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USA TRIATHLON
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Panel Members:
In the Matter of: Davis A. Backer, Esq., Chair
Relay Team No. 4063 Leslie Battle, Esq.

IRONMAN 70.3 St. George
Deborah Chucoski, Athlete Representative

DECISION AND ORDER OF JUDICIAL COMMITTEE

On June 3, 2025, USA Triathlon (“USAT”) received a complaint submitted pursuant to
Section 2, Paragraph 2(C) of its Grievance and Disciplinary Policy in connection with a race
operated by the IRONMAN Group. !> 2 After review by the USAT Office of General Counsel, the
complaint was referred to the Judicial Committee for resolution. And on June 9, 2025, a three-
member panel of USAT’s Judicial Committee (the “Panel”’) convened to consider the merits of the
complaint. Having considered the evidence and written material submitted by Appellants and race

officials, the Panel finds as follows:

'See
https://assets.contentstack.io/v3/assets/blteb7d012fc7ebef7/blt61c40cd4806721b4/6849ed1cdd6210686
eba2eb/USAT Grievance Policy May 2025.pdf.

2 USAT is the National Governing Body (or National Federation) for triathlon and multisport in the United
States. USAT sanctions events for race directors throughout the United States, including for the IRONMAN
Group. Under Section 3.06 of the IRONMAN Competition Rules, an athlete’s right to protest or appeal is
governed and handled by the event’s sanctioning body or the relevant National Federation. In this case,
USAT’s Grievance and Disciplinary Policy govern the Judicial Committee’s review of Appellants’
complaint.
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On May 10, 2025, IRONMAN hosted the 2025 Intermountain Health 70.3 St. George
North American Championship. The race consisted of a 1.2-mile swim, a 56-mile bike, and a 13.1-
mile run. As one might expect, the transition area at an IRONMAN event is often a frenzied scene.
Athletes are hurrying out of the water, stripping off wetsuits, swim caps, and goggles, and racing
to get their equipment ready for the bike. Depending on where athletes racked their bikes in
transition, they may have a short jog from the swim exit to their bike, or they may need to make
their way the full length of the transition area, dodging other athletes in the process. Just a few
hours later, the same pack of athletes will be racing back into transition a second time, running
their bikes to their designated rack and lacing up shoes for the run. Volunteers and spectators often
line the barriers of the transition area, monitoring activity and cheering on familiar faces. The
energy is electric but it can also be disorienting. At IRONMAN 70.3 St. George, over 2,500
athletes were competing. Assisting the race organizers were roughly 19 designated race officials
and another 1,500 volunteers helping with everything from course marshalling to aid stations to
race registration.
L. Race Timing

To track athletes’ progress along the race course and confirm completion of the event, race
organizers issued athletes dedicated timing chips that were delivered to individual athletes and
relay teams at the timing table during bike check-in. These timing chips are attached to velcro
straps designed to be worn around the athlete’s left ankle from the moment they enter the water to
begin the swim until they cross the finish line at the end of the run. Along with timing mats at the
start and finish line, SportsStats—IRONMAN’s contracted timing company—also placed

intermediate timing wire at pre-determined points on course as well as in the transition area.
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II. Relay Teams

As relevant here, a relay team is comprised of two or three athletes who compete as a group
to finish the half-Ironman triathlon. Typically, one athlete completes the swim, another the bike,
and another the run. Relay teams at IRONMAN 70.3 St. George were issued a single, shared timing
chip where the timing chip is passed from one athlete to the next as they complete their respective
leg of the race.

The 2025 Athlete Guide, provided by IRONMAN to all race participants, established clear
rules for relay timing and chip transfers. To begin, relay athletes were instructed that chip transfers
were to be made from “ankle to ankle” at their designated bike rack in the transition area (i.e.,
athletes were not permitted to run with the chip in their hands at any time to ensure accurate chip
reading). In essence, the timing chip acts as the “baton” and athletes were required to hand off the
timing strap/chip before moving forward to the next discipline. The Athlete Guide cautioned that
failure to do so would result in a “DNF” or “Did Not Finish.” While “DNFs” are technically
distinct from disqualifications, the result is the same.

The Athlete Guide further outlined specific instructions for how chip transfers should occur
at each of the two race transitions—first, from swim to bike, and second, from bike to run. With
respect to the bike-to-run transition, and as relevant here, the Athlete Guide cautioned that the
timing chip may not be removed until the bike is properly racked at the team’s designated bike
rack. Only once the cyclist had properly racked their bike could they exchange their timing chip
with the runner, who would then be permitted to head out onto the run course. In other words, the
runner is not allowed to make forward progress with the team’s timing chip unless and until the

team’s bike is properly racked.
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III.  Complaint

On May 22, 2025, Appellants® submitted a complaint to USAT pursuant to Section 2,
Paragraph 2(C) of the USAT Grievance and Disciplinary Policy. The complaint was filed in
response to the team’s disqualification following a protest filed by a second relay team on the day
of the race.

