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Note: These minutes were approved at the NDT Committee Meeting on March 27, 2008 in Fullerton, CA.
NDT Committee Meeting Minutes

Saturday, February 9, 2008 – Austin, TX

Time: 11:00-3:00

Room: CAL 200

Toni Nielson

Gordon Stables

Dave Arnett (1)

Ron Stevenson (5)

Ed Lee (S)

Scott Deathrage

Ross Smith

Brian Lain (W)

Tim O’Donnell (E, Chair)

Mike Hall (7)

David Cram-Helwich (4)

Mike Hester (6)

Joel Rollins (3)

Dallas Perkins (8)

Sherry Hall (Board)

Kevin Hamrick

Ruth Zisman

Andy Ellis

I. Approval of Minutes from the Chicago NDT Committee meeting.

Minutes approved.  Recording secretary – Sarah Partlow-Lefevre.
II. Chair’s Report – O’Donnell
My article in inside higher education = trajectory of things.  2 things that involve the committee: 1) I was contacted by the distributed of the DVD for the great debaters.  They want to do some promotional tie-ins.  They want to give away DVDs.  Release is April 17.  They will have a list of debate programs and the rest is the responsibility of the board. 2) I talked to the folks at Wiley College about the revival of debate there and its ability to tie in with various debate communities.

Mike Hall – eligibility process is going fine.  There are a few students who are not on the edebate list of pre-populated debaters for some teams.  2 or 3 instances which delays notification.  The list we have is the controlling list.  It will be on the spread sheet to be checked.  

If you want to call or email, you can get verification that way.

Tim – does the language need to be cleaned up in terms of the deadline?  

Dallas – What is the point of the hard copy rule? Mine is a fax which I presented a hard copy of.  Does the hard copy rule fix any issues of forgery?  What is the reason?

Tim – Supposed to be an official document.  Most are official with a seal.
III. Board of Trustees

Sherry – 

Fees for this years NDT.

Team fee $100 and will let you know what the participant observer fee will be $75.

District 1 and USC will pay for the opening night reception and a big chunk of the post tournament party.  The NDT is paying for some lunch and the final banquet which is only $20.  Each team =s 4 participants.  Any after those 4 is a $75 charge.

We changed the deadlines last year for NDT subscription.  This worked great.  We had fewer late payers and no requests for paying after the deadline.  No one has requested and exemption.  

We will stick with this for next year. 

First round bids – trying to collect money this weekend.  We will have an announcement on the pairings.

Second round bids – default policy.  District chairs should collect the 50 $ fee from the people in the district and send an email.  Then send the money via regular mail.  This will be good enough for the bid application deadline.  If you send one check for your district, please include a list of people who paid.

Sexual harassment policy is delayed.  My mother died recently.  We had a meeting at the NCA convention and assigned different parts of the document.  We decided to include race issues.  It will be broader than debate rounds including the activity as a whole.  

2 different groups are working on surveys including one about sexual harassment issues and one about racial issues.  We also have a group working on the law.  We also have another group working on guidelines for action. This will be suggestions for coaches, programs directors etc.  Not necessarily something that will be voted on by this community.

Some deaths of high profile debate community members in the past year.  We will probably integrated something into the first night of the NDT.  George Shell, top speaker and the NDT.  Melissa Methini, Debater and coach at Fullerton.  Herb James, passed away a few weeks ago.  If you know of anyone else, please let us know.  If you know of anyone, please let us know.  

IV. Tournament Director’s Report

(written report appended below)
Director’s Report

National Debate Tournament Committee

February 9, 2008

Austin, Texas


Please accept my apologies for not attending the meeting. The cost of plane tickets that would allow me to attend and cover my duties at UNI made my travel costs quite expensive. I have provided Tim O’Donnell with my phone number should you desire to speak with me at any time during the meeting.


Plans for the 2008 NDT are underway. Dates for the year were approved at the Dallas meeting last year. First round at large applications must be submitted by February 14 at 5 pm CDT. I will provide electronic ballots to members of the committee on February 14. First round ballots must be returned by February 17. PLEASE try to get ballots in on time. Last year, some of the ballots were a bit slow and it created a bit of a rush on my end to complete the selection process. If the balloting is as close as last year, I would like to have a bit more time to double check the results.

I need email addresses and phone numbers for members of the committee so that I can contact them.

I will turn on the entries for teams as each stage of the selection process (first rounds, districts, second rounds) are completed. My current plan is to allow for judge rankings to be entered throughout the entry process. I will provide additional information to eDebate as the entries are allowed.

My primary concern about the Fullerton NDT is the walking distance from the announcement area to the competition rooms. We may need to add some time to the schedule between rounds on the second and third days of the tournament.

As reminders, all qualifying teams are to provide 13 rounds of judging. In addition, each district is to provide two rounds of judging to cover the directors of scouting.

The only other issue on the agenda that caught my eye was the discussion of the “worker” rule. I have two primary thoughts on this. The first is that the director needs to know which “workers” will fulfill their commitment by judging at the tournament by no later than the Monday preceding the tournament. This will allow me time to make decisions about how to incorporate these judges into the preference sheets. The second thought is that the director should not be responsible for finding work for the people at the tournament who have a commitment to the tournament but will not be judging.

Planning for the 2009 NDT on my part will begin shortly. I would like the committee to approve the calendar for the selection process at the Fullerton meeting.

