Northwestern 2003 preliminary agenda –Evanston, IL--Feb 8, 2003

TC Winebrenner (1), Achten proxy

Glenn Frappier (2), 

Joel Rollins (3), 

Sternhagen/Lesicko (4), absent

Brossman (5), 

Ross Smith (6), 

Jeff Parcher (7), 

Dallas Perkins (8), 

Matt Stannard (9), 

Tim O’Donnell (E), 

Cate Palczewski (MW and chair), 

Joe Zompetti (S). 

Sarah Partlow (W)

I. Approval of minutes from NCA meeting.  Approved.  Chiar will give to Louden to post to the web.

II. Reports

A. Tournament director: Dr. Donn Parson--absent.  Chair noted: Nothing new to report.  Parson looking for dance critics to handle debates.

Approved Dates for At Large Submissions for 2003

FIRST ROUND AT LARGE BIDS

Must be received by Committee Members  (5PM CST) February 13, 2003

Committee Calls or e-mails to Director          
February 15-16, 2003

Director Announces                              

February 17, 2003

                               DISTRICT PROCEDURES

Declaration of intent to attend District               
February 18, 2003

Announcement of District Bids                           
February 19, 2003

(leaving district weekends as Feb 21-23 and Feb 28-March 2)

                               SECOND ROUND AT LARGE BIDS

Must be received by Committee members                 March 6, 2003

Committee Calls or e-mails to Director           
March 8-9, 2003

Director Announces                                      

March 10, 2003

Director's e-mail       dwparson@ku.edu

Director's home phone     785-843-2382

Newsletter put out on e-debate.  Make sure district constituents get the newsletter.  Newsletter is on the Chair's website; Includes instructions for bid applications.

Any questions for Parson?  Parson said thank you re: Perkins statement on Judge placement.

In Newsletter is description of change of 50% before and after rule.

B. Committee Chair:  Eligibility forms due February 8, 2003.

FYI on a rules question: Eligibility question (just an FYI – and maybe something that could turn into a motion): 

1.  The question:

I (Palczewski) am contacting you in the hopes of clarifying an NDT eligibility issue. My question is: can someone who is concurrently enrolled at two universities compete and ostensibly qualify for the NDT for which ever institution sends them to the district qualifier?  For example my debate partner is enrolled for one hour of instruction at the university I attend but is also concurrently enrolled at another nearby college where she takes classes.  In addition the other university that she is enrolled at will not be fielding any teams at the district qualifier.  So if she is in good standing with the university for which we would compete, does that make her eligible.

2.  the answer

According to the AFA code: ARTICLE I: COMPETITOR STANDARDS 

A tournament contestant is to be an officially enrolled undergraduate student in good standing at the college or university he/she is representing in competition. 

 A contestant is considered "officially enrolled" when he/she is duly registered in accordance with institutional regulations as an undergraduate student at the college or university he/she is representing in competition. 

B. A contestant is considered an "undergraduate" if he/she is registered as a bachelor or associate degree seeking student at the institution he/she is to represent in competition and is not in possession of a BA degree. 

C. "Good standing" shall be determined by rules and policies set by the institution the forensics competitor is  representing in competition. 

The Standing rules of the NDT define eligibility as follows:

a. Any student in compliance with the eligibility definitions of the AFA Debate Program and Debate Tournament Standards is eligible to represent his or her school. 

b. A team is composed of two eligible debaters from a single subscribing institution.

Cate says: Accordingly, if your university is willing to declare your partner as in good standing, even with only 1 hour, then according to the rules, I think she would meet eligibility requirements.

Is this meant to be the intent of the rules?

D. Perkins:  Not grossly misreading if separate out clauses, still a degree seeking student.  People at Vermont are doing this every year.  It might be a good idea to say this is okay.

R. Smith:  It has no meaning D. Perkin's way of reading it. 

B. Brossman:  What do we do for an on-line course?

M. Stannard:  Strict interpretation is to our benefit, and we must include a discussion of hybrid teams.  It allows us to focus on whether we want to keep control over time.

S. Partlow: Does the committee care whether school a student is primarily attending does debate or not?

R. Smith:  Both program directors would have to accept if both have programs.

C. Palz: Do you want me to say purpose is to prevent hybrid teams?

D. Perkins: No consensus.  

R. Smith: This is more than the hybrid issue.  I'm sympathetic to schools that can't have program.  Wake would allow Harvard debaters to enroll for one hour.

D. Perkins:  Should assess on case by case.  Should we include an otherwise excluded person?  There is  no consensus for strict enforcement.  Appeals committee should listen to on an ad hoc basis.

