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NCAA Division III Membership Survey: 
Comments on Recruiting and Initial Eligibility 

Comments submitted under this heading, but not germane to this topic, have not been included here. 

 

Athletics is a key component of our recruiting strategy, so we encourage few limits on 
recruiting contracts, yet prospective students must fit the institutions academic profile.  We are 
in favor of unlimited contacts and against tryouts. 

The current practices are appropriate. 

We would support dead periods for recruiting as a well-being issue for coaches – they 
continuously recruit because of a fear of falling behind others.  

We are more concerned with recruiting than initial eligibility.   

Since we cannot offer athletics based financial aid – we would favor fewer restrictions on 
recruiting. 

Our school agrees with the current guidelines. 

Recruiting calendars and agendas should be developed division wide – quality of life for 
coaches and cost containments. 

Some admissions flexibility in the form of "exemptions" is okay as long as they are limited in 
number.  We need a recruiting calendar. 

I agree with a recruiting calendar, but oppose limits on the contact coaches can have with 
recruits.   

Current standards are good for our institution.  Greater restrictions would hurt not only a 
team's competitiveness, but also the school’s enrollment.  The current standards draw the type 
of motivated and competitive students that our institution should represent and  reflects the 
Division III philosophy. 

We question the advisability of permitting tryouts. 

We would not oppose a recruiting calendar. 

In general, we are okay with the current restrictions.  We would favor more restrictions on 
contact with recruits since it is a 7 day-a-week approach now.  That becomes tiring for 
everyone including the recruits.   

We favor institutional autonomy on academic progress and standards, but we fear that some 
institutions have low standards for athletes. 

We do not believe that restrictions can be placed on institutions recruiting and eligibility 
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standards if these restrictions have a negative effect on enrollment and the financial status of 
that institution.  

We support the present standards in these areas because they help maintain a level playing 
field between colleges.   

A separation of our division would clearly have an impact on recruiting, while possibly adding 
an increased burden on scheduling.  This is something we are concerned with.  How will this 
affect our budget? Who will we play?  Has the west coast truly been considered in this?  We 
are also concerned with the recruiting future.  After discussion with our SAAC, it was clear that 
a Division IV would cause great concern.  We are committed to working within the current 
structure. 

A number of Division III colleges depend on the ability to attract athletes.  A change to a new 
division could adversely affect an institution's financial well-being. 

Concerning reporting of admissions information, we feel that this sort of reporting will be most 
impactful at the conference level.  There is no need to report this at the national level, but 
conferences may decide that this would be beneficial. 

 Student-athlete recruitment doesn't specifically drive our annual class size, however the 
role and value of athletics is supported through our admissions process.   

 Institutional demographics issues are critical in any discussion.   

 Our teacher-coaches hold faculty rank and are fully integrated into our educational process.  
Their balance on time is critically important as is their flexibility to peruse qualified student-
athletes to enhance the demographic of our school.    

 Admission standards are central to any discussion related to membership structure.   

 A commitment to campus integration is critical. 

Concerning the reporting of admissions information, how would reporting take place?  Would 
additional staffing be needed at institutions to handle workload?  Would additional staffing be 
needed at the NCAA national office? 

Concerning the admission of students based on athletics participation, we disagree in principle 
but realize for isolated or limited exceptions it may be appropriate if the institution allows it for 
other special groups like musicians, legacies, etc. 

Recruiting calendars should be considered.  

We are concerned about work-life balance for coaches coupled with a need for institutions to 
stay in contact with perspective students. 

We support the current recruiting and eligibility standards of our conference and Division III. 

Student-athlete recruitment is an important part of our enrollment strategy.  Again, we feel 
that proper balance is already in place.  
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If the Division III philosophy includes efforts to treat student athletes like all students, 
admissions standards should be the same without factoring in athletic ability. 

We favor being permitted to talk with prospective students earlier in high school.  However, 
with other aspects of recruiting, we favor maintaining current legislation. 

We are pleased with the current standards. 

The current recruiting and eligibility standards are satisfactory.  Other questions raise specific 
issues which could be answered from many perspectives.   

This could mean survival for an institution and would be determined at the conference level. 

The majority of Division III members do not spend a lot of money for recruiting and because of 
coaches' roles have limited opportunities already.  Members need freedom to select students 
based upon their criteria versus standardized criteria. 

We would prefer limits on recruiting seasons – none from Thanksgiving to New Year's. 

Due to the ambiguity of some of the questions, we answered "don't know".  We agree that 
institutions should have autonomy, but don't agree that a group of schools can dictate to 
others.  No option for supporting this statement was provided. 

We view athletics as a key component in enrollment.  Also, we strongly agree that student-
athletes should fit the same academic profile of all incoming freshman students and the 
admissions policies for student-athletes consistent with the student body. 

Admissions information is already widely available.  College policy is to admit some at risk 
students, but otherwise accomplished in leadership, etc., to give a chance, so there is no 
reason for them not to be an athlete. 

If the NCAA allows each institution the determination of admission, eligibility, "good standing," 
progress toward a degree, what is the advantage of requiring more reporting? 

We are satisfied with the current practices in Division III. 

We believe academic students should be the same, but that athletic leadership should not 
influence admissions. 

Our conference rules seem to work.  The current recruiting rules work fine for us.  Although we 
embrace transparency, we also embrace the Division III ideal. 

 


