Regular Meeting of the Council

1. OPENING BUSINESS

Thursday, October 24, 2013

9:00 a.m.

The Grand
4101 East Willow
Long Beach, California

Agenda

DISPOSITION ITEM

A.

B.

2. PUBLIC HEARING SESSION

Call to order by Jim Monico, President of the Council

Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call

Introduction of Guests
Adopt Agenda

Approval of Minutes

Action

1. Minutes of the April 25, 2013 Council Meeting Action 1F1

A. Recognition of anyone wishing to address the
Executive Committee. Speakers must limit their

remarks to three minutes.

3. ACTION ITEMS

A. STATE FEDERATED COUNCIL ACTION ITEMS

1. CIF Budget, 2013-14 Revisions

Action STATE467

2. Proposal to Adjust Fall SOP Dates Bylaw 1108.B Action STATE468

B. SOUTHERN SECTION ACTION ITEMS

1. Releaguing Appeal Hearings



3. ACTION ITEMS (Cont.) DISPOSITION ITEM
a. Coast Area Releaguing Appeal
1. El Segundo High School Exec. Cmte SS469
Not Accepted 14-3-3
2. Northern Area
1. Royal High School — Football Only Exec Cmte SS470
Accepted 16-2
2. Simi Valley High School — Football Only Exec Cmte SS471
Accepted 18-0
4. NON-ACTION ITEMS
A. STATE FEDERATED COUNCIL NON-ACTION ITEMS
1. Proposed CIF Swimming and Diving Championships STATE472
2. Bylaw 600 Revision STATEA473
3. Practice Time Allowance Proposal STATE474
B. SOUTHERN SECTION NON-ACTION ITEMS
1. Revision of Proposal from Sunset League Volleyball Discuss SS466
Bylaw 2911
2. Proposal from Executive Committee to Eliminate Discuss SS475
Bylaw 3214.1
3. Proposal from Mountain Pass League to Change Blue Discuss SS476
Book Rule Regarding Number of Contests Allowed for
Tournaments
(Bylaws 1503.2, 1609.2, 1803.2, 2204.2, 2404.2, 2504.2,
2906.2, 3004.2)
5. REPORT SESSION
A. President’s Report Jim Monico
B. Treasurer’s Report Carter Paysinger
C. Commissioner’s Report Rob Wigod

6. ADVANCE PLANNING

A. DATES

1. January 18, 2014 — CIF Southern Section Executive Committee Meeting, Palm Springs,

California

2. January 29, 2014 — CIF Southern Section Council Meeting, Long Beach, California



7. ADJOURNMENT

A. Time of Adjournment




10932 Pine Street Telephone: (562) 493-9500
Los Alamitos, California 90720 FAX: (562) 493-6266

Regular Meeting of the Council

Thursday, April 25, 2013
The Grand
4101 East Willow
Long Beach, California

Minutes

1. OPENING BUSINESS DISPOSITION ITEM

A. Call to order by Jim Monico, President of the Council
B. Pledge of Allegiance
C. Roll Call
D. Introduction of Guests/Announcements
There was a motion and a second to adopt the agenda as written. The motion was supported.
E. Adopt Agenda Approved
F. Minutes of Previous Meeting
1. Minutes of the January 31, 2013 Council Meeting Approved 1F1

There was a motion and a second to accept the minutes from the previous meeting as presented. The
motion was supported.

2. PUBLIC HEARING SESSIONS

A. Recognition of anyone wishing to address the Council.
Speakers must limit their remarks to three minutes.

3. ACTION SESSION

A. STATE FEDERATED COUNCIL
1. 2013-2014 CIF State Budget Support STATE456

There was a motion and a second to support STATE456. The motion carried.
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2. 2013-2014 CIF State Executive Committee Nominations Support STATE457
There was a motion and a second to support STATE457. The motion carried.

3. Proposal to Bylaw 500.D, Authorized Participation Support STATE458
Exhibition

There was a motion and a second to support STATE458. The motion carried.

4. Proposal to Bylaw 3103, Wrestling Weight Management Support STATE459
Program — Penalty

There was a motion and a second to support STATE459. The motion carried.

5. Proposal from State Girls Wrestling Advisory Committee, Support STATE460
Weight Classifications Re-alignment

There was a motion and a second to support STATE460. The motion carried.

6. Proposal to Revise Bylaw 100, Amendment of Bylaws and Support STATE462
Bylaw 101, Reconsideration of Council Action

There was a motion and a second to support STATE462. The motion carried.
B. SOUTHERN SECTION ACTION ITEMS

1. 2013-2014 Southern Section Proposed Budget Support SS454
There was a motion and a second to support STATE454. The motion carried.

2. Proposal from Officials Fees/Relations Committee Support SS463
There was a motion and a second to support STATE463. The motion carried.

3. CIF State Swimming Championship Support SS464
There was a motion and a second to support STATE464. The motion carried with a vote of 49 to 15.

4. NON-ACTION SESSION

A. STATE FEDERATED COUNCIL NON-ACTION ITEMS
There are no State Federated Council non-action items at this time.
B. SOUTHERN SECTION NON-ACTION ITEMS
1. Proposal from Sunset League Volleyball Bylaw 2911 Discuss SS465
This proposal would preclude volleyball players from any club tryouts or practice during the high school

season of sport (date of the first contest until the school team’s last contest; this could be different for all
schools based on playoff participation). Concern was raised regarding students “choosing” club
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volleyball over high school volleyball. This rule will sanction the athlete if a violation occurs. The
feeling of the Sunset League leans toward clubs moving their “tryouts” accommodating the high school
calendar. Questions were posed such as, “How many kids constitute a practice?” “What does the penalty
phase consist of exactly?” “Are clinics included?” A “two for one” penalty was suggested, however
policing club practice was a major concern. “One on one” instruction was not included in this violation.
There is not an indication of how many kids constitute a practice.

5. REPORT SESSION

A. President’s Report Jim Monico

Jim Monaco commended the CIF Office and Staff for their efforts on the 100™ Anniversary celebration.
He felt prideful regarding the organization and the work that all the schools are doing in support of
athletics.

B. Commissioner’s Report Rob Wigod

Thanks to the CIF-SS Council for communication and feedback on our year. Our new online system is
making business more efficient with your input being a major contribution. Thank you to the new
Executive Administrative Assistant, Heather Smith for her work in the Commissioner’s Office. Thank
you to the Executive Committee for their thoughtful execution in leading the council. This year can be
defined by the “Big 3”; the 100™ Anniversary of CIF, CIF-SS Home, and our new transfer rules. As you
leave today, you will receive a 100™ Anniversary Yearbook commemorating the organization. Share it
with your principals, athletic directors and coaches. Huge thanks go out to our intern from CSULB,
Jacquelyn Herkins, for her creation of the CIF 100™ Anniversary Yearbook. She is currently working in
the Director of Communications, Thom Simmons’ office and has done a fantastic job with all social
media promoting CIF, among other tasks with which she is involved. CIF-SS Home will be evolving.
Between our efforts and your suggestions we will work together to complete the online directory
(VERY IMPORTANT). Please encourage your leagues to input COMPLETE information. Other
sections of the state are jumping on board with the online system. The state office has also expressed
and interest which in turn, will streamline the work even more. As we look back on the year, we are
hoping for more familiarity and success with the new transfer rules. The legal cost minimization has
shown that the new policies are financially beneficial to our section. Please visit with your leagues
regarding rule 3214.1. The costs involved in sending “at large over .500” teams to the playoffs may be a
topic to revisit in your league. The deadline for Champions for Character nominations is rapidly
approaching. Please nominate deserving students immediately. Participation in our golf tournament
directly funds the event that honors “Champions for Character” recipients, encourages sign up before the
tournament field fills up. The CIF Southern Section’s goal contains a vision for open communication
with our membership. We are committed to serving the section. Please call, email, and communicate
regarding anything and everything you may need.

C. Treasurer’s Report Carter Paysinger

This was a “soft” year for us. We are down $130k for the year. Sports revenue was down about 20
percent. We had unexpected expenses in staff overlap (retirement, maternity leave and illness). Support
marketing and revenue will exceed its mark as will TV, Radio, and Web Broadcast Rights. With the
implementation of CIF-SS Home, we anticipate dramatic drops in office expenses (postage, printing,
duplicating). This will be a downward trend over the next few years as we get deeper into electronic
processes. Budget shortfalls will not be on the backs of our member schools. There is no plan for sport
fee increases, changes to revenue sharing or ticket increases for 2013-2014 school year.
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. ADVANCE PLANNING

A. Dates

1. May 15, 2013 — CIF Southern Section Executive Committee Meeting, location TBA

. ADJOURNMENT

A. Time of adjournment: 10:15
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Proposed Budget Revisions
2013-2014

A few changes are being recommended to the proposed budget for the 2013-2014 fiscal year with no impact in dues or legal assessment to schools. The
recommended changes are detailed in the “budget notes” that precede the itemized budget pages.

There have been some significant marketing changes since the initial budget was approved in May. The changes are the addition of Farmers Insurance as our
Presenting Partner and the deletion of the MaxPreps addendum with the sections, as they are working with each section to develop their own contract. The
total amount per section remains the same, as long as each section is able to fulfill the requirements of the contract with MaxPreps. We have adjusted the

section distribution amounts according to the marketing plan to reflect these changes.

Included in this revision is a proposed 3% salary adjustment retroactive to August 1, 2013. The proposed revised budget reflects $82,000 in excess funds for
the fiscal year, compared to $61,500 on the prior approved budget. The overall impact of the proposed salary adjustment to the budget equates to .6%.

We have also made the adjustments to the budget to reflect actual medical insurance premiums for employees and retirees.

Income Overview

Income is projected to increase by 5% based on the budget changes.
$5.03 million to $5.29 million

Expenses Overview
Expenses are projected to increase by 4.6% based on the budget changes.
$4.97 million to $5.21 million
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Marketing
Line 21 — Sponsorships

Line 25 - Broadcast Rights

Legal & Liabili
Line 34 — Salary & Benefits

Operating Cost
Line 43 — Salaries for Staff

Line 44 — Employee Benefits
Line 46 — Retiree Benefits

Awards
Line 64 — Scholar Athlete

8-15-2013

2013-2014 PROPOSED BUDGET NOTES
As of August 15, 2013

Increase income based on changes in sponsorships ($189,650).
increase expense based on changes in sponsorships ($181,163).
Decrease expense based on prior years history ($15,000)

Increase expense based actual medical insurance premiums and proposed 3% salary increase ($3,823).

Increase expense based on proposed 3% salary increase ($12,897)
Increase expense based on actual medical premiums and new staff ($17,674).
Decrease expense based on actual medical insurance premiums ($2,701).

