
Proposal No. FARA Position
Comments

2009-12-A Support
2009-12-B Support
2009-13 Oppose
2009-14-A Support
20090-14-B Support
2009-15 Oppose

2009-16-A Oppose
Prefer that coaches remain on campus during bye week, teaching and coaching the student athletes already in the program.

2009-16-B Oppose See above.
2009-17 Support
2009-22 Support
2009-23 Support
2009-24 Support
2009-28-A Oppose There is a need to limit early recruitment and the associated issues; however, this legislation is premature.
2009-28-B Oppose See above.
2009-29 Support With the modifications to the proposal this is now acceptable.
2009-32-A Oppose Intrusion on PSA time was thought more compelling than the reduced monitoring costs.
2009-32-B Oppose See above.
2009-33 Support
2009-35 Support
2009-60 Support
2009-61 Oppose While this would support the U. S. Olympics effort, there are potential adverse effects on campus.
2009-62 Oppose See above.
2009-63 Support Enhances student-athlete options and well-being without creating any competitive advantage.

2009-64 Oppose
Support the principle of establishing standards for non-traditional courses, but are not convinced that this legislation 
correctly identifies the necessary  corrective measures.

2009-65 Oppose No evidence that this sport needs to be excluded from the one time transfer exception.
2009-66 Support
2009-68 Support
2009-74 Oppose Potential for abuse.
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2009-75-A Support
2009-75-B Support Preferred to 2009-75-A because it allows those with documented test results to be exempt.
2009-76 Support  Enhances student athlete well being.
2009-77 Weak Opposition
2009-78 Support
2009-79-A
2009-79-B
2009-79-C

2009-79-D Oppose
The most restrictive form of limiting the non traditional season, by eliminating it, is strongly opposed.  Students see this as an 
opportunity to earn a roster spot or additional playing time.

2009-81 Weak support Does this adversely affect quarter schools?

2009-83 No position
Some opposition stemmed from the upcoming override vote.  Others thought it was important to have legislation in place 
should the override fail.

2009-84 Oppose
2009-88 Support
2009-96 Support

2009-98 Oppose
Would prefer to split the proposal into three parts, and act on each on its own merits as opposed to the package deal this 
proposal encompasses.

Oppose
Legislation is not necessary.  Institutions already have the ability to curtail costs in the non-traditional season.
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Proposal 
Number Title Intent Rationale N4A Position/Comments 

2009-47-A 

RECRUITING -- 
LETTER OF INTENT 
PROGRAMS, 
FINANCIAL AID 
AGREEMENTS -- 
WRITTEN OFFER OF 
AID BEFORE 
SIGNING DATE -- 
FOOTBALL 

In football, to specify that prior to 
August 1 of a prospective student-
athlete's senior year in high school, 
an institution shall not provide a 
written offer of athletically related 
financial aid or indicate in writing 
to the prospective student-athlete 
that an athletically related grant-in-
aid will be offered by the 
institution.  
 

Over the years, a culture has developed in 
football in which prospective student-
athletes are receiving letters from 
coaches at the beginning of their junior 
year in high school that, essentially, offer 
athletics scholarships. Although they are 
not able to sign a National Letter of 
Intent until their senior year in high 
school, many prospective student-athletes 
view the early scholarship offer letters 
they receive as binding agreements. This 
proposal will eliminate the confusion 
such letters create with prospective 
student-athletes.  

 We feel 47-B is better as it 
applies to all sports. 
 

2009-47-B 

RECRUITING -- 
LETTER OF INTENT 
PROGRAMS, 
FINANCIAL AID 
AGREEMENTS -- 
WRITTEN OFFER OF 
AID BEFORE 
SIGNING DATE 

To specify that prior to August 1 of 
a prospective student-athlete's 
senior year in high school, an 
institution shall not provide a 
written offer of athletically related 
financial aid or indicate in writing 
to the prospective student-athlete 
that an athletically related grant-in-
aid will be offered by the 
institution. 

