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NSA Fiscal Planning Meeting 2013  10/1/2012 7 pm 

Nominated new Board Members in attendance: Nate Adams, Randy Baumgartner, Charles Gray, Don 

Hasseltine, Scott Ims, Michelle Lasswell, Todd Orjala, Heather Stanga, Simon Tyler, Greg Wesling 

Existing Board Members : Holly Scheuble Retiring Board Member: John Sharpe 

Members: Sean Goldsworthy and Andy Kornkven 

Note, these are not minutes of the meeting, but rather a recap of the content of the meeting for those 

that were not able to attend. 

Summary Recap: 

Tonight was an open forum to discuss how best to formulate roles and responsibilities to move forward. 

Next steps: 
- detailed documents for review have been posted to the website.   
 
- it was agreed that rethinking the roles and responsibilities of the board was needed, but given the task 
at hand, we should move forward with the historical coordinator positions as well as the required officer 
positions. We will post these positions along with the names of the nominees that have stepped forward 
to man those positions. 
 
- it was agreed that we will formally request a proposal to amend the by-laws to increase the number of 
board members from the current maximum of 13 to accommodate the current 3 members and 11 
nominees, and call a special meeting (30 days from the notice) for voting on this proposal by the 
membership. This is required by our current by-laws.  
 
- there is still some confusion, as to whether or not the 11 nominees were duly elected at the Annual 
Meeting, and what needs to happen next.  
 
- we will be setting up an interim meeting, to provide the new board, and any other interested members 
the opportunity to participate in further discussions of additional roles beyond the historical coordinator 
positions. 
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Added 2 topics to the agenda that was posted and submitted to the membership to include: 

• Resolution of new Board Membership Issue  
• Immediate Tasks 
• Review Task List provided by outgoing Board 
• Align areas of interest by new Board members against Task List 
• Identify Gaps, Overlaps and brainstorm on how best to resolve, committees, other volunteers, 

paid positions?? 
• Determine next steps, action items 

 
Holly Scheuble facilitated the meeting as one of the returning board members. 
 
Started the meeting, by having all in attendance state a little about themselves, and what they hoped to 
get out the meeting. 
 
First topic of discussion, what to do about the new board membership issue 
 
Background: 

- At the annual meeting held September 9/17, 11 nominees were presented for 10 open 
positions. A proposal to amend the by-laws to accept all 11 was presented, voted and accepted 
by the membership present.  All 11 nominees received a majority vote of the members present.  
It was later brought to the attention of the new and retiring board that this was prohibited by 
our by-laws and therefore we are in a bit of predicament in that we have 11 nominees for 
technically 10 open positions.  The retiring board decided to leave it up to the new board to 
determine the best course of action. 

- Holly Scheuble provided additional background as to how we got to this point: 
o The retiring board agreed to formulate  a task list in an attempt to streamline the Board 

Roles to make the roles more appealing, and facilitate the involvement of additional 
volunteers  

o The retiring president deferred the idea of rethinking the positions, to something the 
new board should be tasked with  

o Few volunteers, namely 4, stepped forward to be nominated for 7 retiring board 
members, 9 + available positions 

o As a possible solution, the suggestion was made to solicit more “at large positions” 
allowing the new board members to then rethink the positions, and align talents of 
those willing to volunteer with the tasks at hand.  This was accepted by the retiring 
board, and concept was communicated to all of the prospective nominees. 

o At the time of the annual meeting, the decision was made by the president to elect all 
nominees as “at large candidates” rather than voting for the individuals who originally 
put their name in for the “named” position  versus the “at large” candidates. 

 
Lengthy Discussion followed. 

 
The following questions, concerns came up: 

- What constitutes a member?  
o Clarified that according to the by-laws it is anyone with a child registered with the NSA 

and/or someone who volunteers their time or supports the NSA, i.e. we have coaches 
that don’t have kids in the program. 
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- What is a coordinator vs a Board member? 
o Clarified that historically the Board has been made of people who were nominated and 

elected to perform these roles.  However the By-laws do not specifically state that a 
board member needs to be one of these coordinators.  The only positions identified in 
the By-laws are those of the Officers, specifically President, Vice-President, Treasurer 
and Secretary.  And that these officer positions are appointed by the Board members. 