Increase income based on Farmers sponsorship ($60,000).
Increase expense based on section scholar winners {$40,000).
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2012 - 2013 YTD BUDGET Proposed 20132014 Budget
s of August 19, 2013 wh 3%

2011-92 2011-12 201112 2011.12 201213 201213 2012-13 2012-13 2013-14 201314 2013-14 201314
CE BUDGET INCOME YTDINCOME BUDGET EXPENSE YTD EXPENSE BUDGET INCOME YTO INCOME BUDGET EXPENSE Y10 EXPENSE BUDGET INCGME YTO INCONME BUDGET EXPENSE YTD EXPENSE
(Champlonships 1,792,100 | 4,770,867 (1,121,200)& (1,156,120)| $ 2,943,600 | 2,211,694 8(1,462.700[1 {1,449,481)| § 2,061,100 | § -is (1,331.700)1 {14){champlonships
ﬁ:’-‘ﬁ" 183,500 187,128 (76,000)| (42.19111 190,000 237477| $ (moooJ (80,631)]$ 190,000 | $ 7818 {15.0004 0
ntersst income 16,000 12,884 {4,000) 12"°'IIL 15000 |$ 12042($ {4,000 (2883)|$ 160005 900 | $ u.ooq’ @ [intarest tncome
Marketing $ 1,613,450 | § 1,763,760 | § (sssmﬂrs (707,988)| $ 1,786,700 | § 1,924,185 | $ (908,836)| $  (882,951){$ 1,807,430 | § s (_tu.ns[ls (63)|Marketing
Enclnmo(m Income (86%
prior yr.) 405,000 420,887 $ 406,000 417,268| $ - 0fs 40s000($ 25076(S$ " prior yr.)
{interest Pd. on st Pd. on
Past Dus $ - |8 410}s - is . Due
and Uability 761,888 796,899 (914,274))  (1,219,094)| $ 761,886 778,943 | § (1,111,700)| (szs.asz!s 764,638 |$ 45,930 $ _;1,o1s,1asL! {124,843 and Uablitty
Operating Costs $ (1,441,133!! $ (1,406,076} § -l - 3(1,404.:334 $ (1,438,278 $ um,«slls [z,7s7+a-<wcm
H Programs:
/Awards & 'Awards 8
arfS.tax $ 60000|$ 60,000(8 (n,ooozls m.mg's €0,000|$ 60,000 |8 (sv,ooolr m,mqs 60,000 | $ .18 (87,000 $ mq%m
ance &

$ (167,700} § (4,221)INFHS

3
£

212,396); 0|8 20471]8 (167,700)| $

$
-' $ 5,361,186 | § 5,684,190 | $ 15,311.168 365,293,166

Ioanmmu &
NFHS $ 31611|8 (167,700

$ (5,212,279)] $  (132,648)[Totals

$ 72,686

Totais} $ 4,840,936 | $ 5,049,768 | $ (4,706,311
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2012-2013 YTD BUDGET
as of August 18, 2013

Proposed 2013-2014 Budget
with 3%

2011-12 2011-12 2011-12 2011-12 2012-13 2012-13 201213 201213 2013-14 2013-14 2013-14 201314
BUDGET INCOME YTD INCOME BUDGET EXPENSE YTD EXPENSES BUDGET INCOME YTO NCOME BUDGET EXPENBE YTD EXPENSES BUDGEY INCOME YTO INCOME BUDGET EXPENSE YTO EXPENSES
1 _|Golf - $ - 3 $ = $ - $ = $ 6.
2 |Tennis - I8 - 1$ $ - |8 S $ - $ 8,800;
3_|Cross Country 40,000 | § 52080 | $ $ 40,000 | § 49,883 $ 40,000 $ (4121
4_|voreyban 185000 [$ 145406 |8 $ 165000]|$ 138085 $ 185000 $ (103,000
4A [B. Vi 26000 $ 308328 $ 25000($ 66,530 s 25,000 $ (21.630)
5 |Football 200,000 { $ 177827 | $ $ 550000} $ 484314 $ 460,000 $ j480,000)|
8 |Wresting 225000($ 230,127 | $ $ 2250001 8 239,148 $ 225,000 $ (143,170)
7 Ismau 867,000} ¢ 864,869 | $ $ 867,000 | $ 989,103 $ 867,000 ) {470,
8 Track 92000 | $ 88377 )8 $ 920008 92,884 $ 92,000 $ (40,000)| $ 14)
| 8A |Soccer 75000 | $ 832408 $ 75,000 | § 75,147 $ 75,000 $ 55,000]
Venue Contracts
8_{Wrestiing Venue 6000018 60,000} 8 - $ 67,500 | $ 67,500 | $ - $ - 75,000 $ -
10A [Cross Country Venue 17,100 $ 171008 - $ 17,100 { $ 17,100 | § - $ - 17.100 $ 5
108|BaslwbaIVemte 5000 |8 5000($ - 3 50001$ 5000 % = $ - 5,000 $ -
10C | Track Venue 21000 | $ 15000 | § - $ 15000 | § 15000 | $ - $ - 15,000 $ -
|Sub Total - Championship Events 1,762,100 |$ 1770857 | $ {1,921,200)| $ 2,143,600 |$ 2,2116894 | $ {1,482,700)| $ (14494811 8 2061,100]§ $ (1,367,700} $ 14
1
quuﬂmll’ms
11 |Coaching Education 1750001 $ 171,268 { (41,000){ $ 175000 1 8 222862 | § (41,000)| $ (30,8540 $ 175,000 | $ 7818 (41,000){
12 |Coaching $ - S $ - $ -
13 < 425 $ $ 425 3 -
14 _|NIAAA Training $ 15,000 | $ 1543518 {10,000} $ 15000 | $ 13890 | $ (10,000)} $ 9,520)f $ 15,000 $ {10,000
15 |Parents Education $ 350018 = $ (4,000)] § S $ E S (4.000)| § (2444)4 $ = 3 14.000]
16 |PvH Seminars $ - $ $ - s -
17 |CE - Trave! & Misc. Expenses $ - Is (zo.ooo)is s - 13 (20,000) § umzzl $ (20.000)
18 S - $ s - s -
Sub Total - Educath Prog 193,500 $ 187,126 | § (76,000)} $ 190,000 | $ 237177 | $ (75,000)} $ {60,631)] $ 180,000 | $ 781 $ (76.000)] $ -
1
!lnurutlncoma
19 [Investment Income $ 1000018 11,228 $ {2.500)| $ 10,000 { $ 10,800 | § (2,500)| $ - $ 10,000 | $ 900|S {2.500)
)
20 [interest income 5000 |§ 1,656 | $ {1,500)| $ 5.000 | S 12428 (1,500)| § 2853)] § 5,000 $ (4,500)
18,000 | $ 12,084 | $ {4.000)} $ 18,0001 8 12,0428 (4,000)| $ (2,853)] $ 15,000 | § 9008 (4.00048 .
1 ]
94345018 10594121]8% 528, $ 943450 |§ 10414148 (628,035)| $ (667,244_)_'3 936,550 3 (814,926} $ (63)4
30,000!$ 31,260 $ 30,0008 31,500 $ - $ 30,000
25000($ 184008 {10,300}| $ 250001 ¢ 19,200 | $ {10,300){ § - $ 25,000 $ (10,3@)_!
65000 | $ 93,128 s 65,000 | $ 98,897 . - $ 65,000
550000 | $ 561,561 | § (357,089){ $ 572,250 | $ 583,174 | § (220,500)| $ 65,707)k $ 584,880 $ (125
1500001 $ 150,000 | § (150,000)/ $ 150,000)8 $ 156,000 $ (156,000,
Sub Total Marketing 16134508 1,763,780 | § (895,404)| $ 1,785,700 |8 192418518 (908.835)} $ (8829611 8 1,807,430 |8 S $ (806,226)] $ (032‘
27 |Dues Income (88% of yr.) 405,000 $ 420,687 $ 405,000| $ 417,268 $ - 405,000] $ 25,075
27al on overd ts $ 617 $ $ 1410 $ -
28 prwarded to sheet3) SUB-TOTALN S 401908018 4,166,931 $ (2,005604)| $ (1,908, 4,539,300 18 4803,776($ 52.450‘535[{8 (2396816)1 § 4478530 | $ 26,758 | $ (2,352,926)! $
1
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2012-2013 YTD BUDGET

Proposad 2013-2014 Budget

as of August 18, 2013 with 3%
]E 201112 201112 201112 201112 201213 201213 201213 2012-13 2013-14 2013-14 2013-14 2013-14
BUDGET INCOME YTU INCOME BUDGET EXPENSE YTD EXPENSES BUDGET INCOME YTD INCOME BUDGET EXPENSE YTD EXPENSES DUDGET INCOME YTO INCOME BUDGET EXPENSE YTO EXPENSES
al & Lisb
29 $ - $ $ = -
30 |Genera! Counsel Expense s - Is 000)( $ s - 18 (264,851 $ (385,00
31 [[290 Epeie - Gulide Canes! ) - s cro.ooo:Is s - s (128,70 s (100,000
32 |Legal Expensa - Investigation $ - [s $ - (8,730 (25.000)
33 |Appeal Hearings s 1425018 153308 (es,ow)ls 14,250 | $ 69008 (40,150)f $ 7,000 $ 35,
Salary + benefits (50% of Exac. Dir.
& 15% of Admin. Asst. + 100% of
34 |Coomt) $ -_1s (179,274) H - 1s {186,584 3 (176.888)| $ (1,248,
35 |~ Clerical, office si $ - 1s (8,000) $ -.1$ x 9,711 S (8.000)| § (1331
36 |Sub-fotal: Legal expenses s i ) (672,274) $ -1 (847,700)( $ (618,767 $ (729.988)
37 |insurance Premium Expenses $ - |Is s - s (242,000 $ (188,584 $ @68200)|$ _(124,843))
38 |Dedicated Reserve for Retires's Benefits S - |8 S - 18 (22,000)] $ (22,000] $ (zz.ooo_)J
39 [*Assessment to Schools $ 747636 |% 781,569 747836 |$ 773,043 (S - Is - s 74763 45,930
"in Excess” from prior year Applied to
40 |Legat & Liabiity 5 -
Sub-total: Legel Defense &
41 |insurance Assessment $  761886($ 706899 |$  (914,274.00) 761,886 |$ 779843 [$ (111170000 $ (8203621 $ 754,636 45930 (8 (1,018,188.00) § (124,sz
ostn | |
42 [Rent & uititles s - Is s - s (53,000) $ (53.000)| 3 o)
42a $ - 13 $ - 18 - $ -
ﬁPumesfasm s - 1s ] - Is (198,077) s (839,344)
Employee Benefits
44 |(PERS + Med + Dental) $ - 18 $ -13 (273,600) $ (315,143
45 [Other Benefits (Exec. Director's Contract $ -8 $ - 13 (3.600)| $ £00){ $ (1,249)‘
48 [Retiree's Benefits (Med + Dental) $ 1S $ - 18 (101,122) $ {111,444
47 |Payrofl Tax (Stats Unemployment +ETT) $ - 1S $ - i3 (3,600] $ 800,
48 Payrofl Tax_ (FICA + Medicare] s - 1s ) - |8 (55.834) $ 56,934
49 |Office Supplies / Printing s - 1s $ - 18 (34,000 $ (34,000)[ $ (323
50 |Matlings, Posta $ - 18 $ Ll I ] (30,000 $ $ (30, $ (7071
51 |Legislative Consultation $ - 18 $ - 18 (47,000)| $ $ 47,
| 52 |Accounting Costs $ - 18 $ =48 (3,000 § 3 000,
53 |Audit s - s $ - 18 (21 $ $ {21,000)
54 |Maintenance, E: ent Repa $ - 1S $ - 18 (2,500)| $ $ (2,500)
565 Iw Fum. Upgrades s - |s ] - 18 (12,000)| $ s (12,000
56 |E ent Lease $ - s $ - 13 (27,900)| $ $ (27,900
57 |Consultants Fees $ - 13 $ - 18 (3.,000){ § $ (3,000)
58 |WebPaga Maintenance $ - 13 $ - s (4.500){ $ $ (4.500)
58 |Staff Travel s - s (1,500)| $ s - I8 (1,500)| $ (131 $ (1.500)
60 [Tel Service $ - |8 :m.oog;] s (13,581 $ - Is (18,000)| $ (12,499 $ (13,000_){ s 24
61 S S $ = $ = $ -
Sub-total Opersting Costs ) - |8 (1,441.733)| $  (1,406,07 $ $ {1.494,233)| $ (1,438,278 $ {1,586,485){ $ (2,76
62 Porwardedtosmeetyy SUB-TOTALB S  761886|$ 786899 |$  (2,356007)|$ (2,625169)8$ 761,886 |3 779943 (§ {2,805,933)| $ (220762090 $ 754,638 45930 § {2,604,853)| $ (127.800)§
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2012-2013 YTD BUDGET
as of August 19, 2013

