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 Conference Call Minutes
August 14, 2016 @ 8:00 – 9:30 PM CST

Dan French, SDAHA President held the conference call & roll call done by Dan.   Present:  Aberdeen (Jeff Scheel), Brookings (Boyd Schulz),  Huron (Mike Hunter), Mitchell (John Lord), Oahe (Craig Davis), Rushmore (Vern Burress) & Bryan Schumacher, Sioux Center (Janie Haack), Sioux Falls (John Sievert), Yankton (Heath Larson), Randy Honkomp (SDAHA Treasurer), Maxine Tronnes (SDAHA Adm. Assist) & Rhonda Schenkel (SDAHA Secretary).
Not Present:  Brandon Valley, Watertown & Tony Leif (SDAHA Vice President).   Freemont NE, LAHA Spirit Lake IA & Spearfish are not voting members at this time.

Dan asked if enough for a quorum since we were missing board members & Rhonda confirmed 9 present & missing 5 board members when starting the call.  Huron & Mitchell joined shortly after the call started for a count of 11 voting members present with 3 missing.

Max informed the board of team counts:  27 PW & 21 Bantam teams which means according to our playing rules there will be A, B & C at both age levels.  Sioux Center is unsure of having 2 Bantam teams until registration is completed on August 31st.  If only 1 team this would bring that total down to 20 Bantam teams & would change that age to having only A & B level.  

Dan started off with addressing the play up requests for the Bantam age group from Brookings, Huron, Sioux Falls(East & West), Oahe & Freemont.  See end of minutes.  Dan went over the playing rules for # of teams at the same age level.  Discussion on if we have only 3 teams at the Bantam C level should we not have the C level & if Sioux Center doesn’t have a 2nd team that would only give 2 teams at the C level.  Dan informed the board we could do 2 things go with just A & B at the Bantam age or don’t allow the move ups.  Dan suggested making a motion to just have an A & B level.  Then the teams listed above requesting to play up will not need to request this.  
Motion made by Bryan Burress to have A & B at the Bantam age then the associations with 1 team would have 1A, 2 teams would have 1A & 1B, 3 teams would have 2As & 1B, 4 teams would have 2As & 2Bs.  Boyd Schulz 2nd.  Motion carried.  

Requests for playup or down:
1. Bantam requests:  Yankton’s Scenario #2:  See end of minutes.  Would like to have 2 Bantam B teams since there is not going to be a Bantam C level for the 2016-17 season.  Reasoning:  Heath informed the board they did field a Bantam A team last year that went 0-18, gave up 178 goals.  He feels this would be sufficient for the documented history to have both Bantam teams play at the B level instead of 1BA & 1BB. They had 1 Bantam team last year.  He would have 5 bantams moving up to JV for this next season, but they are not returning.  There are  14 PW’s moving up, not for sure how many of these played PW C last year, 3 are girls, & he will have 9 returning Bantams, also 2-3 girls from the Girls team will be joining the Bantam team since Yankton will not have a girls JV team this season.  Will have a total of 24-25 players at the Bantam age level.  Dan asked if we would have had the A, B & C split they would be B & C why would you not split them by that for A & B?  Heath informed that last year’s documented history shows why he would want 2 Bs.  He also stated going 0-18 & giving up 180 goals is that good for their program?  Dan asked how is this going to get them ready to play JV & Varsity in 2 years from now?  Janie spoke in regards to the quality of players you have from year to year & keep losing players due to the not being able to compete at that level.  Dan asked how would you split those teams?  Evenly or by ability?  Heath responded that they really did not discuss it, but what is required for them to do according to the rules?  Several spoke on behalf of parent issues if they did not split them equally.  Dan would like to see these 2 teams split equally & we as a state board are pushing the locals to split equally even though the local can still do whatever they would like, there is nothing in the rules that states they have to split equally.  
Janie Haack motioned for Yankton to have 2 Bantam B teams & split evenly as possible.  2nd by Jon Sievert.  7 yes & 4 no.  Motion Carried.