Date reminders:

First Round at Large Bids


Must be received by committee members
Thursday, February 14 (5 pm CST)


Committee calls or emails to Director
February 16-17


Director announces



February 18

District Procedures


Declaration of intent to attend District
Tuesday, February 19


Announcement of District Bids

February 20

Second Round at Large Bids


Must be received by Committee Members
Thursday, March 6 (5 pm CST)


Committee calls or email to Director

March 8-9


Director announces



March 10

Tim: Fritch has accepted the request to stay on through 2009.

Tim: Is there anything to communicate to Fritch?

No.

Sherry – Fritch had said he wanted to announce the first 2 rounds.  It would probably save 45 minutes.  

Dallas – Does anyone have serious reservations about reading round 1 and publishing round 2?  

Joel – Announce the power matched.

Dallas – Round 1 is dramatic . . but round 2???

Tim – Suggestion is not read round 2.  When should it be distributed.

Ross – this is changing his whole intent.  He wanted to read one and two.

Sherry  - What is your alt?

Ross – If you hand the second one out, do it at the end of round 1.  

Hester – Rounds 1 and 2 should not be distributed at the same time.  Wait until after round 1. Give a time and everyone has fair game.  

Sherry – It will save 45 minutes.  

Toni – 2 buildings are in play.

Tim – The suggestion of the committee is to read first one and publish the 2nd on paper 1:45 after the start of the first one.
V. 2008 NDT Host Report – Bruschke   (written report submitted)
Host report from Jon Bruschke:

All systems are go.  We are finalizing speakers.  There will be an opening assembly at the hotel following registration (presentation of Copeland, etc.) where hour d’oeuvers will be served.  The final banquet will be on the Fullerton campus.  I will be working out the final details for other food stuff with Sherry, hopefully before the Fullerton tournament.

We are recruiting area volunteers to serve as runners, evidence movers, etc.  We are trying to recruit area high school students to serve as scouts.

We strongly support Bauchard’s motion that scouting be a non-host responsibility (insert sarcastic laughter here).  We are unlikely to have a single person as skilled as Bauchard or Jenny Heidt on-site to co-ordinate the effort (Toni and I are the only staff, and she’ll be coaching the team).  We would be happy to have anyone contact us who would like to take the point on the effort.

Hotel reservations can be made now.  Two people have encountered some problems with the central reservations, but both have been resolved by the sales staff.  If anyone hits snags, they should get in touch with Mary Ferguson, and if they still have problems get in touch with me.

If anyone has any concerns, please alert me when you can.

(Oral additions):

Toni – Internet on campus.  We strongly support the motion to remove scouting as host responsibility.

Sherry - Equal access to the plugs is important. Also is there enough electricity?  Last year we had to boost the power.   There must be internet capacity in the big room.

Toni – There will be internet throughout campus.

Sherry – All the food will be covered.  The only meals you are on your own for are dinners.  

Ross – Congrats the board and fundraisers for the cheapest tournament for the year.  

Sherry – Food is cheaper there.  

Ross – Regardless, Thanks a lot!!  We should make a big deal of how great this is.

VI. 2009 NDT Host Report – Rollins

Joel – Sticking point at the moment is rooms on Friday.  The double tree thinks the solution might be possible.  I have to have a budget before the dean will give approval.

We are working on it.  The doubletree has reserved the space.

Sherry – we haven’t signed the contract yet but they will honor the rate of 99$ including internet and parking.

Dallas – I guess we can talk about whether debating in converted hotel rooms is acceptable.  I think the rooms for CEDA in Dallas were marginal.  I think it would be better to try to do it on campus even if it is spread out.  

Joel – Rounds 1 and 2 classes are going.  

Scott – We did this at Emory and it wasn’t that bad.  

Joel – Goodnight had us debate outside in the snow once so he could smoke,

Scott – It is a pain with the spread out

Dallas – A cell structure would help and not reading the pairings for round 2 would help.  But, it is a difficult call.

Joel – I will be able to investigate once we are done.  I will investigate both options.  

Sherry – There were several rounds that no one could get their evidence in.  

10K for food gets us the rate and free internet and free parking.  The post tournament party will increase their revenue.  The problem is not the money, it is whether they can get the space.

Dallas – If we agree to pay for the rooms, can we have the final ok?

It could be 7000 if it is 2 nights.  

Scott – They will probably come down or wave the fee if you increase amenities.

Ross –If we are moving to campus for round 3, we might as well have the spread out round 1 and 2 on campus.  If we do it in cells, it doesn’t change much.  It might even improve the way it is paired.  

Sherry – We need to move on this in the next couple of weeks.

Tim – We will have the tournament procedures committee talk about it in the next couple of days.

VII. Committee Reports

A. Standing Subcommittee on Tournament Procedures: Smith (Chair), Edwards, Bruschke, Stables, Frappier, Larson, Hall
Ross – Did not get anything back from Fritch and Larsen who met after the NCA.

B. Standing Subcommittee on District Bid Allocation: Partlow-Lefevre (Chair), Morris, and Cram-Helwich
District Bid Allocation Instructions

2008

1.  The deadline for declaration of intent to attend districts is Tuesday, February 19, 2008.  

2.  District chairs should create a list of the teams including members’ names and are responsible for checking the following:

A.  The school the teams represent must have paid their NDT subscription fee. 

B.  The team must meet the minimum required number of varsity debate rounds (18 rounds for each team member or 32 rounds for one member).  Chairs should ask Directors from each school to provide detail of the team’s round requirement.  Chairs may double check each team’s participation on www.debateresults.com.  