Proposed 2013-2014 Budget
with 3%

QP 201112 2011-12 2011-12 201112 2012-13 2012-13 201213 201213 2013-14 201314 2013-14 201314
BUDGET IMCOME YTD INCOME BUDGET EXPENSE YTD EXPENSES BUDGET INCOME YTD INCOME BUDGET EXPENSE YTD EXPENSES BUDGET INCOME YTD NCOME BUDGET EXPERSE YTD EXPENSES
Programs
improvement in Officlating
63 |Officials Accreditation $ - Is (3,000)| s - 18 {3,000)| $ (1,484) s (3,000)
Awards and Recognition Programs
684 |Scholar Athlete 60,000 (S 60,0001 $ 60,000)| $ 60,000 $ 60,000 | § 60,000)] $ 55,129)1 $ 60,000 $ 60.000)
| 65 |Spirit of Sport $ - 1s 000)| § s - 1s $ (10,808 $ (8,000} $ (s
68 |CIF Coaches Award $ - 18 (3,000)| $ $ - 1s (3.000)! $ (3.167 s (3,000)}
Ruls Interpreters
67 |Travel expense for interpreters $ - s (4,000)| $ $ - 1is (4,000)| § [CRED) | $ (4.000)( $ ML) |
68 |Consultation - equ $ - 1s 5,000){ $ $ - Is (5.000)| $ - $ (5.000)
69 |Califomia Sales Tax Exp. (Prior Year's s - 1s [ s - 1s (4,000)| § (2,618 $ {4.000]
Sub-Tota! Programs 60.000 | $ 60.000|$ (87.000)| $ 60,0008 60.000 | $ (87.000)! $ (&3]} K 80,000 3 (87,000)} $ a8
Governance & NFHS
Governance Meetings
70 |Federated Councll $ - $ 61,000)| $ $ - $ 61,000)| $ 80,91 $ (81,000)
71_|Executive Committee S - 1s (27,000) $ $ - 43 (27.000)| $ {43,104] $ {27.000)|
72 Ismm Commissioners $ - 1s (18,000); $ $ - 1$ {19,000)| § (21,8089 s {19,000)
73 |Other G Meetings $ - 18 28 s s - 18 (28,000)| $ (32,531 $ (28,000)| $ [Cr) |
74 s - $ $ - $ -
Natlonal Federation
75_|Annual Member Dues $ - 18 (5000)| $ $ - i3 S $ (2,500] $ 10000 $ @_@)_l $ {2,500,
6 @ s - |8 (12,000)! $ ) -_1s (12,000 8 (9,118 $ (12,000)
77 |Section 7, 8 - Fall Meeting Exp s - Is @.000)s s - |8 @oo0)|s (849, s @.000)| $ eoo)]
76 |Wnter Meeting_Expenses s - Is 000)] 8 s - |s ooo)ls (2028 s (4.000)
79 |National AD's meeting $ - 18 - 18 $ - 18 -1 - $ -
80 |Other meeting expenses $ - 18 (2,000)! $ $ - 18 (2000)} $ (1, $ (2,000)]
80a [NFHS -LRG ing - $ 36938 | § - $ {40,974 - $ 20471 [ $ - $ (248191 § - $ -
81 INFHS Publications $ . Is @700 s . |s @700(s (2,001 s (2,700)
81a |Prior Year Expenses $ - $ $ - $ -
Sub-Total Governance & NFHS $ 36938 S (167,700)] $ {212,396 $ 20471 (S (167.700)| $ (209.643) 3 (167.700)| $ 4.221)
82 Sub-total N $ 60,000 | § 95938 ]§ (254,700)} $ (289,340 60,000 | § 804718 (264,700); $ (287,064)) $ 60,000 | § 10,000 $ {254,700) $ (4,972:|
83 Total forwarded from Sheet 1 $ 4,019,050 |8% 4155931 |S$ (2,085,604)] $  (1,906,90 $ 4,539300($ 4803,7761$ (2450,635)|$ (2,396016) § 4478530 |8 26,756 | $ (2252,926)| $ {7
84 | Total forwarded from Sheet 2 $ 761,886 | $ 796,899 | § (2,356,007)| $  (2,625,160)0 $ 761,886 | § 779,943 | § (z,eos,sasll $ (2,267,629} $ 754836 | $ 45930 | $ (2,604,653})| $ {127,800)
85 GRAND TOTALIE $ 4,840,838 5,049,768 | $ {4,7086,311) (4,621,416)0 $§ 5,361,186 5,664,190 | § (5,311,1“2] (4.350,610)_'3 5,203,166 | § 82,686 | $ (6,212,279) $ {132,849)
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Burden Comparison

Approved Proposed

2013-2014 2013-2014 Change
Salary 950,362 976,046 Salary 25,684
PERS 142,847 147,132 PERS 4,285
MED 181,755 181,755 MED -
DENTAL 16,422 16,422 DENTAL -
VISION 2,101 2,101 VISION -
LTC 3,176 3,176 LTC -
LTD 2,500 2,500 LTD -
FICA 49,526 50,178 FICA 652
MED 12,256 12,366 MED 110

1,360,945 1,391,676

30,731

8/16/2013
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2013-2014 roved
ROGER BLAKE N 180,000 39,983 16,148 1,340 210 3,175 2,500 6,625 2,610 252,591
Salaries - 50% 90,000 19,992 8,074 670 105 1,588 1,250 3,175 1,280 126,134
Legal/liability - 50% 90,000 19,992 8,074 670 105 1,588 1,250 3,175 1,280 126,134
JADE CHIN (Feb 1) N 60,159 9,152 8,545 737 210 3,730 872 83,405
Salaries - 85% 51,135 7,779 7,263 570 179 3,331 779 71,036
Legal/liability - 15% 9,024 1,373 1,282 100 32 588 137 12,535
RON NOCETT! N 133,500 20,309 21,217 1,954 210 6,010 1,406 184,606
BRIAN SEYMOUR Y 92,323 14,045 21,217 1,954 210 5,724 1,339 136,811
ERIN DAVENPORT Y 78,634 11,963 21,217 1,954 210 6,010 1,406 121,394
REBBECA BRUTLAG Y 53,681 8,166 21,217 1,954 210 3,170 741 89,139
MATT COHEN Y 96,939 14,747 21,217 1,954 210 6,010 ;:1,004 142,081
BOBBI MADSEN Y 65,927 10,029 21,217 1,954 210 4,087 A 956 104,380
JENNIFER PETERS (Feb 1){vee* 36,974 5,625 21,217 1,954 210 2,292 - 536 68,808
36,072/37,875
AL GOLDBERG N 58,018 8,826 8,545 737 210 3,597 | 841 80,774
P/T CLERICAL 11,000 682 160 11,842
P/T INTERN 5,500 i
P/T ACCOUNTING 12,000 744 1174 12,918
SHERI ROSS 15,000 930 218 16,148
DEAN CROWLEY 16,000 16,000
BOB WALLACE (100% fegal/tiability) 34,707 34,707
[SALARIES 816,631] 121,482 172,400 15,653 1,964 1,588 1,250 45,763 10,839 1,187,570
— 311,499 | ]
LEGAL & LIABILITY 133,731 21,364 9,356 770 137 — | 1,588 1,250 3,763 1,417 173,376
31,627
[TOTALS 950,362] 142,847 181,755 16,422 2,101 3,176] 2,500 49,526] 12,256]$ 1360946
STATEA467

8/8/13



2013-2014 Pro

ROGER BLAKE N 185,400| 41,183 16,148 1,340| 210 3,175 2,500 6,625 2,688 259,269
Salaries - 50% 92,700| 20,591 8,074 670 105 1,588 1,250| 3,15 1,280 129,433
Legalliability - 50% 92,700 20,591 8,074 670 105 1,588 1,250 3,175 1,280 129,433

JADE CHIN (Feb 1) N 61,964 9,427 8,545 737 210 3,842 898 85,623
Salaries - 85% 52,669 8,013 7,263 570 179 3,331 779 72,804
Legal/liability - 15% 9,295 1,414 1,282 100 32 588 137 12,847

RON NOCETTI N 137,505 20,919 21,217 1,954 210 6,010 1,406 189,220

BRIAN SEYMOUR \ 95,093 14,466 21,217 1,954 210 5,896 1,379 140,215

ERIN DAVENPORT Y 80,993 12,321 21,217 1,954 210 6,010 1,406 124,111

REBBECA BRUTLAG Y 55,291 8,411 21,217 1,954 210 3,170 741 90,994

|MATT COHEN Y 99,847 15,190 21,217 1,954 210 6,191 1,004 145,612
l
|aoB8I MADSEN ] 67,905 10,330 21,217 1,954 210 4,210 985 106,811

JENNIFER PETERS (Feb 1)|y*e* 38,083 5,794 21,217 1,954 210 2,361 552 70,170

37,154/39,011

AL GOLDBERG N 59,758 9,091 8,545 737 210 3,705 866 82,912

P/T CLERICAL 11,000 682 160 11,842

|P/T INTERN 5,500

P/T ACCOUNTING 12,000 744 174 12,918

SHER| ROSS 15,000 930 218 16,148

|DEAN CROWLEY 16,000 16,000

{

BOB WALLACE (100% legal/liabifity) 34,707 34,707

SALARIES 839,344| 125,127 172,400] 15,653 1,964 } 1,588] 1,250 0| 46,415] 10,949 1,214,689
315,143

LEGAL & LIABILITY 136,702 22,005 9,356 770 137 1,588 1,250 0f 3,763 1,417 176,988

32,268
[TOTALS 976,046] 147,132 181,755 16,422 2,101 3,476] 2,500 0] 50,178] 12,366]$ 1,391,677
STATE467
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Salary
Schedule




Clerk Admin.

Ist  Assistant r

$ 44,376

Additional 2.5% Longevity after years 8, 12 & 16

$ 52,686

Approved May 2009

$ 46,567

$ 51,340
$ 53,907

$ 59,468

2013-2014 SALARY SCHEDULE

M ia
R ions

$ 56,365

$ 62,179

to
Ex. Dir

rof
of Champ.