2. PW requests.  We do not need to look at Yankton’s request since they will be playing at the PWB level already according to our rules since we have over 20 teams.  Mitchell will withdraw their move up since there are plenty of teams in the PWC.
Brookings & Sioux Falls (East & West) move up from PWC to PWB.   Freemont request to play PWA & PWB.  
Craig Davis motioned to approve Brookings, Sioux Falls (East & West) to move PWC to PWB & Freemont to play PWA & PWB.  2nd by Boyd Schultz.  Motion carried.

3. JV/Varsity Requests:  Sioux Falls, allow 1 Varsity and 2 JV teams.  Discussion on how they would split these teams up with having 43 skaters total.  Jon stated they would split the 2 JV teams up East & West with no movement up to Varsity.  Varsity would be their top 18 players (East & West) out of those 43 skaters.  There would be no movement from JV to Varsity.  All 3 teams would be set with no movement up or down. Reasoning for this request Jon discussed the loss of 11-15 skaters moving to other programs to playing higher level hockey either in State or Out of State.  These skaters would be their better players. 
BV West won 14 & lost 4, 3rd in league play.  BV East 3 & 15, 9th in league play out of 10 teams.  
Boys JV which was a mix of east & west won 9 & lost 4, 3rd in league play out of 8 teams.  
Bantam A West 14 & 3, 2nd in league play & 1st State Tournament. Bantam A East 6 & 12, 8th in league play out of 10 teams.    
Discussion on how many of the Bantam West A players would be moving up to JV/Varsity since they took State last year? Jon did not know how many at this time.  It was brought up that the other associations are losing players to higher level of play also.  Is there any documentation of the history of why this request should be granted?  Jon stated the East, West geographic split has been a mild disaster on one side with having competitive kids leaving our programs & trying to manage this geographic split.  One side very competitive & other side moderately competitive due to one side losing players to other programs makes this geographic split hard to make both teams very competitive.  This geographic split makes this impossible to field 2 Varsity teams that can be competitive 
Vern Burress motion for Sioux Falls to have 1 Varsity & 2 JV teams.  JV teams would be split East & West after Varsity team has been chosen & no floating players.  2nd by Jon Sievert.  7 no & 4 yes.  Motion denied.   
Dan informed Sioux Falls they will need 2 Varsity teams split East/West & the other players will form one JV team, they can decide which Varsity team they will be traveling with.  

Rushmore request, allow 1 Varsity & 2 JV teams.  Bryan Schumacher discussed their numbers.  Varsity team won 11 & lost 7, 4th in the league out of 10 teams.  
JV1 was 9 & 4 for the season, 3rd in the league & JV2 was 3 & 10, 7th in the league out of 8 teams.  
Last year they did split the 2 JV teams by ability.  
Bantams A were 4 & 13, 9th in the league out of 10, Bantam B were 3 & 11, 7th in the league out of 8. 
They will be having 14 players moving up from Bantam: 5 level A & 9 level B.  Losing 8 players to other things like AAA hockey & grades. Graduated 4 Seniors.  Will have 54 players with little upper classmen.  They would like to field 1 Varsity team with 2 evenly split JV team, most likely be locked, not for sure how that is going to work with which team would travel with the Varsity? 
Craig Davis motioned for Rushmore to have 1 Varsity & 2 JV teams. Clarify the motion for the 2 JV teams split equally & are stand alone teams no movement up & down from JV to Varsity.   Jon Sievert 2nd.  7 no & 4 yes.  Motion denied.
Dan informed Rushmore they will need to have 2 Varsity teams & 1 JV team.  They can determine which Varsity team the JV team travels with.  

Yankton request, 1 BJV Team & no Varsity.  See end of minutes.  Heath informed the board they have no returning starters.  Estimated 14 players.  No bantams moving up since the 5 quit.  
Varsity won 2 & lost 16, 10th in league out of 10 teams.
BJV went 0-14, 8th in league out of 8 teams.
Janie Haack motioned for Yankton to play BJV instead of Varsity. Craig Davis 2nd.  2 opposed. Motion Carried.