C.  If the district chooses not to hold a district tournament, the District Chair is responsible for verifying that each team has a preliminary win percentage of greater than 40%.

D. District Chairs should not count third teams from a school toward the total number of teams from a district.  If a school has earned one First Round, then only one team from that school may count toward the district bid allocation number regardless of the number of teams from that school debating at the tournament.

3.  District chairs should forward a list of eligible teams’ names to the bid allocation committee by 5 p.m. Central Standard Time on February 20th at Sarahtp73@yahoo.com, Eric Morris ericmorris@missouristate.edu and David Cram-Helwich cramhelwich@gmail.com.  Please cc your email to Tim O’Donnell at timothyodonnell@gmail.com.

4.  Academic eligibility will be verified.

6.  The committee will calculate the bids as per the standing rules.  Preliminary allocations will be announced via edebate as soon as possible on Wednesday, February 20.

7.  Each District Chair is responsible for verifying that each team counted toward bid allocation is present and debating at their district tournament.  Please notify Sarah by phone 208-251-0138 after the start of round 1 of your district tournament.

8.  If any team(s) are not debating at one or more district tournaments, the bid allocations will be recalculated based on the new number of participating, eligible teams.  P-L will then verify the new calculations with another member of the District Bid Allocation Committee or the NDT Committee Chair.  The results of this process will be posted to the NDT Committee email list and on edebate.

C. Standing Subcommittee on Appeals: Perkins (Chair), Frappier, Rollins, Zompetti, Stannard

D. Standing Subcommittee Committee on Media: Deatherage, Perkins, Lain

E Ad Hoc Committee on Tournament Hosts: Perkins, Deatherage, Arnett, and Smith

Was hoping to announce substantial progress on 2010, but I can’t.  It would have to be on Easter weekend.  It is not clear whether it will be possible or not.  The committee should say now if they don’t want us the pursue Easter alternatives.  There were late objections with Gonzaga which were ill timed.  Please let us know.  

If anyone knows anyone who wants to host, please let us know.

Scott – I encourage the members of the committee to think carefully about public statements for prospective hosts.  I had discussions which scared someone off.  Said prospective host took that as a sign that the committee was not interested.  I have tried to convince this host that it is OK.  When we sat at the NCA meeting and discussed whether it was good to have the tournament on the same campus, the host dried up.

Ross – At what point in time should?

Sherry – We like to have the hotel contract signed at least 1 year in advance and 2 years is really good.

Ross – Westin and Dallas.  

Sherry – Part of the reason that went well was we raised 25k from our debate alums.  We lost Stefan as a coach for the weekend.  If there is another school willing to step up, then we can have it there.  

Scott – 80% of the non fee contribution was Harvard debate alums and Harvard debate.  

Sherry – Someone else has to step up to do what Stefan did and make a financial contribution.  The Westin would love to have us back and will give us the same rates.  

Tim – Thanks to Dallas and Scott.  

F. Ad Hoc Committee on Equity: Hingstman (Chair), Partlow Lefevre, Stevenson, and Bellon – No report.
G. Ad Hoc Committee on Scouting: Hamrick (Chair), Rollins, Frappier. 


Kevin – No new report (see below)

H. Electronic Bid Coordinator: Bruschke

No changes from last year.  As always, please encourage hosts to submit the results promptly.  Review your records early and report discrepancies as soon as you can.  

As a personal note, my wife is in the middle of a high-risk pregnancy (she’s due in middle January).  We anticipate nothing but positive outcomes but there are a hellacious number of doctor visits in the meantime.  The upshot is just that it may take a little longer for me to respond to things, but I fully anticipate everything running smoothly by February.

I. Topic Selection Representative:  Mancuso

Gordon – The paper is due 2 weeks after the NDT.  You have time.  It only needs to be 10 pages.

J. Rankings Director: Hanson

K. Tournament Archivist: Bellon

Sherry – Last year’s tournament booklet.  There was some technical snafu.  But, they are still having some glitches.  The plan is to print them in LA and distribute them at the NDT.  How many do we print?  

2 per team and 2 per school.

L. Web Director: Stables/Louden

Gordon – It hasn’t moved forward.  We need to board to OK it.  I attempted to communicate it to Goodnight.  

Sherry – write this as an email and send it to the committee

VIII. Old Business

None.

IX. New Business

1. Perkins - Resolution on the 2010 National Debate Tournament

“The National Debate Tournament Committee supports further investigation by the Board of Trustees of a 2010 tournament to be hosted by -- during the Easter weekend (April 2-5, 2010).”


No resolution passed.  No objection was voices.

2. Hanson – Host schools and elim points for NDT rankings.  Jim proposes that the wording contained in the rankings procedures be changed.  

(e) Elimination rounds of teams from the host school of a tournament will not count toward the rankings;

 

He would like to change it to this:

 

(e) If the tab room director(s) are from one school only, then elimination rounds of teams from that school will not count toward the rankings (you must have two schools represented as tab directors to have all elimination points counted);

 

Rationale: This allows host schools to earn full points while assuring oversight; Further, this rule assures that teams not from the host school but from the school of the tab director are only counted if the tab director has oversight.
Moved.  Call the question.  Question is should the wording be changed to allow this to happen.  Motion passes without objection.  
3. Hamrick - Scouting/Worker guidelines and clarification (forthcoming)
Kevin – Goal is to clear up the scouting operation.  This echoes what everyone want to happen.  This should not be the responsibility of the tournament host.  

