Special Session – Redistricting - Wake Forest University – November 19, 2004, as reported by Karla Leeper, NDT Chair
Proposals summarized
First, I would like to thank everyone who participated in the meeting at Wake Forest.  We had a full committee complement and a number of other excellent contributors who added a great deal to our discussion.  I believe that this conversation about the state of debate was one of the best I have participated in in recent memory.  Everyone came to the table with a great willingness to ask good questions and to creatively investigate answers.
 

This summary has taken longer than I wanted, but as I am sure you know, life often intervenes after Wake Forest.  Keep in mind as you read this that it is my own personal summary.  I took over 40 pages of typed notes on the meeting.  I have tried to summarize the main points of consensus in the meeting.  When there was no consensus, I have tried to reflect the divergence of opinion.  Others may have different interpretations of arguments or recollections of what happened.  I would welcome their additions to our discussion.  This is not meant to be determinative, but to give a sense of the conversation to those who were not there.  I have imposed a framework on my notes in an effort to be a bit more reader friendly.  Keep in mind that my organization will give the meeting a frame that is uniquely mine.
 

In addition, I have attached two documents to this email.  One of the documents is the excel spreadsheet that provides summaries of all of the proposals that were offered in the days leading up to Wake Forest.  I have tried to group the proposals together which seek to address similar issues.  The second document is a short summary of the governing documents of the NDT.  I have tried to identify the relevant provisions that would be affected by any action we desire to take on these issues.  The committee was provided with both of these documents at the beginning of the meeting.
 

 

INTRODUCTION
We began by asking Glen Frappier to summarize the original charge to his subcommittee.
 

He reported that the committee asked he and his fellow committee persons to take up the question of our current district configuration for the following reasons:
 

*Concern over the number of schools leaving policy debate for other activities
*A lack of participation by schools in certain regions (primarily the West)
*A perceived decline in regional travel in favor of a national schedule, heavily concentrated in the Southeast
*A perceived need for more jv and novice tournament opportunities
 

The questions that underlie this charge are
*Does national travel tradeoff with regional travel
*Can the NDT committe address the root of the problems in the previous list
*And, more specifically, can altering the at large bid process affect travel patterns
 

 

SESSION ONE-THE HARMS DEBATE
 

The Goals of the NDT as identified in the NDT Charter are
1) To promote participation in intercollegiate policy debate
2) To promote excellence in debate and to select a national champion
 

Participation was identified by all members of the committee as a crucial issue.  However, participation is a concept that is of concern at several levels:  overall participation, participation in all geographic areas, and participation by jv and novice competitors.
 

A variety of factors were discussed which cause schools not to participate:  resources and budgets, travel opportunities in a given region, institutional constraints, need for/lack of demonstrable levels of success, and pedagogical priorities of directors.
 

The consensus was that regional debate is good for enhancing participation.  The key question is whether the "national circuit" trades off with regional opportunities.  And if that is so, can the NDT committee change the incentive structure in relationship to qualifying procedures in any way that would create a change in travel patterns.
 

Jon Bruschke provided us data that indicated that last year 80- schools went to at least 4 varsity tournaments.  30 other schools went to less than four.  If we were able to get those 30 schools to participate more fully, that would result in a 25 percent increase in participation.  Clearly, the committee consensus was that we should try to find ways to encourage schools to enhance all facets of participation.
 

SESSION TWO-THE SOLVENCY DEBATE PART ONE
 

1. Redistricting
 

There was very little sentiment in favor of wholesale redistricting.  Some districts are facing viability issues, but wholesale redistricting was viewed as a patchwork solution which did not really address the core issues we are facing.  
The committee did seem open to hearing a redistricting proposal from the schools in districts 2 and 9 which might alleviate some of the difficulties they are facing. However, there was sentiment that this proposal should be organically generated from the affected districts.
 

