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Eligibility Appeal #1 – 12 Semester Waiver
A student appealed requesting an eligibility waiver on the basis of medical hardship. The student had debated in 6 academic years and 12 semesters. 
The AFA Code stipulates the following:
· [bookmark: _GoBack]A student’s eligibility for forensics competition shall expire following participation during 5 academic years, or 4 academic years of AFA national tournaments. [Article 1.2]
· Students may appeal cases of medical hardships to a designated appeals committee of the NDT or the NIET. [Article 1.2.B]
· The above eligibility rules shall not restrict additional eligibility requirements established by either the NDT or NIET Committees or by individual tournament directors. [Article 1.5]
The Standing Rules for the Operation of the National Debate Tournament stipulate:
· In addition to AFA eligibility standards, participation in any debate tournament in more than ten semesters renders a debater ineligible to attend the NDT. [Rule II.A.1.f]
Decision: 
The committee unanimously voted against the waiver on the basis of the NDT Rules prohibiting more than 10 semesters.
· Committee members – Brovero (7), Feldman (1), Herndon (AFAS), Hester (6), Katsulas (AFAE)

Eligibility Appeal #2 – Participation in the District Process

A school initiated an appeal challenging the eligibility of a team for the second round at-large selection process, on the basis that the team did not sufficiently participate in the district process. The team in question was unable to compete as a team on the second day (rounds 3-6) of districts because one of the students was required to participate in mandatory military service. The team sought permission of the district in advance to participate as a team for the first two debates and then continue as a maverick for the remaining rounds. The team was also not eligible to qualify, and was not part of the district’s bid allocation (the school had other teams eligible to count for that purpose). The appealing school argued that the team should not be eligible because it did not sufficiently participate in the district process because they were not “competing for a bid to the NDT”. 
Decision: 
· The committee unanimously decided with the party that initiated the eligibility challenge, agreeing with their petition that the team in question was not eligible to participate in the second round at-large selection process. While the rationales offered for each member’s decision were more complex and varied, a summary of the arguments is as follows:
· The actions taken by District 6 to define participation in the district process do not comport with the spirit of and/or past implementation of NDT Standing Rules and do not definitively comport with a documented District 6 policy;
· District 6 did not have the authority to adopt new policies and procedures for the qualification process after January 1;
· The District has a duty to report to the NDT Committee and Chair information necessary for the maintenance of the NDT process; 
· A team cannot be considered to be “competing” for a bid to the NDT if they are not eligible to qualify in that process; 
· Absent language to the contrary in a governing document for the National Debate Tournament or the District 6 qualification process, participation in a tournament qualification process necessitates that a two-person team competes in at least half of the debates.
· Committee members – Brovero (7), Feldman (1), Frappier (2), Katsulas (AFAE), Repko (5)