- Discussion followed whether a coordinator must be on the board? 
o Technically no. 
o But in the case of some of these coordinator positions, which are important “jobs”, 

many in the room felt that having that person also on the board was important from an 
accountability perspective. 

- What is a volunteer vs a Board member?  Lots of folks volunteer to help out but they aren’t on 
the board. 

o The point was raised that historically people who were placed on the Board in specific 
roles such as girls or boys coordinator, or in-house coordinator, or Jesse James Director, 
given the lack of formal policy and procedure, where left to making important decisions 
on their own.  Without policy to follow, the jobs were more difficult and time 
consuming, and that when the membership questioned the decisions (which typically 
happens when they are not happy with the decision) the coordinator must try and 
justify their actions, decisions.   And it is because of this perceived “power” that people 
are so concerned today about who is on the board and their role,  because of what they 
may decide to do with the NSA. 

o Two people strongly disagreed with the above point, and shared 
 concern was that we were so quick to change the by-laws just to include all 

nominees in order to avoid hurting one person’s feelings.  If we were eager to 
do this, what other decisions would we make haphazardly down the road.  
Transparency was important, as well as having policies that the people whom 
the board appoints to do certain things should follow. 

 opinion, that it  wasn’t made clear at the Annual Meeting that we were voting 
on board members with “power” to vote.  That if they had known that they 
would have voted differently. 

o Isn’t this all just symantics? What’s the big deal about having one more board member?  
Didn’t we all agree that was okay at the last meeting?  If so, let’s just move forward, call 
another meeting to make it official and move on.  Is there any reason to think that it will 
not simply pass?    

o The above provoked more discussion surrounding the vote at the annual meeting, and 
again, two people volunteered to step aside. But no decision was made to consider 
these options. 

- Serious Roles vs At-large positions.  The concern was raised regarding the board members that 
take on the more serious roles that are necessary to keep the organization running versus those 
board roles of oversight, or the at-large positions.  And that the organization needs people in 
these key roles to keep things running. 

- We need to do something now to keep the organization running.   Holly volunteered to step 
forward on behalf of the three board members to do that in the interim. 

 
It became evident that several in attendance were uncomfortable with the voting that had occurred on 
9/17 of all nominees for “at large” board positions, without understanding which position that they 
would be ultimately holding.  
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We agreed that we not going to solve that here tonight, and that we needed to move on and discuss 
roles and how we can fill them from within the pool of new board members  
 
Reviewed overview  of NSA (see attached ppt) provided by Holly Scheuble.  Discussed ways to think 
outside the box, to make the roles less labor intensive and get more folks involved. 

- Noted that having player development and coaching development programs should feed both 
the Traveling and In-house Programs, and that there are programs out there, from other clubs 
already documented that we can leverage.   

- Suggestion was made to create a paid administrative position to handle cutting checks, 
registering players and scheduling referees.  

- Noted similarities between Traveling and Inhouse programs, need uniforms, coaches, form 
teams, etc. 

- Consider breaking up the historical roles to be more efficient: 
o Inhouse Coordinator handling everything regarding inhouse, rather than having the 

Uniform Coordinator take on uniforms for both inhouse and traveling, and the registrar 
do registration for both.   

o Referee Coordinator was responsible for scheduling, training and overseeing everything 
regarding referees, too much for one person. 

o Idea was raised having an apprentice that works with the  person in charge of that area 
with the hopes of taking it on at some point in the future. 

 
The discussion moved to the position of Director of Coaching: 

- Important position, and one due to the decisions they should be responsible for, is most 
contentious and something that can split the community specifically surrounding the traveling 
program.  Simon would like to be involved in providing oversight to someone in that position. 

- We need someone whose focus is on developing coaches.  Our volunteer coaches often feel like 
they are thrown to the wolves.  Coaches need direction and mentoring. 