This alternative proposal applies the 
principle of Proposal No. 2009-47-A to 
all sports. Over the years, a culture has 
developed in which prospective student-
athletes are receiving letters from 
coaches at the beginning of their junior 
year in high school that, essentially, offer 
athletics scholarships. Although they are 
not able to sign a National Letter of 
Intent until their senior year in high 
school, many prospective student-athletes 
view the early scholarship offer letters 
they receive as binding agreements. This 
proposal will eliminate the confusion 
such letters create with prospective 
student-athletes.  

 We agree with this one as it is 
more consistent across the 
board; however, there is 
concern over how this will 
correlate with admissions (and 
assuring students meet 
admissions standards). 
 
We further believe it is 
important to have preliminary 
evaluations prior to an offer of 
financial aid.   
 
Overall, we feel it is important 
to reduce the growing problem 
of early commitments. 
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Proposal 
Number Title Intent Rationale N4A Position/Comments 

2009-79-D 

PLAYING AND 
PRACTICE SEASONS 
-- NO OUTSIDE 
COMPETITION 
DURING THE 
NONCHAMPIONSHIP 
SEGMENT -- CROSS 
COUNTRY, FIELD 
HOCKEY, SOCCER, 
WOMEN'S 
VOLLEYBALL AND 
MEN'S WATER POLO

In cross country, field hockey, 
soccer, and women's volleyball, to 
eliminate outside competition 
during the nonchampionship 
segment of the playing season.  
 

Economic pressures have caused athletics 
programs to examine expenditures in all 
areas. Restricting travel to ground 
transportation for nonchampionship 
segment competition may result in some 
cost savings, but it has the potential to 
increase missed class time. In addition, 
this approach usually results in the need 
to address geographic challenges that will 
not necessarily reduce travel costs (e.g., 
Proposal No. 2008-79-B). Eliminating 
outside competition during the 
nonchampionship segment for fall 
championship sports is a more effective 
means to achieve cost savings to sustain 
the viability of today's sports programs 
and reduce missed class time. For these 
sports, competition during the 
nonchampionship segment is more 
developmental in nature and is not 
included in regular season records or in 
determining postseason championships 
access, inasmuch as the championship 
segment is over.  
 

There is no firm position yet; 
however, a couple of questions. 
  
Why are the Spring sports not 
included in this proposal 
(baseball and softball 
specifically)?   Especially 
softball which was included in 
the others. 
 
In addition, by eliminating this, 
will it cause more ‘tours’ 
during a break (like an overseas 
exhibition) or is this covered in 
the proposal? 
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Proposal 
Number Title Intent Rationale N4A Position/Comments 

2009-96 

ELIGIBILITY -- TWO-
YEAR COLLEGE 
TRANSFERS -- 
PHYSICAL 
EDUCATION 
ACTIVITY COURSES 
-- MEN'S 
BASKETBALL 

In men's basketball, to specify that 
not more than two credit hours of 
physical education activity courses 
may be used to fulfill the two-year 
college transfer requirements; 
further, to specify that a student-
athlete enrolling in a physical 
education degree program or a 
degree program in education that 
requires physical education activity 
courses may use up to the minimum 
number of credits of physical 
education activity courses that are 
required for the specific degree 
program to fulfill the two-year 
college transfer requirements.  

Current data indicates that two-year college 
basketball transfers graduate at a lower rate 
than basketball student-athletes who initially 
enroll at a four-year institution and remain at 
that institution until graduation. The data also 
shows that two-year college basketball 
transfers graduate at a lower rate than their 
counterparts who transfer from four-year 
institutions. However, the current data 
available for review does not include the 
characteristics of a successful Division I 
men's basketball two-year college transfer 
student-athlete. There are specific gaps in 
current NCAA data, which include a lack of 
information on the academic preparedness of 
two-year transfers as they leave high school, 
and a complete lack of data on the academic 
experiences of these students at the two-year 
colleges. Legislation has been adopted to fill 
these gaps. It is anticipated that such data will 
assist the NCAA in identifying patterns of 
course selection at two-year institutions that 
lead to better academic success once these 
students transfer to Division I institutions. 
While that data is being collected, this 
proposal will assist with addressing the 
concern regarding the poor academic 
performance of transfer student-athletes in 
men's basketball, particularly two-year 
college transfer student-athletes.  
 

