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Minutes of the Board Meeting

Held Wednesday 21 October 2009, 8am

Squash Auckland, Sport Auckland House, Alexandra Park

IN ATTENDANCE

Tim Marshall (Chairman), Paul Cameron, Dave Fraser, Andrew Eade, Trudy Englebretsen (General Manager), Tanya Laurence, Pam Gilbert, Paul Brown

Observer – Adrian Dale

APOLOGIES

None

PREVIOUS MINUTES 

Moved that the Board minutes of the meeting held 17 September 2009 be accepted as a true record
           TL/AE

MATTERS ARISING
Confirmation required around $30K from SNZ to ensure draft budget it accurate reflection of income in 2010.
GM to write to Sport Auckland to request a revised investment of the ODT Funding – this was declined
TOWARD 2020

Board and staff have looked at the final reports that have come out of SNZ, these have been summarized in the Chairs report (for the annual report).  

Squash Auckland has submitted business plan + SP report to SNZ to secure funding of $30,000 in 2010. 
TM will request confirmation from JO (Chair of SNZ) that what has been provided is sufficient to secure this funding.
SNZ is keen for each of the districts to change shape from looking after current functions e.g club development and coaching and for those to come under SNZ umbrella. The District governance function under the proposed restructure would be a competition committee rather than a board and most functions would report straight back to SNZ.  
Discussion about:
Is it what the Board wants?
Is this what the clubs want?

Most importantly is what is best for the game?
DF – SNZ still have not addressed key issues from 4-5 months ago.  This decision needs to be made by our clubs, thisis not a board decision.  Pros and cons to be outlined and presented to clubs.

Our major concern is that the level of AK club development will be maintained under any restructure. 
AE – Didn’t read SNZ documents in quite the same way, read that SNZ’s preferred option is a centralized model (strawman 1), but this year districts continue, and SNZ will ‘take over’ districts on a case by case basis.  Which means we work it out as we go.
Question is:  Unitary model or what we have….
No trust from our clubs that was clear at our club development day in June - our clubs will not go for that.

SNZ have stated that they are going to start the process of working with districts, they have already signaled want to centralize coaching and club development functions.

$160K taken back from Districts, Squash Auckland receives $30K of this and  we don’t want to lose that money.  So SNZ decided best way to do this is to go case by case basis.
SNZ say that Squash Auckland is an anomaly in that it is functional with good board.  So would lose knowledge of good board.

Leadership coming from one body, however this can be done under the current model, a structure change will not fix a cultural problem in the sport. 
AE – Do SNZ think they can generate the level of grant funding that Districts can? This is unlikely and a significant risk. 
Its about local based initiatives, relationships etc – not just AK, but all the districts.

Without district boards, no one will take responsibility for getting funding.
Unitary vs Federal model.
Problem with alignment

SNZ say no alignment because of structure.

AE - Are there any examples – where SNZ has implement an initiative that Squash Auckland has refused to engage in…. answer is no!
Or is the problem that there is no leadership…. What is magically going to change if money is going to stay with the districts.  Structural but no money.  

Constant Battling – no support from SNZ office.  If we are having trouble – where is district support?
Now they are trying to do it – club development person to work with clubs…. Should have a district capability person… this has not been done….
TM to set up time before Squash Auckland AGM to discuss this. 

GM Handover
GM to work with Adrian on gaming trust handover.
SEM INCREASE FOR 2010
0.05% = 12c 

In accordance with our SEM policy we will raise SEM by CPI of 0.05%
STRATEGIC PLAN
Circulated comprehensive report from last 2.5 years.
AUDIT REPORT

TM/PC moved that auditor’s report be accepted.
Board congratulates GM on surplus achieved in past 3 years during tough financial times.

JUDICIARY

Graeme Wilson to reimburse Squash Auckland for behavior at Senior Nationals, banned from selection in 2010.
BOARD MEMBER ELECTION AT AGM

Tim and Tanya will stand for re-election 




Into Committee

Voting of Board of SNZ.

Discussion re ability to influence SNZ board.  

Neil McAra and Wayne Werder are re-standing.  

Jim O’Grady (Chair) stepping down. 

SNZ have not served Squash Auckland very well.  

Sub group (PC, TM) to look at application and recommend 4 to vote for. 
SA not to do anything that will change us.

Dramatic change in makeup of SNZ board – this is important to this project going ahead and shape it may take.

What can Squash Auckland do if we don’t get our $30K

We won’t approve the SNZ budget at the AGM.  SNZ take $460K from clubs and only $160K is returned to districts, they still take $300K of club money…what do they do with it?
TM to draft a clear statement for SNZ AGM asking why they are still pursuing dramatic changes when there will be a new board, new chair and new CEO, they can’t do such a significant change when the key drivers are changing.

We can’t answer question because no business case (to include funding) and business model. 

Not totally opposed to direction of 2020 and need for change and alignment but differences between district indicate may need staggered approach, We would only be willing to support budget to hire Club D Manager on basis that we do not lose our $30K.

Key points to circulate to other districts prior to AGM.

PEOPLE –

NOT OPPOSED – 

NEED BUSINESS CASE + GRANT FUDNING

THIS YEAR _ PRACTCIAL SUPPOR – BUDGET

CLUBS ARE HAPPY WITH WHAT AK IS DOING, SOME IMPROVEMENT


TM to draft together and circulate to the board.  

.

KEY ISSUES

Club support

Business plan/budget/business case

Will SQAK be at least as well off

Alignment

Funding 

Loss of board capability

Centralised leadership, vision, planning

Unitary risk of going down wrong path

Centralised admin

Suggestion: district development capability

Model Options:

Unitary

Federal

Hybrid of these 2 (e.g. keep main districts)

Functions 

Competitions

Coaching

Club development
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