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Appeal # 1 – 6th year eligibility in 2016
[bookmark: _GoBack]A student recently realized that 3 parli tournaments competed in 5 years ago count against the 5 academic years of eligibility clock. The student is in their 4th year of policy debate competition. The coach appealed to the Committee to rule the student eligible for the 2016 NDT now, so that the school could make travel decisions for this semester that hinged on whether or not the student will be eligible next year.
Disposition: The committee unanimously voted against the appeal on the grounds that the NDT rule is an extension of the AFA rule, and that the Committee does not have the jurisdiction to alter the prevailing AFA rule.

Appeal # 2 – 32 preliminary round requirement for bid allocation eligibility
A team appealed to the Committee asking the committee rule them eligible to count for bid allocation. They had 30 prelims (and had assumed their 4 elimination rounds counted toward the 32). Because they were not eligible to count for bid allocation, their district prohibited them from entering the district tournament. 

Disposition: The committee voted 4-1 against the appeal. The committee expressed concerns about setting a potential precedent, having to re-open the bid allocation process because others might have been close, and that the Appeals Committee was being asked to re-write a rule outside the scope of the normal process. Additionally, the school had other options for solutions, including re-pairing with an eligible debater, and appealing to the district to let them debate.

Appeal # 3 – 50% win-loss record requirement for second round eligibility
A team appealed to the Committee prior to the second round application deadline requesting they be ruled eligible despite not meeting the 50% win-loss requirement. The team had to withdraw early due to illness from a late in the season tournament, putting their record below 50%. 

Disposition: The committee voted 3-2 against the appeal. The majority of committee expressed concerns about an inability to narrowly construe an exemption based on the current rule. There was support among members of the committee to revise the rule in order to permit narrowly construed exemptions.

Appeal # 4 – 12 round requirement for judge eligibility to count toward commitment
A judge who did not meet the 12 round requirement appealed for a waiver to be allowed to count toward the school’s commitment. The person argued they had unique qualifications that justified a waiver.

Disposition: The committee voted 5-0 against issuing a waiver. Arguments made in the committee discussion included extensive past precedent against issuing waivers, as well as the effectiveness of the round requirement in that it had historically made it more likely that judges judged more during the year in order to meet the requirement.