$ 59,798

$

101,786

lor
Di

$ 96,939

$

or

117,564

$ 136,838
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2013-2014 PROPOSED SALARY SCHEDULE

' :. AR Assistant | Refations Asst-wmemremrof Champ. | Senior | Executive | Em"ﬁve

‘Receptionist | Assistant | Bookkeeper | Director | Officer | Ex.Dir | Finance | Events | Spom: | Director | Director | Director
Step 1 $ 33,700 $m58 $ 46,870 $ 47,964 $ 50,1511 $ 50,978 | $ 61,5921 § 69,965} $ 95,093 $ 95,093} % 104,603} $ 113,126
Step 2 $ 35385| $ 43,530| $ 49214 $ 50362 $ 52,658] $ 53,527] $ 64,672| $ 73,463| $ 99.847| $ 99,847] $ 109,833 ] § 118,782
Step 3 $ 37,1541 $ 45,707] $ 51,674] $ 52,880] $ 55291 § 56,203] $ 67,905] $ 77,136 $ 104,840] $ 104,840} $ 115324 $ 124,721
Step 4 $ 39,011] $ 47,9921 $ 54,258 $ 55,524 $ 58,056] $ 59,013] $ 71,300| $ 80,993| $ 110,082} $110,082] § 121,091] $ 130,957
Step 5 $ 40962} $ 50,392} $ 56,971 $ 58,301] $ 60,958] $ 61,964] $ 74,865] $ 85,043} $ 115,586| $ 115,586] $ 127,145] § 137,505
Additional 2.5% Longevity after years 8, 12 & 16
Step 9 $ 41986] $ 51,652| 8 58,395 $ 59,758 $ 62,482] $ 63,513| $ 76,737| $ 87,169] $ 118,475| $118,475] § 130,324 ] $ 140,943
Step 13 $ 43,036 $ 52,943 $ 59,855] $ 61,252 $ 64,045] $ 65,101 | $ 78,655| $ 89,348 $ 121,437 $121,437] § 133,582 § 144,466
Step 17 $ 44,112] $ 54267| $ 61,351 $ 62,783| $ 65,646| $ 66,728 | $ 80,622 $ 91,582| § 124,473| $ 124,473 § 136,921 § 148,078
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CF

alifornia Interscholastic Federation

* »
a »
C' ..
* & 2013-14 State Projected Distribution to Sections
August 8, 2013
PARTNER SOUTHERN | sAc-10AQ NCS SAN DIEGO ccs LA CITY CENTRAL NORTH SF OAKLAND |STATE OFFICE|  TOTAL
"Fl o $ 80,313.92 $ 53,682.96 $ 4397346 $ 20,20390 $ 28,089.22 $ 27,71466 $ 33,388.80 $ 23,92990 $ 3,152.64 $ 3,643.64 $ 66,662.52 § 384,873.00
NTM“ lwllnl $ 58,615.20 $ 29,307.60 $ 22,765.73 $ 19,625.63 $ 21,19568 $ 22,765.73 $ 16,223.85 $ 8,111.93 § 8,111.93 $ 3,140.10 $ 58,615.20 $ 261,675.00
TOTAL $ 13892912 § 82,990.56 66,739.19 $ 39,829.52 $ 49,284.89 §$ 50,480.38 $ 49,612.65 § 32,041.83 $ 11,264.57 $ 678374 $ 125277.72 $ 646,548.00
SOUTHERN  SAC-I0AQ NCS SAN DIEGO ccs LACITY CENTRAL NORTH SF OAKLAND STATE OFFICE  TOTAL

8/8 2013
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California Interscholastic Federation

2013-14 State Marketing iIncome Overview

August 8, 2013
PARTNER CATEGORY EXPIRES STATUS ANNUAL FEE J
CA T RD State &R B 48
CCPOA - s c-State 12/31/2013 $ 50,
- - &CE c- WR E 12/31/2013 $ 50,000.
c-State Reg 7/ 2016 $ 1,
KE - ;] 7/31/20 $ 35,000
A G State &  Su 7 1 15, .00
State 3 2017 Legal $ 3 ,000.00
Fa Partnar 7/3 2015 $ 261,675.00
RTSA  ORNY Pa /3 2016 ‘ $ 70,000,
. 12/3 /2013 Signed $ 50 000.00
ER JONES 7/31/20 $ 1 ,225,00
J 1/ /20 Sign $ 16,225.00
R Licensing 7/31/2015 $ 16, 25.
1 E c 7/83/20 $ 22,
Pa 7/31/2016 $ 88, 00,00
EPS Pa w 7/31 15 Negotiati $ 50,000.00
s - 7/31/20 St $ 3,000.00

| TOTALI $ 936,550.00 I

8/8/2013 STATE467
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CIF Broadcast Rights Income

Gross l Net Change

2011-2012 $550,000.00 $495,000.00 I

2012-2013 $572,000.00 $514,800.00 $19,800.00
2013-2014 $594,880.00 $535,392.00 $20,592.00
2014-2015 $618,675.20 $556,807.68 $21,415.68
2015-2016 $643,422.21 $572,645.77 $15,838.09
2016-2017 $669,159.10 $595,551.60 ; $22,905.83
2017-2018 $695,925.46 $626,332.91 $30,781.32
2018-2019 $723,762.48 $651,386.23 $25,053.32
2019-2020 $752,712.98 $677,441.68 $26,055.45
2020-2021 $782,821.50 $704,539.35 $27,097.67
2021-2022 $814,134.36 $732,720.92 $28,181.57
2022-2023 $846,699.73 $762,029.76 $29,308.84
2023-2024 $880,567.72 $792,510.95 $30,481.19
2024-2025 $915,790.43 $824,211.39 $31,700.44
2025-2026 $952,422.05 $857,179.84 $32,968.46

$11,012,973.20 $9,898,550.07 | $ 362,179.84

STATE467



Cost of Living Comparison 2008-2014

Based on the U.S. Social Security Administration

Year COLA CIF increase
2008-2009 58 3
2009-2010 0 0
2010-2011 0 0
2011-2012 3.6 0
2012-2013 1.7 0
2013-2014 2" 3 **

Totals 13.1 6

* - estimated average COLA for 2013

** . proposed CIF increase

STATE467



V.C.2.

ROGER L. BLAKE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

GALIFORNIA INTERSCHOLASTIC FEDERATION

GIF STATE OFFICE - 4658 DUCKHORM DRIVE - SACRAMENTO, CA 85834 - P: 916-208-4471 - : 816-238-4478 - WWW SIFSTATE.0R

To: Federated Council
Date: September 23, 2014

Re: ACTION ITEM as Per Bylaw 1108.B.

Proposal Originated: Executive Director & Commissioners Committee
Proposal Reviewed Proposal Recommendation
9/18/2014 Commissioners Comm. Approve for Immediate Action 8-2
9/23/2014 Executive Committee Approve Bylaw Change 5-0

Type: Bylaw Revision

Next: Reaffirmation or Denial by Federated Council

Proposal Summary: This action by the Executive Committee under Bylaw 1108.B grants
sections the immediate authority to modify their SOP date in the sports of Girls Golf and
Girls Tennis to ensure participatory comparability with the boys’ spring sports season.

1108. DELEGATED POWERS
A. In emergency situations, the State CIF President or Executive Director or his/her authorized designee may act for
the Federated Council in the best interest of the organization. This action will be reviewed by the Executive
Committee as soon as possible.
B. Between meetings of the Federated Council, the Executive Committee shall be empowered to act for the Federated
Council when necessary. This action will be subject to the approval of the Federated Council at its next meeting.

Action Taken By Executive Committee

In accordance with CIF Bylaw 1108.B., the CIF Executive Committee authorizes all CIF
Sections to adjust their Sit Out Period eligibility date, as needed, for the sports of girls’ golf
and girls’ tennis. This action is to promote gender equity and ensure participatory
comparability for female athletes with respect to the SOP dates.

Fiscal Impact: None to member schools, unknown savings to the C.I.F.

STATE468
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ROSER L. BLAKE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

GALIFORNIA INTERSGHOLASTIC FEDERATION

CIF STATE OFFICE - 4658 DUCKHORM DRIVE - SACRAMENTO, CA 85834 - PH: 815-238-44T1 - FY: §16-238-4478 - WWW LIFSTATE.ORG

Background:

An unintended consequence of the Sit Out Period (SOP) is that it created an inequity in the
comparable days of eligibility in the sports of Girls Golf and Girls Tennis in comparison with
their opposite gender in the spring. Traditionally, the fall sport season is shorter in length
than the other sports seasons as school academic schedules take winter and spring breaks.

Sections needed the flexibility on establishing their SOP date as a pre-determined state-
wide date would not solve the inequity due to the various beginning and ending dates of the
“regular season” in each section.

STATE468
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EL SEGUNDO HIGH SCHOOL

Date: Sep 20, 2013

To: Rob Wigod, Commissioner Southern Section CIF
From: Steve Shevlin, Athletic Director, El Segundo High School

Re: Placement into Ocean League

Mr. Wigod,

Please accept this letter as notice that El Segundo High School would like to formally appeal our
League Placement for the 2014-18 cycle. We would like to be placed on the agenda to speak at
the Southern Section Council meeting on October 24, 2013.

I will be forwarding the proposed Releaguing for the SBAA as well as an alternate proposal
before Oct 3, so that info may be include for Council to review.

Please let me know if | need to do anything else,

640 Main Street * El Segundo, California 90245 e (310) 615-2662 ¢ FAX (310) 640-8079

SS469




Date: Augl, 2013

To: The Southern Section Council, Re-Leaguing Appeal
From: Steve Shevlin, Athletic Director, El Segundo High School

Re: Placement into Ocean League

Background Context: We are currently part of an 18 school South Bay Athletic Association that comprises 3
leagues; The Bay League, Ocean League, and Pioneer League. In this Association the Bay League is considered
the strongest, the Ocean League 2" Strongest and the Pioneer League 3" strongest. We feel that to meet the
needs of certain political alliances, El Segundo was placed into a league that does not meet the guidelines set
forth by the CIF Southern Section: Enrollment/ Competitive Equity (sports offered)/ Geography.

Please follow along as | illustrate our member schools, there enrollments, sports offered and the new leagues
voted in for the Fall 2014.