Sioux Center request, to allow an exception for a lower number for the “Freeze 10” rule for Youth Varsity/JV level.  Janie informed the board that they are expecting to have 17 skaters:  8 Bantam B player moving up & 1 that can safely play Varsity, 9 returning JV players.  They would like to play both, but cannot freeze 10 since that would only leave them 7 JV players.  There are players on this team that can play at the JV level, but not the Varsity level, but need to work their way up to the Varsity level.  Dealing with parents who don’t think their player can safely play at the Varsity level might not return.  Losing 2 players to LAHA since they have a BJV team & live there they should be playing there now.  These 2 players asked for a release from LAHA, but were not granted one.  
They feel if they do not have an exception to the freeze 10 rule they would only be able to field a Varsity & not a JV.  Dan asked if they were looking for a complete exception or a change in that number?  Janie said a change in the number.   What would you purpose? They are looking at having 14 skaters on JV so she would like to freeze 3 Varsity.  Dan asked if anyone on the call is familiar with how the freeze 10 works with the girls?  And what do our rules state?  Max read the rules off from Administrative Rules 1) Players/Team,  D. Varsity/Jr. Varsity,   IV.  “For girls Jr. Varsity and Varsity team, to the extent this rule would cause a Jr. Varsity girls team to play with less than 11 players, this rule does not apply and that team shall freeze whatever number of girl players are in excess of the 11 players(9/2013). “   These players would have to play 2 games back to back.  Would this be feasible for these players to do this?  Huron dropped their BJV program when they had 21 players & it was hard then to ask them to play back to back games.  If we did what the girls rule states Sioux Center would have to lock in 6 players & it would only leave 11 players to play BJV & then turn around & play Varsity.  She would like to have a place for those boys who are not ready to play Varsity due to safety so they don’t quit.  The level of the game for the girls & boys are different.  We are dealing with a player’s safety issue on the boy’s side than a conditioning problem.  Break down of her skaters:  1 Sr., 6 Jr, 1-10th grader that played last year & 8 bantam B players that would be coming in.  They lost 4 or 5 Seniors & 3 or 4 players to LAHA.  Dan expressed his concerns about playing back to back games with the same boys due to safety.  Also Max pointed out you lose players throughout the season for various reasons to make your numbers even less.  Dan asked Janie if she would entertain the idea of fielding a JV team instead of a Varsity?  Yes they would.  
Rhonda Schenkel motioned Sioux Center to play at JV level only.  Vern Burress 2nd.  
Additional concern from Jon Lord, if Sioux Center was very competitive at the JV level with not fielding a Varsity team & since some of them are fielding just a Varsity team, when would they be able to make that step?  Janie said their board has continued talks about how they are going to get there?  The topic of changing to birth year was tabled at their spring meeting, but they are pushing to have the age classification change to birth year which would move their 2002s out of Bantams into JV for next year then they will have the numbers for both the Varsity & JV.  Several talked about the smaller associations all deal with this not having enough numbers to field both like Mitchell & Huron who just have a Varsity team the last few years.  Randy asked what if they were not allowed to play in the BJV state tournament would that change their thought on just having a JV team?  He just wanted them to think about this & not answer it tonight.  Janie said she would have to take it back to her board & coaches, but she isn’t going to deny that she wouldn’t entertain that for the safety of the boys.  
6 no & 5 yes.  Motion denied.
Dan asked if there is a motion to allow Sioux Center the exception to the Freeze 10 rule & to allow them to play both Varsity & JV with 7 players?
Heath Larsen motioned to allow Sioux Center to freeze 4 instead of 10 at the Youth JV/Varsity level.  Janie Haack 2nd.   
Further discussion:  Mike asked if this would apply to the other associations who have 17 at their Varsity Level?  Dan said no, not with this motion.  Someone asked if they did it like the Girls they would have to freeze 6 not 4 and that would only allow 11 JV players.  Janie said they would like to have 14 on the bench.  Freeze 4 would give them 13 players. 
Motion Carried. 

