USA Powerlifting

National Governing Body Agenda

July 8, 2004 – 1:00 pm

Baton Rouge, Louisiana

1. Roll Call of voting members and credential check of participants

2. Reading of Minutes from NGB 2003

3. President’s Report

4. Vice President’s Report

5. Treasurer’s Report

6. Committee Reports

a. Armed Forces Committee

b. Coaching Committee

c. Collegiate Committee

d. Disabled Committee

e. Drug Education Committee

f. Drug Testing Committee

g. Finance and Ethics Committee

h. Law and Legislation Committee

i. Masters’ Committee

j. Police and Fire Committee

k. Publicity and Fund Raising Committee

l. Referees’ Committee

m. Sports Medicine Committee

n. Technical Committee

o. Teenage/Junior Committee

p. Women’s Committee

7. Unfinished Business
a. None known
8. Proposed By-Law Amendments

a. None submitted
9. New Business

The following agenda items were submitted for consideration.

A. Submitted by Dr. Larry Miller

     I propose that the selection for the Men’s Open World Bench Press team be done by having a qualifying total equal to that of the average third place finish for the past 5 IPF World Bench Press Championships.  The remaining team selection, including alternates, would be based on the highest percentage of the qualifying total.

     Under this system, there would have been 2 lifters from this past years’ Bench Press Nationals whom would not have met the qualifying total.  We would have had a total of 13 lifters meet the qualifying total, including 9 weight class winners.

     Although an average third place finish appears high, it ultimately gives us a strong team.  By following up with the percentage system, it assures us of a very competitive world team irregardless of how many lifters reach the qualifying total.

     The qualifying numbers for the weight classes are as follows:

	Wt. Class
	Average 2nd place finish
	Average 3rd place finish
	Average 4th place finish
	Average 5th place finish

	114
	332
	308
	295
	

	123
	354
	329
	313
	279

	132
	401
	380
	348
	318

	148
	436
	417
	396
	381

	165
	485
	466
	455
	444

	181
	508
	495
	467
	453

	198
	530
	520
	509
	502

	220
	560
	544
	530
	518

	242
	586
	568
	551
	539

	275
	619
	619
	582
	572

	SHW
	626
	618
	608
	606


The Men’s Open Team has left National Champions off the team having not reached the qualifying total and I am in favor of doing the same for the USAPL Bench World Team in order to establish a more competitive team.

With the recent improvement in design and material of the bench shirts, I feel that the average third place finish over the last 5 years is not difficult to attain.

B. Submitted by Dr. Mark Rodacker


[image: image1.emf]As we have recently formed a new committee for Therapeutic Use  Exemptions (TUEC) in compliance of WADA requirements, several issues  have been addressed internally and the committee is running relatively  smoothly.  Our main TUE category has been for asthmat ics and these are  fairly straightforward.  However, there are two particularly challenging  categories of drugs, namely diuretics and hormonal replacement agents.   There are lifters who do have legitimate need for these medications and  for whom there is no  other acceptable form of therapy.  We have two  choices here as I see it. One, we can entirely exclude these folks from the  lifting platform. Or two, we can take steps to include them in our  federation without jeopardizing the integrity of our principles to  drug free  lifting or creating a potential advantage for them.  The second option  requires some work by the TUE but I believe it is the fairest and best option.   I propose the following:     Diuretics and Hormone Replacement :   No lifter using a diuretic co mpou nd on the WADA banned list  (within 7  days of a meet) may compete in open competition.  These lifters must fill  out a TUE and if the TUEC determines the diuretic is a true medical  necessity, the lifter may be eligible for guest lifter status without the  pri vilege of setting any records.  Legitimate hormone replacement lifters  are subject to the same status. See comment.     Comment :  In the case of hormone replacement, this includes only  primary abnormalities with severe clinical ramifications and not the norma l  age related hormonal changes seen in postmenopausal women or  elderly men.  The athlete must receive the medications under the  supervision of the physician and any “stockpiling” of the compound(s) by  prescription is not permissible.  Furthermore, document ation of laboratory  testing showing a dosing schedule that produces normal range hormone  levels (not supraphysiologic) must be provide by the athlete through  his/her physician’s office as part of the TUE process.      



