were Secretary Matt Delevoryas and Treasurer Nicole Trojanowski.  Chairman Louise Lepie was absent. 

By general consent, the assembly accepted the draft minutes of the previous meeting (January 31), as they had appeared on the Division Web site.
Matt Delevoryas, Chairman of the Equipment Committee, reported on the state of the equipment.  He reported:

The two main strip scoring equipment sets are in generally good condition.  Other matters of note are one fixed item which still has one unresolved follow-up issue (1), five previously reported significant exceptions (items 2-3, 5, 7-8), two new but not urgent significant exceptions (items 9-10), and one very old and not urgent exception (item 4).

    1) The original floor cords are still missing for the “red set”, and considered permanently lost.  An action of the November 2nd, 2004 meeting authorized purchase of replacements for the Division cords.  I finally constructed a new set of floor cords with Favero connectors purchased on September 30th, and wire I already owned and have not yet replaced.  Reimbursement for neither the purchase of the connectors nor the replacement of the wire has been requested.  I anticipate postponing requesting reimbursement until the price of replacing the wire can be determined.  I have not yet been able to locate comparable wire to replenish my inventory (except at prices higher than I want to see paid).

    2) Reel #1 of the "yellow set" has two regions on the cable where the outer insulation is worn through or simply broken.  Both are near the connector.  At this moment there is plastic glue and black gaffer tape covering the flaws.  I intend to evaluate the situation and decide between continuing to treat the symptom with gaffer tape, heat-shrink tubing, and/or flexible adhesives, and shortening the cable as necessary to eliminate the bad spots.

    3) Reel #1 of the "yellow set" has a worn cable guide, so worn that the cable is eating into the metal screw retaining the cable guide.  The cable guide is temporarily patched with plastic glue and gaffer tape.  It appears that the major source of wear to the guide is use of the reel with the hole aimed at a diagonal to the length of the strip.  The January 2006 meeting authorized my purchase, and reimbursement from the reserved equipment fund, of one replacement cable guide for this reel.  I purchased a replacement cable guide during January 2006 for $4.50, but have not yet installed it.  In fact, it is being lent to reel #1 of the "red set" which developed an even more pressing need for it (see discussion of this, and consequent purchase of another cable guide).  Reimbursement has yet to be requested.

    4) One of the latches for the plastic carrying case for the scoring box for the "yellow set" is snapped off.  Some time ago, this broken latch got moved there, having originally been on a carrying case for reels (which are heavier and need intact latches more).  It is also not clear whether the problem happened before or after the Division bought the equipment.  (There is some circumstantial evidence that the equipment was used as rental equipment before the Division bought it.)  The carrying case is manufactured by the Swiss company Wez, and this specific case appears to be Wez part number 6408-397G (€22.20 when ordered from the Irish retailer Production Equipment Ltd, see http://www.productionequipment.ie/Storage%20(230%20-%20265).pdf page 260 of the catalog), with aluminum internal partitions riveted into the case.  Replacement "swing latches" are available as Wez part number 9980-828 (€0.80 for two when ordered from Production Equipment Ltd, see page 261 of the catalog).  I recommend taking no action at present.

    5) Reel #1 of the "red set" developed a worn cable guide, so worn that the spring on the connector not only jammed in the guide and ripped free from the connector, but got swallowed up inside the reel.  The January meeting authorized my purchase, and reimbursement from the reserved equipment fund, of one replacement cable guide for reel #1 of the "yellow set".  I purchased a replacement cable guide during January for $4.50, but before installing it, I "borrowed" it for the more pressing need on this reel and installed it.  The June meeting authorized my purchase, and reimbursement from the reserved equipment fund, of one replacement cable guide because of the need of this reel.  During Summer Nationals I determined that there were not any cable guides for sale currently in the United States, and there would have to be a delay before a replacement can be obtained.  The two worn, previously removed, Favero Millennium cable guides are still on hand, and it looks like it may be possible to rebuild them.  However, I do not encourage the Division investigating this at the moment, because the Clear Lake Fencing Club is known to be in a very similar situation, and already has both a worn cable guide and materials with which it may be possible to rebuild the cable guide.  It would not make sense for the Division to invest in repair materials if CLFC will be performing an experiment which might show that a possible repair material doesn't work.

    6) Reel #2 of the "yellow set" has a worn cable guide, so worn that the cable is about to begin scraping against metal.  It appears that the major source of wear to the guide is use of the reel with the hole aimed at a diagonal to the length of the strip.  The June meeting authorized my purchase, and reimbursement from the reserved equipment fund, of one replacement cable guide because of the need of this reel.  During Summer Nationals I determined that there were not any cable guides for sale currently in the United States, and there would have to be a delay before a replacement can be obtained.  See the comments in the paragraph above about the possibility of repairing a worn cable guide.