 We strongly support this 
proposal but wonder if the data 
suggest this is a good idea, why 
is it only a good idea for Men’s 
Basketball? 
 
In addition, we do want to 
make sure there is an 
opportunity for a student to use 
more than two credit hours of 
physical education if it counts 
toward their degree program 
(suggestion – to change the 
language as stated to the left). 
 
Finally, we would like to 
express one concern for the 
student-athlete.  Isn't this hard 
to monitor for those Two 
Year Colleges without 
academic support for 
student-athletes?  Will they 
pay attention to this rule? 
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Proposal 
Number Title Intent Rationale N4A Position/Comments 

2009-97 

FINANCIAL AID -- 
COUNTERS -- AID 
AFTER DEPARTURE 
OF HEAD COACH -- 
NONCOUNTER -- 
MEN'S 
BASKETBALL 

In men's basketball, to specify that a 
student-athlete who receives 
athletically related institutional 
financial aid in academic years 
following the departure of a head 
coach from the institution is not a 
counter, provided: (a) The student-
athlete participated in basketball 
and received athletically related 
institutional financial aid during the 
coach's tenure at the institution; and 
(b) The student-athlete does not 
participate in basketball during the 
later academic years at the 
institution; further, to specify that if 
the student-athlete later participates 
in basketball at the institution, the 
student-athlete shall become a 
counter for all years during which 
athletically related institutional aid 
was received.  
 

This legislative change would provide 
additional flexibility to men's basketball 
student-athletes when their head coaches 
leave, particularly for those student-
athletes who are in their final two to three 
semesters of a degree program who may 
not wish to transfer. Those student-
athletes who wish to remain at an 
institution to complete their degrees will 
be much more likely to be able to do so if 
they may continue to receive athletically 
related financial aid.  
 

We have concerns about this 
proposal but need a lot more 
information before we can take 
a strong stance.  Some 
immediate questions we have 
are:   
 
What is the overall purpose?  Is 
it to assist in APR numbers?  
So these students will not count 
into APR?  How will this affect 
institutions who cannot afford 
to fund an entirely new team 
while keeping students toward 
the end of their athletic career 
on aid?  Do students just get to 
‘choose’ not to participate?  
Are there concerns about 
coaches just ‘reloading’ the 
team?  How much control will 
a new coach have in this 
situation?  How does the 
decision of these students affect 
the former coach (in terms of 
the APR of that Head Coach)?  
How does this affect the 
academic support staff (will it 
now be supporting a full team 
of individuals playing and 
potentially 5-7 other students 
who are not playing)? 
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Proposal 
Number Title Intent Rationale N4A Position/Comments 

2009-98 

PLAYING AND 
PRACTICE SEASONS 
-- PRESEASON 
PRACTICE MODEL --
MISSED CLASS-
TIME POLICIES -- 
MEN'S 
BASKETBALL 

In men's basketball, to establish a 
preseason practice model, as 
specified.  
 
[In relevant part] 
 
A.    Constitution: Amend 3.2.4.14, as 
follows:  

3.2.4.14 Missed Class-Time Policies. 
Active members are obligated to 
establish policies in all sports 
concerning student-athletes' missed 
class time due to participation in 
intercollegiate athletics and in 
athletics competition scheduled 
during final examination periods (see 
Bylaw 17.1.6.6.1).  In men's 
basketball, an institution's athletics 
participation schedule, which shall 
include the anticipated amount of 
missed class time due to athletics 
participation, shall be approved by 
the institution's faculty athletics 
representative or faculty oversight 
committee prior to the beginning of 
each regular academic term. 

 

The proposed playing and practice season 
model provides for a slight reduction in 
the current maximum number of games, a 
staggered schedule for the start of team 
practice to acclimate student-athletes and 
other legislative modifications designed 
to minimize missed class time during the 
season. The implementation of this basic 
scheduling philosophy will reduce missed 
class time during the playing season and 
promote better academic performance for 
men's basketball student-athletes. 
Further, permitting institutions to use a 
staggered schedule for the start of team 
practice, beginning October 1, will allow 
freshman student-athletes more time to 
become acclimated to college life and for 
further development of the relationships 
between coaches and student-athletes to 
occur prior to the beginning of the 
traditional on-court team practice time.  
 

