Australian Flyball Association Inc. – Minutes of Special Meeting of AFA Committee held on 16th November 2015.( For final approval at December meeting).
Present: Richard Mellon, Jenny Millar, Brian Lindsay, Julie Pamplin, Phil Lea, Jennifer Crane, Anne Coleman. Shireen Pitt, Harold Kielly, Rodney Gooch, Pat Byrne, Jason McFarlane , Jo Grant ,Karen Shields, Robyn Addie, Catherine Stroop and by invitation Kim Murrie.
Apologies : Carolyn Shrives
Meeting Opened at 7.35 pm via Go to Meetings Conference. 
The Chair indicated that this was a Special AFA Committee Meeting arranged at the request of the 4 PR Club co – owners, Rodney Gooch and Kim Murrie, to allow them the opportunity of seeking some clarifications from the Committee prior to responding to the AFAs letter of 8th September 2015. He advised that he had received an email today from Rodney setting out what he saw as the main headings for discussion – viz

· Clarification of Rule Notification No. 52

· 4PR Club

· Clarification of letter from AFA.

The Chair gave the floor to Rodney and Kim to seek the clarifications on the above 3 issues. 

Kim asked first for clarification as to the meaning of the words “operating in more than one State/Regional; Area of Australia ” used in the Rule notification. She asked did it mean members based in more than one area, training in different locations, or competing in more than one area. She also asked what was the definition of a Region and why “Territories “ like ACT were not mentioned. The Chair indicated that all of these questions had been addressed in the 17 page Question and Answer exercise posted to the AFA Web site prior to the Membership ballot. In discussion the following key points were made:
· The definition of a Club in Rule 2.7 was stated to be for “racing purposes” and hence the word “operating” referred to racing as part of a team at an AFA Competition. A further question was asked as to did this mean dogs entered as 1 to 6 on the race sheets and what was the situation if one of the listed dogs did not run. Clarification was given as “yes” – dogs entered on a running order were considered to be entered as racing – even if they did not actually run in a race. 

· Re the meaning of branches operating in more than one State/Region - the intent was to indicate that groups of dogs belonging to one specified club but operating (competing) in widely geographic locations as separate groups constituted Branches of that Club.

Kim indicated that 4 PR had originally indicated that it operated as a franchised Club with franchises in different locations. The AFA had asked that the word franchise not be used and that the various groups be called Branches. The Club had agreed to use this terminology but had ceased to refer to Branches in early 2015 – as far as the Club was concerned it was not a branch structured club. Kim advised that 4 PR was in reality a franchise of Goochie Pet Supplies and as such was owned to Rodney and herself – the integrity of that arrangement was a key issue to them. The clarification was given that the AFA was not interested in the administrative or ownership arrangements of 4 PR- the issue was how the Club operated from a competition viewpoint.  It was pointed out that from a competition viewpoint 4 PR continued to enter teams drawn solely from the 3 separate geographic area in different state based comps. Kim indicated that it may be in the future that all 4 PR registered dogs, wherever located , will be required to be available for selection in combined club teams in order to ensure franchise integrity. Members who did not want to comply would transfer to other clubs.
Kim asked why Act/NSW was being considered as one and not two regions. Answer given – because when competing the norm was for dogs from these two areas to compete together as one group of dogs. Kim asked was there any intent to specify these as two branch locations. Chair indicated that this would depend on how the groups entered competitions. There was no intent however to do this if current arrangements for competition teams continued.
The question was asked as to how the 90 day Rule would be applied where a dog from one region had only competed as part of a Open Team. Clarification was given that Open Teams did not involve any application of the 90 day Rule. 
Question then asked if a combined team was submitted for a competition and the dogs had already competed as part of a regular team which of the two groups of dogs would be subject to the 90 day Rule. The clarification was that logically it would be the dogs from the group not based in the home location of the competition (i.e. the travelling dogs).

Question was asked – what would be the situation if some 4 PR dogs decided to transfer to other clubs – clarification was given that the current Rules would apply i.e. if the dogs moved to a newly formed Club and an application was submitted for exemption from the 90 day rule it would be granted; if they applied to move to an existing club the 90 day rule would apply; if they have only competed for 4PR as part of Open Teams no application of the 90 day rule operated.
The Chair asked was there any further issues where clarification was sought – answer by Kim – no.
The Chair at this point indicated that the Committee decision at its November Meeting was to request that 4 PR responded to the AFA Letter of 8th September by Friday the 20th November and that after that date the Committee would make any necessary decision to implement the AFA Rules.
Julie asked a non related issue – as to whether Rodney had been able to contact the Flyball Fanatics Club Competition organiser as discussed at the Nov Meeting re the outstanding competition paperwork for the Calamvale comp  – Kim responded that Rodney had been required to leave the Meeting but that she would ask him to respond to AFA Secretary. 

The Meeting ended at 8.40 pm.

Signed as a true record.

Chair.