As relevant here, Appellants entered the bike-to-run transition (“T2”) in first place. The
official results suggest their cumulative time leading into T2 was 2:57:21. In second place at the
time was Relay Team No. 4004.* They entered T2 roughly seven minutes behind Appellants.
Appellants would go on to retain and even extend their lead through the final leg of the race and
finish in first place in a time of 4:14:04. Meanwhile, Team No. 4004 finished in second place in a
time of 4:29:38—15 minutes behind.

Shortly after the race concluded, Team No. 4004 filed a formal protest with race officials
alleging that Appellants had failed to properly rack their bike in transition before removing their
timing chip and proceeding to the run. In response, race officials convened a three-member
competition jury to review and resolve the protest.” The competition jury gave both relay teams

an opportunity to be heard and present evidence to support their respective positions after which

3 The relay team consisted of Annie Wilson (swimmer); Rory Duckworth (cyclist); and Aaron Metler
(runner).

* The relay team consisted of Stuart Clennell (swimmer); Ray Clennell (cyclist); and Marcus Sobering
(runner). Paragraph E(ii) of USAT’s Grievance and Disciplinary Policy states that notice shall be given to
“affected parties” once a complaint has been filed under the Policy. In this case, USAT provided notice to
Relay Team No. 4004 that a complaint had been filed with the potential to affect the overall race results.
As an affected party, and as provided for under the Policy, Team No. 4004 was given an opportunity to
respond to Appellants’ complaint but declined to do so.

5 Sitting on the competition jury was Nic Ruley (IRONMAN North America Head Referee); Keats

McGonigal IRONMAN Senior Vice President and Managing Director); and Lizabeth Kelly IRONMAN
Race Official).
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the jury issued its decision disqualifying Appellants.® The effect of this decision was to promote
Team No. 4004 to first place overall in the relay competition.

Appellants challenge the competition jury’s decision to disqualify their race result and
request that it be reinstated. This panel was convened to review the team’s complaint and issue a
decision on the merits.

BURDEN OF PROOF

Under USAT’s Grievance and Disciplinary Policy, the burden of proof rests with the
Appellants to prove their allegations by a preponderance of the evidence. See Paragraph Q.
“Preponderance of the evidence” means “more likely true than not true.” Id. Meanwhile, USAT’s
Competition Rules state that for protest decisions issued by empaneled competition juries, “the
decision to uphold or impose a penalty shall be based upon the standard of a comfortable
satisfaction of the majority of the members of the [jury] that the alleged violation has occurred.”
See Rule 15.8(a).

ANALYSIS

As a threshold matter, this Panel is not asked to make a factual determination whether
Appellants adequately racked their bike prior to the exchange of their timing chip. For their part,
Appellants dispute any assertion that their bike was improperly racked, but they admit that question
is irrelevant for purposes of their appeal. Appellants’ complaint states, in relevant part:

After our team finished first by a substantial margin, the second-place team filed a

protest alleging that my bike was not adequately racked prior to the removal of the
timing chip strap. I dispute that assertion, but that factual dispute is not relevant to

® USAT Competition Rule 15.8(c) requires that for protest decisions issued by empaneled competition
juries: (i) they be announced immediately; and (ii) the chairperson of the jury must file written minutes and
decisions with USAT. While in this case the jury appears to have announced its decision to the affected
parties in a timely manner, the Panel notes that the jury did not submit written documentation of its decision
to USAT.
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our position in this appeal. Regardless, of the location of the bike during the

transfer, there is no dispute that the transfer occurred in the transition area, that the

transfer occurred near the designated location for [Appellants], and, critically, that

the timing chip strap was removed prior to Aaron starting the next discipline.

Complaint at 2 (emphasis in original). Appellants’ challenge, thus, is limited to the nature and
severity of the penalty that was assessed, resulting in the team’s disqualification. Therefore, the
limited question before the Panel is: assuming a violation did occur, what is the appropriate
consequence for this violation and did the competition jury exceed its discretion in disqualifying
Appellants’ race result.

We begin our analysis with a review of IRONMAN’s 2025 Competition Rules. The Rules
caution that failure to comply may result in an athlete being penalized with a fixed time penalty,
disqualification, suspension from multiple events, or expulsion for life from future events. See
generally Section 3.01(a). The Rules further provide that, as a general matter, if a race referee
determines that an unfair advantage has been gained, or if an unsafe situation has been created,
race referees may, at their discretion, assess penalties to or disqualify athletes even if the relevant
violation is not expressly set forth in the Competition Rules. Section 3.01(f).