There are 3 action steps – 

1.  A resolution from the committee is this designate the scouting director to be the one in charge and decide everything in regards to the scouting operation.  

2.  How many rounds of scouting must be provided.  The rule should be clarified as up to 8 rounds for student participants.  The students are here to learn about debate in debate rounds.  Adults are a separate question.  The recommendation is to say up to 8.  The goal is to cover every debate and get it on the wiki in a timely fashion.  The way to do that is to have 40 scouts.  Clearly having one designate is the best option.  If we had 80 scouts, we would reduced the required number.  If we want to cever each and every debate we need more flexibility.  Up to 8 allows the discretion for this to happen.  

3.  There needs to be clearer discussion of how the directors rounds are compensated.  Last year Cal and Dartmouth paid and rounds were reduced.  Last year, Maggie Berthume came with Dartmouth and helped.  She did not want to judge.  Last year it was 8 rounds.  It is not codified in any rule.  

Working lunch break during which Kevin worked up the following resolution:
Resolution on Scouting

The National Debate Tournament Committee acknowledges that a centralized scouting system enhances the experience of the tournament for everyone.

Obligation for the management of this system is not the responsibility of the host school.

Schools who bear the expense of the scouting director should receive compensation through a reduction in their judging commitment.

Undergraduate participant observers are obligated to contribute up to eight rounds of scouting as coordinated by the scouting committee and the tournament scouting director.

Tim - Language changes to go to districts and be voted on that.  In lieu there is a resolution that clarifies the lack of direction now.  

Dallas – I have reservations about changing the standing rules effectively without going through the process.  

Tim – The first thing we should not do is pass a change in the rules.  We can vote this resolution down.  But, I don’t want to change the rules right now.  

Reads the resolution.  

Hester – Does this resolution address who is in charge?

Kevin – No scout scouted 8 last year.  There was significant slack in the system.  

Mike Hall – I don’t see a reason for teams that are out of the tournament to be scouted.  

Kevin – If I am debating Emory on Monday, I want to know what all their teams said.  

Scott – A very small handful of teams fall into this situation.

Hester – Can we prioritize some of these goals.  If there was some guide sheet, it would be helpful.  If there was something they could have.

Tim – you can spend as much time for the rest of the meeting that you want crafting this document.  

Kevin – If you want to run and effective scouting operation, you have to get rid of the ability to request rounds.  I think it is impractical.  If the goal is a community product, you don’t want one particular school being able to request the better debates.  

Scott – It is easier to enforce judging than to enforce scouting.  By contrast it is easier for a kid to wander off.

Dallas – the more you make it unattractive to take people, the more likely they are to leave their kids at home.  

Several people here know they will send fewer scouts under this regime.  

Gordon – I’m not sure that 8 rounds of scouting is equivalent service and your director has no input.  We can’t micromanage their job.

Ed – We have students who want to come and provide a service at the NDT.  They want to see better debates.  Regional debaters work hard and they see going to NDT as a opportunity to get better by watching debates.  8 rounds creates a disincentive.  

Gordon – They want extra latitude which means they can’t.  See other debates.  

Kevin – You could make every school provide 4 rounds of scouting.  

Dallas – We are controlling uniqueness.  We have 80 scouts now.  You can only hurt yourself by threatening to use them too much.  Why scare people if we will never have to do this?  

Kevin – What does Becky do in round 7 with no scouts left?

Dallas – I think there are risks you and your committee have not evaluated.  

Gordon – I would bring fewer people.  

Tim - Dallas’ point rests on a scouting system which rests on differential perspectives.  

Ed – What is the goal?  An archive?  To enable competition?  If it is the latter, we could move in a direction of only scouting those rounds.  

Scott – I have watched the bracket for years.  I have all the pairings for years, you are not talking about cutting out that many debates.  8th is a little less than half the rounds in the 7th less. 

Ross – Maybe fewer because it is valuable to know what the second and 3rd team from a school are running.  One year I said I would give x number of full time equivalents.  

I got the impression that people were supposed to do all 8.  The impressions are vague.

Hester – There are approx 300 rounds.  It seems to be a math question.  If we could get any system that ensures a number of rounds.

Kevin – It is totally possible to outsource.  No one I know is invested in anything except trying to get the rounds covered.  We have to either outsource it in some way or require schools to come.  

Gordon – Why do we need to change the model?  

Dallas – There is empirical evidence that they will be scouting more.  My scouts averaged over 7.  

Mike Hall – Is there a process for tracking scouts.  

Kevin – We had a mass meeting the night before.  We gave a list the Stefan.  But, he probably had more important things.   

Scott – We are doing a good job of accounting for the number of the observers.  We don’t collect data on this.  

Ross – Half the people are at the meeting the night before.  Our people are not at that opening meeting.  We need to help them manage.  What the committee can do is collect some names.  It is our job to give the information.  

Gordon – If this is really an issue, cc me the tournament entries and I will do an excel file with the numbers and names.

Dallas – Why do we pay for this with judge obligation forgiveness?  

Joel – Each district is providing 2 additional rounds.  Why don’t the districts contribute?

Dallas – Why don’t we use money instead of rounds?

Tim – it would be too expensive.  