 We support if it is reducing 
the games; however, staggering 
the schedule does not appear to 
help. 
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Comments on Basketball Proposals 
 
We support having students attend prior to their first year of fulltime collegiate enrollment; however, tying it to eligibility does not appear to be a 
good thing. 
 



 

2009-10 NCAA Division I Proposal Review Chart 

Proposals for N4A Review/Comments 

 

Proposal Number Title Intent N4A Position/Comments 

2009-29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RECRUITING AND 
ELIGIBILITY -- FOUR-YEAR 
PROSPECTIVE STUDENT-
ATHLETES -- PERMISSION 
TO CONTACT AND 
TRANSFER RELEASE -- 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
AND HEARING 
OPPORTUNITY 
 
 
 

To specify that an institution shall grant 
or deny a request to permit another 
institution to 
contact a student-athlete about 
transferring or a request for release as a 
condition of the one-time transfer 
exception within seven calendar days 
of receipt of the request; further, to 
specify that if the request is denied, the 
institution shall conduct a hearing 
within fourteen calendar days of receipt 
of the student-athlete's written request 
and that the student-athlete shall be 
provided the opportunity to actively 
participate in the hearing. 

•  Support - Have questions re: enforcement 

gregarding the jlkjkjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjjj 
 

 
 
 
 

2009-36 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RECRUITING -- 
EVALUATIONS -- 
NONSCHOLASTIC 
EVALUATIONS DURING 
ACADEMIC YEAR -- 
NATIONAL 
STANDARDIZED TESTING 
WEEKENDS -- WOMEN'S 
BASKETBALL 
 

In women's basketball, to specify that 
evaluations at nonscholastic events 
during the academic year evaluation 
period shall not occur on any weekend 
(including Friday, Saturday and 
Sunday) during which the PSAT, SAT, 
PLAN or ACT national standardized 
tests are administered. 
 

• Support – no comments 
 
 
 

Proposal Number Title Intent N4A Position/Comments 
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2009-60 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ELIGIBILITY -- ACADEMIC 
WAIVERS -- AUTHORITY 
OF INITIAL-ELIGIBILITY 
WAIVERS COMMITTEE 
AND PROGRESS-TOWARD-
DEGREE WAIVERS 
COMMITTEE 
 

To specify that the NCAA Division I 
Initial-Eligibility Waivers Committee 
shall be the final appellate body for 
initial-eligibility waivers and that the 
NCAA Division I Progress-Toward-
Degree 
Waivers Committee shall be the final 
appellate body for progress-toward-
degree waivers.

•  Support – no comments 
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ELIGIBILITY -- FRESHMAN 
ACADEMIC 
REQUIREMENTS -- CORE-
CURRICULUM 
REQUIREMENTS -- 
NONTRADITIONAL 
COURSES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To specify that for purposes of using a 
nontraditional course to satisfy NCAA 
core-course requirements, the course 
must be one in which the instructor and 
the student have ongoing access to one 
another and regular interaction with 
one another for purposes of teaching, 
evaluating and providing assistance to 
the student throughout the duration of 
the course; the student's work (e.g., 
exams, papers, assignments) is 
available for review and validation; and 
a defined time period for completion of 
the course is included. 
 

• Support – However, the Association has 
concerns regarding who would monitor 
and review the courses, and how the
vague legislation would be interpreted. 

2009-65 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ELIGIBILITY -- TRANSFER 
REGULATIONS -- FOUR-
YEAR COLLEGE 
TRANSFERS -- ONE-TIME 
TRANSFER EXCEPTION -- 
WOMEN'S VOLLEYBALL 
 
 
 

To specify that the one-time transfer 
exception to the four-year transfer 
residence requirement is not applicable 
to student-athletes in women's 
volleyball. 
 
 

  
• Support .  While this is supported, it is

 noted that sport-specific rules place 
stress on the advisors to ‘remember’ 
which sports fall under the exception to 
the rule.  There is also some concern over  
having rules applying to certain sports 
and not others.