Attendance Figures: 2012 Southern Section CBEDS * school not reported, figures from cif directory
Beverly Hills 1960 Morningside 1104
Centennial 1264 North Torrance2105
Culver City 2269 Palos Verdes 1689
El Segundo 1222 Peninsula 2512
Hawthorne 1950 * Redondo 2376
Inglewood 1512 Santa Monica 2973
Lawndale 2162 South Torrance2138
Leuzinger 1500 * Torrance 2066
Mira Costa 2430 West Torrance2171

SS469



Schools by Attendance:

Morningside
El Segundo
Centennial
Inglewood
Leuzinger

Palos Verdes

1104

1222

1264

1512

1500

1689

(smallest to largest)
Hawthorne 1950
Beverly Hills 1960
Torrance 2066
North Torrance2105
South Torrance2138

Lawndale 2162

Sports offered by each school (SBAA provided — smallest to largest)

Hawthorne
Leuzinger
Lawndale
Morningside
Inglewood

Centennial

9

10

13

El Segundo 19
South Torrance20
North Torrance 20
West Torrance22
Culver City 22

Torrance 22

West Torrance2171
Culver City 2269
Redondo 2376
Mira Costa 2430
Peninsula 2512
Santa Monica 2973
Santa Monica 22
Palos Verdes 23
Mira Costa 24
Peninsula 24
Redondo 24
Beverly Hills 24

SS469



2014-18 SBAA League (Bay League- strongest; Ocean League " strongest; Pioneer League — 3" strongest).
Also evidenced by playoff placement with CIF

Bay League (Strongest)

School Enrollment  Sport Offered

Morningside 1104 13

Inglewood 1512 14

Palos Verdes 1689 23

Redondo 2376 24

Mira Costa 2430 24

Peninsula 2512 24

Ocean League (2" Strongest) Pioneer League (3™ Strongest)
School Enrollment  Sport Offered School Enrollment  Sport Offered
El Segundo 1222 19 Centennial 1264 16
Hawthorne 1950 9 Leuzinger 1500 10
Beverly Hills 1960 24 Torrance 2066 20
Lawndale 2162 13 North Torrance 2105 20
Culver City 2269 22 South Torrance 2138 22

Santa Monica 2973 22 West Torrance2171 22

SS469



CIF Playoff Placement Groupings: to help illustrate competitive strength of each SBAA League Football
Playoff Placement:

Bay League Northern (including Foothill/Pac 7 leagues)
Ocean — Western (including Mission/Los Padres leagues)
Pioneer — Northwest

Baseball Playoff Placement

Bay and Ocean League Division lll

Pioneer League Division IV

Boys Tennis Placement-—

Bay League Division |
Ocean League Division Il
Pioneer League Division Il

Girls Tennis Placement

Bay League Division |
Ocean League Division Il
Pioneer League Division IV

In this current configuration, neither enrollment nor competitive equity was truly considered when forming
these new leagues. In our case, El Segundo (1222 students) has been placed in the Ocean league with Santa
Monica (2973 students)and Culver City (2269 students). El Segundo is the 2" smallest enrollment SBAA school
being placed in a league with the biggest SBAA enrollment school in Santa Monica and 4% biggest enrollment
with Culver City. Obviously the concern for catastrophic injury, levels of depth, and competitive equity are
serious considerations when all we here about are the safety/ needs to protect our student athletes.

Not only does this affect our association with El Segundo, but in addition the smallest enrollment SBAA school
(Morningside) has been placed into the strongest league. Given that we are an 18 school association, we feel
there are much bigger enrollment and more competitive schools that would meet these criteria. When
looking at the competitive equity /sports offered guideline, El Segundo (19 sports offered) being placed with
Hawthorne (9 sports offered) does not follow the competitive equity guideline when the SBAA schools are
considered.

As an Association, the SBAA agreed the geography would not be a consideration in the realignment. Carter
Paysinger, who did an excellent job following the process and directing our association in the re-leaguing

SS469



process, was asked this question at the Feb 5, 2013 league meeting when re-leaguing was first discussed. All
schools agreed that geography should not be a consideration.

We ask that the Council accept this appeal and ask out Re-Leaguing Chair to reconvene and consider
suggestions.

The current league alignment for the SBAA is this:

Bay League Ocean League Pioneer League
Leuzinger Beverly Hills Centennial
Mira Costa Culver City El Segundo
Palos Verdes Hawthorne Lawndale
Peninsula Inglewood Torrance
Redondo Morningside North Torrance
West Torrance Santa Monica South Torrance

Here is a list of comparable scores of El Segundo football games from Ocean League games in past:

1996 CulverCity 50 El Segundo 3

1996

1997

1997

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

Totals:

Beverly Hills
El Segundo

Beverly Hills

Santa Monica

Santa Monica

Culver City
Culver City
Culver City
Culver City

Wins -1

Points Allowed:

49 El Segundo O
37 Culver City 27
55 El Segundo 6
43 El Segundo 16
44 El Segundo 14
26 El Segundo 13
35 El Segundo O
22 El Segundo O
40 El Segundo 7
Losses—9

401  Points Scored 86

40.1 Ave 8.6 Ave
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(Revised)

2014-18 Alternative SBAA Re-alignment Proposal:

It is very important to the South Bay that the Bay, Ocean, Pioneer Leagues stay intact and follow the
CIF criteria of competitive equity, geography and enrollment in formulating our leagues for the 2014-18
cycle. The following is a SBAA realignment that allows for competitive equity, while meeting criteria
addressed by Administrators of the 6 social-economic disadvantaged schools to be balanced amongst
the 3 Leagues. Enrollment is balanced and competitive equity is a strong consideration in their
placement. Geography is not a consideration in our area.

- Enrollment is based off the 2012 CBEDS, reported to the State Board of Education
- The competitive equity formula is based on the following:

If 12 or more of the 18 schools offered the sport all schools received a score in that sport, with their
place of finish for the Spring of 11-12, and the Fall/Winter 12-13 school year . If a school did not offer
that sport they received a 6 (for last place).

Place of finish was added up for each school, divided by 13 (the amount of sports) and a competitive
equity number was assigned. For example, Santa Monica has an equity factor of 1.7, which means that
they have finished in 1* place or 2" on average, amongst those 13 common sports in our association.
Conversely, Morningside has a 5.0 factor which means they have finished 5™ or 6™ in those common
sports.

Following the criteria of Enrollment and Competitive Equity the following leagues could be set up. This
would be for all sports:

Bay League Enrollment Competitive Equity Factor
Lawndale 2407 5.0
Inglewood 1933 4.5
Mira Costa 2482 2.3
Palos Verdes 1802 2.7
Redondo 2472 2.3
Santa Monica 2984 1.7
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Ocean League
Culver City
Hawthorne
Leuzinger
Peninsula
South Torrance

West Torrance

Pioneer League
Beverly Hills
Centennial

El Segundo
Morningside
Torrance

North Torrance

Enrollment

2187

1912

1462

2518

2174

2212

Enrollment

1861

1044

1224

1151

2076

2101

Competitive Equity Factor
2.6
4.8
5.3
3.6
2.3

4.2

Competitive Equity Factor
2.6
5.0
33
5.0
2.7

24

In this configuration, all schools are broken down by enrollment or competitive equity. Where there is

an imbalance in competitive equity, enrollment took precedence.

Something like this is what is best as an association for all 18 schools. It is broken down by numbers and

is a pragmatic solution, since our Association chooses not to align by sport. This formula recognizes

enrollment, and overall sports success, while still respecting the wishes of the social-economically

disadvantaged schools to be balanced amongst the 3 leagues.
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“A CALIFORNIA DISTINGUISHED SCHOOL

To: CIF Southem Section 10-7-13
Commissioner Rob Wigod
CIF Southern Section Counsel

From: Royal High School
Mrs. Deborah Salgado — Principal
Ms. Shanna Sarris — Assistant Principal - Athletics
Andy Andreolli - Athletic Director -

Re: 2014-17 Marmonte and Camino (MAC) Football Association Proposal

Royal High School was placed into an association for football only. The group voted to
align the 10 team association into 2 equal leagues rather than following the rules set forth

- by CIF in forming an association. A division based upon competitive equity was_not
followed. Royal appealed this action to the Executive Committee which accepted our
appeal in a 16-2 vote. This information was taken back to our football association where
the group ( by a 5-5 vote) elected to ignore the Executive Commitiee’s recommendation.
We feel compelled to bring our appeal to the Southern Section Council in order to reach
competitive equity.

Data used for our proposal was the overall records and the number of playoff appearances
over the past 4 years, 2009 —2012. Based upon the data gathered, we see that there is just
one option for setting up a 2 league association for football.

Max Preps data base was used for our proposal as a viable resource.

Rovals’ Proposal . would be a high/low or A/B configuration.

This would place the 10 teams into the following groups based on success of program
(competitive equity).

it is our belief that geography and enrollment are not factors.

Group A Records Group B Records

1. Westlake 48-6 6. Royal 18-22
2. Moorpark 32-6-1 7. Qak Park 18-26
3. Camarillo 35-12 8. Simi Valley 13-27
4. Thousand OQaks  26-20 9. Apgoura 9-31
5. Newbury Park 22-20 10. Calabasas 7-33

This proposal is mandated by the rules pertaining to the re-leaguing of teams in a
newly formed association according to the CIF Blue Book.

1402 Reyal Avenue « Simi Valley, California 93065 » (805) 306-4892 « Fax (805) 520-6525
S$S470



This proposal is the same proposal that the Executive Committee approved on August
15™.2013 by a vote of 16-2.

This would be on a two year cycle, after two years the bottom two teams from Marmonte
league move down and the top two teams from Camino league move up. This would be
based on a two year average on how each team did in league games only.

Ties for moving down would be broken based on the following criteria:
1. Ties between two teams would be first based on head to head

competition over two years, if still tied then movement would be based
on record vs. top 2 teams over two years(better record stays}, if still
tied movement would be based on winner/loser of most recent season.
Winner would stay in upper league and loser would move down.

2. Ties between three or more teams would first be based on head to head
competition between tied schools over two years, we would rank those
teams based on wins/loss amongst themselves, 1f still tied we would go
overall record vs. remaining top teams in league and would use that
record to rank teams, if still tied then would go to head to head in last
year, if still tied then a coim flip would be used.

Ties for moveinent up would be broken based on the following:
1. Ties between two teams would be first based on head to head

competition over two years, if still tied movement would be based on
record vs. bottom 2 teams over two years(better record moves up), if
still tied then movement would be based on winner/loser of most
recent season. Winner would move to upper league and loser would
stay down.

2. Ties between three or more teams would first be based on head to head
competition between tied schools over two years, we would rank those teams
based on wins/loss amongst themselves, if still tied then we would go with
record vs. remaining bottom teams in league and would use that record to
rank teams, if still tied then would go to head to head i last year, if still tied
then coin flip.

Thank You for your time and consideration.

