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NDT Committee Meeting Agenda

Room TBA

Saturday, February 10, 2007

10:45-3:00 p.m.

Chicago, IL

In Attendance/Proxies:

In Attendance (Reps): T.O’Donnell, Frappier, Stables, Cram-Helwich, Perkins, Lain, Lee, Galloway

Proxies

· Matt – D9 (Guevara)

· Will/Kevin H. – D5 (Mancuso)

· Mike Hall – D9 – (Decker)

No Proxy/Missing,: Zompetti

I. Approval of Minutes from the San Antonio NDT Committee meeting (bring your copy - attached).

Perkins – moves, seconded, Passed

II. Chair’s Report – T. O’Donnell

· Recollections of the origins of the modified fee schedule (passed at Gonzaga NDT meeting, 2005)

· Verification date by 2/14 (some confusion because changing dates of the larger NDT calendar)
· Recommendation for folks to serve on the Board of Trustees
· Recommendation for AFA Central Rep (Zompetti leaving)

· Eligibility – Progress made in verifying forms, email confirmations via debateresults emails.

· Importance of taking discussion items from this meeting back to districts for discussion.
· Communication with members – maintain current list and expand it outward. Need other means of communication beyond current lists. Tim needs other contact lists.
· Desire for a listserv - Perkins

· Info provided via AFA – Hall

· CEDA membership list as an option - Stables
II. Board of Trustees – S. Hall

· 2007 NDT

· Apology on behalf of board in relation to hosting decision via NDT bid for 2008

· Budget provided as handout

· Discussion of observer fees, potential $160 vs. $165

· Gifts – all received, including new UNT gift
· Effort to streamline budget to include all expenses (include Board/Director administration)
· 2008 NDT

· Previous efforts to explore Atlanta options
· Bruschke letter – Commitment from Fullerton administration ($14,000) as part of 50th anniversary of CSUF
· Board voted to pursue negotiations with Fullerton 

· Decision to pursue CSUF – caused loss of hotel negotiation window at Emory

· Board strongly considering Fullerton proposal, look for future action within next month
· General principle – if bid meet dates and guidelines should accept those bids

· Dates - March 27-31, 2008 (Thursday – Monday)
· Question about use of meeting rooms at student center without fee
· Additional food services, one lunch – self-catering

· Report back for the NDT meeting

· Sheraton vs. Marriott (several additional properties)
· Importance of elim rooms on campus vs. hotel

· Sheraton has the elim room availability

(These next two comments took place during the earlier conversation of the 2008 host)

Contract over 50 rooms per night – 180 rooms booked per night – Bauschard

Each year the contract is over – Smith

· CSTV

· Early call to Winkler – no follow-up – expectation of no coverage at Dallas NDT

· Subscription Fees

· Problems with current NDT rules 

· General inconsistencies with current rules

· Several schools problems with the subscription

· Blanket amnesty

· Transition, web-problems, rule problems, communication between AFA and NDT.

· BOT will have this item on their agenda, including amendments for the standing rules.

· Look for continued incentive for early payment, interest-earning account

· Questions/issues for committee input
· Do we want to have a drop dead date?

· If so, when? (conflicting dates 1/1 and 1/15)

· Historical discussion of problems collecting fees, both for cash management and budgeting reasons (Hamrick – Hall)
· Not qualify = not pay (Partlow)
· Charter says to have subscribed before participating in districts or application (Hall).
· Difficulty of assessing who is eligible before districts (Stables)
· Jan. 15 as suggested deadline – better than Jan. 1  - (Smith)
· AFA website reporting?

· Benefits of AFA collecting dues better (Hall)
· Problems of generating and sending out invoices (Hall)
· Credit card issue (lose 30% on credit cards) (Perkins-Hall)

· Discussion of future NDT site (Stables)
· Interest in boosting cooperation with AFA (O’Donnell)
· Discussion of parameters of the relationship (Frappier-Hall)
· Benefits of AFA partnership 501C, tax returns, NCA work, partnership (Hall)

· Question of increased scale of $2500 commitment from AFA (Scott)
· Dropped team – kept team – higher fees for observers 
III. Tournament Director’s Report – Fritch

· Report as separate document
· Provide contact information to Tim

· District chairs should send district tournament results to Fritch
· Discussion of pre-set rounds pairings
· Currently - Teams ranked 1-78, first rounds 1-16, next ten are first from each district and top second round, follows along with second, third, etc. from each pool.