Proposal Number Title Intent N4A Position/Comments 
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2009-66 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ELIGIBILITY -- TRANSFER 
REGULATIONS -- FOUR-
YEAR COLLEGE 
TRANSFERS -- 
COMPETITION OR RECEIPT 
OF ATHLETICALLY 
RELATED FINANCIAL AID 
IN YEAR OF TRANSFER – 
TENNIS 
 
 
 
 
 

In tennis, to specify that a transfer 
student from a four-year institution 
who enrolls at the certifying institution 
as a full-time student after the 
conclusion of the first term of the 
academic year 
and qualifies for an exception to the 
one-year residence requirement shall 
not be eligible for 
competition until the following 
academic year if he or she has 
competed during the same academic 
year or received athletically related 
financial aid during the same academic 
year from the previous four-year 
institution. 
 

• No comment at this time.  
 
 
 

2009-78 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLAYING AND PRACTICES 
SEASONS -- WOMEN'S 
BASKETBALL -- NUMBER 
OF CONTESTS -- MAXIMUM 
LIMITATIONS 
 

In women's basketball, to specify that 
an institution shall limit its total 
regular-season playing schedule with 
outside competition to 26 contests and 
one qualifying regular-season multiple 
team event or 28 contests during a 
playing season in which the institution 
does not participate in a qualifying 
regular-season multiple team event. 

• Support this one – however, question the 
limiting to Women’s Basketball. 

 
 
 

Proposal Number Title Intent N4A Position/Comments 
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2009-79 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLAYING AND PRACTICE 
SEASONS -- 
NONCHAMPIONSHIP 
SEGMENT -- NUMBER OF 
CONTESTS AND DATES OF 
COMPETITION AND 
TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS -- 
CROSS COUNTRY, FIELD 
HOCKEY, LACROSSE, 
SOCCER, SOFTBALL AND 
VOLLEYBALL 
 

In cross country (for institutions 
without indoor or outdoor track and 
field), field hockey, 
lacrosse, soccer, softball and volleyball, 
to reduce the number of dates of 
competition in the 
nonchampionship segment as specified; 
further, to specify that team travel to 
competition in the 
nonchampionship segment shall be 
restricted to ground transportation. 
 

• Opposed/Against – this legislation doesn’t  
appear to take into account SA Welfare.   
It should be up to the institution to determine 
what measures to take to ensure economic 
accountability and not legislation. 

 
 

2009-86 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATHLETICS 
CERTIFICATION -- 
MANDATORY SELF-STUDY 
AND EXTERNAL PEER 
REVIEW -- ACADEMIC 
INTEGRITY -- ACADEMIC 
STANDARDS – RETENTION 
 
 

To specify that if the retention of any 
student-athlete subgroup is lower than 
that of all 
student-athletes, the disparity shall be 
analyzed, explained and, if necessary, 
addressed through specific plans for 
improvement by appropriate 
institutional authorities. 
 

• No firm position at this time but would like 
additional information regarding how 

the data will be used.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 







DIVISION I-AAA ATHLETIC DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION  
SURVEY RESULTS  

 
 
 
1. Proposal 2009-32 – Allows for unlimited telephone calls to prospective-student-athletes during a contact 

period.     
 
           Support          Not Support 
 

2. Proposal 2009-41 – Prohibits producing and printing media guides. While they could be on website, they would 
not be allowed to be printed in the traditional format. 
 
           Support          Not Support  No Position  
 

3. Proposal 2009-42 – Prohibits the distribution of media guides to prospective student-athletes.  This proposal 
would still permit the production of media guides for distribution to media and for sale to the general public.  
Media guides would be available online. 
 
           Support          Not Support   No Position 
 

4. Proposal 2009-51 – Restricts the location of institutional camps and clinics in men’s and women’s basketball to 
the institution’s campus or within a 100-mile radius of the campus.  
 
           Support          Not Support 
 

5. Proposal 2009-64 – Creates parameters for nontraditional courses taken prior to enrollment that are used for 
initial-eligibility purposes. 
 
           Support          Not Support 
 

6. Proposal 2008-78 – Limits women’s basketball teams to 26 regular-season contests and one qualifying regular-
season multiple team event or 28 contests (if no participation in a multiple-team event).  
 
