Current language:

c. Second Round At-Large process.
(1) Any teams not selected for participation in the NDT through the First Round At-Large or district processes may apply for a Second Round At-Large bid.
(2) All teams selected through the Second Round At-Large process must have a 50% or greater preliminary round win-loss record in rounds on the fall CEDA topic or its NDT topic parallel immediately prior to the District tournament or at the time of submission for second round bids. The team's record for every tournament attended prior to submission must be reported on the application form.
(3) Teams submitting Second Round At-Large applications may include a paragraph of explanation concerning extenuating circumstances.
(4) Unless a school has received two bids in the First Round At-Large process, participation in the district process shall be a prerequisite for receipt of a Second Round At-Large selection.
(5) If a school has not qualified two teams through a First Round At-Large or district process, it shall not be eligible to qualify a third team through the Second Round At-Large process unless the team(s) that participated in the district process shall also have qualified through the Second Round At-Large process.
(6) The next two lower teams that do not qualify for Second Round At-Large bids will be designated as first and second alternate.
(7) Should there be an odd number of teams selected through the three qualification processes, the first alternate (or the second, should the first be unable to attend), will be allowed to participate at the National Debate Tournament. Should there be no additional alternate teams, the tournament director will make arrangements to assure an even number of teams.
(8) If the tournament host school has not qualified a team to the National Debate Tournament at the conclusion of the second round bid process, the director of the host school may opt to enter one team from their institution to the total number of teams already qualified. This team will have to have competed in the district process for their host institution.  In this case, the tournament host should notify the tournament director within two days after the release of the second rounds. To even out the number of teams, the tournament director will add the next highest second round bid team to the tournament.  The total number of teams competing will be 80. This amendment supersedes any other language limiting the tournament to 78 teams.

Amendment:

(5) If a school has not qualified two teams through a First Round At-Large or district process, it shall not be eligible to qualify a third team through the Second Round At-Large process unless the team(s) that participated in the district process shall also have qualified through the Second Round At-Large process. All teams from a school that have not received a First Round At-Large bid shall be placed in the Second Round At-Large ranking pool. A school shall not be allowed to qualify a third team through the Second Round At-Large process unless all three teams from the school either receive a First Round At-Large bid or rank in qualification-eligible position in the final rankings. 

Justification:

The third team rule is intended to improve the quality of the field by including up to 6 third teams into the pool. The most notable benefits are increasing the quality of competition at the tournament, making the tournament seem more like a validation and culmination of a season of success and excellence, and the benefits of a fair and open process of qualification that teams have strived for all year.

The current rules have a loophole that undermines these goals. It allows first or second teams from a school to fall into the 3rd team pool if the other two team qualify ahead of them through their district process. The explanations for requiring district pre-rankings or participation strongly implies that the spirit of the rule is to mitigate the risk that a team, through malfeasance or chance, would qualify their third team ahead of their first or second team. The fact that we have not acted on this loophole before now should not suggest that it is an intended outcome of the rule.The loophole exists. It certainly allows and rewards bad faith, but also rewards luck (good/bad). Rules that rely on good faith and/or luck are not really rules, and they foster poor trust between peers. The result of knowing there is a loophole should be to mitigate its effect or close the loophole.

This loophole exists for districts that do not limit entries to the number of eligible teams. There are very good reasons for districts to limit the entry at the district tournament to the number of teams that can qualify through the process--in fact most districts do limit in this way. There are some benefits of opening the qualification tournaments to teams beyond eligible or numeric boundaries, but those benefits should not include a tradeoff with other districts. This amendment would allow districts the choice of keeping their tournaments in the form that best suits their region, but it takes away the impact of that choice on the other districts. 
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The option of leaving this rule in place would be, I think, a terrible idea. It results in mistrust as people either attempt to game the rule or are perceived to have done so. Even if actors are perceived as having acted in good faith, the loophole generates ill-will. Having rules that appear arbitrary or open to subversion should be remedied.