    7) Reel #2 of the "yellow set" has two spots (one with more than one break) on the cable where the outer insulation is worn through or simply broken, both within 1 m of the connector.  At this moment there is plastic glue and heat shrink tubing covering the flaws.  I intend to evaluate the situation and decide between continuing to treat the symptom with gaffer tape, heat-shrink tubing, and/or flexible adhesives, and shortening the cable as necessary to eliminate the bad spots.

    8) Reel #1 of the "red set" has one damaged spot on the cable, about 75 cm from the connector.  At this moment there is a long piece of red gaffer tape covering the flaw.  I intend to evaluate the situation and decide between continuing to treat the symptom with tip tape, heat-shrink tubing, and/or flexible adhesives, and shortening the cable as necessary to eliminate the bad spots.

    9) Reel #2 of the "red set" has one spot on the cable where the outer insulation is cracked, about 40 cm from the connector.  The flaw has been patched with plastic glue.

    10) Reel #1 of the "red set" has a brass fishing swivel in place of the Favero swivel on the fencer end connector.  This swivel belongs to CLFC, not the Division, and is taking wear and tear.  The original swivel was only partially returned after a loan to Alliance for a camp.  There is not yet any consensus of the Executive Committee's members over how to handle the situation, but it is clear that Alliance has financial responsibility for the situation.  To the best of my knowledge, no attempt has been made to get Alliance to correct the problem or to pay for any action taken to correct the problem, or even to pay the rental fee for the equipment.

   There is no change in the status of the Escrime Technologies SG21V1 box.  There is no evidence that it will be useless for the future.  However, before becoming legal to use, it will need some replacement light bulbs.  Before becoming legal for foil or saber use, it will require a replacement microprocessor.  The manufacturer does make replacement microprocessors, but no cost has been determined yet.

   The remote control units for the Favero scoring boxes use 9 volt batteries.  The January 2006 meeting authorized my purchase, and reimbursement from the reserved equipment fund, of replacement 9 volt batteries when needed, including having one replacement battery available with each remote control.

    Some expenditures have been approved, and have occurred, but reimbursement has not yet occurred.

    1) Two rubber feet of a Favero Millennium reel were missing from their mounting holes, on reel #1 of the "yellow set".  The March 1st, 2005 meeting authorized my purchase, and reimbursement from the reserved equipment fund, of replacements for the rubber feet.  I purchased two replacement feet during January for $3.60, and installed them.  Reimbursement has yet to be requested.

    2) Reel #2 of the "red set" had a worn cable guide, so worn that the spring connector not only jammed in the guide and ripped free from the connector, but got swallowed up inside the reel!  The January meeting authorized my purchase, and reimbursement from the reserved equipment fund, of one replacement cable guide for this reel.  I purchased a replacement cable guide during January 2006 for $4.50, and have installed it.  Reimbursement has yet to be requested.

    3) One of the floor cords for the "yellow set" had a basket on one of the prongs which was nearly destroyed by use.  The January 2006 meeting authorized my purchase, and reimbursement from the reserved equipment fund, of one good three-prong connector to replace this entire connector (and keeping the replaced connector for replacement parts for the other three of the same type).  I purchased a Favero three-prong connector during July 2006 for $6.30, and have installed it.  Reimbursement has yet to be requested.

    4) Both of the connectors on one of the floor cords for the "yellow set" had basket on multiple prongs which were too worn and too poor quality to pass a body cord test dependably.  I purchased for myself two more Favero connectors on April 15, and soon thereafter I installed them on this cord.  This purchase was not approved and I considered the connectors to belong to me, being lent to the Division.  By action at the July 23rd, 2007 Executive Committee meeting, the Division authorized the retroactive purchase of those two connectors from me, to be reimbursed from the reserved equipment fund.  Reimbursement has yet to be requested.

    5) Reel #1 of the "yellow set" used to be missing one of its four feet.  The loss occurred during its July 2007 loan.  At the July 23rd, 2007 meeting the Executive Committee resolved to purchase with money from the reserved equipment fund, without incurring delays designed to reduce the resulting expense, a complete package of replacement feet (four feet), with the borrower to be billed for one-quarter of that procurement expense, and the other three feet retained for future use, presumably including billing future borrowers at the actual procurement expense if such future borrowers are responsible for foot loss or damage.  After much delay, actually resulting in a cost savings, I have made the purchase.  The foot has been replaced.  It would now seem to be appropriate to bill the borrower for $1.80.  A reimbursement for the $7.20 I spent has yet to be made.