2 Conferences (also discussed in Session Four-but I have consolidated the discussion here)
 

See the attachment for the details of the proposal
 

Arguments For Conferences
*Could address competitive equity issues by allowing schools of similar size and resources to work together
*Close relationship would provide an incentive for conferences to work to maintain levels of participation
*Peer institutions gathering together could assist in developing institutional support for programs
*We could use guidelines for conferences to change the incentive structure to achieve goals.  For example we could reward conference proposals that encourage traditionally nonparticipating schools to join, or that encourage novice or jv debate
*Could allow new schools to more easily qualify for the NDT
 

Arguments Against Conferences
*There is a potential that the construction of conferences could be manipulated to foster political agendas
*There might be a proliferation of subgroups that could work against the traditional districts
*What do we do with folks that can't find a conference home
*Conference bids might take bids from districts or the second round pool
*Using guidelines to change the incentive structure reduces the individual director's control over their program
*Should new schools qualify for the NDT even if they would not meet other requirements
 

No vote was taken on this proposal.  We encouraged the proponents of the conference proposal to consider the following questions:
 

*What level of participation would be enough to count for a conference?
*Do we want to have conferences supercede other qualification guidelines
*Can a school be part of more than one conference?
*Where should NDT slots for conferences come from
*What has priority, qualifying through a conference or through a dist. tournament if you can do both
*Would conferences be permanent or just short term...what would be the grounds for deciding
*How would we certify conferences?
*Can conferences charge fees...how would we govern that
*What is the status of the conferences in relationship to the other governing bodies of the NDT
 

SESSION THREE-THE SOLVENCY DEBATE PART TWO
 

3. Designated Tournaments
 

see attachment for the synopsis of the Bruschke proposal
 

There was agreement that this option is not competitive with and is quite compatible with other solutions.
 

Arguments for Designating tournaments for first rounds
*Forces schools to to travel outside of the southeast
*Adds teams to regional tournaments-probably increasing the quality of the competition
*It would increase participation in underserved regions
 

Arguments against Designating tournaments for first rounds
*Won't really make a change-it just forces tradeoffs between the west and the midwest
*It reduces a director's choice in choosing travel
*It forces resource tradeoffs-changing tournaments forces some more expensive trips
*Hurts head to head competition among first and second rounds-skewing the voting
 

The Bruschke proposal was passed by a bare majority-5 to 4
Yea (Stables, Frappier, Smith, Sternhagen, Leeper)
Nay (Mancuso, Odonnell, Perkins, Lee)
 

Because the proposal passed only by a bare majority and not by 2/3 it must pass again at another NDT committee meeting in the same year before it could go into effect for the next season.  
 

Some questions to think about
*Which states go best in which regions
*Should the committee select the tournaments or should it be open to any tournament in the region
*How do we handle exceptions for illness, etc.
 

SESSION FOUR-THE MINOR REPAIR
 

A discussion was initiated about third teams at the NDT.
 

Kevin Kuswa initially made a motion to strike the provision allowing third teams.
 

That motion was amended to strike third teams unless those teams were ranked in the top 16 of the first round balloting.
 

This motion failed by a vote of 5-7.
(yeas) Frappier, Odonnell, Kuswa, Partlow, Morris(for Rollins)
(nays) Stables, Sternhagen, Mancuso(for Eber), Katsulas, Lee, Smith, Leeper
 

A motion was made by Steve Mancuso to change the second round allocation.  The motion reads as follows:
 

All first teams from schools who have not yet qualified for the NDT through first round voting or district tournaments and who meet the requirements for second round bids are prioritized over second and third teams in awarding second rounds.  After those first teams, the remaining second round bids shall be allocated to the remaining applicants by the tournament director based on their second round rankings.
 

This motion failed by a vote of 4 to 5 with three abstentions
 

(yeas) Sternhagen, Mancuso, Odonnell, Kuswa
(nays) Stables, Katsulas, Smith, Morris (for Rollins), Leeper
(abst) Frappier, Partlow, Lee
 

At this point we adjourned.
