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NCAA Division III Membership Survey: 
Comments on Sports Sponsorship and Sport Equity 

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

 

Diversity of Division III membership is one of our great strengths.  

The current plan to increase sport sponsorship is appropriate.  Sport equity is the right philosophy but 
do not think we should try to legislate it. 

Since sport sponsorship is one of the key tenants of Division III, this should be the standard on which 
Division III entrance is based.  Won't measuring sports sponsorship alone, if the average number is 16 
solve the entire Division III growth issue? 

Wonder where the minimum enrollment of 1,000 came from.  Seems very arbitrary.  Schools could 
support 14 teams with 20% participation rate at 1,000 students.  

We favor a model with fewer sports required for the membership and a division which addresses 
equity in the financial resources committed; shared philosophy in every aspect makes for better 
competition. 

The new standard of 12 in 2010 is adequate as a minimum number.  Again, institutional autonomy is a 
key as each school should be able to determine the number of sports it wants to find and sponsor 
above the minimum. 

Increase the sponsorship minimum to enter the division but have an appeal for specialty schools. 

Emphasis should be on gender fairness and equity.  The number of sports that a school sponsors is 
less important. 

There needs to be an exception for single-gender institutions and one's with less than 1,000 students 
enrolled. 

Sports sponsorship should take school enrollment into account. 

Divisions based on sport sponsorship makes us nervous.  We are concerned schools will start 
dropping sports to meet membership grouping criteria. 

Number of sports offered and equity among those sports are good measures by which to divide the 
Division. 

It may be prudent to look at a range of sponsorship rather than a specific limit.  Prioritization of sports 
could be a result in geographic location or interests of that institution.  May affect certain areas like 
facilities more than scheduling.  

We agree with the sport sponsorship requirements as well as sport equity between men's and 
women's programs. 
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We believe that for schools interested in joining Division III, the sponsorship standards can be met 
with minimum steps.  Our recommendation is the new schools interested could be required to have a 
broad based program of at least 14 to 15 sports instead of the 12.7 average for the 50 schools that 
have recently joined.  If conferences feel that recent Division III votes have lowered standards, they 
can legislate a higher standard within their own conferences.  However, we are content with how our 
conference is handling the various questions, content with our less permissive approach, and don't 
feel that a divorce from Division III by schools like us is the way to approach the issue.  We are in 
agreement for equal treatment for all sports. 

Geographic conditions must be at the forefront if any future Division III legislative changes occur. 

Equitable investment and support for whatever sports are sponsored by each institution is most 
critical.  Institutional and conference sports sponsorship is more important for competitive purposes.   

Enrollment and single-gender should be factors with respect to sports sponsorship. 

We sponsor a sports equity model.  However, we do understand that some colleges may not have the 
financial ability to do so. 

A minimum sports sponsorship standard of 12 is fair.  With "broad based" being prominent in the 
Division III philosophy, all members need to keep this in mind as they examine their sport offerings.   

We believe the greatest differentiation between programs has to do with sports sponsorship which 
leads to increased opportunities to participate… and expenses.   

We want to be able to determine how many sports we sponsor and not have that dictated to us by 
the NCAA.  We want to be able to apply our budget in the way that we choose most appropriate.  
Gender equity is always a concern and will only become more of a problem if we need to add 
additional sports. 

Grouping by the number of sports sponsored is desirable. 

Our conference strives for sport equity, more than the rest of the division.  It might be reasonable for 
schools with limited sport offerings to seek another division, but we would see that as their option. 

The idea that broad based sports sponsorship is a "key tenet" of Division 3 is not supported 
legislatively.  In the 80’s institutions needed 4 sports per gender to be Division III.  While growth has 
adjusted levels slightly, this positioning of broad based sponsorship seems like revisionist history.  

Quality of the experience for all student-athletes should be of the utmost priority. 

The NCAA should focus on incentives for schools to sponsor more sports rather than try to splinter 
the membership on this basis.  Also, sport equity is difficult to legislate and these standards should 
remain within the plain view of conferences and institutions. 

Sport sponsorship at smaller schools is driven by economical realities.  We currently have 10 sports, 
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but are a broad based program for our institution.  We would struggle to maintain quality teams, both 
in terms of participants and funding – it's the money.  In the end we strive for quality and experience 
with the teams we sponsor. 

It’s difficult for smaller institutions to meet sponsored sports requirements. 

A valuable component of Division III philosophy is that member institutions offer a broad based 
program.  Therefore, we support the current sponsorship standards and emphasize any proposed 
changes in this requirement give consideration to enrollment and single-gender institutions. 

Sports sponsorship is more important on a conference level than on the NCAA level. 

While all sports should be treated equally, some are simply more expensive.  

Concerning sport equity, in order to deal with real limitations where finance, staffing, facilities, 
recruiting and scheduling are not the same, the college has to prioritize, based on the best impact the 
athlete offerings can have for the community and the recruitment of a balanced student body.   

The Division III ideal of broad-based programming needs to be maintained in whatever direction we 
proceed.  We could live with a minimum offering set at 14 or 16 or 18. 

 