· Should additional teams be able to be ranked differently

· Current process – use of trying to differentiate between qualifiers in each slot

· Consideration of one preset

· Support for Chair’s discretion to develop rankings based on teams’ success (Smith)
· Discussion of adding potential category of additional highly-preferred judges

· First Round Bids Due Thursday, February 15. 

· Intent to enter is 2/20
IV. 2007 NDT Host Report – Bauschard

· All doubles in the hotels sold-out, added 30 of their executive level doubles, those also gone
· At least 17 rooms kings need to be turned into doubles – let Stefan know if double reserved can be kings.

· Roll-away beds – discussion of fees – max $15 – all contracted out
· Also only about 35 king rooms left – hotel originally secured 180 – 234 some of the nights now (417 room nights over the contract)
· Critical to get rooms – reserve the kings – initial charge for rollaway beds – helpful to know the total demand

· Headcount deadline – Need to pay for that point – commitment level – contracted rate

· Problems with advance payment (Scott)

· Need for advance form clarification (Hall)
· Problem with additional folks, post the deadline (Perkins-Stefan)
· Now that all observers have roles (scouting, judging, etc). should be clearer way to provide a binding headcount – need this data to be formally entered (Smith).
· Norm for ‘no dead bodies’ (Repko)
· Need for tournament director to help collect data and work with BOT Treasurer (Stefan)
· Ballot runners

· Commitments from UTD and UNT

· Hotel Check-in
· Floors 1-9 are wireless, floors 10 and above are not wireless (first come first serve), wired jacks in room 10 and above.
· Start Thursday night at 7:30 pm – Reception (not full meal) – Speaker – Tom Goldstein
· Elevators will be biggest issue
· 4 main elevators – 2/3 freight elevators (have access)

· Hotel will help – express style elevators at certain times and certain floors.

· Efforts to allow evidence drop-off Thursday night
· Reminder – not have to go outside or drive – save time
· No student party – financial limit – stay within budgets – looking for additional monies to help a party 
· Internet and parking access both included in the hotel rate

V. Committee Reports

A. Standing Subcommittee on Tournament Procedures: Edwards, Smith, Bruschke, Stables, Frappier, Larson

Smith - Chair 
· Smaller first category (a seventh category)
· Will acquire data to simulate different ways of assigning judges (ordinal data)
· System will ask for ordinal rankings and then adjust them into the categories
· System will also available earlier and thus easier to revise (adjust to include new entries)
· Presets (as discussed by Fritch)

· Not yet discussed the proposal to have a team judge twice

· Items in the committee purview - Judge placement system for prelims, how to seed for the presets, pull-up, etc.
· Interesting nature of differing types of results at the NDT (Perkins)

· No legislative items currently on agenda coming from the subcommittee

B. Standing Subcommittee on District Bid Allocation: Mancuso, Morris, and Partlow-Lefevre
Partlow-Lefevre - Chair
· Supplemental document as report – clarification of responsibilities for the district chairs
· Question of how many rounds counts for participation in a district tournament
· Question of the 8th vs. the 15th   as the deadline for academic verification – no change
· Question of codification of requirements for the standing rules
· Question of location of appeals – no change
· Question of specific requirements (NDT dues, AFA dues) and enforcement

C. Standing Subcommittee on Appeals: Stables, Perkins, Frappier, and Rollins, Guevera


Perkins

· Taking a hardline on academic eligibility
· We out of the business of dealing with fees appeals
D Ad Hoc Committee on Tournament Hosts: Perkins, Deatherage, and Smith

Perkins
· Working on persuading friends in Austin in 2009
· General sentiment about not wanting to host the NDT regularly, need to continue to find universities to host
E. Ad Hoc Committee on Equity: Hingstman (Chair), Partlow Lefevre, Stevenson, and Bellon


Hingstman – Chair 

· Resource issues for participation (structural)

· Equity committee needs to take over post-tournament survey

· Five year debaters

· Questions about students who didn’t high school and tracking of data
F. Ad Hoc Committee on Media: Deatherage, Perkins

Deatherage
· Concern about lack of discussion of CSTV at San Antonio meetings
· Due to escape clause – for automatic renewal
· Relevant in consideration for future media inquiries
· For future deals, must be more disciplined about clear understanding of our contractual obligations

· Need to devise means of strengthening communication with the board and the committee. Concern about disconnect between policy-making and fiduciary elements of the organization.
· BOT – Looks like CSTV not interested for this year (Hall)

· They possess renewal option (Deatherage)

· O’Donnell – NDT Chair as ex officio member of the BOT
· Agenda for future discussions (Deatherage)

· 1 – Policy debate about the viability of the proposed project

· 2 – Communication and negotiation with BOT about the proposed contract.

