














this authority. A simple request to the Games Preparation
Committee is the appropriate procedure.

The complaint alleges certain acts of non-compliance by
USSS that, quite simply, are not requirements under the USOC
Constitution. Specifically, this Panel finds that the USOC
Constitution places no requirement upon NGB's to maintain
the paid position of an independent "Athlete's Advocate"
(Complaint 9 25) to represent athlete interests at USSS
meetings, competitions and grievances.

Further, while the USOC Constitution requires an NGB to
protect the rights of athletes, coaches and members arising
solely from the USOC Constitution, there is no clear
requirement in the Constitution that the NGB affirmatively
disseminate this information. Complaint 9 21(h). The Panel
recommends that the Executive Board refer the issue to the
Legislation Committee to consider legislation for the
dissemination of such information.

Finally, when eligibility is not in question, there is
no right under the USOC Constitution for a coach or other
third party to challenge athlete selection or nomination to
an Olympic, Pan American or other "Protected Competition"
Team. Complaint T 9 2 1 (Artigle, IX of the. USOC
Constitution protects an athlete's right to participate in
such competition.

The complaint also requests, in varied forms, that the
USSS properly promulgate, implement, write and disseminate

the selection procedures and program of tryouts for the



Olympic Games, Pan American Games and other "Protected
Competitions". Complaint 9 21 (a), (b), (c), (d), (f).
Subsequent to the filing of the complaint the promulgation
of, among other things, "Guidelines, United States
Synchronized Swimming 1985", a draft of "1985 National
Training Squad Requirements", newsletters and the 1985-
Official Rules have provided the relief requested by
Virginia White.

Further, the complaint also requests that the USOC
require the USSS to establish complaint or hearing
procedures, including those to be used when results are to
be determined in an expeditious fashion. Complaint 22,
23. Pursuant to a previous Panel's report Marie White wv.
USSS) and Executive Board action thereon, this relief has
been granted in a prior case. In response thereto, the USSS
has promulgated Article 20 in the 1985-

On Sunday, February 10, 1985, the Executive Board will
consider whether Article 20, in fact, satisfies the
requirements of the USOC Constitution.

The purpose of an action brought under Article VIII of
the USOC Constitution is to ensure that an NGB currently
complies with the USOC Constitution [see e.g. Article VIII §
1(d) (2) (a)]. Thus, USSS' recent promulgations, exclusive of
those to be reviewed by the Executive Board pursuant to the
Marie White case, satisfy the relief requested under Article
VIII and therefore render the further adjudication of these

issues unnecessary.



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

The USOC Panel unanimously finds that:.

Subject to the decision on Article 20 in the Marie White,

case, USSS is otherwise in compliance with the USOC
Constitution and, therefore, no further action need be taken
in this regard.
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