Scott – It distributes the cost.  Right now there are 2 extra rounds per district.

Dallas –If we rolled it into the tournament fee it would be more equitable.  Everyone would provide.  The current system is not transparent and random.  What about passing plank 1 and leave out anything about the expectation and the compensation.  For the Fullerton NDT we clarify that the scouting committee is in charge.  If we are going to codify something we should be reserved.  

Tim – You either have to confer the responsibility or give some rules.  

Dallas – why is the boat not sailing well now?

Scott – Because there is argument.  We are in a room full of arguments that says it is not.

Kevin – What if it remains silent on the number of rounds and just says they are assigned at the discretion of the scouting director.  

Mike Hall – My kids did more than 7.  If it were equitably distributed, I would be ok with 8.  Can we hold people accountable for equal sharing?  I am more concerned with the equity end of it.  We all would have a reasonable expectation that we could be scouting 8.  

Joel – Take the number of rounds and divide by the observers.  That should be the commitment.  I might take someone else if I thought they might get some rounds off because of that.  People who have graduated, should be subject to the same rule.  

Dallas – I think there is no consensus.  I am not convinced that this committee has to vote on the last 2 parts.  

Ross – Tell them to use their best judgment.

Tim – This is just a resolution not a rule.

Mike Hall – If we don’t give guidance, then some kids will scout 8 and some will scout 4.

Dallas – substitute resolution

Resolution on Scouting

The National Debate Tournament Committee acknowledges that a centralized scouting system enhances the experience of the tournament for everyone.

Obligation for the management of this system is not the responsibility of the host school but shall be the responsibility of the scouting directors who shall apportion the scouting obligations equitably. 

Seconded.

All in favor of the substitute resolution.  Passes unanimously.  

Sherry – Someone can communicate with Becky about how this can be implemented.  

Kevin – The only thing the scouts need is table space in the big room or a room for meeting and a place to meet on Thursday night.

Toni – There is going to be a big board this year.  

X. Discussion Items

Tim – Are there new items for Fullerton?
A) Further codification of this scouting thing

B) Harassment document

C) Hybrids – Andy – We are trying to take UDL kids and get them debating regardless of where they go to school.  They don’t want to start debating if they don’t have the ability to qualify for the NDT.  I would like to address the hybrid ? to address some of the issues from last time but allows us to broaden opportunity for students.  Some things – time table for first 3-4 years, a district approval process if there is no programmatic viability.  Those are some of the things we talked about.  We would like to avoid the abuse questions raised last time.  

Tim – There would not be a vote on this before the NCA meeting.  Over the next couple of weeks, you talk to your districts and allow Andy some direction if it was the desire of this committee to move forward.  I would like to know if hybrids produce legitimate programs.

Sherry – How would we know?

Andy – There are some students who believe the NDT is the tournament.  I can’t convince students to change.

Hester – This speaks to the question of the individual versus the institution.  Is the best way to increase participation to encourage them to stay at the schools or to convince them to transfer?  

Andy – I don’t know if College Park would support the student later, but there is no chance if we don’t get the opportunity going.  We need to get a foot in the door.

Hester – I have questions about whether increasing the number of schools is possible under a model of hybridity.  

Ruth – The transfer issue would not apply to us.  I have one student from Vassar and students from Bard.  Vassar has not expressed much interest.  But, we think other Vassar students would be interested and want to work for a program if there was the incentive of being able to qualify for the NDT.  

Hester – There is anecdotal evidence then since it is how Bard started.  We need to have the institution recognize that this is happening.  Have them say something like we are thinking about having a program or hey they are going to our school and debating.

Ruth – We have the minutes from the last meeting where this was discussed.  But, we want to know what people think would solve their objections.

Gordon – The discussion went on the rocks when we said an existing program could use a community college.  NYU could have gotten a situational exemption.

Sherry – Whether the schools have historical connections.  Harvard and MIT have a lot of cross activities, libraries, etc.  

Ruth – The other thing was that if in the district process, the hybrid counted as a bid from each school.  

Gordon – Should try to build small from the examples rather than craft a rule that would serve all circumstances.  

Hester – Can we tie it to NDT mission goals?  Couldn’t there be an approvalof a particular program with regards to increasing UDL participation.  

Andy – The geographical representation code in the charter.  There exists potential for expansion of the schools being served.  I don’t know that you can limit it to UDL students.  I don’t think we want to exclude folks that may be in that situation.  

Kevin – It will get bogged down in terms of where the clock starts running and how the clock applies to both.  I live in Chicago.

Ruth – Same number of debaters.  

Hester – There are schools that want the hybrid debaters to come with the assumption of having leverage of the ability to qualify for the team.  It hurts us without creating a new school.

Gordon – Are there legitimate exceptions to the normative rules.  The NYU discussion, we can’t start with the idea that any 2 students at any 2 schools should be able to do this.  

Andy – Do you think a timeframe would help?

Gordon – The type of checks will matter when it becomes a blanket rule.  I don’t know if there is not some utility in looking at the language of exemptions.

Dallas – There is no rule that allows anything to be done on a case by case basis right now.

Andy – What is the floor for institutional buy in?

Tim – Acknowledgement by the university.

Hester – That and perhaps a statement that they would be interested in starting a debate program.  For me the timetable works as a loophole.  

Andy – If the floor for institutional buy in is that, then it is not undoable.

Hester – If you view this from the skeptic’s eye, then there is some institutional support.  I would be interested in that.  