· CSTV - Major topic of conversation three times (two in Evanston and additional location) (Deatherage)

· This ad hoc committee becoming a permanent committee (see Deatherage’s earlier comments)
G. Electronic Bid Coordinator: Bruschke

N/A
H. Topic Selection Representative: Stables
· March 1 – deadline for area/controversy papers
· Earlier business meetings
· Open for new papers
· Vote on all wording papers prepared one week in advance

I. Rankings Director: Hanson

· Debateresults allows easier viewing of the points reports per tournament

J. Scouting Director: Bauschard

· Stefan incorrectly listed as scouting director

· Not interested in doing this again

· Before the tournament

· All contribute their arguments

· Can be added to the Wake wiki

· Recruit/Coordinate scouts

· At the tournament
· Meeting at the tournament

· Work with scouts before the debates

· Coordinate information back from scouts

· Historically 2 people (one for scout coordination and one for data entry)
· Jenny Heidt – two years of service – not interested in this position again
· Need sub-committee 
· Person at the tournament does cover eight rounds of commitment
· Tournament director willing to help coordinate this with the pairings (Fritch)

· Scouting director needed especially because of the Lupo rule (Hamrick)

· O’Donnell – Determine Committee

· Frappier, Hamrick, Rollins
· Find director
· Coordinate with Fritch

· Report back to committee
· Only compensation is the 8 rounds of judging

· Achten – question of under 12 round judges and their relationship to a school’s commitment
· Clear sentiment – under 12 does not count

· Becky Opsata will be the scouting director

K. Tournament Archivist: Bellon

· Al Louden will continue to take pictures, will count as his tournament service
· Joe will be working on the booklet (print as well as digital)

L. Web Director: Stables


Potential Features – 
· Working with web designer

· RSS
· Forms
· Potential payment options
· Archives
VI. Old Business
O’Donnell Motions on changes to the Standing Rules of the National Debate Tournament Committee.  The Committee sought and voiced approval of these changes at the November 2006 San Antonio NCA meeting, but they need to be codified with legislative action.

1. Date Announcement: Add II.A.1.e “NDT Dates (academic verification, First Round at Large Bids, District Procedures, and Second Round at Large Bids) by the previous NDT” – This would have the tournament director announce relevant dates one year in advance instead of at the NCA meeting.  This change was suggested by the tournament director and supported by the committee.

Moved – Approved - Unanimously
2. NDT Booklet: Delete II.A.2 “The Director shall have responsibility for the preparation and mailing of the National Tournament booklet” – This would eliminate the tournament director’s responsibility for producing and mailing the tournament booklet.  In San Antonio, the committee created the position of NDT Tournament Archivist to handle this task.  This change was requested by the tournament director and agreed to by the committee.

Moved – Approved - Unanimously
O’Donnell Motion to create make the Ad Hoc Committee on Media a Standing Committee on Media: At the San Antonio/NCA meeting, S. Deatherage noted that what has been called the Ad Hoc Committee on Media was established as a standing committee at the 2006 Northwestern NDT meeting.  My reading of the minutes from the Evanston-NDT meeting is that this action was either not taken or not recorded.  This motion makes it a Standing Subcommittee on Media (III.D)


Moved – Approved - Unanimously
VII. New Business
Perkins Motions on Fee Payment
1) Codification of email vote on late fee payment: “the Committee
should accept all subscription payments received by the Treasurer
by noon on February 10.”

2) Repeal the “Gonzaga NDT fee payment schedule:” I propose that the NDT Committee repeal the recent additions to Rule 1. B. of the Standing Rules for Operation of the NDT.  The amendment at issue  requires that subscription fees paid after November 1 be steeply increased  each month, with a preclusion of attendance at the NDT for any school not  paying by January 15.
Perkins Motion – Second – Passes Unanimously

Rationale: I have two major reasons for this proposal.  First, it is beyond the authority of the NDT Committee.  The National Debate Tournament Charter  provides in Article V that:  "The Board of Trustees shall be responsible  for all financial affairs fo the NDT including:  .  .  . developing  sources of funding for the NDT including . . . assessments for . . .  subscribers."  While the Board has been extremely remiss in establishing  workable procedures for collecting the subscription fees, and the current  rules of the Board are quite antiquated, THIS IS NOT OUR PROBLEM.  The  past Treasurer of the Board did a fantastic job, but he was wrong to have the NDT Committee adopt this rule.  If procedures are required to assure that the Treasurer can collect the fees in a timely manner, they need to  be established and enforce by the Board of Trustees.

