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USA SWIMMING 
GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 

CONFERENCE CALL MEETING 
February 11, 2016 

 
MINUTES 

 
Call to Order 
Chairman Frank Swigon called the meeting to order at 11:02pm Eastern time on Thursday, 
February 11, 2016. The following members were in attendance: Clint Benton, George Block, 
Emma Campbell, Michael Gibbons (ex-officio), Ellen Johnston, Liz Kershaw, Lucinda 
McRoberts (ex-officio), Richard Pockat, Herb Schwab, Jack Swanson, Frank Swigon and Pat 
Hogan, staff liaison. Also participating was USA Swimming President Jim Sheehan. Not 
present: Todd Adams. 
 
Approval of the January 12, 2016 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the minutes from the January 12, 2016 conference call meeting. 
Seconded and APPROVED.  
 
Status of LSC /Zone Study 
Liz Kershaw reported that the task force is meeting in-person February 29 and March 1 in 
Houston. They will review the observations made to date and begin to discuss next steps and 
initial recommendations. 
 
Role of Governance Committee within USA Swimming 
Richard Pockat reported that the task force met. There is an updated report in the meeting 
materials. Richard provided a brief review and offered to answer any questions. 
 
Jim Sheehan asked the first question. In reviewing the mission statement, he noted that the 
document references support of the Board, the House of Delegates, and Committees. He 
wondered why LSCs were not included. George Block commented that the task force did 
discuss LSCs and believed that support at that level was inherent. He also offered that LSCs 
could create their own Governance Committee. 
 
Lucinda McRoberts asked about next steps. Would the legislation required to make the 
proposed changes be available for next committee meeting? 
 
Frank offered to share the latest report with the athletes and with the Rules & Regulations 
Committee. 
  
Jim had a question regarding Product #1 and #2 replacing language in rulebook and policy 
manual statements. He indicated that he believed that the Governance Committee belongs in 
rulebook because it is part of the operational dynamics. Some discussion on this point followed. 
 
Jim then stated that Product #1 is clear. He did have a question regarding Product #2 and how it 
differs from #1. Richard responded that #1 is more pro-active; #2 is more reactive. 
 
Richard committed to drafting legislation subsequent to the April BOD meeting, but prior to the 
May 15 submission deadline. 
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Board of Directors Conflict of Interest Policy 
Lucinda reported that she and Michael Gibbons had spent some time digging a little deeper 
regarding current practices as well as resources we might take advantage of in developing a 
new policy. They will put together a draft form that could be previewed by appropriate groups 
with the goal of seeking approval later in the fall.  
 
Frank asked if the new policy would be a conflict of interest policy for all of USA Swimming.  
Lucinda responded that they saw the new policy being broadly applicable and Michael noted 
that was consistent with discussion at last meeting. 
 
Lucinda indicated that the new policy would be more robust. 
 
Michael commented that the bylaws should authorize the existence of a policy that would reside 
in the policy manual. 
 
Board of Directors – Actions resulting from Presentation at last BOD meeting 
Jim indicated that the presentation session at the Board meeting was a first step in a review of 
Board activities. A small task force has been created to determine next steps regarding a full 
review of the Board. At this point, the Governance Committee impact and participation is still to 
be determined. 
 
Board of Directors – Officer/Titles 
Following up on a comment made by Todd Adams at the Board meeting, the Board asked 
Lucinda to raise with the Governance Committee the question of who the officers of the 
corporation should be. Typically, officers are the individuals responsible for the day-to-day 
operations of an organization. This is a question that the Governance Committee should 
research and consider. Is there value in Chuck’s role being a CEO rather than ED? How would 
resulting changes impact bylaws and rules? How would it affect our elections? If there were a 
Chair and Vice Chair of the Board, who elects? If we decide to make changes, when would it be 
appropriate to implement? Are there smaller steps that could be taken?  
 
Jim indicated that he is intrigued by this question. He believes that we need to consider this as 
part of the larger world that USA Swimming operates in? For example, how would international 
friends view this change? What is their perspective? 
 
Lucinda is looking for volunteers to participate in this review. George noted that the San Antonio 
Sports Corp has recently made similar changes. He would like to help. Frank is interested in 
participating. He thinks Todd or Michael should also be involved. 
 
Jim commented that simply changing titles may present low hanging fruit. When speaking to the 
Board, Todd indicated that changes related to this could take anywhere from1-4 years; easy first 
steps vs. more dramatic changes; the intent was to educate the Board about changing trends in 
the non-profit world. We are not looking to change function, but simply change titles to reflect 
day-to-day operations 
 
Frank recommended that the group working on this project would be: Lucinda, George, Jack, 
Michael and Frank. Lucinda will lead the task force. 
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Board of Directors – Concept of a President-Elect position on the national Board of 
Directors 
George briefly reviewed the concept and perceived advantages of having a president-elect who 
could look, listen and learn over a 1-2 year period prior to assuming the presidency. 
 
There was strong consensus that this concept should be part of a larger and longer Board 
review process; should be considered as part of broader big-picture changes.  
 
Leadership Programs that Support and Foster Greater Athlete Involvement  
Jack Swanson reported that the AEC had presented the leadership concept to the Board and 
they are planning to test concepts with three LSCs. He would appreciate any feedback from the 
Governance Committee. Is current plan sufficient or do they need to do more? 
 
Frank believes some LSCs will be very receptive and others will feel challenged. He advises 
that the athletes will need to think about how to convince naysayers that this is positive for the 
organization. 
 
Ellen volunteered the Connecticut LSC as another test site. 
 
Lucinda noted that there is reference to bylaws in guidebook. She suggested that it might be 
helpful to re-name these items as part of the policy manual. 
 
Emma wondered how the athletes are planning to approach LSCs. Jack indicated that they plan 
to present to athlete leaders in person. 
 
Re-establishment of Sports Science Committee      
There was a conference call with interested stakeholders. There was a range of opinions about 
potential steps. There is some interest in splitting the Sports Medicine committee. There was 
some consideration thought of expanding the current committee. A range of coach leaders 
across age and ability levels will be contacted and queried. The role of Governance Committee 
is to provide support as requested. 
 
Proposed Legislation from Julie Bare  
Based on the conversation at our previous meeting, Frank contacted Julie and suggested that 
the Rules & Regulations Committee bring her concept forward. Julie agreed. 
 
New Business 
Frank has received limited feedback regarding plans for the committee’s meeting at the 2016 
USAS Convention. At this point, he is leaning toward a similar format to the past few years – a 
business meeting followed by an open forum. It was noted that we need a larger meeting room. 
 
Next Meeting 
The committee selected Tuesday, March 8 at 11:00am Eastern time for the next conference 
call meeting. It was noted that future meetings will be conducted on the 2nd Tuesday of each 
month at 11:00am Eastern time. 
 
Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 12:12 Eastern time. 
 
Respectfully submitted by Pat Hogan 
2-12-16 