Ross – My memory of this.  I am not sure how you would gather the right data.  I think people were not persuaded that this creates an incentive to start a new program.  If a student won’t debate because they can’t go to the NDT, then they won’t try to go to their own school if they can find a partner.  This is a disincentive to start a program at the school.  Are we talking about one debater.  

Andy – One debater makes it easier to get a foot in the door.  A student can ask for the meeting or sit in.

Ross – You get the foot in the door.  

Andy – This can say to other people in school that it is possible to debate at college park.

Ross – Then the question is why can’t they get a partner from college park?  You must have enough of a program to qualify.  It may reduce the ability to garner institutional support.  

If you have a time limit, it does solve some concern.  I was just remembering the direction of the incentive is not clear. 

Andy – One of the things is giving schools a timetable so they can get a plan together to do that.  I found the CEDA language to be very helpful so that they can have organization support for the initial process.  

Dallas – You are suggesting this would be a little more incentive.  

Andy – It would allow us to have access to the students who are the most helpful.

Gordon – If part of the CEDA doctrine is new program development, is this one more encouragement in that path.

Dallas – If there are a series of goals they must meet, then encouraging that would be worthwhile.

Andy – the CEDA legislation could go farther.  This year I did not register the students who did not do program development because I did not want them to waste their 3 years.

Tim – Discuss this with your districts.  If there is feedback from that, it would be a good thing to send it with Andy so it could be discussed and vetted.  

Gordon – If it could be interactive it would be a good idea. 

Andy – I can work up a synopsis to send to the district reps so there is something for consideration.  

Tim – The idea would be to get feedback and have a working document to get this under discussion at Fullerton.

Ross – the idea is to have a tentative proposal.  

Hester – Post something on edebate reminding district chairs.

Tim - Other business? 

Who is ranking for D9?  Stannard.

The meeting adjourned.

Respectfully submitted, 

Sarah Partlow-Lefevre.


NDT Committee Meeting Minutes

Wed, Nov 14 - 12:00pm - 3:45pm

Palmer House / PDR 8
Roll Call: 2, 3, 4, 7 missing from agenda

I
Approval of Minutes from the Dallas NDT Committee meeting.

Note: The minutes from the Dallas Meeting were irretrievably lost in a hard drive crash during the 2007 NDT.  
Legislative action – cleanup relevant to one item of language (Perkins)

II. Chair’s Report – O’Donnell

N/A

III. Board of Trustees – Goodnight/Hall
Fees (Hall) –

· Last year fee 100 per team, 100 per participant and 165 per observer

· Proposed fees 70 per team and 4 participants (vs. 500) and 75 for observer (observer fee covers actual cost of food)

· Cheaper food costs this year (campus vs. hotel) and effectively apply subsidy from private contributions to tournament.

· This year adjustment participant and observer – this year 70 covers 2 debaters and 2 judges. Anyone over that allotment counts as an observer.

· Deatherage - Note that not a universal that college campuses can provide cheaper food than hotels. Need to consider the importance of reserve for future years.

Future Hosts (Goodnight)

· Discussion with several schools, continued discussions with University of Texas as likely host for 09 

Discussion of AFA website to pay fees (Goodnight)

· Discussion of alternate site to take subscription fees

Harassment (Goodnight)

· BOT voted to reaffirm the AFA code on the topic. [Read from code]

· Pass along request to NDT committee to initiate a process of appropriate discussion and review. 

· Question of what goes into tournament invitations, will be reviewed for NDT invitation

Future Professional Conference (Goodnight)

· Discussion of hosting a conference in relation to the activity (to either tenure or digital age). Summer of 09 – discussion as appended to the CEDA summer conference. Rowland should be contacted as lead actor from the BOT.

Invitation for other issues (Goodnight)

· Contact Goodnight with questions or agenda items

IV. Tournament Director’s Report – Fritch

Fritch

· Dates previously approved as February 23-24 and March 1-2 for District weekends.

· Report on 07 NDT

· Successful in large part due to Stefan’s hard work.

· Change in judge placement system 

· Report on 08 NDT

· Will be able to open judge system earlier

· Changes to judge list will produce real-time changes in individual’s pref sheets to keep it current.

Important Dates

First Round at Large Bids


Must be received by committee members
Thursday, February 14 (5 pm CST)


Committee calls or emails to Director
February 16-17


Director announces



February 18

District Procedures


Declaration of intent to attend District
Tuesday, February 19


Announcement of District Bids

February 20

Second Round at Large Bids


Must be received by Committee Members
Thursday, March 6 (5 pm CST)


Committee calls or email to Director

March 8-9


Director announces



March 10

Edwards – Technical issues for the 08

· Collection of 07 ordinal data did make it easier for the tab room

· Aside from question of using ordinals at the tournament, collecting this way is easier for the tab room

· Most of 07 changes were due to one change unit changes at the borderline (based on judge units). Thoughts are to accept differences of 1 based on changes with judge units.

· Larson study of ordinal rankings – summary of data by Edwards – use of ordinals could bring down overall ordinal 4-6 per round. Edwards notes similar reductions possible in his simulations. Averages (approx) from 42 to 36.

· Discussion of developing a simulation as a means of testing or proposing the use of ordinals at the NDT. Notes need for a year of better simulation data and more interaction with Larson and Brushke to develop a recommendation for the 09 data. Need several years of ordinal data to develop benchmarks of acceptable and unacceptable ordinal differences. Need to develop these standards for acceptable totals and also the acceptable difference for single judges.