           Support          Not Support  No Position 
 

7. Proposal 2009-79 – Restricts nonchampionship competition travel to ground transportation in certain sports. 
 
           Support          Not Support 
 

8. Proposal 2009-88 – Expands the opportunity for foreign tours to incoming freshmen and transfers who meet 
specific requirements. 
 
           Support          Not Support 
 

9. Proposal 2009-96 – Limits to no more than two physical education credit hours to fulfill the two-year college 
transfer requirements (or up to the minimum number required for degrees in the subject). 
 
           Support          Not Support 
 

10. Proposal 2009-97 – Change in counter status of men’s basketball student-athletes on athletically related 
financial aid who wish to stay at an institution after a coach’s departure, but not participate in basketball.  Allows 
student-athletes to remain on aid and graduate but not count toward financial aid team limits.  
 
           Support          Not Support  No Position 
 

11. Proposal 2009-98 – Reduces the number of regular-season games to 28 (or 26 plus a multiple-team event) 
and provides a “staggered” schedule for the start of team practice beginning October 1 (four of the eight 
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allowable hours devoted to practice the first week, increasing to the current 20-hour week beginning October 15). 
(Men’s Basketball Only) 
 
           Support          Not Support 
 

12. Proposal 2009-102 – Allows institutions to hire only its own staff members or enrolled students at its camps 
and clinics. 
 
           Support          Not Support 
 

13. Proposal 2009-110 – Prohibits institutions from hosting, sponsoring, or conducting nonscholastic men’s 
basketball events on campus or in facilities used by the institution. 
 
           Support          Not Support 
 

14. General Proposal – A mandatory summer academic preparation and college acclimatization model that includes 
an assessment of all incoming freshmen and transfers and the requirement of appropriate support/summer 
school sessions.  Allows student-athletes who enroll in a summer session the opportunity to practice with a coach.  
Schools without summer school would be exempt.   
 
           Support          Not Support  No Position 
 

15. General Proposal – Provides the opportunity for institutions to pay for travel expenses to and from official visits 
for the parents or legal guardians of a men’s basketball student-athlete. 
 
           Support          Not Support  No Position 
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WOMEN’S BASKETBALL COACHES ASSOCIATION

4646 Lawrenceville Hwy, Lilburn, Georgia 30047       770-279-8027        (f ) 770-279-8473       wbca.org 



 

Dartmouth College 
Athletic Department  

 
6083 ALUMNI GYM  -  HANOVER  -  NH  -  03755-3512 

phone (603) 646-1496  -  fax (603) 646-0573 
 

December 15, 2009 
 
Mike Rogers 
Professor of Law 
Baylor Law School 
Sheila and Walter Umphrey Law Center 
1114 S University Parks Dr 
Waco, TX 76706-1223 
 
Dear Mr. Rogers,  
 
I am writing on behalf of the NCAA Men’s and Women’s Skiing Committee. The following is a 
summary of the concerns within the collegiate skiing community with regards to NCAA Division I 
Proposal 2009-22.  
 
The world of collegiate skiing is a small one, with only 37 institutions sponsoring the sport and a mere 13 
Division I schools sponsoring teams. 
 
While there are numerous competitive opportunities available to the best high school and college-aged 
skiers in the United States and other countries, collegiate skiing is viewed as an outstanding competitive 
option for those individuals who are not able to compete on the World Cup circuit – the pinnacle of the 
sport. Access to the top of the sport – either at a World Cup level or the Olympics can only be gained 
through national team participation, so participation through the national federation on lower level 
national teams is essential. 
 
There are a number of young men and women who compete for their country in a national team program 
prior to arrival on our campuses. Some are able to buoy their NCAA success into more opportunities on a 
higher level and even the world stage after they complete their eligibility, but the vast majority exhaust 
these opportunities prior to collegiate enrollment. 
 
The ski coaches in Division I and across all Divisions are concerned that this legislation will have the 
chilling effect of keeping the best and brightest skiers away from our campuses and off our collegiate 
teams. The NCAA Men’s Women’s Skiing Committee and coaches across all three divisions are unified 
in this view. 
 