[image: image2.emf]C.   Proposal submitted by Ivan Ribic     Proposal:     Member OMT Challenge     Any register USAPL member may request an OMT Challenge on another  member by paying the OMT Challenge Fee.     1.   OMT Challenge Fee to be a minimum of $100.00.  In cases where a  third party is  required to execute the OMT, the challenging member will  be required to pay the full cost of the third party test.  Drug - testing fees  are subject to change without notice     2.   ONLY the OMT Project Team and/or EC, not the member requesting  the test, will sched ule the OMT.  Administration will notify the  challenging member of the date the OMT was performed.     3.   Determination of OMT testing mechanism, i.e. USAPL personnel perform  the test, Quest Lab drop - in or third party test is solely at the discretion of  USAPL Ad ministration.     4.   OMT results are property of the USAPL and recipient of the OMT.  The  USAPL administration is not required or obligated to communicate OMT  results back to the challenging member. Should a failure occur as a  result of the OMT Challenge, the ch allenging member will be  reimbursed their paid OMT Challenge Fee.       5.   A member may only be challenged up to 3 times per year.       6.   Amounts remaining from the OMT Challenge Fee will be put towards  the USAPL Drug Testing Fund.       Rationale:     There is always spec ulation regarding any given lifter within the  organization and their drug - free status.  This proposal is a help eliminate  the accusations with a ‘put your money where your mouth is’ policy.  In  other words, if a member feels X - Lifter is not drug - free, they  can pay to  have them OMTed instead of spreading speculations.  The fees listed  above are to incorporate the additional expenses required to OMT  member.     



D.  Submitted by Steve Howard


[image: image3.emf]                                                                 #1.    State referee eligibility:       Require that state referee candidates in addition to the present  requirements have been a USAPL member in good standing for a  minimum period of one year.   Discu ssion:    A state referee is an important decision - maker. State referee candidates  should have as much familiarity with the organization as possible this rule  should help to promote this.      #2.     Minimum voting age in state elections     Require that 18 years  of age be the minimum voting age for USAPL  members voting in state elections. State organizations will be required to  have available upon request roll sheets including member names and  membership numbers to verify who has voted in the state election.   Discu ssion:    A system allowing members as young as 10 to vote for officials, meet bids,  & other policies is ripe for abuse and invites the possibility of undue  pressure from adults, unintended or not, upon our younger members.   For instance, state chairs vote on  critical issues at the national level. A  state chair should be elected by persons of an age that the organization  has already recognized as competent to make important decisions. The  minimum age of 18 set for a state referee should be an adequate guide.     #3.    State election eligibility     Require that in addition to the minimum voting age of 18 a member must  also have been a USAPL member in good standing for at least one year to  vote in state elections.   Discussion:   Persons voting for elected officials of US APL should have as much  familiarity with the organization as possible this requirement should help in  this regard.     #4    Minimum age requirement for NGB members     Require that all NGB members elected or appointed be at least 20 years  of age at the time of t heir election or appointment.   Discussion:  


Persons making decisions concerning USAPL at the national level should at the least have a minimum age corresponding with the USAPL rule for minimum age of a national referee. 


E.  Submitted by Priscilla Ribic


[image: image4.emf]  Administer a random judge re - certification process for National and IPF  level referees.     1.   A committee is to be appointed by EC to oversee the process of re - certifying referees on an ongoing basis.  The committee is to consist  of National and/or IPF level r eferees in good standing.   2.   Practical exams are to be given by a Senior Referee appointed by  the committee. Thee Senior Referee will be part of the Jury at a  National or higher level competition.   3.   The practical exam will be given randomly  (i.e., can be prefo rmed  on any individual refereeing in any given session).  The referee will  not be notified at that a practical exam is being given to them until  after the session has ended.     4.   The practical exam must be passed with 90% or higher.  Failure to  pass with a mi nimum of 90% will place the referee on probation for  a six - month period.  Reinstatement would require the referee to  pass another practical, score 90% or better.     Rationale:   The USAPL judging standards are always under the spot light.  We  read and hear how  we are too strict, require depth well beyond what the  rulebook states, and so on.  We also hear how our judging is stricter than  the IPF platform.  This is an accurate statement, but should not be the  case since we are judging from the same rulebook that  the other  countries are.  We are doing an injustice to our members by requiring  more out of their lifts than the rulebook requires.  It has caused disgruntled  lifters, often leaving our organization, records from both the State to the  World level to be den ied because a referee has lost sight of what a good  lift is and have decided to take judging to the extreme.     At this point in time, there is not a system in place that helps address  the judging issues that arise.  The above proposal is a way to bring us a ll  back on the same page.  Random testing will help ensure that our  referees have an accurate understanding of what the IPF rulebook  requires for legitimate lifts.  It will allow the referee to judge as they  normally would, (good or bad) while allowing the  Senior Referee grade  them according to their understanding of the rulebook.  This proposal is  not intended to tighten up our refereeing style, but rather to bring those  referees with “beyond the rulebook” judging back in line with accurate  judging standar ds.      