· Interested in, over time, to move the tab room to a different computer program. Problems with Microsoft Vista’s support for Visual Basic. Need to adapt to Microsoft’s new language structure. New program will allow you when you download data from Fullerton site will allow Microsoft access file to minimize conversion. Will provide dramatic improvements on both download and post-tournament upload of tournament data.

· Perkins – Conversion error. Single judge wrong across all sheets.

· Edwards – Continued used of signed off sheets and also minimize conversions will help address this concern.

· Hope to develop a unified interface (for STA, TRPC, and all approaches)

Fritch 

· Discussion this weekend and extension of offer to Larson to join the tab room.

· General caution about the pace of the transition due to the importance of accuracy in the pairings.

Edwards

· This effort will allow real-time simulations with judge placement. Real-time simulation missing element in current efforts.

Fritch

· Making assumption that this is the direction to go. Desire further feedback. Having option doesn’t mean tournament must go to this system.

· Perkins – new system, and master list, making it much easier.

· Deatherage – Agreed. Worth the effort to make the adjustments.

V. 2008 NDT Host Report – Bruschke
O’Donnell (for Bruschke)

· Opening banquet

· Final banquet on campus 

· Working on effort get host scouts

· Happy to have folks take point on the effort

· Hotel Reservations can be made now

· Mary Ferguson as the hotel contact

Hall 

· Initial Proposal will provide all but lunch on Sunday 

· Strong support to add lunch on Sunday

· All meals will then be provided (except dinner on Fri and Sat)

VI. 2009 NDT Host Report

O’Donnell (for Rollins)

· Some concern with cost of hotel rooms (due to Texas state legislature)

· Also working on final resolution on the construction of new student center

Hall

· Potential problems do not appear to threaten the viability of the bid.

VII. Committee Reports

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

O’Donnell (for Smith)

· Applaud Larson effort to conduct Ordinal study

· Applaud Larson and Edwards in efforts to further this system.

· Wheaton appears to be central for these innovations.

· 100 point experiment went well. 

· 85.7 was the mean for all 8 rounds.

B. Standing Subcommittee on District Bid Allocation: Partlow-Lefevre (Chair), Mancuso, Morris, and 

Partlow-Leferve agrees to continue serving.

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

No report

D. Standing Subcommittee Committee on Media: Deatherage, Perkins

· Deatherage - Received no further solicitations. Free of any contractual obligations.

· Perkins – Discussion of 07 NDT - Local TV contracted by CBS news show for story on identity theft involving a former debater. Media overtly violated the conditions. Asked to leave and left.

E Ad Hoc Committee on Tournament Hosts: Perkins, Deatherage, and Smith

Items discussed above.

F. Ad Hoc Committee on Equity: Hingstman (Chair), Partlow Lefevre, Stevenson, and Bellon

Stevenson – Report from 07

· Generally favorable response to 07 session

· Desire for additional respondents

· Support for 10 semesters and 4 NDTs

· Mixed views on the question of 3rd teams

Hall – 

· Communicate to Bruschke to build in items to the host.

G. Ad Hoc Committee on Scouting: Hamrick (Chair), Rollins, Frappier. 


Hamrick

· Opsata and (tentatively) Serrano – have agreed to do so again.

· Notes from last year – such as getting the meeting time released earlier.

· Last year first time able to get every debate scouted first time.

· Serrano express need for compensation for school cording her travel.

O’Donnell

· Desire for codification of procedures

H. Electronic Bid Coordinator: Bruschke

O’Donnell (from Jon)

· No changes from last yeaer

I. Topic Selection Representative:  Mancuso

· Stables

· Adjusted dates – Controversy papers now due until April 18th.

· Topic release date unchanged

J. Rankings Director: Hanson


No Report

K. Tournament Archivist: Bellon

· Hall

· Only outstanding item not paid is the tournament booklet from 07.

· Bellon has confirmed item will be provided by the budget.

· Bellon also willing to serve again.

L. Web Director: Stables/Louden

· Stables

· Interest in an open bidding of eventual proposal for a privately hosted website designed on a series of criteria developing by the BOT and the NDT Committee.

VIII. Old Business

None.

IX. New Business


None.

X. Discussion Items

1. Building an Agenda for the Committee’s February meeting (and beyond).

A. Clarification of the Worker Rule (see S. Bauschard’s email to the committee).  

· Requiring scouts to scout “up to 8 debates.”
· Perkins – 4 round commitment seems numerically sufficient to cover rounds, not sure desirability of 8.

· Hamrick – 

· Flexibility now within the rule reserved the host.

· Most hosts expected to judge 8.

· Spirit of the rule – provide additional service

· Equivalency of scouting and judging not valid.

· Value of some general, blanket rule

· Most scouts don’t all 8 anyway.

· Deatherage – Rule at least 4 or ambiguous, but unclear as 8.

· Host responsibility for interpreting the rule.
· Application to adult – graduated students.
· Deatherage – Concern for non 12 round individuals

· Fritch – Implementation of this process was something of  problem

· Fritch - Worker rule and 13 round rule has helped improved the judging availability.

· Newnam – Teams have to decide on this issue of preferring judges without sufficient rounds on the topic. Seemed to be consensus from D6.

· Deatherage – Concern that folks without these rounds are not comfortable. Should be able to provide alternate tournament service.