The one-year enrollment window prior to eligibility penalties is only aspect of Proposal 2009-22 at issue 
in terms of skiing.  
 
Student-athletes in skiing who delay enrollment do not sign endorsement contracts -- they typically 
attend in-residence skiing academies or participate directly in national team programs. The national 
teams of most countries charge individuals who are not at the World Cup level. For example, the cost of 
being on the US “C” or “D” team this winter is $22,000 (it was $25,000 in 2008-09). This money is 
charged to the individual participant prior to the winter. Skiing academies come with tuition and fees that 
are similar in cost to national teams. The opportunity to participate on these national teams, or to pursue 



selection for them gives many students reason to delay collegiate enrollment for more than one year after 
high school. The handful of skiers who do earn a spot on the full national team (the “A” team), are 
compelled by US Skiing to sign an endorsement contract and are thus not eligible for future collegiate 
competition.   
 
Approximately half of the student-athletes who qualified for 2009 NCAA championships in alpine skiing 
came to college two or more years after their high school class graduated. While many participated on 
various U.S., Canadian and European national teams, many more were pursuing that dream at skiing 
academies in the U.S. These academies have students who are high school-aged and above. The rosters 
of the 13 Division I skiing programs are filled with individuals who have delayed enrollment.  
 
The national teams require participation from November through March making full-time college 
enrollment difficult if not impossible.  
 
By making these skiers spend a year in residence and lose a year of eligibility as is proposed in 2009-22, 
the coaching body fears that most will opt not to pursue the NCAA skiing option. In addition, given the 
limited athletically-related aid available to ski programs (7 full grants for women, 6.3 full grants for 
men), coaches and institutions do not have the latitude to take on students for what would amount to a 
two- or three-year athletic career. 
 
The mission statement of the NCAA Men’s and Women’s Skiing Committee charges the group with 
“placing emphasis on quality competition for elite student-athletes and teams, while at the same time 
providing appropriate access for eligible institutions and student-athletes.” Allowing prospective student-
athletes to test their athletic boundaries and delay enrollment without penalty will ensure that elite 
athletes continue to pursue educational opportunities while competing as collegiate skiers.  
 
The skiing committee understands the limited power that the Amateurism Cabinet has over the 
legislation at this point in the process, but appreciates the opportunity to apprise your body of the 
potential unintended consequences that the proposal would have on collegiate skiing. 
 
Thanks for your attention. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Drew Galbraith 
Senior Associate Athletic Director 
Dartmouth College 
 
Chair, NCAA Men’s and Women’s Skiing Committee 
 
 
Cc:  Rachel Newman-Baker 
 Mark Bedics 
 NCAA Men’s and Women’s Skiing Committee 
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	enter text here:    MEMORANDUM    Date:   January 4, 2010    To:      Joseph D`Antonio, Chair of NCAA Legislative Council    From:  Shannon Reynolds, WBCA COO    CC:     Carolyn Campbell-McGovern, Chair – WBCA CBI              Lynn Holzman, NCAA               Beth Bass, WBCA        Subject:    Women’s Basketball Coaches Association (WBCA) Membership Feedback                     on NCAA Legislative Proposals     The Women’s Basketball Coaches Association (WBCA) recently conducted a legislative survey of our    Division I head coaches. We offer the following results based on the response of 230 institutions and       ask that these results be considered when the council votes on respective proposals.    2009-28 B – Contacts and Evaluations   71% of the membership did NOT support this proposal versus 20% who did support and 9% whom    were neutral. We ask that further sport specific data be gathered before a legislative change is made to    the current rules.   2009-77 – Playing and Practice Season – Women’s Basketball   When asked to compare this proposal to the recently submitted men’s proposal 2009-98 (staggered    start). Proposal 2009-98 received 60% support versus 25% for 2009-77 and 15% support for current    start date. The WBCA would like to continue discussion of both models and submit appropriate       proposal in the 2010-2011 NCAA Legislative cycle.   2009-94 – Event Certification – Women’s Basketball   When asked to compare four scenarios concerning this proposal the membership responded as    follows:               47% SUPPORT 2009-94 as stated               18% support limiting geographically but not capping participants               13% support capping participants but not geographically               22% support current state


