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​RECAP​

​●​ ​Committee recommended establishing a standing body to handle​
​recruiting allegations; staff conducts investigations, and the committee​
​decides whether to hold hearings.​

​●​ ​Proposed membership: 15 members (two per classification, east/west, plus​
​1 at-large appointed spot); nominees elected by voting delegates.​

​●​ ​Decision thresholds: 51% to trigger a formal hearing; 60% (supermajority)​
​to find a school in violation.​

​●​ ​Recusal: no mandated recusal by class except when a member’s own school​
​is involved; members expected to self-recuse for direct involvement.​

​●​ ​Focus of sanctions shifting toward adults/schools​
​(coaches/administration/fines/competitive penalties)​

​Committee structure​

​●​ ​Group proposed a panel sized and distributed to ensure geographic and​
​size balance: two representatives per basketball class (B, A, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6)​
​with east/west splits plus one appointed at-large to fill representational​
​gaps.​

​●​ ​Eligibility to run: consensus that nominees should be school employees​
​(certified staff) rather than lay coaches; any role (coach, AD, principal,​
​superintendent) may run if employed by a school.​

​●​ ​Election mechanics: nominations open to anyone, final election performed​
​by each school's voting delegate.​

​●​ ​Purpose: staff will serve as investigators; the committee acts as​
​fact-finder/jury to decide whether evidence warrants a hearing rather than​
​as detectives.​

​Recusal & conflicts​

​●​ ​Majority agreed no mandatory class-based recusal except when a member’s​
​own school is a party to the allegation.​



​●​ ​Members are expected to self-recuse for direct conflicts (e.g., their own​
​district) and committee size/at-large slot intended to reduce the impact of​
​recusals.​

​●​ ​Concern noted: if many coaches are elected, competitive bias could appear;​
​membership and voting-delegate elections seen as the guardrail against​
​bad actors.​

​Investigation & reporting process​

​●​ ​Reporting routed through school leadership only (not direct parent/public​
​submissions); staff to provide a standardized intake (proposed: electronic​
​form / Google form) to collect allegations and attachments.​

​●​ ​Staff will request responses from the defending school and assemble​
​evidentiary packets to distribute to committee members opinion-free.​

​●​ ​Committee will vote electronically to determine whether to schedule a​
​hearing.​

​●​ ​Hearing attendance: both reporting and defending school representatives​
​are expected to attend; the record should address consequences for​
​non-appearance (not fully settled).​

​●​ ​Appeals: committee findings would be appealable to the Board of Directors​
​(not back to staff) to avoid perceived conflict of interest.​

​Voting thresholds & hearing flow​

​●​ ​Threshold to trigger a hearing: proposed simple majority (51%) of voting​
​committee members who participate in the vote.​

​●​ ​Threshold to find a violation at hearing: proposed 60% supermajority of​
​voting members.​

​●​ ​If committee finds recruiting occurred, the school may be sanctioned and​
​the decision is appealable to the board; exact appeal fees discussed but not​
​finalized.​

​Student eligibility during review​

​●​ ​Consensus: a student retains the status they held at the time the​
​allegation/process began (e.g., if hardship/admission already granted, the​
​student remains eligible) unless and until a formal decision changes that​
​status.​

​●​ ​Staff will notify involved schools when an allegation is submitted so schools​
​can decide whether to allow participation while investigation proceeds.​



​●​ ​Consensus against retroactive forfeiture of games played before a school​
​was notified; forfeiture/eligibility impacts apply prospectively after​
​notification or formal finding.​

​Definition of recruiting & social media​

​●​ ​Working definition: actively influencing a student-athlete to change​
​schools for athletic purposes (call-to-action oriented).​

​●​ ​Distinction made between permissible marketing/celebration (team posts,​
​program promotion) and prohibited targeted recruitment (direct​
​calls-to-action, athletic solicitations).​

​●​ ​Social media: emphasis on prohibiting call-to-action language ("come play​
​for X", explicit athletic recruiting invites); celebratory/promotional posts​
​about programs or achievements are acceptable.​

​●​ ​Student-to-student recruitment acknowledged as pervasive and difficult to​
​police; committee recognized limits on enforcement for peer interactions.​

​Sanctions & legal risk​

​●​ ​Members emphasized legal reality: judges are often reluctant to render​
​students ineligible;enforcement strategies should be defensible in court.​

​●​ ​Preference expressed for sanctions that target adults or programs (e.g.,​
​coach suspensions, postseason bans, fines, loss of hosting privileges) rather​
​than automatically stripping student eligibility.​

​●​ ​Some suggested sliding penalties (e.g., allow play but block postseason) to​
​deter bad actors while reducing risk of successful legal challenges.​

​●​ ​Committee acknowledged practical enforcement challenges (proof of​
​housing/rent payments, NIL dynamics, hearsay) and emphasized needing​
​a standard that can be sustained legally (preponderance vs. strict proof).​

​Next meetings & schedule​

​●​ ​Remaining committee meetings scheduled: Oct 21, Nov 17, an​
​early-December Zoom, and final in-person Dec 17.​

​●​ ​Proposal to tentatively hold a January meeting as needed.​
​●​ ​Immediate drafting tasks remain: finalize committee composition​

​language, codify recusal/eligibility/appeal procedures, and create the​
​school-only reporting intake form.​