· Stables – Important to keep these folks in the pool.

· Perkins – Strong support to keep these folks in the pool.

· Newnam – Importance of student preference

· Deatherage – If this logic is true then we should lift the 12 round rule.

· Fritch – Supplemental sheet traditionally used as free rounds.

· M.Hall – Also free rounds for the tournament.

· S.Hall – Judges often express not comfortable judging the round.

· Sandoz – Clarification of the circumstances.

· Deatherage – Return to the 12 round rule

O’Donnell – Districts should discuss the 12 round rule.
B. Engraving 32 participant mugs with “First Round” (see S. Bauschard’s email to the  committee).  


Already done.

C. Hanson – Host schools and elim points for NDT rankings.  Jim proposes that the wording contained in the rankings procedures be changed.  

(e) Elimination rounds of teams from the host school of a tournament will not count toward the rankings;

 

He would like to change it to this:

 

(e) If the tab room director(s) are from one school only, then elimination rounds of teams from that school will not count toward the rankings (you must have two schools represented as tab directors to have all elimination points counted);

 

Rationale: This allows host schools to earn full points while assuring oversight; Further, this rule assures that teams not from the host school but from the school of the tab director are only counted if the tab director has oversight.

After some investigation and consultation it appears that the only place where the ranking procedures are located is in the rankings document itself.   Is there a desire to codify these elsewhere? 

O’Donnell 

· Any changes would be to change the document that the rankings director uses (not an official NDT document).

· Take to districts. 
D. Crafting a Sexual Harassment Policy – S. Hall


S.Hall 

· Precipitating event at Diablo Valley – refer to edebate archives for details

· Several folks involved in wanting to craft a response (5-6 folks) – comprising ad hoc unofficial committee (concerned members of the community)

· Discussion at BOT meeting – produce a document that would consist of 

1) An Attempt to define and document the issue at hand (i.e., harassment)

2) Review relevant law, talking about both relevant laws and university policies (i.e., what is the law, which law governs, etc.) and seek to break down the relevant areas (student-coach, student-student, obligations for hosts, etc).

3) Suggestions and recommendations geared at each of the above groups (i.e.., debaters, judges, coaches, tournament hosts). 

· Don’t expect most of items would be policy recommendations for the NDT committee. Will also involve CEDA leadership and policy. Anticipate more advice to individuals rather than creating formal structure.

· Recommendation from BOT to pass a resolution like what the BOT did to reaffirm the AFA code language (learning environments, participants entitled to the same protections as there are in other environments) (i.e., if illegal is classroom then illegal in debate).

· Not yet ready to make the specific recommendation

· Work done to have something available for the February NDT meeting.

· At least in the Director’s letter (i.e., the invite to the NDT)

· Concern that items would need to be included for the 08 CSUF NDT.

· O’Donnell - Discussion of inclusion of observers in AFA Code

· Perkins – Concern about making sure the Director include any language.

· Perkins – Resolution – Affirming 

· “Whereas there has been great controversy about issues of sexual and other forms of harassment, the NDT committee is resolved the language the AFA opposing harassment should be affirmed and respectively suggests the inclusion of that language in the Director’s letter to the 2008 NDT.”

· Seconded and called.

· Unanimous voice vote in favor.

· Hall

· Importance of this issue and action taken by debate leadership, especially as well in judging philosophies and tournament invitations.

· Not see specific legislation other than a policy statement.

· But advice from other organizations (local sexual harassment officers) and attorneys may provide other suggestions.

· Question of all type/forms of harassment; at least initially try to include all areas of bias. Not sure how that will develop, but start from that premise.

· O’Donnell

· Commendation for Sherry for her leadership on this important timely issue.

· Free speech battles also still being waged in legal settings

Question of 08 NDT

· Deatherage – AFA code only relevant guidance for 08 NDT?

· Hall – Goodnight relevance to California code, but question of role of guests (or independent contractors)

· Deatherage – Review of NU policy in past, advisory opinion, guests did not seem to be governed by host policy. Instead likely the case that their home institution was the only guiding principle.

· Perkins – Hypothetical of future host conditions on tournament practice, learning about host codes will be an important practice.

·  Newnam – National organization across state laws. Question of relevant federal laws. Title 9 of the CRA. Is this relevant?

· O’Donnell – 2003 Office of Civil Rights Ruling – seems to support ability of university’s to craft their own policies.

· Hall – Looking for alums and folks with specific experience in this area.

E. NDT ordinal MPJ study - (Subcommittee on Tournament Procedures).


N/A

E. Equity Proposal – Any further discussion or work on legislative action?


N/A

2. O’Donnell – Committee chair responsibilities in Spring 2008.

· On sabbatical Spring 08

· Not have time to process the eligibility forms

· M.Hall and Liberty agree to process these forms.

· No availability guaranteed for the actual NDT

· Will tell in February about his role

New Items

O’Donnell

· In general January 1 deadline for discussion items to brought back to districts.

Morris (for Rollins) Discussion of tournament procedures recommendation for in-round coaching via internet access

· Stannard – normative resolution previously passed, unclear if statement ever read

· Morris – Support reading of previous resolution and tournament procedures committee discuss it further.

Elliott

· AFA Council just voted to purchase high speed scanner for use scanning the elim ballots of the national archives

Hall

· Call for judges to include harassment language in individual judge philosophies

Committee adjourned