Second, the rule as written is not workable.  This is not our fault.  I supported this amendment, along with everybody else, I believe.  It appeared that the problem was almost exclusively schools who negligently failed to pay on time.  However, the fact is that a large number of  schools have attempted to pay their fees online and been frustrated.  At our last meeting we heard several stories of people who tried to pay and couldn't, or who thought they had paid but were not on the list from Pratt.  In my work with the Appeals Subcommittee, I have become aware of a number of other persons who have similar stories.

The Appeals Committee has been sympathetic to pleas of mistake or arguments that Pratt's list is wrong, etc.  Of course, there are some directors, including a couple of members of this committee, who failed to pay on time and who were honest enough to admit the oversight and pay the doubled, tripled or quadrupled subscription fees.  However, if any of those people had simply told us that they tried to pay online, thought they succeeded, etc., we would waive the penalty.  The simple result is that the rule operates as a tax on honesty while imposing no penalty on dishonesty.

In acting to repeal this rule in February, the NDT Committee will do NOTHING WHATSOEVER to reduce timely payment of fees in the current cycle, which for the purpose of our rules is now over.  For the next cycle, and the indefinite future, the Board of Trustees will put in place a workable system to collect the fees in a timely manner.  We need to act now to get our unworkable and unauthorized solution out of the way so that the Board is fully incentivized to arrange its new collection system quickly.

You might wonder what this will cost.  Again, not our problem, but the answer is a modest amount.  According to the best data Sherry has, five schools paid double, two schools paid triple, and I guess maybe a school or two will still try to pay quadruple.  So far the total penalties collected are $405.  It was collected at random from rich and poor, from good citizens more often than "outlaws."  I'm not actually proposing that the money be refunded, I'm not even sure we have the authority to do that, but if repeal means the tournament loses the money, I'm for it.  If the Board of Trustees has put in place some rule or procedure that would let them keep the money, we can all applaud their diligence.

3) Authorize the chair to approve late-paid subscriptions: Amend the Standing Rules for the Operation of the NDT Committee should be amended to authorize the Chair of the Committee to approve, on behalf of the Committee, any acceptance of late-paid subscription fees acceptable to the Board of Trustees; refusal of such approval by the Chair may still be appealed to the full Committee. 
Rationale: This will not only simplify the process in future years, but also (combined with repeal of the rule penalizing late payers) will signal to the Board that we believe it is their responsibility to put in place a system to collect the fees in a manner acceptable to their treasurer.

Perkins motion – Delegate authority to NDT Chair to accept late pay subscription fees approved by the Board

Informally (Delegates our power to approve to the Chair.)

Passes - Unanimously

D6/Galloway Motion on “Procedures for Alternates at the NDT” 

Language is forthcoming.  The goals is to clarify a) which alternate is added and b) which fees apply when a team drops.  
Rationale: To clarify both which alternate is added to the NDT in the instance of a team being forced to drop, as well as what happens to the fee structure when a team drops from the tournament (E.g. Samford was actually charged more money when we had a team drop than we would have been if the team had attended the tournament.  This is because the other student who came along became an "observer" and not a "participant" and our extra judge who we brought then also became an "observer" since they were unnecessary to fill our commitment).

· Additional document includes wording options
Two motions here

1- Clarify procedures for alternates 

· Concern about formal structures (Fritch)
· Fritch – Beginning of registration as a stopping point for search for alternates
· Discussion of Solt proposal – Superiority of next second round bid – perhaps this system as a vestige of an older qualification system (Smith)

· Would also allow clearer expectations of the alternates

· Problems with who is the remaining option once alternates are 2nd rounds are determined (Perkins)

· Support for rule – work up language for the Dallas NDT meeting
· Discussion of having district chairs help to communicate the contact information to the chair.

