NDT COMMITTEE MEETING AT NORTHWESTERN
THURSDAY, MARCH 23 AT 1:00 P.M.
Present: John Fritch, Joe Zompetti, David Cram Helwich, Glen Frappier, Kevin Kuswa, Joel Rollins, Karla Leeper, Gordon Stables, Ryan Galloway, Rich Edwards, Dallas Perkins, Tim O’Donnell, Ed Lee, Brett O’Donnell, Steve Mancuso, Ross Smith.


I.   Approval of minutes from Austin meeting.  Please print them out as I will NOT bring copies.  
Ross – Concern about missing commentary from the UT 02.06 meeting, specifically in relation to the Judge preference recommendation discussion. Concern about missing focus on incremental change and mutuality. Repeated stating that discussion was not about the use any specific algorithm. Focus instead on categories. Also discussion of teams not able to clear getting a C judge. Reflection of difficulties involved.
Karla – Move to append a copy of Ross proposal to the minutes and then include a sentence 

Tim moves. Steve seconded.
Karla – Amend the comments at the beginning of the discussion. 1) Not about algothrim. 2) Concern about all teams. 3) Concerns for all teams getting the best possible judges 4) Committee view as incremental.
Ross – Committee viewed the proposal as being incremental (Galloway, Stables, etc.).
Dallas – More narrowly, equal categories are good.

No objection to amend the minutes to include the four items included above.
Support for Sarah’s strong efforts to improve the minutes.

II.                Reports
A.     Tournament director: Dr. John Fritch

John – 

1. Concern about movement between buildings. Evidence shuttles included tonight.
2. Dropped team from Samford. Replacement from Miami Ohio.
Team is a fill-in team. If another team drops, we would withdraw the Miami team – not seek a replacement.
Joel – Concern about confusion between judge units on website and the disk. Noticed a couple of issues

Rich – Will check those.

John -
1. Process – 
Historical lack of collective work effort among members of the committee.
Preference for strict advance notice of agenda items. Preference to be kept in the loop.
2. Ramifications of the proposal - 

The working dynamic of the director and the committee.
Concern about the specifics of the instruction, with less of the background.

Concern over rating vs the selection process.
Is the concern about the current placement?

Need for flexibility among the tournament director’s practice, historical example of double pull-up rule.
Not sure if I disagree with the direction of the proposal. Not my decision to make. This proposal did not suggest that.
NDT different from other tournaments

1. Percentage of pool less important than units 

Need 936 rounds each year. This year close to 20% guidelines. 

2. Place a greater percentage of judges in the pool into debates. 
About 15%. Compared to 6% at major invitational tournaments.

3. Panels 

Impact of interpretations of mutuality (individual judges or mutuality of the whole panel).

First priority to find individual mutuality.

Numbers decreased this year. Also asked people to complete ordinal data. How small can that top category be and still preserve mutuality.

Kevin – Ordinal numbers not relevant?
John – Correct – not looked at until later

John – 

Spent time today to resolve questions. Misunderstandings of how we do things noticed in past minutes.
Crux of the issue – how small can the categories be and still preserve mutuality with that category.
Review of 05 preference sheets – about 42-43 judges. Acknoledgement of skew, but moving up produces skew of 1-60. Need data to determine these answers about size of skew.
Concern about the skew likely in the middle of the ordinal rankings.

Kevin/Ross – Agreed. Need data to determine.

Rich –

(Submits materials – four pages – indicated in brackets)

Discussion of learning about process at the ADA tournament. Increasing concern of misunderstandings of tournament practice.
Discussion of different simulations and historical success of different simulations.

(Visual Aid graphic)

Success of increase in mutuality. No greater than 1 in panels or judges. About 60% of debates no difference. Most debates have no difference.

If we have to increase the max to 2 or 3. 

1-40 as the range. If those numbers lowered by 10, then jump in mutuality to 1-60. Two numbers then jump to 1-90.
Gary’s simulation not working with those assumptions. In that simulation panels appointed total ranking low. Actual panel 1,1,1 and 1,4,1. Not 1-90, but 1-120.