- Need to hire someone to provide oversight in this area.  Part of our issues, is the difference 
between what different teams are doing, players are receiving as far as development. 

- Involve more mentors, possibly other coaches in the community that can come and help out the 
coaches. 

- The director of coaching needs to be on the field providing oversight, being there for the 
coaches. 

- Traveling program focus is important because that is the program that gets the most attention. 
- Inhouse program is also important because this is where our coaches and players are being 

developed. 
- Need to look at the NSA program as a whole, inhouse as a progression to traveling as well an 

alternative to traveling at the older ages. 
- Player development is important. 
- Soccer conflicts with baseball on the boys side.  We are competing with other sports for players 

and need to hook them early, good experience,  so they will want to play soccer over other 
sports. 

- Hook parents, if soccer is better organized, better coaches, the players are developing, parents 
will steer their kids to soccer. 

Summary - Director of Coaching – need it and it should be a paid position 
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Concern was raised at the continued focus on Traveling over In House, in the board meetings, here 
tonight. In House feeds the traveling program, and people need to understand that having a successful 
traveling program is dependent on having a strong In House program that is developing our players and 
coaches. 
 
Discussion moved to Traveling Program, comments and concerns: 

- Frustration was shared in how late we are in forming teams, assigning coaches so that our teams 
can get going sooner.  Desire to have a year round program. 

- Example was given of one Metro teams that does hold tryouts in the fall, but winter training is 
age focused and teams are announced in the Spring.   This allows for teams to shift due to player 
development over the winter, as well as easier for multi-sport kids to participate. 

- From a sheer numbers perspective, we need to look at combining ages.  
- We need something structured in the winter. 
- Can’t compete against other team in other cities because they are playing year round.  
- Need someone to focus on the traveling Program, agree that we will disagree.  But we need to 

look at what’s best for the majority of the kids in Northfield, not just do what the most vocal 
person(s) in the room are telling us what to do. 

- Referenced topics discussed during the Team Formation Committee meetings last year: 
o We don’t have the numbers that the Metro clubs have to work with 
o We will be lucky to get 35 – 40 kids at U11/12, and the numbers will drop as the kids get 

a little older, natural attrition 
o We are different 

- Boys U16 Premier team, need to think about it, as it will affect the boys above and below it.  And 
we will in all likelihood be faced with the decision of at what level to place a U13 girls team, i.e. 
C2 or C1, and should consider what effect that will have on the surrounding age groups. 

- We need to be doing more with our Middle School Program, Community Service Programs, 
YMCA, and high school.  Better coordination, communication across all. 

- High School teams are comprised of multiple grades, so this idea of trying to keep kids of the 
same age level together seems silly as they will all eventually be playing together anyway.  
Concern that continuing to do this will hurt our program. 

o Example given, 17 kids sign up for U12, not enough for two teams, do we drop the other 
kids or what?  Would be easier to form teams if we did like what the hockey assn. does, 
and combine U9/10, U11/12, but we need to look at the top and move down because 
kids can’t play down. 

o Need someone proactively looking at the players, skills, and ages, someone focused on 
the program as a whole. Gender by gender, age group, by age group, we need to be 
looking at patterns and that there is not going to be a hard and fast rule. 

o Simon shared as the Boys coordinator for 6 years, to be cautious about how we form 
teams. Kids develop at different ages, and the great players at 10 may not be the best 
players when they get to be 13/14.  Kids playing up, establishes some kids as super stars 
and we will be dealing with it as a board. 

o Good to be looking patterns, just be cautious. 
o The coaching coordinator should be responsible for making the decision as to how we 

should form teams.  
o If we want Northfield to be competitive against the big cities, we may need to rethink 

the mission of the organization. 
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o Boys teams are able to do this because we have boys that are playing all year.  Girls 
have been short changed in that area.  Need to be more strategic for them to have that 
opportunity. 

o Hard to compete against these Metro clubs given the number of kids they have, and 
Domes, indoor winter programs.  But we can start by developing players and coaches. 

o Start developing kids at the inhouse level so that when they enter traveling, most would 
have some skills, whereas today, it is hit or miss, and much of the development these 
kids are getting is coming from programs they have participated in elsewhere, or what 
they learned at home. 