    Since the December 12th Executive Committee meeting (the last at which any report including lending was presented), the two main sets of equipment have been lent:

· not to SHHSFT for a fencing demonstration (despite previous approval of a request, because a higher-priority request arrived)

· to GFC for the JO qualifiers

· to Alliance for a five-day camp but where the entire rental period was seven days because the equipment was not returned reasonably promptly

· to UST for The U-ltimate Showdown

· to UST for the UST E and Under (from which the equipment has yet to be returned)

· and not to UTFC for the Spruill-Masters (a request had been denied due to conflicting higher priority request, and UTFC did not pursue a suggestion that the equipment could conceivably be lent for the 10th only, if they could devise a way to transport the equipment after it had been released by UST)

    The equipment has not yet been requested for any future use, including for the Rose Condon Memorial or the Oz Parsons Memorial, but rule changes make it irrelevant that no such requests have been made, and for Sectionals, but the USFA Bylaws require the Gulf Coast Texas Division to support Sectionals.

    A problem has arisen from the loan of the equipment to Alliance in December for a camp.  Other than bad packing, and late return, there was one anomaly which still needs attention.  One of the reels was returned not in proper condition.  Only part of the swivel on the fencer connector of a reel was returned.  When I inspected the equipment on its return, I did not detect that problem.  I detected it soon afterward, but after custody had already been transferred back to the Division.  The terms of the loan agreement specify that, even though there was a rental fee associated with it, the borrower would be equally responsible for the condition of the equipment as if the equipment were clearly lent, not rented.  Alliance is responsible for returning the reel in the same operating condition, and has not done so.  But, how to deal with the situation is awkward, just as happened when Salle Mauro returned a reel with one missing foot.  The actual retail price of the damaged item (in this case, a combination of an entire swivel and the clip) is low, but it is not possible to obtain individual replacement items quickly in Houston.  Instead, either there has to be a delay before a convenient opportunity arises to procure a single replacement piece, or a piece has to be mail ordered, and likely there will be shipping and handling charges in excess of the price of the merchandise!  In the case of Salle Mauro and the missing foot, the situation dragged on long enough to avoid incurring shipping and handling charges, but the consensus of the Executive Committee was to do whatever it took to have the smallest number of replacement parts listed for sale, with Salle Mauro to pay the proportional price for a single item, and, by implication, future borrowers would pay the same price, including the proportional share of the original shipping and handling.  When debating Salle Mauro and the foot, the Executive Committee did not speak in generalities clearly applicable to future cases, only about Salle Mauro and about feet.  But, the same philosophy could be applied here too.  Alliance might end up being liable for something like $5 for a part worth under half that.  But, Alliance might actually have a good part which they can spare from a reel of their own, and they can replace it themselves at leisure.  And, the situation this time is further complicated by the need to put the reel back into service immediately (or two tournaments so far would not have been able to be lent the reel).  Right now, in place of the swivel is a brass fishing swivel belonging to the Clear Lake Fencing Club, which, although quite inexpensive, cannot possibly be returned in the original condition because the brass swivels suffer quickly from wear and tear.  So, it may be appropriate to bill Alliance for one brass swivel too, in addition to replacement of the original part.  Note that Alliance has not yet paid even for the loan.  Alliance requested an invoice, and the invoice was not promptly created by the Treasurer once it came to light that there might be an additional expense for Alliance.  And, making the situation still worse, Alliance has not even been informed of the likely liability for the swivel, because I have been waiting at least until there exists an informal consensus of the members of the Executive Committee, and no such consensus has yet emerged.

    In the last full report (October 10, 2007), I reported that there had been a little-publicized change in the rules associated with the Southwest Section Circuit Cup involving provision of equipment by the participating divisions to the tournaments of the circuit.  In earlier fencing years, each division was obligated to provide (including transportation), upon request, two sets of scoring equipment.  The new rules do not speak of an obligation to respond to such requests.  Instead, they speak of an obligation to have present, if needed, the equipment without regard to whether it is requested!  I reported this will require the Division to be much more vigilant about such possibilities, because some tournament LOCs are not good about remembering to ask for what they need, and if they miscalculate and equipment is actually needed despite their expectations, a financial liability for the Division could arise, to pay the cost involved in the rental of two sets of equipment by the LOC.  I had reported that David Sierra had stated that the current rules, like all past rules, still do place the onus on the LOC to make the request.  However, the actual words of the new SSCC Operations Manual do not agree with him.  And, more recently, I was informed that David Sierra had changed his stand on the matter.  Much to my surprise, in late January I learned that David had not changed his stand after all!  But, now, finally, now concedes that the words of the rules really are changed, whether or not that is what the SSCC Commission intended, and whether or not that is what the SSCC Commission thought it was doing.  He reported that it will be a low-priority item for addressing in the future by the SSCC Commission.  However, until such time as the Commission might change the rule, the Gulf Coast Texas Division is still under an obligation to provide equipment to every SSCC, regardless of whether the LOC requests it and regardless of whether there is any easy way to satisfy the obligation.

