NCAA Division lll Membership Survey:

Comments on Components of a New Grouping
Commens submittedunder this headingbutnot germane to thigopic, have not been includeere.

These questions are leading and difficult to answer if against a new grouping.

We oppose the establishment of a new grouping and therefore choose to not answer questions 1-12.
We want to ensure that a response to an individual question will not be misconstrued as support for a
new division or sub.

We believe the approaches for a new grouping should be for those currently satisfied with Division Il
legislative standards.

e Fewer number of required teams for membership.
e Financial resources committed.
e Enroliment

Size of institutions should be a factor.

Geographic should be a factor but not a determinant.

The new structure should allow a group of institutions to maintain the traditional Division Il
philosophy of strength in academics and student-athlete engagement in a total educational
experience.

If a new grouping is mandated, we prefer a sub-division rather than a new one divided into
private/public.

There need to be fundamental criteria and an alignment of philosophies.

We are not interested in a new grouping. We are unable to comment until a new grouping, if ever, is
established.

If a new grouping were to be proposed, geographical issues, conference membership, sports with less
than 64 teams in a championship bracket and finances need to be addressed before we would vote
on this.

State colleges and universities should be Division II.

Institutional autonomy should dictate.

It is critical that preservation of opportunities to compete against traditional opponents be allowed.

Any grouping should be based on philosophy and approach to legislation rather than the size of the
program, geography, or success in the Director's Cup.
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A new grouping needs to be based on philosophy.

Unless clear differences/guidelines are drawn prior to consideration of any restructuring, rationale for
change will be missing as will the necessary widespread member support.

A clear presentation of philosophical principles and legislative standards is vital if members must
make a decision in this area. How can you switch groupings if you don't know some of the basic
legislation that cuts to the core of your athletic program?

We support a subdivision with the grouping of programs by sport sponsorship. It is our position that
sponsorship of 16 sports or more indicates a commitment in terms of resources and student
participation by the institution that may solve many of our divisional challenges. It would be fair and
appropriate to include size of the institution in the sport sponsorship equation. In the case of sports
with less overall Division Il sponsorship, combined championships may be appropriate. It is our belief
and hope that the philosophical similarities of institutions sponsoring large programs will be great
enough to answer the concerns of the membership in this area.

| support a new grouping with a larger sports sponsorship with colleges that embrace the values upon
which Division Ill was founded. | think this group should be allowed to keep Division Il brand!

If there is to be a new grouping, it should have schools that sponsor a smaller number of sports.

If a new grouping is established, institutions should have flexibility in designating their affiliation and
the ability to compete against traditional opponents should be preserved.

There should be a limit placed on the time it takes to make such a determination.

We do not know enough about proposed "new" groupings to answer these questions. For example, if
the new group is defined only by philosophy, how will that philosophy be manifested?

We need to accommodate smaller schools who cannot realistically sponsor the same number of
sports as those medium to large Division Il members.
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