2- 
Remove the penalties for a team withdrawing who then become observers

· Question of appropriateness of these types of rules  (Galloway) 
· Interest in looking to more clear process going forward (Stables)
Ryan liked the NU NDT – The record shows as such
Mancuso Motion on NDT Committee Meetings (I.B of the Standing Rules of the National Debate Tournament Committee)
Proposal to Amend the Standing Rules of the National Debate Tournament Committee:

Amend Section I, by adding Part B:  “Meetings shall take place, when possible, at the Wake Forest tournament, the Northwestern tournament and the National Debate Tournament.”

· Galloway motions – Frappier seconded
· Problems with BOT coordination with Wake being earlier (Hall)

· Problems with lack of professional coordination and difficulty of having all meetings during debate tournaments (Stables)
· Problems of specifying certain tournaments – rather than dates (Deatherage)

· Greater turnout when not during a tournament (Hall)
· Additional slots through NCA (Stables)
· Four hours
· Charge to encourage student involvement at one meeting (O’Donnell)

· Concern about cost and logistics (Frappier)
· Concern to do more via electronic communication (Stannard)
Motion seconded – Frappier votes aye – Remainder vote no – Motion fails
Discussion Items
Repko/Morris Third Teams
Repko
· Concerns about district tournaments no longer the way to determine what schools represent the NDT. 

· Concern about the harms – some teams that don’t get to play their way into the NDT.
· Proposal involve pre-tournament ranking or other options to avoid the approach differently.
· How does the current 3rd team process separately?
· Repko – send rules to the district reps to have them share ideas with their regions

· Hingstman – Use of ‘district process’ in rules specifically to allow those districts that ban third teams to stay in compliance.
Dear Committee Members,

Enclosed is draft language for a proposal that requires a more uniform procedure across the Districts in the handling of so-called “third teams”.

Also included is a concise set of arguments spelling-out the case in favor of change.

Eric Morris & I drafted the language. We will be in Evanston to address any concerns.


Best,



Will

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I. What are we hoping to “rein-in” ?....

The six slots for third teams has grown increasingly competitive. 

However, when a competitive “B team” (or even “A team”) does worse at the District tourney than the apparent “C team”, these six slots get artificially “gobbled-up”.

This might be fine if the playing field were equal across Districts – but it is not.

D2 – for instance – does not have a District tournament. Whitman AC (a competitive third team) does not really have a chance to out-perform Whitman MM.

More to the point, D3 has instituted a policy that prohibits (based on pre-district rankings) the third team from attending the District tournament. The rationale is – in part – to avoid a perverse incentive to have the third-team “do better” at the Districts than the “A” or “B” team.

D3’s policy is of great comfort to a school like Michigan State – who, like Whitman, has a competitive “third team” on the bubble. Good third teams like Missouri State WW cannot qualify at the D3 tourney and, subsequently, force Michigan State to compete against a pool that suddenly includes Missouri State MM.

“Great comfort” notwithstanding, it’s not a favor that Michigan State (or for that matter Northwestern, Dartmouth, or Harvard) can return. Several Districts are presently required to bring their third team to the District tournament – meaning that if one their “C teams” does better at the Districts than an upper team, the pool for Missouri State WW or Whitman AC grows sizably more competitive. Michigan State, Dartmouth, Northwestern, etc structurally have better shot at qualifying three teams for the NDT than schools from D2 and D3.

II. The “Federal warrant”

All of this begs the question of whether D3’s policy is the best one.

…. Honestly, it probably is.

The slots are probably best filled based upon season-long performance, not one weekend (much less one odd District tourney 1000 miles-away). 

Also, change probably should come from the NDT Committee – Individual Districts have an incentive not to change towards D3’s policy.

Lastly, since the Second-Round Pool is filled across-Districts, the procedures of one District (D5) are not really felt in a vacuum (they are also felt by the students of D2 and D3). That justifies “Federal” Action.

III. Proposed Draft Language:

Schools may submit as many teams as they wish -- minus any receiving First Round At-Large Bids -- to a pre-District ranking process. They may designate any two teams of their choice (minus any receiving First Round Bids) to be eligible to advance to the NDT via the pre-District process. They may not designate more than two such teams.

Any designated team that competes at Districts, but does not qualify through the District process is eligible to apply for a 2nd Round At-Large Bid.

In addition, schools may submit non-designated teams to qualify for the NDT via the 2nd Round process provided that the team(s):

a) were part of the pre-district ranking process; AND

b) were ranked LOWER in the pre-district rankings than the district competitors.