If smaller categories risk terrible decision of when to make that jump. Prefer to not make those decisions.
(2003, 2004, 2005 Comparison)

Practice - Full commitment judge used in presets.
Manual adjustment drags down numbers to use full commitment. 
Hard to place judge want them available rather than random commitment to having rounds off.

Arnie looks at every judge that has to judge and how many rounds are we willing to lose. 

Goal to save as many rounds as possible.

Steve – from 03-05, B+, B – gotten better. Why?

Rich – 

Gary’s 02 simulation puts strong emphasis on lowering overall numbers across the pool. Never before the tab room direction. Instead, view of anchoring a judge first. Go one judge at a time to the panel. Anchoring judge assigned to each panel. Anchors used to be read first.
Philosophy not kind to overall ranking numbers. That number not computed before 2002. 
NDT screens different from most trpc practice. Different screens in he system.
Overall number now included. After computer process, then Arnie check, then optimization options to look at any 2 or 3 way changes to see if movement can lower the overall ranking number. Tends to bring down 5-10 first time, then diminishing return.

Numbers gotten better from tab room priority.
2002 simulation placed, viewed as sense of the committee, those numbers very important. Perhaps even more important than priority.
Max range of 1 not applied in Gary’s simulation. That practice not communicated to Gary. His system could incorporate that approach.
Belief that committee now prefers mutuality as the most important concern.

Belief that both are important (overall low ranking number and mutuality).
Numbers also somewhat contingent on changes in team’s preference.
(JPref rating totals Round  by round since 2000)

Gary’s numbers lower, but the numbers produced by making different assumptions.
Absolute geography standard historically applied, until New Orleans meeting.

Geography standard now modified to not more than a difference of 1. (1 judge ok from a region ok, but not 2).

Another reduction through change in anchoring system. 

Reduction also through paying attention to the overall ranking numbers.

(STA to TRPC comparison)
Too little institutional memory. Possible to get overall rating numbers, but not show more mutuality possible. Examples of unacceptable panels. 
(JPref rating totals Round  by round since 2000)

Numbers brought down to Gary’s levels in the last few years.
Substantial change this year in downward direction. Historically started with 60% in those top categories.

Steve – Use of ordinal data to help with this process?

Rich – Assumes if teams complete the rankings and then ordinals are actually reflected in rankings.

Kevin – Concern with difficulty of the ordinal repeating, rankings different from the ordinal.

Rich – Some of that inevitable. Could do after the tournament with assessing the panels based on that sense of mutuality.

Steve – With ordinal data, would have produced these different pairings.
Rich – Yes, but when sheet submitted not actual reflection. Still a reflection.

Tab room does best possible to implement these procedures. If we can lower the level of understanding.
Kevin – How will 13 round commitment influence?

Rich – Need 40 or so rounds to give for a tournament of this size. 932 rounds of commitment needed to run the tournament. After four round things got better. 13 round rule replaces the begging system. To the extend that the number becomes larger it does become easier to place judges.
Kevin – If more sizeable then further increases in the number of commitment, to 14-15.

Rich – This is a big difference.

John – Ultimately depends on who those judges are.

Dallas – STA gets weaker as rounds progress, but trpc but more consistent performance.
Rich – Huge difference in where you give up rounds of extra commitment. Gary used three runs. Allows them to happen whenever. Main advantage of STA optimum simulation. Main advantage of the presets. Ugly number from if 8 round commitment, then use in presets. 

Joel – How many unusable judges each year?

Rich – Never had a totally unusable judge. Not have a situation were can’t place 3-4 rounds from n 8 round commitment. Somewhat sensitive to concerns of judges attending the tournament and not judging a lot. Go into tournament with 40-50 rounds to give. A number of judges eat those up.
Ross –  Good and necessary to get information. 
Process – echo John’s process concern. From an outsider’s committee, Ross asked for proposal at NCA meeting. Expected actively discussed. Real communication problem with the process.
A – Urge whomever to communicate more

B – Need to put to rest about hurting feelings about programs. Both programs have changed dramatically sine 2002. Be clear about differences in programs and philosophies. One of problem with whole simulations, Gary’s simulation not follow ndt procedures. Gary never informed.
Rich – Agreed. Apples and oranges in those simulations. Gary never informed of those practices.

