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1. Swinging of the elbows. 

The committee continues to be concerned with elbow contact. Because of the increased 

number of these situations, the committee believes that immediate change is needed. Effective 

with the 2010-11 season, more than incidental contact above the shoulders with the elbow 

must be a minimum of an intentional foul. Previously, the official only had the option of calling 

a common foul or a flagrant foul.  Elbow contact below the shoulder will be penalized by a 

common foul, intentional foul, or flagrant foul in the judgment of the official.  

If the contact with the elbow is deemed to be a result of excessive swinging of the elbows, 

the penalty will continue to be a flagrant foul regardless of the area contacted.  

In addition to this rules change, there will be additional officiating emphasis on protecting 

players that have possession immediately following a rebound by quickly calling reach in or 

other contact fouls.  

2. Charge/block/player control fouls. 

The committee believes last year’s rules change that identified the area under the basket as 

a place on the floor that a secondary defender is not able to establish legal guarding position 

was positive and acted as a deterrent. Overall, the committee believes there was some 

modification in behavior of players and the rule accomplished its goal of reducing the number 

of collisions at the goal.  

Consideration was given to placing an arc on the floor, particularly after reviewing feedback 

and survey results from the basketball community. While there seems to be consensus in terms 

of placing an arc on the floor to further deter secondary defenders from setting up under and 

around the basket, there was no consensus on where an arc should be placed. Additionally, the 

committee is concerned that placing an arc on the floor too far from the basket (i.e., NBA arc) 

would create a seismic shift in the game that would potentially provide a significant advantage 



to the offensive team. The committee also believes at this point an arc would philosophically 

eliminate a concept that has always been part of NCAA basketball: a player has the right to a 

space on the floor that has been legally obtained.  

This is not to say that the committee does not believe there could be merit in placing an arc 

on the floor. The concern rests with the potential for significant change in the game versus the 

overall health of the college game, which the committee believes is very strong. In order to 

collect more feedback and data, the committee has approved an experimental rule that would 

place an arc two feet from the center of the basket. The committee will allow and encourage 

this experiment during exhibition games and regular season multi-team events (e.g., National 

Invitational Tournament). The committee hopes that Division II and III institutions, in particular, 

will use the opportunity to experiment in exhibitions and scrimmages and provide the 

committee with feedback. 

From an educational standpoint, it should be noted the committee’s intent with its current 

rule was to act as a deterrent. The experimental rule is intended to extend the area of 

deterrence.  Additionally, officials will be expected to make a call always when there is 

significant contact around the basket. Improvement has been made in this area and needs 

continued review and focus. 

3. Point of emphasis.  

After approving several points of emphasis every season, the committee decided to take a 

different approach. This season, both committees are asking officials to focus on the rules as 

written instead of selecting several items specifically. Historically, the points of emphasis items 

take so much of the officiating focus that other rules are ignored. The general sense is that the 

rules in place are adequate and positive for the game and should simply be enforced. 

4. Major concerns. 

a. Timeout Administration. This is an area the committee feels strongly that the rules 

as written are adequate, but the rules need to be enforced. During a timeout, there 

are two horns. The first horn is a warning indicating 15 seconds remaining in the 

timeout.  The second horn, by rule, denotes the time the ball should be put in play. 

The committee reiterates that game officials must place the ball on the floor (a 

practice that has been avoided in the past) and start a count if the team throwing 

the ball in is not ready for play. The committee plans a separate mailing to coaches 

to specifically address this issue so there is no confusion as to how this play will be 

handled.  This will be a main topic on rules education videos and presentations.  



b. End of Game Situations. The group had considerable discussion about how the game 

ends. Included in the discussion was the difference between intentional fouls and 

fouling to stop the clock with a legitimate attempt at the ball. The use of the video 

monitor by game officials within the context of the rules was generally seen as a 

positive in order to ensure calls at or near the end of the game are administered 

properly.  

c. Three seconds/rough play. The committee thought rough play improved slightly. 