C. Palz:  Appeals committee--we need to have consistency in application of rules.

C. Board of Trustees: Tim Hynes, (sends greetings--Board approved Catholic site.)  Brett O’Donnell--seek nomination for Zigelmueller or Keele awards.  On AFA Web site.  Put on Web site

1. Consider 2004 host: Catholic University--Ap 2-5, approved.  Got better deal on hotel contract.  Room rate is $119 a night.  Hotel giving us rooms for NDT on Friday.  If drop below certain threshold NDT has to pay.  If go below threshold schools will have to pay.  No margin.

Place across street $20 less.  750 room nights is threshold for tourny hotel.

Instead of opening banquet, do lunch on Friday.

In contract must do certain amount of food.  Opening assembly on Thursday night at Hyatt. Only catering at Hyatt is one lunch and Thursday night.  Must do $7000 worth of food.    Will charge us one way or another.  

C. Palz:  Formal vote on Catholic bid?

Unanimously approved.  Huge thanks to Brett for negotiating.

2. Consider 2005 host: Gonzaga University, March 25-28, 2005.  Looks thorough.  Needs to discuss a few things with Glen.  Only bid we have so far for 2005.  Will take dates all the way out.  Brett, publicly thanks committee, RSmith, Duck (Deatherage), DPerkins. 

DPerkins: Duck really did deliver.

C. Palz:  Preliminary discussion on Gonnaga bid.  We would not reject bid on basis of Easter.  Formal consideration of bid at NDT.

GFrap: 20th anniversary of last time.  Good to have out west.  Friday March 25-28.  On Easter.  Gonzo providing amenities, reception for Bd of trustees, etc.  Already have bids.  Incredibly receptive.  (See bid attached to CP's email).  Only want to do closing banquet.  Hotel on Spokane River is 10 minute walk to rounds.  Never have to rent vehicle.  We will have shuttle.  2 options: Double tree--$89--problem, no elims in hotel.  West Coast grand Hotel:  comp rooms, rate is $95, will come down. No pay for parking.

DPerkins: Reason facilities available is because of Easter holiday.

CPalz: Easter issue is non-issue as per NCA.

GFrap:  Inexpensive NDT.  7 minutes from airport.  Hotel adjacent to park and downtown.

CPalz: Formal consideration at NDT in Atlanta. 

D. 2003 Tournament host: Bill Newnam:  Bill not here, all good.

E. Ranking Director: Jim Hanson --nothing

F. Standing Committee reports --some empty slots.  lets fill in.

1. Judge philosophy book (Berry, Frappier and Rollins)

2. District bid allocation (________, Palczewski, and Partlow).  Contact information for district chairs:  Cell number: 208 251 0138.  208 282 5962, office message. partsarah@isu.edu.  Call on 18th, before 5 PM.  No calls 7-9 MTN time.  Must call back.  Don't consider talked to unless actually spoken to.

CPalz: will urge people to declare before 5P, how to fill out bids, etc. Check newsletter for all information.  Don't use extenuating circumstances section to tell us you love your children.  319 230 5727, CP's cell. 319 235 8866 HM.  319 273 2714-school.

In what form do you want bid allocations announced?  Listserve.

DPerkins: District Chairs:  Need to reconfirm.

CPalz: As of start of round 1 (By Noon, 1st of March, post on e-debate number of bids), call Partlow and confirm number of teams participating. 

3. Appeals (Partlow, Smith, Perkins, Frappier and Rollins).  You will be getting some.  

4. Tournament procedure (Parcher, ________, _________)--Need two more.  Frappier & Palczewski.

5. Topic Selection representative: Steve Mancuso (serves till November 2004).--SPM: 4 topic areas: ME, Health care, immigration, electricity dereg.  Ppl looking into possible wording.  Looking for someone to do healthcare.  Possibility EU and Latin America--ppl might write papers in next few weeks.  Send out ballot in March before CEDA nats and NDT.  Will be 2 weeks ahead. Plan to have open meetings at both.  RS recently elected as at large rep on committee. DHingstman on his last year. SPM would like someone to write 10 page FP topic.  No official rotation policy.  SPM:  students like FP,  he favors rotation.  DP:  could put topic on there without paper.  Blame on DP if that wins.  

G. Ad hoc committees:

1. Ad Hoc committee on hosts: Deatherage, Perkins, Smith--already thanked.  nothing else to add.  DP: '06--should we go for?  San Diego?

2. Ad hoc Digital sub-committee (Ross Smith, Perkins, Berry, Winebrenner)--RSmith: not really met.  Encouraged by open source programming.  We need to  move to open source allows others to engage.  Underlying software decrepit and unreliable and unsupportable.