Deborah Salgado, Principal
Royal High School

1042 Royal Avenue

Simi Valley, CA 93065
805-306-4875
dsalgado@simivalleyusd.org
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Ventura County |Won - Loss |Records| Over [Past 4|Years
Max Preps Data
School 2012 20117 2010 2009 |Total W/|Perct
Agoura 37 1-9 2-8 3-7 9-31 0.22
Bugna 5-6 2-8 5-5 10-2 2220 0.62
Calabasas 2-8 1-9 3-7 1-8 7-33 317
Camarilic 10-2 74 8-4 10-2 35-12 0.74
Dos Pueblos 74 3-8 -4 4-8 21.22 0.48
Moorpark 8-3 7-5 6-6 11-2-1  [32-16-1 0.65
Newbury Park 6-4 37 3-7 10-2 22-20 0.52
Oxnard 55 8-3 8-3 10-2 31-13 0,75
Pacifica 4-7 3-7 4-5 4-6 19-26 0.42
Rio Mesa 3-7 7-3 6-5 5-5 21-20 0.51
Royal 4-5 4-6 4-5 6-4 18-22 0.45
San Marcos 1-9 1-8 1-9 4-5 7-33 017
Santa Barbara 8-3 5-5 2-8 1-9 16-25 .39
Simi Valley 4-6 £-4 28 1-9 13-27 0.32
Thousand Oaks 5-5 8-5 84 5-6 26-20 0.56
-|Ventura 6-4 11-1 6-5 6-5 23-15 0.85
Westlake 6-5 14-1 12-2 14-0 46-8 0.85
Oak Park 5.6 3-8 6-5 4-7 18-26 0.41

Schools with 25 win

Westlake 45
Camarilic 35
Moorpark 32
Oxnard 3
Ventura 28
Thousand Oaks 26

Schools with less than 25 wins

Buena 22
Newbury Park 22
Dos Pueblos 21
Rio Mesa 21
Pacifica 19
Royal 18
Santa Barbara 16
Simi Valley 13
Agoura 9
Calabasas 7
San Marcos 7
Oak Park 18
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SIMI VALLEY HIGH SCHOOL

5400 Cochran Street
Simi Valley, California 93063
(805) 577-1400 Fax: (805) 520-6633

October 7, 2013

Southern Section CIF
Southern Section Council

Dear Council Members,

Simi Valley High School- MAC Football Association Proposal 2014-17 Seasons

Simi Valley was originally placed in an association for football only for this cycle. The group
voted to align us in two equal leagues rather than the association rules to have a “higher” and a
“lower” league based on competitive equity. Simi Valley appealed this to the Executive
Committee and they agreed with our appeal unanimously 18-0. We brought this information
back to our group and they again did not listen to the Executive Committee’s recommendation
and voted to stay in two equal leagues (by a 5-5 vote). Our final option is to bring it to the
Southern Section Council to hopefully have you set our leagues (as the Executive Committee
requested) in a “high” “low” split. According to the attached figures by MaxPreps and CalPreps,
the schools are divided exactly the same looking over two, three and four year data. We
therefore ask for that to be the starting configuration for our Association. It is as follows:
Football Association Comprised of the following two leagues:

Marmonte League:
Westlake

Moorpark
Thousand Oaks
Newbury Park
Camarillo

Camino League:
Royal

Simi Valley
Agoura
Calabasas

Oak Park
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This would be on a two year cycle with after two years the bottom two teams from Marmonte
league move down and the top two teams from Camino league move up. This would be based
on a two year average on how each team did just their league games.

Ties for movement down would be broken based on the following:

1.

Ties between two teams would be first based on head to head over two years, if
still tied then would be based on record vs. top 2 teams over two years(better
record stays), if still tied then would be based on winner/loser of most recent
season. Winner would stay in upper league and loser would move down.

Ties between three or more teams would first be based on head to head between
tied schools over two years, would rank those teams based on wins/loss amongst
themselves, if still tied then would go with record vs. remaining top teams in league
and would use that record to rank teams, if still tied then would go to head to head
in last year, if still tied then coin flip.

Ties for movement up would be broken based on the following:

Thank you,

1.

Ties between two teams would be first based on head to head over two years, if
still tied then would be based on record vs. bottom 2 teams over two years(better
record moves up), if still tied then would be based on winner/loser of most recent
season. Winner would move to upper league and loser would stay down.

Ties between three or more teams would first be based on head to head between
tied schools over two years, would rank those teams based on wins/loss amongst
themselves, if still tied then would go with record vs. remaining bottom teams in
league and would use that record to rank teams, if still tied then would go to head
to head in last year, if still tied then coin flip.

Stephen Pietrolungo, Ed.D

Principal
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2014 MCF Association- 2yr Max Preps

MAX PREPS STATE POWER

2014 MCF Association- 2yr Cal Preps
CAL PREPS STATE POWER

2014 RANKING 2014 RANKING
2YR 2YR
Marmonte League AVE. 2012 2011 Marmonte League AVE. 2012 2011
WESTLAKE 34.5 65 4 WESTLAKE 54.5 43 66
MOORPARK 62 60 64 MOORPARK 43.2 44 424
Thousand Oaks 111 160 62 Thousand Oaks 36.2 29.5 429
NEWBURY PARK 187.5 113 262 NEWBURY PARK 32.75 439 216
CAMARILLO 189.5 120 259 CAMARILLO 27.75 339 21.6
2YR 2YR
Camino League AVE. 2012 2011 Camino League AVE. 2012 2011
ROYAL 204 243 165 SIMI VALLEY 27 15 39
SIMI VALLEY 210 335 85 ROYAL 26.1 22.2 30
AGOURA 394 398 390 AGOURA 12.15 11.1 132
CALABASAS 460.5 462 459 CALABASAS 8.25 7.3 9.2
OAK PARK 493 444 542 OAK PARK 5.55 8 3.1

2014 MCF Association- 3yr Max Preps

MAX PREPS STATE POWER

2014 MCF Association- 3yr Cal Preps

CAL PREPS STATE POWER

2014 RANKING 2014 RANKING
3YR 3YR
Marmonte League AVE. 2012 2011 2010 Marmonte League AVE. 2012 2011 2010
WESTLAKE 26.6 65 4 11 WESTLAKE 55.4333 43 66 573
MOORPARK 67.3 60 64 78 MOORPARK 41.5667 44 424 383
Thousand Oaks 93 160 62 57 Thousand Oaks 37.7 29.5 429 40.7
CAMARILLO 166.6 120 259 121 NEWBURY PARK 299333 439 21.6 243
NEWBURY PARK 193.3 113 262 205 CAMARILLO 29.0667 339 21.6 31.7
3YR 3YR
Camino League AVE. 2012 2011 2010 Camino League AVE. 2012 2011 2010
ROYAL 210 243 165 222 ROYAL 25.0333 222 30 229
SIMI VALLEY 262 335 85 366 SIMI VALLEY 22.5667 15 39 13.7
AGOURA 366 398 390 310 AGOURA 13.9 1.1 132 174
CALABASAS 402.3 462 459 286 CALABASAS 11.9333 7.3 92 193
OAK PARK 481.3 444 542 458 OAK PARK 6.7 8 3.1 9

2014 MCF Association- 4yr Max Preps

MAX PREPS STATE POWER

2014 MCF Association- 4yr Cal Preps

CAL PREPS STATE POWER

2014 RANKING 2014 RANKING
4YR 4YR
Marmonte League AVE. 2012 2011 2010 2009 Marmonte League AVE. 2012 2011 2010 2009
WESTLAKE 21 65 4 11 4 WESTLAKE 56.975 43 66 573 616
MOORPARK 52.5 60 64 78 8 MOORPARK 45.475 44 424 383 572
Thousand Oaks 106.25 160 62 57 146 Thousand Oaks 36.025  29.5 429 40.7 31
CAMARILLO 144.75 120 259 121 79 NEWBURY PARK 32.15 439 216 243 388
NEWBURY PARK 163.5 113 262 205 74 CAMARILLO 31.4 339 21.6 31.7 384
4YR 3YR
Camino League AVE. 2012 2011 2010 2009 Camino League AVE. 2012 2011 2010 2009
ROYAL 233 243 165 222 302 ROYAL 23.25 222 30 229 179
SIMI VALLEY 351.25 335 85 366 619 SIMI VALLEY 16.925 15 39 137 0
AGOURA 359.25 398 390 310 339 AGOURA 14.325 11.1 132 174 15.6
CALABASAS 467.25 462 459 286 662 CALABASAS 8.35 7.3 92 193 -24
OAK PARK 503.25 444 542 458 569 OAK PARK 5.675 8 3.1 9 2.6
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V.B.1.
ROGER L. BLAKE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA INTERSCHOLASTIC FEDERATION

GIF STATE FFICE - 4658 DUCKNORN DRIVE - SACRAMENTO, CA 95834 - PH: 016-238-4471 - F: 16-238-4470 - WWW.SIFSTATE.0R6

To: Federated Council
Date: October 28, 2013

Re: Proposal — First Reading: State Swim and Dive Championship Event

Proposal Originated: Southern Section

Proposal Reviewed Proposal Recommendation
Jan. 30, 2013 — SS Council First reading

April 30, 2013 — SS Council Passed

June 12, 2013 — Commissioners Committee  Discussion

Sept. 10, 2013 — Executive Committee Passed with Support 9-0

Oct. 1, 2013 — Commissioners Committee Passed with Support 9-0-1
Oct. 10, 2013 — New Events Committee

Oct. 27, 2013 — Executive Committee

Oct. 28, 2013 - Federated Council

Type: New Championship Event
Next: Vote February 2014

Proposal Summary: The CIF Southern Section is proposing the development of a CIF State
Swim and Dive Championship to be implemented in the spring of 2015. The introduction of this
proposal follows the approved State Championships Master Schedule. Please refer to the
following proposal for the number of section entries. The event would allow the most
competitive swimmers in the state an opportunity to compete at the “state” level. The
championship event is proposed as a two-day event held on a Friday and Saturday.

Fiscal Impact: (See Proposal for Southern Section Analysis)

State CIF conducted a fiscal analysis and determined a revenue increase to approximately
$26,000 based on a two-day event. The expenses are expected to remain in the range of
$16,000. While not listed in the proposal, CIF anticipates the expenditures for the event would
be in line with other CIF Championship Events currently coordinated by State CIF.

Background: State CIF does not currently have a state championship in either swimming or
diving. The Southern Section has proposed the championship event follow a model similar to
the current Track and Field Championship model. Southern Section Council has approved and
passed this proposal. The Executive Committee has passed the proposal with support
9/10/13.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY ORGANIZATION « MEMBER NATIONAL FEDERATION OF STATE HIGH SCHOOL ASSOCIATIONS
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Proposal for California State Swim & Dive Championship
New CIF Championship Events

Name of Event: CIF State Swim & Dive Championship for school year 2014-15
Proposed Event Dates: = NFHS Week 46 (May 22 and 23, 2015)

Entries - Qualifying Procedures

NUMBER OF COMPETITORS

Sections are allowed the following entries as per State Federated Council rule:

CIF Southern 5 CIF Central Coast 3 CIF Northern 1
CIF North Coast 3 CIF Central 2 CIF San Francisco 1
CIF San Diego 3 CIF Los Angeles 2 CIF Oakland 1
CIF Sac-Joaquin 3

AT-LARGE ENTRIES

First Year of Event Only 2014-15- Swimming at-large will be determined by the average of the 8™ fastest time
from each section championship meet.

2015-16 and Beyond- Similar to how Track and Field determines at-large entries, the previous years average
time (up to 3 years) for the 8" fastest time from the State meet will be averaged to determine a baseline for the

at-large entries.
In the swimming events, all times must be recorded on “Fully Automatic Timing” systems (FAT). No hand times

will be accepted.

Diving- No at-large qualifiers. Each section will get one additional entry for diving.

Financial Criteria and Feasibility for New Events Sponsored by CIF:
1. What travel, lodging, and meal reimbursement will be provided to participating schools
(please use the CIF Adopted Criteria)?
e None. The proposed championship is similar to the cross country and track and
field championships currently in place. At this time, the reimbursement of expenses
are not offered to member schools.

2. Will this event place any CIF Section event at risk financially?
¢ This event will not place any CIF Section event at risk financially because it takes
place after all section championships have been concluded. This event will possibly
generate greater excitement in the sport of swimming and diving at the section level
and generate additional profit due to bringing a long awaited state championship
meet to California.