 
Need to determine next  steps 

- We need to determine who will be the Officers of the Board. 
o We recognize that we need to resolve the issue surrounding the new board members. 
o No one has showed interest in being an officer, other than Holly as President 
o We need continuity. The person who steps forward for VP should be someone who 

desires to move into the President role. 
o We need people to step up for these positions. 

 
- We shared the List of Tasks provided by the prior board (spreadsheet on the website) and will 

post on the website so new members can review and determine how these tasks can be 
assigned more efficiently. 

- We need to keep the organization moving, and while rethinking the roles and responsibilities is 
something that makes sense to do, for now, defaulting to back to roles that at least are loosely 
defined seems to be the best option.   

- We identified those positions and who had stepped forward and already agreed to take them: 
Fields – Nate Adams 
Uniforms – Heather Stanga 
Girls Coordinator – Charles Gray 
In-House Coordinator – Todd Scheuble 

Suggestion was made that we designate JJSO Tournament Director as a defined role. 
- We agreed that it made sense to meet one more time before the scheduled Board Meeting to 

further discuss who would fill the officer roles as well as identification of “apprentice” or 
subsidiary roles to the historical coordinator roles noted above. 

- Suggestion was made that the board appoint the people noted above to those roles.  This 
started one last discussion: 

o We don’t have a board yet (implying we are in limbo until we propose and pass the 
amendment to expand the board to 14). 

o What do you mean, we had an election for the board last meeting. We voted. 
o We only have 3 board members today, as the old board’s term expired 9/30, yesterday. 
o Can’t we just appoint those people to do the work in the interim and in 30 days we will 

meet and make it official?  Seems silly to lose the 30 days.   
o Maybe the Board of three,  can simply go ahead and fill the vacant position? 
o According to the by-laws, this is only a valid option if vacancy is caused by specific 

causes, which is not the case here. 
o There is not that much that needs to be done in these areas where it makes sense to 

appoint these “volunteers” to get started if they are not going to be doing the role long 
term. 
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o What is going to happen between now and 30 days from now, isn’t the proposal at the 
meeting just a formality? 

o Concern shared again about the importance of allowing the members to vote on 
individuals into these important board member roles and because as Board members 
they have the important task of deciding who the officers of the organization will be. 

 
Closing, information will be posted to the website, and a followup meeting scheduled.  
 
After typing up these notes of the meeting, I am left wondering: 

o Is there only a board of three?  Or do we have an illegal number of 13, and simply need 
to reduce the number by one? 

o Did we really ALL agree that we wanted to move forward with the proposal to expand 
the board to 14.  While it seemed like a “rubber stamp” to do the right thing at the 
beginning of the meeting, by the end of the meeting I was left feeling otherwise. 

o Why can’t we just accept the removal of one of the nominees and move forward?  
While there was strong objection to this idea, it was from only a few people.   This 
would allow us to keep moving in a positive direction. 

o What about the voting at the annual meeting?  All members present voted on the Board 
of Directors nominees  as advertised, for “at large” positions, allowing the board to 
determine as a group what roles they would fill after the fact.  This is something that 
every Board member elected agreed at the time made sense.  Now there appears to be 
a change of heart as individuals are vocally opposing this.  Again in reviewing the 
meeting, it appears that these concerns may not be shared with the majority of the 
members present last night. 

o Why do we have to “wait” before the named individuals above take over these 
coordinator roles with all the powers of a Board Member?  Because a few people have 
voiced their concern over appointment of people in these roles without having an 
opportunity to “vote” on them? If the majority of us (the 3 existing board members at a 
minimum, and/or including the new “elected” members), agree that the voting at the 
Annual Meeting stands, why can’t we just move forward. 

 
Remember this is a soccer club.   
  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 