3. Report of electronic bid submission: Bruschke--emailing with CP.  He'd be happy to do bid sheets this year.  He could post bid applicants early and give ppl chance to check.  He cannot reformat info included and excluded.  Program does produce different sources than what is produced on bid sheets.  Teams can rely on data, but not this year.  What would we like in terms of reprogramming?  RSmith:  top 32 according to what?  Before anyone makes mistake of using his rankings of individual teams, must know that it is heavily influenced by size of teams.  Wake is in 40's, we can't earn enough points.  CPalz:  standardized bids? Do we want to move to electronic submissions?  JRollins:  Would like model based on what is on current bid application.  RSmith:  would like to be able to click against certain teams.  FSternhagen:  could submit on web.  SPMancuso:  could they submit to listerve?  CPalz:  newsletter says submit to committee members.  FSternhagen:  can do both.  JRollins: should do that next year. Want to move to fully  web based submissions:  (JRollins stepped out) DPerkins will be working on template for 2004.  JUDGE PHILOS: Add judge phil.  BO"Donnell: we pay $1000 now, not free.  DPerkins:  system in place now, don't have to build.  At any point in future, easy to print out.  CPalz  For this year will keep as it is, DISCUSS WITH MBERRY ABOUT FURTURE YEARS.

4. Ad Hoc committee to investigate computer assignment of judges: (Ross Smith, Deatherage, Bruschke, and Nate Smith.).  RSmith: presentations in NO,  at some points, mutuality worth giving up for preference.  This not dead issue.  Look at survey on e-debate.  CPalz: would we put constraints on pgm? no.  What advice to do we give as far as categories and definitions of mutuality.  Unless altered standing rules could not tell the tab room what to do.  RSmith: we need to find out what the preference is, have formal survey of participants;  then can give tab room advice.  CPalz:  Do we want survey and who will write?  FSternhagen: survey research we have is ghastly.  CPalz: and return is not good.  Does survey give us good data?  FSternhagen: Process is important in design.  design statement of different views.  Need to find what values important. Right now, data not worth writing down.  RSmith: coaches have idea of what situation want for debaters.   CPalz:  is this what were we elected to do?  RSmith: to what degree is mutuality important?  CPalz:  do we want survey at NDT?  FSternhagen:  are we willing to say only those whose opinions who count are those who qualified for ndt?  RSmith: yeah…  CPalz:  Rich should be brought in to process too.  RS's committee will be brought into this.  FSternhagen: should think about what MJP does to community.  MStannard:  have paper on debate central.

III. Old Business:

A. The High School Question: Panetta motion:  Rule IV, F, #7: Programs should not encourage nor expect high school guests to engage in the process of producing or distributing research.

Given this motion passed by a simple majority at NCA, it needs to pass again in order to become part of the Standing Rules.  The Northwestern meeting will be the second vote.


No further discussion, passed by simple majority at NCA.  CPalz:  this doesn't prohibit anything.  There is no enforcement.

Take hand vote:  10-3 passes,  JRollins, DPerkins, GFrappier not in favor.  It will normatively take effect.

SPMancuso:  thinks tournament director  should have to read rules.    

Recess at 1.02.  Reconvened at 2P.

IV: New Business

A. Eligibility deadlines:  The following was submitted by Scott Harris:

Proposal: the phrase "as of February 1st immediately preceding" in rule II A 1 g be replaced with something like, "during the time block of" or "during the semester/quarter of".  

I also think Feb 8 is too early a date but understand the desire to leave time for people to appeal if the NDT ever decided to take this rule seriously and actually enforce it against students who aren't really in good standing at the University they are representing.

Rationale: The present wording creates serious problems because it is difficult to comply with without the person in charge deciding that the Feb 8th date in the rule as currently written is meaningful but that the Feb 1st date is an arbitrary guideline.  The "appropriate representative" at the University of Kansas requests two weeks

to process requests to assess the "standing" of students.  Timing this

request to coincide with the "as of Feb 1" requirement is a real problem. In practice, in order to comply with the Feb 8 requirement most of us must submit our requests well in advance of Feb 1.  (I'm still waiting on word that our request has been completed this year).  I am well aware that it "has been the rule since the eligibility requirement was adopted".  It has been an annoyance every year since the rule has been passed.  I believe that this is the first year that people who are in compliance with the rule were posted prior to the 1st signaling that its inclusion in the rule is arbitrary and insignificant.  If it serves no purpose other than to create confusion it should be taken out.

(Cate’s note: If schools are willing to declare someone as in good standing as of Feb 1, before that date arrives, then I am willing to accept their declaration.)

CPalz:  2-8, most U drop deadlines passed, give time for pre-bid. Issue is what date works best since all dates are arbitrary.  IS there a change you want to change.

CPalz:  40 minutes were spent on this, if so inexpert, can we get alternative wording or motions to consider at NDT?  Are we willing to put off vote and who wants to work on wording?  2 week issue?  when eligible?  

LSDeatherage: need something that is closer to NDT.