Ross – Communication problem solved – get people to fill out ordinal data accurately. Schools not likely to do a great job. Ask Brushke to go back after the tournament and fill in more accurate information. Accurate ordinal data is a godsend. Allows any program to test any categories. Ultimate solution is software using ordinal ranking. Larson post on this item. Some category caps smaller than ordinal gaps. Can test a range of options. Data needed. NDT can’t be an experiment. Problem with communication. Do whatever possible to get the data. Only thing to provide a good answer without making the NDT an experiment.
Karla – Need better communication process. A lot of routine done before computers.

Rewriting charge of tournament procedures subcommittee and add a member of the tab room. Most of that committee not do a lot now because of the computer. We could institutionalize a way to communicate about this process. All proposals first go to that committee, then the whole committee and the tab room.

Steve – Great idea.

Scott – Completely agree ordinal data help that process. Several years ago Owen Coon asked. Poor response rates. Maybe better for the NDT.

Kevin – Inform people to change the ordinal if they change.

Ross – Data frozen

Dallas – Not strong feelings about size of categories or software. Communication issues causing difficulties. Is possible to have director to attend those meetings? Attendance might help reduce concerns. Not intention to pass a rule, but a recommendation.
John – Work with Chair to confirm data. Also cost issues with every time I travel. Comes from NDT funds. (ie schools).
Dallas – Agreed not on the agenda. Maybe today the committee has a different opinion. Cite email director have to be able to make these decisions, but would like committee able to express our opinions. Concern about not having to put agenda on hold because lack of director’s absence.
Karla – Require subcommittee would help.

Dallas – Yes, but old business. Has to be available for any committee member to move.

John – Relationship between the committee and the director. Notion of the committee, kinds of things to have happen.
Dallas – Yes – philosophy over rules. But not try to tie director’s hands. Opinion of committee probably wrong, but need a healthy way to have that process. The director has to be able to make the call. Firmly for.
Ross – Very much agree. Cannot be a rule to impose on the director.

John – Detail bothered because either committee wrong or awkward position of ignoring the committee’s suggestion. 
Brett – But it was a motion that passed.

Ross – Motion only a recommendation.
John – In the end, it is not the director’s tournament. If asked me, lots of ideas about how to operate the tournament. For example, belief in return to anchoring panels. Not my tournament, but want to understand the direction of the committee. More mutual or more preference? Is the difference between 1-10 vs 31-40. Some disagree, impact on other panels. Need this type of discussion. Not my tournament, it is your tournament. Want to understand the charge and implement it.
Karla – Thanks of committee to John and Rich for their time and effort.
John – Strike sheets available now to check over.

Karla – Host Report
Scott – Welcome. Hope things running smoothly.
1 – Do best to keep banquet short. Tables preset with salads and deserts. Erwin understands time concerns. No university reps speaking.

2 – No parking on most of campus tomorrow until after 5 pm. I lot reserved, immediately south of Norris. Result bus shuttles all day long through evening, after round 3.

3 – Evidence moving. Try to move all tubs ourselves tonight. At tech only load on side wings on each building, utterly overwhelmed to get there. Same staff from NU tournament. Never lost a tub. Make sure tubs tabled by team. Evidence on the floor you are assigned to debate. Need to know the number of boxes.
4 – Picture times – Assigned at registration. 

5 – Army of ballot runners. Not concerned covering in the buildings. Ask judges to work hard to double check own ballot. Some runners are speech team members, so please check ballots.
6 – So far wireless working in the hotel. Assured enough additional notes 450 people online at same time. Added enough capacity at Norris, can now accommodate 430 people online at the same time. Concern – not all of that capacity on the 2nd floor. Don’t be afraid to send people to other floors, nodes all over that building. Map will show concentrations. 
Steve – Question about table distribution?

Scott – Talked about at UT meeting, judges and teams alone. Committee didn’t like that. One person off by themselves. In the alternative, assign by room. This room these schools. Some people not in the big room. Audio supplied. 
Steve – Not sure. Need to ask Danielle. 

Dallas – move evidence from 9-12 tonight.
Scott – Yes – at both hotels.

Ross – Thanks to Scott. 
Scott – Computer information on the manila envelope. Three people onsite Geoff Garen, Sethi, Kloster. Now available to help – available all day tomorrow.