10. Elections

A. Vice President (select one)

1. Johnny Graham

B. Executive Committee (select two)

1. Patrick Anderson

2. Bill Clayton

3. Regina Hackney

4. Mike Hartle

5. Tod Miller

6. Lance Slaughter

7. Kevin Stewart

11. Honorary Awards

A. Brother Bennet Award

1. Brad Gillingham

B. Coach of the Year

1. Kim Beckwith

2. Jim Ford

3. Nectar Kirkiris

4. Lynette Lopez

5. Tod Miller

12. Meet Bids

USAPL Current National Meet Schedule

2004

	Meet
	Host
	Location
	Date

	Women’s Nationals
	Jim Hart
	Nebraska
	

	High School Nationals
	Bruce Sullivan
	Racine, WI
	March 26-28

	Collegiate Nationals
	Jim Hart
	Lincoln, NE
	April

	Masters Nationals
	Tom North
	Texas
	May

	Teen/Junior Nationals
	Him Hart
	Omaha, NE
	June

	Squat Nationals
	Harold Gaines
	Eureka, MO
	Oct

	Men’s Nationals
	Paul Fletcher
	Louisiana
	July

	Bench Press Nationals
	Johnny Graham
	Killeen, TX
	

	Lifetime Drug Free 
	John Shifflett
	Stanardsville, VA
	Nov. 28

	Police & Fire Nationals
	Tim Anderson
	Kennard, NE
	Dec 12

	Deadlift Nationals
	Dan Gaudreau
	Denver, CO
	Sept. 19

	Military/Armed Forces 
	
	
	


2005

	Meet
	Host
	Location
	Date

	Women’s Nationals
	
	
	

	High School Nationals
	Johnny Graham
	Killeen, TX
	

	Collegiate Nationals
	Paul Fletcher
	Baton Rouge, LA
	

	Masters Nationals
	Lance Slaughter
	Palm Springs, CA
	May 20-22

	Teen/Junior Nationals
	Johnny Graham
	Killeen, TX
	

	Squat Nationals
	
	
	

	Men’s Nationals
	Johnny Graham
	Killeen, TX
	

	Bench Press Nationals
	Harold Gaines
	St. Louis, MO
	

	Lifetime Drug Free 
	
	
	

	Police & Fire Nationals
	
	
	

	Deadlift Nationals
	
	
	

	Military/Armed Forces 
	
	
	


2006

	Meet
	Host
	Location
	Date

	Women’s Nationals
	
	
	

	High School Nationals
	
	
	

	Collegiate Nationals
	
	
	

	Masters Nationals
	
	
	

	Teen/Junior Nationals
	
	
	

	Squat Nationals
	
	
	

	Men’s Nationals
	
	
	

	Bench Press Nationals
	
	
	

	Lifetime Drug Free 
	
	
	

	Police & Fire Nationals
	
	
	

	Deadlift Nationals
	
	
	

	Military/Armed Forces 
	
	
	


USA Powerlifting

Bids Received for Open Meets

Bench Press Nationals

· 2006 – Dennis Brady – Illinois 

Men’s Open

· 2006 – Dennis Brady – Illinois

Women’s Nationals

· 2006 – Dennis Brady – Illinois
Teen/Junior Nationals

· 2006 – Dennis Brady – Illinois

13.ITEMS FROM THE FLOOR
_1149097229.doc
C.  Proposal submitted by Ivan Ribic


Proposal:


Member OMT Challenge


Any register USAPL member may request an OMT Challenge on another member by paying the OMT Challenge Fee.


1. OMT Challenge Fee to be a minimum of $100.00.  In cases where a third party is required to execute the OMT, the challenging member will be required to pay the full cost of the third party test.  Drug-testing fees are subject to change without notice


2. ONLY the OMT Project Team and/or EC, not the member requesting the test, will schedule the OMT.  Administration will notify the challenging member of the date the OMT was performed.


3. Determination of OMT testing mechanism, i.e. USAPL personnel perform the test, Quest Lab drop-in or third party test is solely at the discretion of USAPL Administration.


4. OMT results are property of the USAPL and recipient of the OMT.  The USAPL administration is not required or obligated to communicate OMT results back to the challenging member. Should a failure occur as a result of the OMT Challenge, the challenging member will be reimbursed their paid OMT Challenge Fee.  


5. A member may only be challenged up to 3 times per year.  


6. Amounts remaining from the OMT Challenge Fee will be put towards the USAPL Drug Testing Fund.


Rationale:


There is always speculation regarding any given lifter within the organization and their drug-free status.  This proposal is a help eliminate the accusations with a ‘put your money where your mouth is’ policy.  In other words, if a member feels X-Lifter is not drug-free, they can pay to have them OMTed instead of spreading speculations.  The fees listed above are to incorporate the additional expenses required to OMT member. 


This proposal can only help strengthen our current drug testing program and further USAPL’s beliefs in offering a drug-free platform to its members. 