BB: with respect to date, why important at district level. Only affects district bid if people think can get away with cheating.

JRollins: people not cheating at district level.

CPalz: send possible motions at NDT.

B. Third teams:  

Proposal: Eliminate third teams.

Rationale: This proposal also comes from Scott Harris: I also think its time for the community to reevaluate the rule allowing up to 6 schools to have a third team at the NDT.  This rule was passed at a time when we were having trouble filling slots at the NDT and it was supported based on the claim that it wasn't actually denying schools the opportunity to be represented at the NDT.  That is no longer the case. There are schools being denied the opportunity to have any team at the NDT while the "no more than 6" has been an automatic 6 slots given for third teams from those schools with the most resources.  I don't think there is any more elitist rule in the standing rules of the NDT than the provision allowing a handful of rich programs to have 3 teams.  While I represent a school that has had 3 teams at the NDT I think it is a terrible rule.  Any year that any school can't compete at NDT despite qualifying to apply for a second round while 6 schools get a 3rd team is a shame.

CP: do you want to discuss this?  Talk to your district about this.  If comfortable can move on.

30 minutes were spent debating on 3rd teams.

JParcher: D/n disagree with SPMancuso's args. believe in merit.  Until recently d/n think should be limit.  But argument as I now leave is this:  what is true of  the lupowitz example, it is also the indictment.  we have programs that can't  field team with varsity level because all go to certain schools.  Maybe the penalty of only taking 2 teams would help spread the wealth.  Not indicter of 3rd teams, but do think that number 1 problem is resource disparities.   you can't sell that we can compete with WFU, Emory or NU.  If only 4 kids can go, makes it a tougher decision for them.  At least I have bullet in recruiting pocked is can take you to NDT. 

LSD: resource disparity is the biggest issue, but speaking from my position…not all drawn because of lure of going to NDT as 3rd team. Some kids make decision for big programs for other reasons.

JP:  Some do!

LSD: Be cognzant, there are other reasons.

DP: Bill Lawrence went to Liberty because of chance to attend NDT>

SPM: we have compromise now.  One crucial debater can revive program, true.  Some is that schools have money, but it is wrong instrument.  Very bottom team is a second team, not a 3rd team.

BO:  can send 3-5 to CEDA nationals.

CP: when go back to districts, think about who 3rd teams should be, was connected to expansion of tournament--so look at legislative history, Sternhagen?Manc--what is purpose of NDT?  Qualifying as big as winning for some.  How do we balance those interests.

JR: resource disparity is also an issue of where we need to focus.

C. Third party contacts during rounds: Stannard to report

MStannard: like to collect more anecdotal data, would like to learn more about logistics of wireless communication.  Seen examples of non-tech 3rd party contacts that crossed the line--talk about post 1ac evidence distribution.  Desirability of coach involvement when ethical challenge.  It happens now, non electronically.  Will happen electronically.  Don't know of anyone who does not think that this is wrong.  Any enforcement ad hoc.  Need more info from electronic angle, we are in a world where it can happen now. A normative statement now would be useful.  Did not get to digest  all the information on this.  Have heard stories that this happens, people coaching in hallways and bathrooms.  If interested can have something more comprehensive discussion here.

DP: NFL blanket ban on computers during competition.

LSD: NFL too conservative in everything that it does, in my view.  Coaching in hallways not governed by 10 minute rule.  Can barely get it together to say something in 10 minutes they have.  As matter of ethical statement perhaps should say something in AFA code of ethics to create codes of behavior.  

Several minutes of debate ensued.

CP:  Do we have a motion?  Won't go into effect this year but can express sentiment.

KS:  We need to make legislative history clear here.

Amendment:  Should motion include materials?  5-6.  can add at later date.

Question:  "Once debate has begun, a team may not receive assistance, suggestions, or coaching from anyone while the round is in progress.  This does not prevent debate partners from helping one another, but does prevent outside persons from helping a team during the course of a debate."
all in favor of adding to NDT rules and having read at NDT this year, although not take affect.--Unanimously approved

D. NDT qualification process: Sternhagen, et al. to report.  

Not done any real work.  Will meet at NDT.

E. What to do with directors who never judge throughout the year, in order to intentionally avoid judging at the NDT

SPM: Require directors who don't judge to do 12 hours of service to the operation of the tournament.

Directors in attendance at the tournament who do not meet the tournament judging requirements are obligated to provide 12 hours of service to the operation of the tournament.

Motion moved and seconded, motion tabled

F. Partlow:  Evidence challenge, coach able to participate but debate not over.  Other coach judging and not able to participate.  

LSD: Are there situations when adults can participate?

G: KS handed out information on MJP.  Big districts not hurt by current judge preference.

Adjourned 4.05P.

