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Final Bid Allocation Numbers

	District
	
	Entries
	Allocation %
	Allocation
	Whole Bids
	Partial
	Prtl Rank
	Part Bid
	+
	Bid
	
	Tiebreaker
	
	Total Subscribers

	1
	
	9
	10.00%
	4.6000
	4
	0.6000
	2
	TRUE
	1
	5
	
	5
	
	10

	2
	
	7
	7.78%
	3.5778
	3
	0.5778
	4
	FALSE
	0
	3
	
	3
	
	5

	3
	
	29
	32.22%
	14.8222
	14
	0.8222
	1
	TRUE
	1
	15
	
	15
	
	18

	4
	
	8
	8.89%
	4.0889
	4
	0.0889
	7
	FALSE
	0
	4
	
	4
	
	5

	5
	
	6
	6.67%
	3.0667
	3
	0.0667
	8
	FALSE
	0
	3
	
	3
	
	7

	6
	
	9
	10.00%
	4.6000
	4
	0.6000
	2
	TRUE
	1
	5
	
	5
	
	10

	7
	
	12
	13.33%
	6.1333
	6
	0.1333
	5
	FALSE
	0
	6
	
	6
	
	8

	8
	
	10
	11.11%
	5.1111
	5
	0.1111
	6
	FALSE
	0
	5
	
	5
	
	9

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	90
	100.00%
	46.0000
	43.00
	3.0000
	
	
	
	46
	FALSE
	46
	
	72

	46
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




There were 90 total teams counting towards bid allocation, down from 100 teams in 2014-2015. 

Rulings
District 8 asked for guidance on determining if a team would continue to count towards bid allocation based on amount of participation at the district tournament. The team in question would have only been able to participate in 2 of 6 rounds due to a prior-known circumstance. 
I ruled that a team should be reported as counting towards bid allocation under the following circumstances:  If the team is eligible to qualify to the NDT under known circumstances and intends to attempt to qualify to the NDT through the district-established processes that team will be considered to be one of the “actual number of debate teams competing for bids to the NDT.” This would exclude a team that debates knowing prior to the tournament that they are or will be ineligible to receive a bid. It does not penalize a team for having to leave the tournament once it has begun due to illness or other unexpected complication. I think that if the team will be allowed by district rules at the end of the tournament to take one of the bid slots, the “team” is still competing. I used as a guiding principle the idea that a procedural decision in one district should not create known and predictable deleterious effects for other districts. 
The chair(s) or committee of D8 ruled that both members of a team must compete in at least 50% of the rounds to earn a bid from the district. 

New Business: 
Mavericks at Districts

During the District 8 discussion, I was trying to determine if I had grounds to rule on the participation of mavericks at districts. I was preparing to make the 50% or even 100% case using the NDT definition of a “team” as: “b. A team is composed of two eligible debaters from a single subscribing institution.” I think that it would be completely unreasonable to defer to a district that allows a maverick debater fulfill the requirement of a team for all the rounds. It would perhaps be overzealous to apply it at 100%, however, we do that at the NDT. It is common practice to not allow it for more than 2 rounds. I think that it is probably slightly lenient to allow it in 50%. I think that over 50% starts to challenge the common understanding of a team. I did not implement this ruling because it became a moot point once District 8 ruled that teams must be complete for at least 50% of the rounds.. If it had, it would have been a very difficult position given that the rules are not clear, and I had no guiding precedence nor a committee with whom I could discuss it.
I think that we should either make a rule or adopt a resolution that is controlling for district tournaments on this question, or we should require that each district create and submit their procedures for dealing with Mavericks in the future. I think that it makes a lot of sense to have a rule at the qualification level that is different than the strict rule at the championship tournament. 
It’s also important to note that while this question was raised to the bid-allocation committee, it might not be definitive on whether or not a team “participated in the district process.” If a district allows teams that do not count towards bid allocation to participate, as several do, just being ruled as not counting towards bid allocation is a distinct question from whether or not they would have qualified legitimately or participated in the district process. This could call into question the definition of the process as a pure tournament versus a hybrid system. 
Tie-Breakers
The circumstance occurred that there was a tie for the bids that exceeded 47 total district bids. The tie-breaker. There were 4 districts in a tie for the 45th and 46th district spots. The NDT standing rules allow for one team to be taken from the 2nd round pool to break the tie. However, in this case, we would need two teams from the 2nd round pool. The standing rules say to break the tie based on total subscriber numbers. 
This makes sense from some perspectives because any change down in numbers would always result in that district losing the bid before any other district due to the ratios created by the district being smallest. However, I think it is worth exploring whether this is a good warrant to use this as a tie-breaker. It definitively will impact smaller districts that are already struggling for participation numbers. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]I have submitted an amendment to change the rule.