Karla – Need to remind appeals committee and procedure committee may need to call to action.

CSTV is back. Amendments to the contract. Notable revenue sharing – 15% gross retail, 7.5% of gross ____. 

Board working on negotiating relationship to indigenous videos. Contract delay for NU to get enough media coverage. Language will be forwarded to the committee.
Move to eliminate judge booklet committee.
Working on subcommittee for equity concerns – Sarah Partlow, Ron Stevenson, and Joe Bellon agreed to serve.  Ask them for a report by San Antonio meeting. Complete charge this afternoon.
Joel – Ask about JV discussion.

Karla - JV discussion from UT in the current discussions. Try to get commitment on that in the next 2-3 months. Work with legal help.
Short break 
Brett – 
Today sign contract for the Westin in Dallas to host 2007 NDT.
Good deal. $99 per night, includes internet.

2-1 favor of internet in ballroom. About $40 per team. Also considering spreading out among participants. Seeking to have it underwritten.
Need to provide the meals in the hotel because no local food options.

Free parking.
Teeth in the contract. Substantial penalty clauses if the hotel internet doesn’t work.
They have a technology staff onsite at the hotel.
Team fees will likely stay the same.

4 meals now underwritten for participants. Seeking to underwrite last two meals.

Participant fees will likely be around the same process.

Observer fees – Cannot make hosts subsidize indeterminate numbers. That is why difference in participant and observer fees. Need a predictable number. All or nothing is the only option. Brett’s tenure included needed to cash in bonds to pay for NDT debts via overrun food costs. Not manageable given the staff of the hosts, committee, etc. In 1997, 327 people registered as eating. 410 people ate. Liberty absorbed those costs. Same at Wayne, UMKC, etc. Since this system was instituted we have a stable financial system and lower team fees. 
Next year lower food costs will reduce those costs.

Banquet costs tonight 60 per person. Sunday per person.

Next year 40 for the banquet and only one.
To underwrite a breakfast $3000. Lunch is $5000. $7000 for the opening reception.
Baylor, UTD (donate a breakfast), Stefan and Tim Mahoney working on the tournament. Harvard donated a lunch. Greg Rosenbaum donate a lunch. Hotel donate a breakfast.
Good opportunity to try out this model.
No hotel rooms used for debates. All debates in meeting rooms or in a suite, designed as meeting rooms. All great rooms. Every room has been seen. All under one room on four floors.
Their staff is very familiar with running tournaments.
Dallas – Preference for big, expensive places for the NDT produces these high food costs.
Brett – Effort to remind people of the historical problems. I will not allow a system with deficits.
Joel – Support and importance of recognizing high food costs.
Brett – Willing to look at hotel models that don’t include provided meals. Not an option for Dallas because of food logistics.

Ross – Sympathetic, Wake also lost a ton on the food costs for that NDT. Students not attending banquet but still charged for that meal.
Brett – Would need a staff to manage that system. 
Glenn – Possible to segment opening banquet.
Joel – Certain food cost to meet in order to get the deal. Rates on the hotel might go up.
Brett – Able to drive down room rate via number of meals.

Kevin – Survey on preferences for banquets.
Brett – Host preference. 

Dallas – Host paying for it as well.

Brett – No 2008 host.
Dallas- Ad hoc committee on hosts

Propose two changes to the hosting document.
(distributed)

1 – Change size requirement for large room. For example, NU can’t meet. SQ is to provide hosts latitude with observers. 

2 – Change description of internet access. Propose to change standard ‘all reasonable access’ and specify locations and fee options. 
Consistent with results of Brett survey, including importance of hotels.

Moved – second by Steve.

Approved by acclamation.

Karla – Worker Proposals
(Handout summaries) 
Identifies common items, need to include discussion of the possible penalties.
Tim – who is the program? 
Dallas – Very important definition.

Steve – Publicize people who are cheating. Shaming as sole enforcement.
Karla – Similar issues, except Joel’s internet proposals.
Kevin – Timeline of votes
Karla – Straw poll last meeting. Sympathy for initial Mancuso proposal, but districts wanted some adjustment. Subcommittee organized proposals and submitted to the committee.
Anything votes on today super-majority goes into effect for next ndt.