Max will send e-mail out tomorrow regarding counts of all the state league teams.  

Minutes submitted by Rhonda Schenkel, SDAHA Secretary.


























Email sent on 8-4-16 from Dan French

To all:
We need to address all the play up and play down requests. I have received the following requests:
1)      From Rushmore, allow 1 varsity and 2 JV teams
2)      From Sioux Falls, allow 1 varsity and 2 JV teams
3)      From Brookings, play BA and BB instead of BA and BC
4)      From Fremont, play BA instead of BB, PWA & PWB
5)      From Sioux Falls, play BA and BB instead of BA and BC (East and West)
6)      From Sioux Falls to play PWA and PWB instead of PWA and PWC (both East and West?
7)      From Brookings to play PWA and PWB instead of PWA and PWC.
8)      From Mitchell, to play PWA and PWB instead of PWA and PWC (depending on the number of teams at PWC)
9)      From Huron, to play BA instead of BB
10)   From Sioux Center, to allow an exception for a lower number for the “Freeze 10” rule for Youth Varsity/JV level
11) From Oahe, to play BA and BB instead of BA and BC
 
If I missed any, we will address them as well.
 
We will have this conference call on Sunday, 8/14, at 8PM CDT (7PM MDT).
 
The call in number is 1-866-305-2467
The guest code is 378258 followed by the # sign.
 
Each local will address the board as to the reasoning behind their respective play down/up request.
 
Max, I am out of town until Saturday night. Could you please send a reminder out to everyone on Thursday or Friday (8/11 or 8/12) about the call?
 
Max has been busy on the schedule and if we can finalize these requests, it will allow her to move forward and finalize.
 
Thank you and look forward to our call on Sunday, 8/14/16.
 
Dan French
SDAHA President














YANKTON AREA ICE ASSOCIATION 
2016-2017 TEAM REQUESTS


PEE WEES – ESTIMATED PLAYERS = 14
YAIA REQUEST = 1 ‘B’ SQUAD
THIS WILL BE A VERY YOUNG AND INEXPERIENCED GROUP MADE UP OF 9 FIRST YEAR PLAYERS 

BANTAMS - ESTIMATED 27 PLAYERS 
YAIA REQUEST = 
SCENARIO #1 – IF THE STATE OFFERS A-B-C LEVELS – YAIA REQUESTS 1 ‘B’ SQUAD AND 1 ‘C’ SQUAD

SCENARIO #2 – IF THE STATE OFFERS ONLY A-B LEVELS – YAIA REQUESTS 2 ‘B’ SQUADS 
 ‘B’ RED  &   ‘B’ WHITE

THIS IS A VERY INEXPERIENCED GROUP WITH 14 RETURNING OFF OF A BANTAM ‘A’ TEAM THAT FINISHED LAST IN THE LEAGUE LAST YEAR WITH NO VICTORIES AND GAVE UP 178 GOALS. 

BJV/Varsity - ESTIMATED 16 PLAYERS
YAIA REQUEST = 1 BJV Squad 
ALL 16 PLAYERS RETURN FROM A TEAM THAT FINISHED LAST IN THE LEAGUE LAST YEAR WITH NO VICTORIES. THIS TEAM FINISHED 8TH IN THE STATE TOURNAMENT AND SUFFERED THROUGH NUMEROUS INJURIES TRYING TO PLAY AT THE VARSITY LEVEL.  ADDITIONALLY, WE HAVE TWO GOALIES WHO ARE VERY INEXPERIENCED AND AT THIS TIME, HAVE NO BANTAMS MOVING UP. 

GJV - 
YAIA REQUEST = YAIA WILL NOT BE FIELDING A GJV TEAM DUE TO LACK OF NUMBERS


Submitted by: Chad Kapla – YAIA Coaching Coordinator with approval from the YAIA Board.




