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NDT Appeals Committee Report

Weber NDT Meeting, 3-28-13
Prepared by: Adrienne Brovero, Chair

Committee Members: Adrienne Brovero (UMW), Michael Hester (West Georgia), Gordon Stables (USC), Ron Stevenson (Wayne State), Sarah Topp (Trinity); Scott Odekirk (ISU, frequent alternate).
Appeals
Debater Eligibility 1a

Circumstances: In a document for the school’s students, the registrar identified some students as undergraduates in good standing, but singled out one of the students as a non-degree seeking student. That student was determined by the Chair to be ineligible. The Appeals Committee reviewed documentation from the student’s coach, as well as the university’s website documentation regarding the particular program in which the student was enrolled. The coach explained that the student was taking a full course-load of substantive courses as part of a transition program in preparation for seeking standard admission to the school, and that the student had an exceptional GPA for that course work. The university’s website information about the program indicated that the transition program was a non-degree seeking program and that students enrolled were not considered undergraduates.

Decision: The Committee unanimously concurred with the Chair’s determination and denied the appeal.

Rationale: The NDT and AFA rules governing eligibility (NDT §II.A, AFA §I.1) indicate that a student needs to be degree-seeking in order to be an undergraduate. This university did not consider the student to be degree-seeking. The Committee was uncomfortable with ignoring the university’s own definition, as well as with the potential precedent set by allowing non-undergraduates to be eligible.
Debater Eligibility 1b

Circumstances: The coach for the student identified above (Debater Eligibility 1a) appealed the Committee’s decision. The coach’s letter provided more information about the student’s background and indicated the student had begun the process of applying for undergraduate admission (the transition program allows students to enroll upon successful completion of the program). 

Decision: The Committee unanimously upheld its previous determination that the student was not eligible.

Rationale: The Committee did not think the circumstances had changed – the university still did not consider the student to be degree-seeking/an undergraduate at the current time, in spite of the student’s desire to enroll this fall.
Debater Eligibility Deadline Extension

Circumstances: A recent transfer student was unable to obtain documentation from the school indicating enrollment in good standing. The coach for the student appealed seeking an extension of the eligibility deadline and for the team in question to be considered in the First Round process. The coach made the argument that there were extenuating circumstances that made it difficult to obtain the eligibility document; the student’s prior school had been slow in sending a transcript, and the registrar had not conducted the necessary credit audit to determine good standing due to the delay of the transcript. Additionally, it was possible that such a document might not be produced in time to demonstrate eligibility prior to the announcement of First Round Bids. 

The coach submitted additional documents including the transfer order request indicating when the student had initially requested the transcript, a copy of the student’s schedule at the new school, screenshots of the university’s academic standing policy, and letters from the registrar’s office. The letters indicated that the transcript had only been received that Friday, February 15th, and that his GPA looked to be above a 3.0, but that it still depended on the processing of the student’s transcript by their office.

Decision: The Committee unanimously decided to extend the deadline for the team to be eligible to receive a First Round until 12 pm CST on Monday, February 18th (the day the Director was to announce the First Rounds). By that deadline, the school had to provide the NDT Committee Chair with appropriate eligibility documentation or a letter that indicated that the student will be considered and undergraduate enrolled in good standing upon completion of the processing of the transcript. If such was not provided by the new deadline, the team would not be eligible for First Round consideration.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Rationale: The Committee was uncomfortable allowing a team to receive a First Round who might turn out to be ineligible (The 17th ranked applicant does not just get to move up, assuming 16th slot (NDT §II.A.3). However, it was also the Committee’s opinion that the First Rounds should accurately reflect the teams determined to be ranked in the Top 16. In consultation with the Director and Chair, the Committee determine the optimal length of the extension. The short extension of the deadline was intended to afford the school additional time to handle the situation, but at the same avert the possibility that a First Round might be awarded to a team that had not successfully demonstrated eligibility at the time of qualification.
Debater Eligibility 2

Circumstances: A debater attempting to qualify had judged at the 1997 NDT. The NDT rules indicate anyone who judges at the NDT forgoes future eligibility (NDT §II.A.3). That rule was in effect at the point at which he judged. That student was determined by the Chair to be ineligible. The Appeals Committee received an appeal from the student in question, indicating that the student was unaware of the rule at the time at which he judged, so did not knowingly forfeit eligibility.

Decision: The Committee voted 4-1 to grant the appeal, deeming the student eligible.

Rationale: The majority of the Committee believed the student was unaware that judging would forfeit future eligibility, and that granting the student’s appeal would not set a precedent for future eligibility decisions or enforcement of other rules because this student’s circumstances were unique. 

Dissent: The dissenting member expressed 4 concerns – 
a) It is not within the purview of the Committee to exempt students from the eligibility rules. The Appeals Committee is the wrong process by which to functionally nullify an NDT rule. 
b) The student had ample opportunity to be aware of the rule. 
c) Ignorance of the rule does not legitimate violations. 
d) Allowing nullification/non-enforcement of this rule sets a precedent for future non-enforcement of any of the NDT rules.
Declaration of Intent Deadline

Circumstances: A district representative requested after the preliminary bid allocation to add an additional team that had not been previously declared. The request was to allow them to be both eligible and to count for bid allocation purposes. There had been a misunderstanding in which the representative had not thought the team had declared intent, so the team had not been counted in the district’s prior declaration(s). 

The Bid Allocation Chair indicated that it was well past the declaration deadline, additional teams had already been added by that district post-deadline, but at this point adding would alter overall bid allocation. A compromise was proposed in which the team could be eligible, but not count for bid allocation.

Decision: The Committee unanimously concurred with the Bid Allocation Chair’s compromise and deemed the team to be eligible to qualify, but could not count for bid allocation.

Rationale: While the Committee could appreciate the misunderstanding which gave rise to the late declaration, the district had already been the recipient of a mistake/grace period by the Bid Allocation Chair, allowing them to add additional teams. The district representative has a responsibility to make timely declarations, so the district should not benefit from an additional bid due to late declaration. However, given that the students had intended to compete to qualify, they should be allowed to be eligible to qualify.



Issues for Future Consideration

· Transfer student policies
· Minimum number of tournaments/rounds together to be considered for a First Round Bid	
· Protections against poaching?

· Judge eligibility 

· Eligibility forfeiture notification/procedure

· Team replacement – Order of succession – Why do we have alternates?