_1149097230.doc
As we have recently formed a new committee for Therapeutic Use Exemptions (TUEC) in compliance of WADA requirements, several issues have been addressed internally and the committee is running relatively smoothly.  Our main TUE category has been for asthmatics and these are fairly straightforward.  However, there are two particularly challenging categories of drugs, namely diuretics and hormonal replacement agents.  There are lifters who do have legitimate need for these medications and for whom there is no other acceptable form of therapy.  We have two choices here as I see it. One, we can entirely exclude these folks from the lifting platform. Or two, we can take steps to include them in our federation without jeopardizing the integrity of our principles to drug free lifting or creating a potential advantage for them.  The second option requires some work by the TUE but I believe it is the fairest and best option.  I propose the following:


Diuretics and Hormone Replacement:


No lifter using a diuretic compound on the WADA banned list (within 7 days of a meet) may compete in open competition.  These lifters must fill out a TUE and if the TUEC determines the diuretic is a true medical necessity, the lifter may be eligible for guest lifter status without the privilege of setting any records.  Legitimate hormone replacement lifters are subject to the same status. See comment.


Comment:  In the case of hormone replacement, this includes only primary abnormalities with severe clinical ramifications and not the normal age related hormonal changes seen in postmenopausal women or elderly men.  The athlete must receive the medications under the supervision of the physician and any “stockpiling” of the compound(s) by prescription is not permissible.  Furthermore, documentation of laboratory testing showing a dosing schedule that produces normal range hormone levels (not supraphysiologic) must be provide by the athlete through his/her physician’s office as part of the TUE process.
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#1.   State referee eligibility: 


Require that state referee candidates in addition to the present requirements have been a USAPL member in good standing for a minimum period of one year.


Discussion:


 A state referee is an important decision-maker. State referee candidates should have as much familiarity with the organization as possible this rule should help to promote this. 


#2.    Minimum voting age in state elections


Require that 18 years of age be the minimum voting age for USAPL members voting in state elections. State organizations will be required to have available upon request roll sheets including member names and membership numbers to verify who has voted in the state election.


Discussion: 


A system allowing members as young as 10 to vote for officials, meet bids, & other policies is ripe for abuse and invites the possibility of undue pressure from adults, unintended or not, upon our younger members.


For instance, state chairs vote on critical issues at the national level. A state chair should be elected by persons of an age that the organization has already recognized as competent to make important decisions. The minimum age of 18 set for a state referee should be an adequate guide.


#3.   State election eligibility


Require that in addition to the minimum voting age of 18 a member must also have been a USAPL member in good standing for at least one year to vote in state elections.


Discussion:


Persons voting for elected officials of USAPL should have as much familiarity with the organization as possible this requirement should help in this regard.


#4   Minimum age requirement for NGB members


Require that all NGB members elected or appointed be at least 20 years of age at the time of their election or appointment.


Discussion:


Persons making decisions concerning USAPL at the national level should at the least have a minimum age corresponding with the USAPL rule for minimum age of a national referee.   



_1149097227.doc
Administer a random judge re-certification process for National and IPF level referees.


1. A committee is to be appointed by EC to oversee the process of re-certifying referees on an ongoing basis.  The committee is to consist of National and/or IPF level referees in good standing.


2. Practical exams are to be given by a Senior Referee appointed by the committee. Thee Senior Referee will be part of the Jury at a National or higher level competition.


3. The practical exam will be given randomly  (i.e., can be preformed on any individual refereeing in any given session).  The referee will not be notified at that a practical exam is being given to them until after the session has ended.  


4. The practical exam must be passed with 90% or higher.  Failure to pass with a minimum of 90% will place the referee on probation for a six-month period.  Reinstatement would require the referee to pass another practical, score 90% or better.


Rationale:


The USAPL judging standards are always under the spot light.  We read and hear how we are too strict, require depth well beyond what the rulebook states, and so on.  We also hear how our judging is stricter than the IPF platform.  This is an accurate statement, but should not be the case since we are judging from the same rulebook that the other countries are.  We are doing an injustice to our members by requiring more out of their lifts than the rulebook requires.  It has caused disgruntled lifters, often leaving our organization, records from both the State to the World level to be denied because a referee has lost sight of what a good lift is and have decided to take judging to the extreme.


At this point in time, there is not a system in place that helps address the judging issues that arise.  The above proposal is a way to bring us all back on the same page.  Random testing will help ensure that our referees have an accurate understanding of what the IPF rulebook requires for legitimate lifts.  It will allow the referee to judge as they normally would, (good or bad) while allowing the Senior Referee grade them according to their understanding of the rulebook.  This proposal is not intended to tighten up our refereeing style, but rather to bring those referees with “beyond the rulebook” judging back in line with accurate judging standards.  