3. Will this event be a burden on any CIF Section budget or the State CIF budget?
¢ This event will not place any burden on any CIF Section budget because it takes
place after all section finals have been completed. The State CIF will work with
interested host communities to keep championship expenses in line with the
projections below and use additional marketing opportunities to supplement the
budget.
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. Please provide a detailed, specific, feasible cost estimate for the operation of this event.
Below are the budget estimates for this event:

Projected State Swimming/Diving Championships based on Southern
Section Championship historical revenue and expense figures
Revenue Expense

Programs $300

Gate Receipts 1.5 X # of

Competitors
Personnel Expenses $3000
Officials $2500
Misc Expense $2000
Awards $800
Entries $500
Security $1500
Announcer/s $200
Credentials $100
Clerk of Course $500
Timing System $800
Ticket Takers/Sellers $500
Facility $3000
Diving Entry System $200
Meet Manager $400
Total $13,300 $16,000

. Please demonstrate using both costs in #4 above and anticipated event revenue how this
event may be sustained economically over many years.

e CIF-SS predicts, using the projections above in #4 and data collected from other
Sections, that the event can be sustained economically over many years. Based on
the historical returns at the CIF-SS championships, which will closely model in size
and scope the proposed State swim championships, the individual section
championships are financially sovereign; therefore, the CIF-SS projects revenue
totals of the proposed state swim championships to be similar to the section
championship.

. Is the current CIF State Office staff capable of managing this event?

e The current CIF State Office staff is capable of managing this event and the event
expenses cover the costs of a State Tournament Director to assist the State office
staff.

. Is there capable staff available to support the CIF State Office in the operation of this event?
e Yes. The State office staff currently has adequate resources to staff the event.
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Philosophical Criteria for New Events:
1. How does this event contribute to the goals of the CIF (i.e. a new event may enhance gender
equity, economic stability and enhance the awareness of values taught through sport)?

e This event would bring the best athletes from each section to compete in an even
larger scale event than their own section championships. It's another opportunity
for both boys and girls to have “state” level competition as other individual sports
currently do (i.e. track & field, wrestling and tennis).

Qualifying Participation Criterion for a Regional Championship:
1. Do 50% of all CIF sections participate in the sport in the same season?
e Yes, with the exception of the Northern Section, which offers swimming and diving
in the fall, all other CIF sections offer the sport in the spring season.
Other Questions:
1. How will this event benefit participating schools and students?
e This event will give boys and girls the opportunity for post-section championship
opportunities not currently available in swimming/diving.

2. Do the proposed dates conflict with state mandated testing?
o The proposed dates are ones that are currently used for playoff opportunities in
other sports. No conflict with state testing is anticipated.

3. Does the event cause additional loss of instructional time? If so, has any thought been given
to mitigating this loss (Saturdays, evenings, vacation time)?
e The two-day event is planned for an evening prelim on a Friday and Saturday day,
mitigating the loss of class time. Depending on travel, there may be some loss of
instructional time, but minimized with the current time and date schedule.

4. If the proposal is for a sport that is played now in more than one season in the state, what
dates are selected and why?
o With the exception of the Northern Section, the remaining nine sections all compete
in the spring season. The proposed dates of the event coincide with the next
available weekend after the completion of Section finals.

5. How, specifically, will this event be a demonstration of the values of participation in high
school athletics? In choosing teams or individuals for an event, is there any criterion such
as demonstration of respect, sportsmanship, citizenship, achievement through effort and
cooperation, full compliance to CIF code of ethics, rules, regulations, guidelines, etc.?

o All CIF events are conducted with the above in mind. This event can give CIF
member schools another opportunity to demonstrate that competition can be
played fairly and with great sportsmanship. It is also an additional avenue for our
member schools to promote the best values of educational athletics.

6. Will the proposed event lend itself to a partnership between the State CIF and a CIF
Section? If so, the nature of the partnership must be detailed. What are the duties and
responsibilities of the State and Section entities? If there is to be a risk/profit sharing, what
are the proposed financial details? If resources, other than financial, are to be used as part
of a partnership, what are the anticipated resources?
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e Any proposal that considers a Section/State partnership should consider whether or
not an event should be rotated, upon request, among Sections. The state office will
assume financial responsibility of profit and/or loss of the event.

7. WIill there be any ancillary activities associated with the event to make it more attractive
and reflective of the goals and mission of CIF (i.e. training for coaches, sportsmanship
activities for schools)?

e TBD
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V.B.2.
ROGER L. BLAKE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

GALIFORNIA INTERSCHOLASTIG FEDERATION

GIF STATE OFFIGE - 4650 DOCKHORN DRIVE - SACRAMENTO, CA 95834 - PH: 916-238-44T1 - FY: 916-238-4478 - WWW.SIFSTATE.ORS

To: Federated Council
Date: October 2, 2013

Re: Proposal - First Reading Bylaw 600

Proposal Originated: Executive Committee

Proposal Reviewed Proposal Recommendation
Executive Committee March 21, 2013 Request for Proposed Change
Commissioners Sub-Committee July 18, 2013 Forward Two (2) Proposals to the Policy &

Procedures Committee for consideration
Policy & Procedures September 9, 2013 Revised and approves one proposal; 7-1
Executive Committee Sept. 10, 2013 Approved with minor revision; 9-0
Commissioners Committee, October 2, 2013 4 -4 - 2; Split

Executive Committee, October 27, 2013
Policy and Procedures, October 28, 2013

Type: Article and Bylaw Revision

Next: Federated Council 1* Reading October 28, 2013
Federated Council Discussion — January 31, 2014
Federated Council Action Item — May 2, 2014

Proposal Summary:
Remove the restriction on participation on an “outside the school” team during the same
season of sport to all individuals and not just selected groups.

Fiscal Impact: None

Background: The origins of Article 60, Bylaws 600-605 began with the first implementation
in restricting “outside the school” participation in 1929. There were further revisions and
restrictions put in place in 1945, 1959, 1966, 1980 and the latest revision to the bylaw made
in 1985. With the number of opportunities for participation in sports related activities outside
the school site increasing, the question has been raised as to the appropriate role of the CIF
in restricting a student’s desire to participate. Additionally, the application of the article is
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ROGER L. BLAKE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA INTERSCHOLASTIC FEDERATION

IF STATE OFFICE - 4658 DOCKHORN DRIVE - SACRAMENTO, GA 85834 - H: $16-239-44T7 - FY: 016-238-4478 - WWW CIFSTATE RS

inconsistent for the CIF, most evident in soccer, due to the significant difference in seasons
of sport throughout California.

In 1980, the vast majority of state athletic governance associations had similar prohibitions.
As of 2011, twenty-six (26) states have eliminated this prohibition and now allow outside
participation concurrent with the high school team. Other large states such as Texas (1995
—legislative action), Florida (never had prohibition) and New York (1988 — Court Ruling)
have completely eliminated the rule and have seen their high school sports continue to
flourish and expand in participation. Some states have made this change at the urging of
their membership, legal action and some states at the direct demand/oversight of their state
legislature.

Listed below are a detailed pros and cons to the bylaw.

CIF ARTICLE 600
TALKING POINTS/RATIONALE FOR AND AGAINST RULE 600

POINT COUNTER POINT (if any)

1. High school athletic participation is 1. Rule 600 allows for a high school basketball
time intensive. High school player to also play on her club softball team
participants’ first priority should be at the same time. Why is that ok, but not
academics. If high school the “same” club sport as the high school?
participants play both on their high
school team and an outside team, Given that students traditionally perform
their academics will suffer. better academically during their season of

sport than outside of the season (many
studies have shown this to be the case), the
argument that Rule 600 is designed to
protect the students’ academic emphasis
(time) is not valid.

2. High school participants need to 2. Same as 1. above—if they are playing on a
commit to the high school team. different club sport team during high school,
They should not have to miss a won't the conflicts remain? Aren'’t these
high school game for a club decisions that should be made between the
commitment. They should not be student, parents and the coach?
put in the position of having to
make that decision. The high Coaches can/do set standards and rules for
school expectation is that they will their teams.

play for their high school team in
every contest and participate in
every practice. They can’t do that
and also play for a club team.
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POINT

COUNTER POINT (if any)

3. Academics should be first. We

need to help student-athlete and
their families by restricting them
from too much activity during the
high school season.

3. Don't families have the right to make those
determinations in the best interest of their
family? What about the student that CAN
handle more commitments? Why is CIF
acting on behalf of the family? Also see 1.
And 2. above.

During the season, having two
different coaches may resuit in
different or even conflicting
coaching styles affecting the skill
level of a high school player or the
way a player executes a skil.

4. This may also occur in the off-season when
student-athletes play for different coaches.
When they return the next season they are
executing a skill differently than their high
school coach wants them to. Why is it just
a problem during the season that we need
to correct?

. While playing on an outside team,
a high school athlete may suffer an
injury that affects their ability to
play for their high school team and
meet their high school team
commitment.

5. Student-athietes can get hurt anywhere,
doing anything. Accidents happen. They
might even happen in practice which is
allowed by Rule 600.

. Overuse injuries are more common
when student-athletes play “too
much.” We need to control the
time they are allowed to play so
they don't suffer those injuries.

6. Given that the argument that Rule 600 is

designed help reduce overuse injuries, then
why does 600 make it allowable to play
other sports at the same time or compete
as an unattached individual? This refutes
the argument to protect the students’
safety.

Yes, overuse injuries are more common
when playing too much of the same sport,
which is what Rule 600 addresses. But
similar sports activities can also cause such
injuries and why is CIF again making
decisions best left to the families and their
medical practitioner.

If we didn't restrict student-athletes
in individual sports, they would
compete for their club prior to
participating high school
competition at the end of the
season in order to win a section
championship.

7. Individual sport athletes can do that now if

the school, team, league or section doesn’t
restrict it. They can practice with the team
throughout the season and continue to
swim, run, etc. attached in outside
competition and then join their high school
team late in the season. They can also
compete for their high school team and
continue to compete “unattached” in
outside competition during the season.
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POINT COUNTER POINT (if any)

8. If we don't control club programs, 8. The CIF legal mandate is to govern
they will take over our high school interscholastic athletics in grades 9-12 for
programs. CIF member schools who choose to

participate.

School programs must be responsive to the
interests and needs of their student
population as it relates to education based
athletics. We cannot control, nor do we
have legal authority to govern, outside
activities.

9. We must have exceptions for 9. CIF rules have made exceptions for the
certain Olympic Development elite athlete to participate in national
programs and other unique competitions.
circumstances for some sports.

Some question the appropriateness of this
exception to the rule for_only the elite
athletes when our education based athletic
philosophy is participation and inclusion of
all students.

10. Rule 600 applies to all 10. The family who can afford their own
socioeconomic groups equalily. professional coach (tennis, golf) or pay the
Without 600, a greater division of membership fees in a country club or
athletic participation health club will always be able to give their
among/between socioeconomic child an advantage.
groups/schools will occur. The
athletic gap between "the haves" &
the "have nots" will widen between
our schools. Those families that can
afford year-round club teams will
benefit even more so than the
current status.

11. School teams can organize under 11. Should the CIF consider a rule, similar to
club team status through AAU and policies implemented in other states, which
then practice on Sunday (or the would prohibit the high school coach from
alternate day of rest) as well as coaching their school's student-athletes on
exceed daily practice time limits an outside team in the same sport during
(set by schools, districts and some the high school season?
sections) and the start and end
dates (for those sections that
define the season of sport).
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PROPOSAL

600.

600.