If only simple majority, must vote again at San Antonio meeting.

Scott - (Returned to meeting to present these items) – Answer to earlier questions

Rooms assigned, not table specified. Should have answer by banquet. Simple sheet – capacities and participants that fit in those spaces. Three overflow spaces – likely a larger anchor party in each room.
Banquet – not specify table seating for the banquet. Just avoid overflow capacity. Every chair will be taken. Reserve tables from NU alumni.
Steve – Want to discuss limit non-undergraduates to 2. Changes based on feedback. Original proposal tried to cap total number to a certain number. Lots of feedback supporting student support. Little defense of non-undergraduates (shorthand as adults). Compromise on limit on adults. Sliding scale based on number of teams is reasonable. 2 is fair – good starting point because of fairness.

Lots of different inequalities in the competition season. Choose not to address for undergraduate participation. One site of equality is to organize the number of adults at the tournament. 

Scott – In general support the principles, like Steve, willing to adjust some of the details, i.e., sliding scale for number of teams. One slight difference from the Mancuso proposal, limits to adults to judges.  Limiting that kind of item is important. Importance of alumni connections. Anecdote of alumni feeling obligations to work for their alma maters. 
Steve – Another proposal allows for alumni to on supplemental sheet.
Dallas – Represent district of schools substantially from my own. Hostile reaction from my district. First proposal to limit the number of people. District liked the overall limit. Talk of equality not difference 2-4 adults, but difference party of 30 vs. party of 5 from the tournament. Retreat from hard caps means not about equality. Dramatic sell-out pretense of level of equality. No cap on overall size is a serious issue. If you bring a person to the tournament and stay and work 80-100 hours, Require scouting maybe 10 hours, perhaps 10% tax on their time at the tournament. Team could respond by bringing more people and suspicion that would happen. Wealth disparity at the core of this issue. Rich schools will pay the tax. 
Also perceive many teams at tournament not benefit from the scouting effort. View rather have the money.
Forget the tax – just lower fees.

10% tax not terribly effective and a retreat from equality.
Passing a cap that neglects undergraduates is problematic.
Kevin – Some of that is from the annual inequalities. Agree with concern about regressivity of the tax. Some of the issues not relate to participants, but to other issues, including third teams.
Dallas – Vote against because of tax.
Steve – Original proposal never a cap on the size of the party, just the workers. The proposals could be combined. Undergraduates as part of scouting pool could be combined. Is there support for just the reduction in the number of adults?
Dallas – Concern about tax.
Joel – Could be combined or separately. Could be made to contribute in tangible ways. Caps or separate it out? Ryan and I did work to try to put these together because of disagreement.
Ryan – On vs. offsite issue subject of dispute.

Dallas – Enforcement important. No enforcement rewards cheaters. Debaters may cheat, even if directors don’t. 
Steve – Cheating only via alums or coaches.

Joel – Paid card-cutters wrong. Pedagogical problems.

Kevin – D7 wants any limits. Anything can be done to create limits.
Dallas – Pedagogical benefits of card-cutters.
Ross – Not true – benefits not justify. 

Kevin – Effect on the community. 

Ryan – Pedagogical value – new innovative arguments provide extended inequality. Other side same ability to research those issues.
Karla – Question – D6/Lupo – limits?

Ryan – No limits.

Karla – why?

Ryan – Original caps discussion different. Ryan hates email as a medium for feedback.

Feedback is limited. Vote no on Mancuso and support Lupo effort.
Joel – Would Lupo impact paid researchers?

Ryan – Not an explicit proposal. If provide significant coaching. But not explicitly say. 

Ross – In favor of being there, no hiding out. 
Ryan – Yes, gotta give back. Enforcement regime.

Steve – Totally at whim of tournament director. Giving back different if certain tasks.
Ryan – If somewhat uncomfortable judging, could do commensurate service.

Steve – In judge pool

Ryan – Or scouting

Ross – Lots of hosts will different needs

Karla – Lupo on the table, focusing on community contribution. Also limited workers proposal. Joel’s offsite liit. Friendly amendment to Steve’s?
Steve – People who not judge all year long have to be in the pool. Can’t be any non-undergraduates offsite. Is the same thing. On vs off, less important than in the judge pool.