Schools that receive two First Round At-large Bids may apply additional teams for a 2nd-Round At-Large Bid without having those teams partake in the pre-district ranking process.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Note: While many Districts have a “Pre-District Ranking Process” (for seeding, etc) it is not presently defined in the NDT Standing Rules.

If this passed, such a system would need to be defined and placed in the Standing Rules.

This is a very rough sketch:

“All teams seeking to attend the National Debate Tournament via the District or Second-Round process should submit a summary of their record to their District Committee for pre-District Rankings. 

The District Committee will –prior to the start of the District tournament -- rank all of these teams. These rankings will be used to determine the eligibility of Second Round At-Large Applications (as per the new rule) and may be used for seeding purposes.

Schools that receive two First Round At-large Bids may apply additional teams for a 2nd-Round At-Large Bid without having those teams partake in the pre-district ranking process.

Hanson Proposal: Allow Teams To Have A Judge Twice During Preliminary Rounds At The NDT

Discussion

(Mike Hall) – Different from D1 tournament

(Frappier) – Panels really bad at the NDT
(Galloway) – Potential DA – improving judging
(Cram-Helwich) – Concern about elitism
(Hamrick) – Further concerns about the process
(Galloway) – See data and how the prefs would go that way
(Deatherage) – Ask Rich Edwards for parallel data

(R.Smith) – Panels good, working to improve judges we get now

(Stannard) – Benefits of diversifying a judge that much further 

(Deatherage) – Torn by the proposal, concerned by duplication of individual prefs

(Stables) – Concern about the entrenchment of MPJ in worse ways 

(Smith) – Not as many more problems
(Fritch) – Would see a substantial number of teams judging people twice, changing debates that people would be in – more of a class system
(Snith) – Effect on harder to place judges, will get to judge them more
Both discussion items will be on the Dallas agenda for a vote
---
 

This proposal would allow teams at the NDT to be judged twice by the same judge (no more than twice) beginning in round 4.

 

Current Rules For Preliminary Round Judge Assignment
Rule V. Tournament Scheduling, B. Assignment of Judges

2. Following the pairing of each round, judges are assigned according to the discretion of the Director. The following constraints operate to disqualify judges from assignment (in decreasing order of importance): 

a. The judge cannot judge a team from his or her school. 

b. The judge shall not judge a team he or she has previously judged on the same side. 

c. The judge shall not judge a team on his or her conflict of interest list. 

d. The judge shall not judge a team that he or she has heard on the opposite side. 

e. A judge shall not judge a team on whose strike list he or she appears. 

f. The judge shall not be assigned in excess of the number of rounds which he or she is obligated to the Tournament. 

 

CHANGE TO

2. Following the pairing of each round, judges are assigned according to the discretion of the Director. The following constraints operate to disqualify judges from assignment (in decreasing order of importance): 

a. The judge cannot judge a team from his or her school. 

b. The judge shall not judge a team he or she has previously judged on the same side during rounds until round 4 when a judge may judge such a team at most twice. 

c. The judge shall not judge a team on his or her conflict of interest list. 

d. The judge shall not judge a team that he or she has heard on the opposite side until round 4 when a judge may judge such a team at most twice.

e. A judge shall not judge a team on whose strike list he or she appears. 

f. The judge shall not be assigned in excess of the number of rounds which he or she is obligated to the Tournament. 

 

RATIONALE: 

1. This would make judge assignment assuring higher preferencing much easier. I have done this at tournaments at Whitman where we have small judge pools (and done so with the support of the coaches attending) and I have done this at the NPTE during elimination rounds. It switches C's into A's (on an A-E scale). John, Rich, or Gary can speak to the details on this but my experience is that putting 24 different judges into rounds makes assuring good preferencing very difficult.

 

2. Even assuming a team got every single judge twice, this would still be 12 different judges during the prelims of the tournament. That is 4 more than at any other tournament during the year.
 

3. Preferencing at the NDT is important. Teams should be judged by the judges they most respect at what is one of the, if not _the_ most important tournaments of the year. The need to adapt to differing judges is also important and I believe having at minimum 12 different judges (and typically, most teams are going to have more than 12 judges) achieves the goal of balancing the importance of preferencing and adaptation.

 

4. I guess the downside is that some judges are going to judge a little less (more likely, they'll just judge teams that more highly preference them) and, for ease of use for the tab room, the tab software should have an option to allow a team to be heard at maximum twice.