As outlined in Section 3.01(b), penalties are generally broken down into three categories:
(1) blue card; (2) yellow card; and (3) red card. As applied to IRONMAN 70.3 events, blue card
penalties are issued for drafting violations and intentional littering and entail a two-minute time
penalty. See Sections 3.01(b)(ii), 3.02(f). Yellow card penalties are issued for “certain other,”
presumably minor, rule violations and entail a thirty-second time penalty. See Sections 3.01(b)(1),
3.02(f). Meanwhile, red card penalties are issued for “severe rule violations” including, but not
limited to, repeated rule violations, fraud/misrepresentation, disregard for directives given by race

referees or race officials, or dangerous or unsportsmanlike conduct. See Section 3.03(b). In

addition to penalties and rule violations established in IRONMAN’s Competition Rules, event
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athlete guides may include additional direction. In this case, the athlete guide for IRONMAN 70.3
St. George specifically warned that failure to adhere to its timing and chip transfer rules “will result
as a DNF.” 2025 Athlete Guide at 19.

IRONMAN’s Competition Rules are written almost exclusively with a view towards
penalties issued in the course of competition. In other words, the Rules are largely silent with
respect to retroactive penalties, or penalties issued after the fact. For example, time penalties are
described as they apply to each leg of the race. See, e.g., Section 3.02(c) (swim-course time
penalties); Section 3.02(d) (bike-course time penalties); and Section 3.02(e) (run-course time
penalties). However, that the Rules provide a means for athletes to file protests and appeals
following completion of a race, and referral of any protests to a competition jury, suggests that
IRONMAN anticipated penalties being issued after the fact, with retroactive effect. The notion
that race officials may not assess retroactive penalties, including fixed time penalties, seems like
an unreasonable check on the discretion otherwise afforded to race officials and referees,
especially in light of Section 3.01(f), which would appear to serve as a catchall for discretionary
penalties not otherwise provided for under the Rules.

In this case, the Panel gathers that the competition jury assessed the options available to it
under the Rules and determined that it could not assess a standard, or fixed, time penalty after the
fact. Thus, given its determination that a violation occurred, the only option available to the jury
was to assess a disqualification. Paired with the warning IRONMAN included in the 2025 Athlete
Guide, this was not an unreasonable conclusion for the jury to draw. The Panel is cognizant that
field of play decisions issued in the frenzied aftermath of an event like IRONMAN 70.3 St. George
are not unlike the quick huddle by NFL field referees after they watch a video replay and then

announce their decision about a play that took place 90 seconds prior. Sometimes the jury will get
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these decisions right, and sometimes they will get them wrong. This Panel has the luxury of
weighing the available options at a different pace. And it is the Panel’s opinion that, in this case,
the competition jury misunderstood the limits of its discretionary authority. Under the Rules,
disqualification penalties are reserved for “severe rule violations.” Accepting as true that a
violation occurred as alleged, and Appellants did not rack their bike prior to exchanging their
timing chip, the Panel cannot say this was a severe violation of competition rules sufficient to
warrant disqualification. This violation is, at most, a minor infringement, that would have yielded
Appellants a marginal, if not negligible, advantage in the course of competition. Section 3.01(f)
appears to allow race referees to assess an appropriate penalty that is commensurate with the
severity of the infraction, even if the infringement is not listed under the Rules. Failure to
adequately rack one’s bike prior to exchanging a relay timing chip is not an infringement spelled
out under IRONMAN’s Competition Rules. Still, any penalty assessed by the jury should have
been commensurate with the severity of the infraction, and the Panel is not persuaded that
disqualification was the appropriate remedy. Instead, the jury should have assessed a standard time
penalty as otherwise provided for under the Rules. In this case, “yellow card” violations are
reserved for minor infringements. And for IRONMAN 70.3 events, as is the case here, the assigned
time penalty is thirty seconds.” See Section 3.01(b)(i). A thirty-second penalty is proportional to any

violation that may have occurred in transition involving Appellants’ transfer of their timing chip.

" The Panel notes that even if the most severe fixed time penalty provided for under the Rules—two
minutes—had been assessed after the fact, Appellants’ race result still would have been good enough for
first place given the margin to second place.
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CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the Panel finds that the competition jury’s decision to disqualify
Appellants’ race result was contrary to IRONMAN’s Competition Rules, and an abuse of
discretion. Accordingly, the Panel orders that the official race results for the 2025 Intermountain
Health 70.3 St. George North American Championship be revised and Appellants’ race result be
reinstated.

FURTHER RECOMMENDATION

As the Panel’s decision suggests, IRONMAN’s Competition Rules could be more clear
about the discretion afforded to race officials, referees, and competition juries, to arrive at equitable
outcomes both in the course of competition and after the fact.® The Panel acknowledges that a time
penalty assessed and served in the course of competition will not always have the same result as a
time penalty assessed after the fact. Still, the Panel assumes that IRONMAN would prefer to avoid
draconian outcomes, as happened here, where penalties are assessed that are not at all

commensurate with the severity of the infraction after race officials felt their hands were tied.

Dated: October 2, 2025
DAVIS BACKER oz 2tss1002 124245 0500

DAVIS BACKER,
Chair, USAT Judicial Committee

LESLIE BATTLE,
Member, USAT Judicial Committee

DEBORAH CHUCOSKI,
Member, USAT Judicial Committee

8 The Panel notes that USAT would do well to revise its own Multisport Competition Rules to
clarify the same.
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