COMPETITION ON AN OUTSIDE (non-interscholastic) TEAM

During the individual high school student’s season of sport, the student is permitted to compete on an outside
team in the same sport unless the outside team, on which the student wishes to compete, is being coached by
any member of that sport’s high school coaching staff.

The season of sport for any individual high school student is that period of time which elapses between that
student’s first participation in an interscholastic contest in that sport and that student’s final contest in that
particular sport at any level( ie. freshman, Frosh/Soph, JV or Varsity). (See also CIF Bylaw 511).

Any school/team’s season of sport is that period of time which elapses between the first practice session for
that team and the final contest or practice session for that same team during the established season of sport.
Committed, comprehensive participation in all aspects (practice competition, etc.) of educationally based high
school team and individual sports experience throughout the school/team’s season of sport, provides for the
maximum benefit to our student athletes. As a result, the priority for interscholastic student athletes must be
practicing and competing with their high school team during the entire high school season of any sport.

Therefore, the following guidelines should be considered for the benefit of the student-athlete whenever the
question of participation on an outside team during any high school sports season arises:

STATE473



STATE473



To: Federated Council
Date: October 2, 2013

Re: Practice Time Allowance

V.B.3.

ROGER L. BLAKE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

GALIFORNIA INTERSGHOLASTIC FEDERATION

IF STATE OFFIGE - 4658 DCKHORN DRIVE - SACRAMENTO, CA 95834 - PH: §16-239-44T1 - FX: §16-238-44T8 - WWW.SIFSTATE RS

Proposal Originated: CIF Sports Medicine Committee

Proposal Reviewed
6/2008 - CIF Sports Medicine Committee

9/18/2008 - New Events Committee
10/2/2008 — Executive Committee

10/6/2008 — Commissioner Committee
2/7/2009 - Federated Council Study Session

10/27/2009 - CIF Sports Medicine Committee
02/4/2013 — Federated Council Presentation
03/26/2013 — Sports Medicine Committee
05/02/013 — Federated Council Policy Development

08/28/2013 — Commissioners Sub-Committee
09/09/2013 — Policy & Procedures Committee
09/10/2013 — Executive Committee
09/24/2013 - Sports Medicine Committee
10/02/2013 — Commissioners Committee
10/27/2013 — Executive Committee
10/28/2013 - Policy & Procedures Committee
10/28/2013 - Federated Council

Type: New Bylaw

Next: 10/27/2013 — Executive Committee

Proposal Recommendation
Proposed Bylaw

Revised and Forwarded Proposal
Revised and Forwarded Proposal
Forward Proposal

Returned Proposal — Position Statement
and Recommendation ONLY
Published as Position Statement

Bring back for more discussion
Proposed Bylaw

Reviewed - Revisions Requested
Send to Committee(s)

Forwarded Draft Proposal

Approved Revised Proposal 7-0
Approved Proposal with minor addition 9-0
Approved Proposal 14-0

Approved Proposal with Revision 10-0

Proposal Summary: It is being recommended that the CIF institute bylaws that govern the
amount of practice and contact time that student-athletes have with their education based
coaches/teams. The purpose of this bylaw is to protect the emotional, academic, familial and

physical health and well-being of student-athletes.

Fiscal Impact: None

Background: There has been significant discussion, both nationwide and within the CIF,
regarding the amount of practice/contact time that students should have with their education
based coaches. Many states across the U.S. have successfully implemented practice and
contact time policies to benefit the health and welfare of their student-athletes. At both the
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NCAA and professional levels, protections have been in place for several years and the CIF
Sports Medicine Committee has again requested that the CIF put in place similar protections
for our almost 800,000 student-athletes.
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NEW

506 PRACTICE ALLOWANCE.

All practices (as defined herein) under the auspices of the high school athletic program during the
season of sport shall be conducted under the following conditions (See also Bylaw 310):

On non-competition schoo! days:
1. Single practice sessions shall not exceed three hours in duration.

2. Multiple practice sessions conducted in one day, shall not exceed a total of three hours for that

day.
On non-competition non-schoo! days:

1. Single practice sessions shall not exceed three hours in duration.

2. Multiple practice sessions:
-no single practice session shall exceed three hours; AND
-a total of all practice sessions conducted in one day shall not exceed a total of five hours for
that day; AND
-must include a minimum rest period of three hours between any two practice sessions.

3. Double day practices shall not be held on consecutive days.

in the sport of golf only, a team is allowed a maximum of two days per week of 18-hole practice rounds
that may exceed the three-hour practice limit.
A. Definition of Practice: Interscholastic practice during the school year, exclusive of the curricular
school day, is defined as:
(1) Any school or team or individual activity organized by the coach that is intended to maintain or
improve a student-athlete’s skill proficiency in a sport; AND/OR
(2) Any school team or individual activity that includes skill drills, game situation drills, inter-squad
scrimmages or games, weight-training; chalk talks, film review, meetings outside of school time
(excluding parent meetings); AND/OR
(3) Any other coach-directed or supervised school team or individual activity or instruction for a
specific sport (private, small group or positional instruction, etc.); AND/OR
(4) Any other team or individual instruction for a specific sport organized or supervised by any team
member, or anyone else associated with the high school athletic program, team or school; AND/OR

(5) Other mandatory activities (included, but not limited to study hall, tutorial sessions, weight
training, team dinners), shall not be considered part of practice time. These activities must be
approved by the principal. Activities that would be included herein are exclusive to any activity
already covered in

numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 above.

(6) Outside organization activity {club, etc.), shall not be used to circumvent these bylaws.

B. This bylaw shall not supersede any School/District/Section policies that may be more restrictive.

C. Penalties: Following the determination of a violation of CIF Bylaw 506, a loss of practice day(s)
and/or other sanctions, for each practice session infraction, shall be imposed by the Section as deemed
appropriate to the level, extent, and duration of the infraction(s).

Frequently Asked Questions

QUESTION: Is a school in-service day considered a school day?
ANSWER: For purposes of 506, an in-service day does not count as a school day.
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Add more
Q&A
following
FC
discussion

QUESTION: We have a one-hour (1) before school; (2) zero period; general weight lifting activity in
the weight room, advertised to all the athletes in the school who wish to participate. The football
coach supervises this activity. While it is advertised to everyone in the school, it is primarily utilized by
the football players. Does this count as practice activity in the daily practice duration limitation?
ANSWER:

(1) Before school is not part of the curricular day so activities during this time are subject to practice
duration limitations. However, if the activity is a non-sport specific strength program, open to all
athletes, it would be considered general conditioning and would not count as part of the practice
duration limitations. As long as the school has done their best to advertise and make it open to
everyone, and it is not a non-football hostile environment, or is not located in an area where female or
other sport athletes do not have access (i.e. access only through the boys locker room), regardless of
who attends or who is supervising, the activity would not be considered practice and would not,
therefore, count in the daily practice limitation.

(2) Zero period is considered part of the curricular day and does not count against the practice duration
limitations.

QUESTION: A (1) Volleybaii or Football; {2) Cross Country; Coach tells their team members “Just go for
an hour run” as a team (or as individuals) and then meet back in the gym to begin practice. Does that
hour of just running count towards the practice duration limitation for that day?

ANSWER:

(1) Volleyball or Football: Yes. This activity done as a team or as an individual directed and/or
organized and/or supervised by the coach would count towards the daily practice duration limitations.
(2) Cross Country: Yes. Obviously running is a primary practice activity specific to Cross Country as a
sport this would count towards the practice duration limitations for that day.

QUESTION: A Basketball coach tells their team members that they are required to run a minimum
number of miles each week on their own for conditioning. Does this count towards the practice
duration limitations for any given day?

ANSWER: Yes, this would be considered an activity under A.(3) above because it was required by the
coach for his/her basketball team members. If it was not implicitly or explicitly required by the Coach it
would not count towards practice duration limitations.

QUESTION: The Water Polo Coach establishes a swimming conditioning session (1) before practice
each day (2) in the morning before school; (3) during zero period. Does this count towards the practice
duration limitations for that day?

ANSWER:

(1) Yes, swimming conditioning is directly related to water polo skill development, so this would count
towards the daily practice duration limitations.

(2) Yes, swimming conditioning is directly related to water polo skill development, so this would count
towards the daily practice duration limitation.

(3) Zero period is considered part of the curricular day and does not count against the practice duration
limitations.

QUESTION: A student plays volleyball in the fall and basketball in the winter. During the overlap time
of those two seasons is a student allowed to practice for the full three hours per day for volleyball and
then another three hours per day for basketball, for a total of six hours of practice on any given day?
ANSWER: No. During any season overlap period for any student-athlete, that student-athiete is still
limited to a total practice time for both sports not to exceed the daily practice duration ingPECTE474
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SouthernSection

Academics / Integrity / Athletics

10932 Pine Street Telephone: (562) 493-9500
Los Alamitos, California 90720 FAX: (562) 493-6266

CIF SOUTHERN SECTION COUNCIL PROPOSAL FORM**

In accordance with Blue Book Article 3, Bylaw 30.1, the following proposal is submitted for Council
consideration.

“CIF Southern Section Council may entertain proposals submitted to the governing body
on the appropriate proposal form from duly appointed advisory committees, leagues or
the Executive Committee.” All items coming before the Southern Section Council must
contain the financial implications on member schools, leagues and the Southern
Section.

Date: 5/23/2013

Submitted by:
Name of representative: Rich Boyce

School of representative: Edison Telephone: 714-962-1356 x 4275

Check one of the following:
X] League Proposal. Name of League: Sunset

[ ] Advisory Committee Proposal. Committee Name:
[ ] Executive Committee Proposal. Submitted by:

Rule Change:
Rule Number Affected: 2911 Implementation Date: Fall 2014

Abstract: (Please add any supporting documents.)

Council First Read: Council Action Date:

Date Proposal will take effect on member schools:

See reverse side for additional information.
Proposal Number
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Financial Impact on Member School and Southern Section (Attach an analysis and supporting
documents):

The Sunset League Proposes the following addition to the Girls Volleyball Bylaws. Bylaw 2911
Outside competition by an Individual

Tryouts for club teams during the high school season are not permitted. Practices during the high school
season of sport with an outside team are considered a violation of this bylaw.

Punishment for violation of this bylaw is at the discretion of the Commisioner of Volleyball.

No fiscal impact.

All Council Proposals must be submitted according to the timelines published in the Blue Book. If they
are not received in a timely manner, they will be postponed until the next meeting.

Council Proposals that do not contain the information in the fields provided on both pages will not be
considered.

Sport advisory committees are advised to confine their proposals to the sport(s) under their advisement.
Any proposals that do not affect Articles 1400 — 3100 must contain a rationale as to why the sport
advisory committee is requesting action.

Procedure for Proposed Bylaw Changes:

Identify the bylaw, by number, to be changed or eliminated.

Type the bylaw, using normal font face, for language that will remain unchanged.
Use strikethrough to identify language to be eliminated or changed.

Identify proposed language using bold type.

b=

For example, if a league wants to address the color of jerseys in basketball, the proposal may read:

The League proposes the following changes to the basketball bylaws.
(your league name)

Bylaw 1623 Color of Jerseys
Proposed language:

“In all basketball games played between member schools of the CIF Southern Section,
The host team shall wear white dark colored jerseys.”
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