Kevin – 26 miles.
Karla – Mancuso/Rollins
Joel – Why D6 opposition?

Ryan – Enforcement concerns. Give back important.
Joel – Could hire someone and hire have them contribute. 
Steve – This proposal does include that item.
Joel – My proposal more in line with Lupo – but that alone has no regulation. My proposal does include regulations beyond 25. As to adults, it is a ban.

Kevin – Need to focus on ideas.
Straw pool
D1 – generally in favor

D2  - in favor, support for other limits

D3 – Like Steve1 more than Steve 2, not favorable to 2 person cap. Split feedback.

D4 – Cap good, 2 might be too small.

D5 – Support

D6 – Above
D7 – In favor

D8 – Pref to vote for Lupo, support some cap, sliding cap

D9 – not present
Ed Lee – Concern with adults working during the year. 
Steve – My proposal not stop coaching.

Dallas – not bright line

Joe Zompetti – Similar to Dallas, support Lupo and sliding scale

Tim O’Donnell – ban all card-cutting all adults

Joel – agree, codifies ok with banning card cutting

Scott – Can be revised

Steve – Lupo proposal not impact inequality.
Glenn – Agreed. Lupo good – but not address question address the committee proposal.
Joel – Enforcement?

Karla – Public shaming

Karla – Important to vote

Kevin – 2 vs 3?

Steve – Should vote 2 in and then amend it.

Scott – Not likely than to increase. 
Kevin – Might to more support
Joel – Will pass

Scott – Might be sympathy for sliding scale.

Kevin – Could be support.

Scott – More rational.  1 +1 per team.

Steve – motion on proposal
Karla – Does it include Joel’s modification?

Glenn – not incomptiable with Lupo

Steve – Proposal incorporates supplemental strike sheet.

Scott – all adults on supplemental sheets

Karla – in Joel’s proposal

Dallas – Proposed wording
Karla – C ‘Chair of the NDT committee will publicize violations.”

Mancuso Proposal

At the tournament registration, schools must identify by name the individuals who will be designated as their NDT Workers.

A. Undergraduates.

A school may designate any number of undergraduate NDT Workers provided they:

(1) meet the academic certification requirements for debaters at the NDT,

(2) are enrolled at the school for which they will work

(3) have participated in 15 rounds of tournament competition for that school by March 10 prior to the NDT

B. Non-undergraduates

A school may designate up to TWO non-undergraduates as NDT Workers. These individuals must come from the judge pool.
Moved and added two items 1) enforcement and 2) category c32 from joel’s judging (pasted below)
“Judging requirement: Persons who meet the qualifications for judging or who meet the qualifications except the 12 round requirement must be available to judge a minimum of four preliminary round debates.  The names of those not meeting the 12 round requirement will appear on a supplemental preference sheet. The names of those meeting the minimum will appear on the regular preference sheet.  “
Roll Call

D1 – yes

D2 – yes

D3 – yes

D4 – no

D5 – yes

D6 – no

D7 – yes

D8 – no

D9 – not present

Zompetti – yes

Lee – no

Tim – yes

Chair – yes

Passes 8 – 4 – (1 not present) = supermajority 

Ross, Scott as confirming is a supermajority.
Ryan – trying to make sense of combination
Lupo/D6 Proposal

Other individuals who provide scouting or coaching to any team participating in the National Debate Tournament should be required to: enter the judging pool on a supplemental strike sheet for at least four debates or, if it is more appropriate, provide a significant equivalent contribution to the tournament as defined by the tournament host.

Moved

D1 - Yes

D2 - Yes 

D3 - Yes

D4 - 4 yes

D5 yes

D56 yes

D7 yes

D8 no

D9 not here

zompetti yes

lee – yes

odonnel yes

Leeper – yes

Committee confirms supermajority

Karla – willing to continue term one more year

Joel moves

Kevin seconds

In touch – change in tournament procedures and new language. Send new email with items and language.

Hingstman – agree to chair equity subcommittee. Joel internet item to that committee.

Brett – registration ends on 5.

adjourned
Submitted by:  Gordon Stables