    The Division almost incurred financial liability due to failure to lend equipment to the North Texas Grand Prix, an SSCC tournament.  And, such a situation may very well arise in the future.  Historically, the Division has been lucky that it has been possible to get volunteer labor to transport the equipment to SSCC tournaments before fencing begins, and back after fencing ends.  But, the Grand Prix illustrated that it is not always possible to find such volunteers among people who will be driving either to fence or to be officials, and who will be arriving before fencing starts and leaving after fencing ends.  The Division needs to be prepared for the possibility that it may have to spend money to entice people who are not willing to volunteer, or to pay for shipping, or to pay fines.  Similar issues apply to Sectionals, although there's no explicit specification of penalties for failure to provide any specific equipment.  But, Sectionals will be held someplace where fewer than an average number of fencers from the Division will attend, and fencers will be more likely than normal to fly instead of drive, and fencers who drive will be reluctant to arrive earlier or stay later than required by their own fencing.

The assembly discussed the matter in the second last paragraph of the equipment report, the broken swivel on the reel when it was returned by Alliance.  Although this was the second recent occurrence of equipment not being returned in normal working order because of loss or damage of an inexpensive but not stockpiled spare part, the assembly declined to address such matters in generalities.  Only the specific case of the broken swivel was resolved.  Rachel El-Saleh volunteered to purchase a replacement part while at the Junior Olympic Championships, with the understanding that that cost would be recovered by being added to the invoice Alliance had requested, but not yet been sent, for the fee for the loan of the equipment.
The assembly then discussed the matter in the last paragraph of the equipment report, the prospect of expenditures to satisfy obligations to lend equipment, or fees for failure to satisfy obligations to lend equipment.  By general consent, the assembly resolved that, for fencing year 2007-2008, the Chairman of the Equipment Committee be delegated the authority to expend division funds to transport division equipment on occasions when he deems it reasonable to do so to be able to satisfy obligations of the Division to lend equipment.

In relation to “the rotation” (the allocation of the “big three” tournaments to host clubs which was adopted at the April 16th, 2004 meeting and amended thereafter), Matt Delevoryas, to whom the assembly had delegated administration of “the rotation” until the end of July 31, 2008, reported that the “rotating” to determine the hosts for the 2008-2009 “big three” tournaments had occurred around February 1.  Three and only three clubs were, in turn, offered tournaments, and all three selected one tournament from the offer.  Young Elites of Houston selected the SSCC, South Houston High School Fencing Team selected the JO qualifier tournament, and Katy Blades selected Divisionals.  Also, no additional clubs had yet been added to the order of the rotation, despite expectations that such would be likely.
In September, the assembly had discussed concerns about publicity of fencing events in the area which had no legal connection with the USFA or the Gulf Coast Texas Division, but where the publicity for the events might lead a reasonable person to conclude otherwise.  The assembly had resolved by general consent that the Secretary was instructed to send to every club a message clarifying expectations involving publicity of non-USFA fencing events.  The Secretary reported that, with the knowledge of the Officers, and due to circumstances which no longer were the same as at the time of that resolution, he had been postponing sending the clarifying message.  The Secretary requested formally to be relieved of the duty to send that message.  By general consent, the assembly relieved him of that duty. 

The assembly discussed the upcoming April 2008 Divisionals, the Division qualifier tournament for the 2008 Summer Nationals.  It noted that the Bylaws specified that the fees charged to the fencers needed to be in accord with the prevailing rules concerning fees for the Division’s qualifiers, or else specifically permitted by the Executive Committee.  No prevailing rules about qualifier entry fees had ever been adopted.  The assembly noted that it probably would have one more routine meeting soon enough to address this matter, but that it might be possible (subject to a report from the local organizers about any resulting problems) to resolve the matter without further delay.  There was no specific information from the organizers, but there was cause to understand that the finances of this tournament would be quite similar to those of one and two years earlier.  By general consent, the assembly resolved that fees for the 2008 Divisionals be no greater than $20/fencer plus $10/event for pre-registrants, no greater than $30/team without additional charges for the fencers involved for pre-registered teams, no greater than $20/fencer plus $10/event for non-pre-registrants, and no greater than $40/team without additional charges for the fencers involved for non-pre-registered teams.
The assembly discussed underwriting referee development in the Division during the balance of this fencing year.  Analogously to what had been done for the 2005-2006 fencing year, it was resolved by general consent that the Division would give a limited number of $200 grants during the 2007-2008 fencing year, no more than one per club, for clubs arranging and holding referee development opportunities.  No fee would be allowed to be charged to any Gulf Coast Texas Division member partaking of the opportunity, and anyone else partaking of the opportunity would be required to pay the Division $40.  Interested parties should forward proposals to the Secretary.  The Chairman would be authorized to approve any specific arrangements for a proposal which would occur too soon for the Executive Committee to respond to the proposal.
The assembly adjourned by general consent at 7:00 PM.

Matt Delevoryas,

Secretary
Accepted April 2, 2008