Better administration of three seconds in the lane certainly will assist with rough 

play. However, each game presents different challenges in terms of the amount of 

contact players are creating.  

d. Traveling. This rule is again an area where better enforcement is required. The 

committee had significant discussion on drop-steps, spin moves and determining 

when the pivot foot is established. Officials are generally doing a good job here, but 

the committee feels some additional training points will result in more correct and 

consistent calls. 

5. Topics of discussion/future consideration. The committee discussed several other items 

of note, but did not take any action: 

a. Wider Lane. Several interested groups, including the Division I Men’s Basketball 

Committee, asked the committee to consider a wider lane as a means to improve 

the spacing of the game in the post. The general consensus is that a wider lane 

would be a positive for the men’s game. Obviously, there are financial 

considerations and college basketball court markings for men and women are 

important to the game’s image and future. Further discussion is needed on this 

topic. 

b. Sportsmanship Concerns. The committee was pleased with better conduct this 

season in the area of disconcertion during free throws after emphasizing it with 

officials and coaches. In general, sportsmanship will always be a concern of the 

committee. Conduct of coaches has generally improved, but a concern for the larger 

image of the game remains. In some higher profile cases, coaches are not treating 

their own student-athletes respectfully, and the committee is planning to send a 

memorandum to all directors of athletics requesting assistance in improving these 

behaviors.  The general feeling of the committee is this is an institutional issue 

rather than an officiating concern. 

 



c. Coach calling timeout during a live ball. The committee is strongly considering 

altering the timeout rule to only allow a timeout to be called by the head coach 

during dead ball situations. The administration of this important call has increasingly 

become difficult to enforce by game officials and several crucial timeout calls, 

particularly late in games, have been made improperly and have unfairly benefitted 

the team granted the timeout. The committee feels the problem occurs when the 

status of the ball changes between the time the coach requests a timeout until the 

time the official grants the timeout.  An official’s attention is and should be on the 

court during live ball play; therefore, it makes sense to the committee that only 

players on the court should be allowed to call timeouts during play.  

d. Use of monitor for shot clock expiration reviews. The committee plans to clear up 

some confusion on the use of the monitor to review shot clock expirations in its next 

rules book. Currently, the monitor may be used for shot clock reviews only under a 

minute in each half. The committee is considering expanding this allowance to the 

entire game. 

e. Defining amount of time it takes to catch the ball. Several situations were presented 

to the committee that would benefit from having a set limit in terms of time. The 

accepted minimum amount of time to catch and shoot a ball by rule is 0.4 seconds; 

it seems to make sense to use that same number, at a minimum, if a team is 

catching a rebound and calling timeout.  

f. Definition of the try during a fouling situation. The committee had some discussion 

on when the shot begins under our continuous motion rule and believes more 

definition and education is needed. In general, the committee believes officials do a 

good job with this rule, but additional clarification of when a try begins could be 

helpful. 

g. Defining where the ball is to be put in play. For consistency and ease of 

administration, the committee is considering better defining where the ball should 

be put in play. One proposal under consideration says that if play is stopped 

between the baseline and the free-throw line extended and inside the three-point 

line, the throw-in would be taken at the end line. Anything outside this area would 

be a sideline throw-in.  

h. Backcourt allowance. In its review of other rules codes, the committee noted that 

international rules does not allow the ball to return to the backcourt once the 

offensive team has possession in the front court. For example, a throw-in from the 



front court must remain in the front court. This item was discussed briefly and will 

be placed on next year’s survey for membership feedback. 

6. New chair. The committee voted to elect Mike Brey, Notre Dame head coach, as its new 

chair, replacing Bobby Lutz. The committee thanked Mr. Lutz for his exceptional leadership 

during the past year.  

7. Future meeting. In order to allow for more feedback and discussion at conference 

meetings, the men’s and women’s basketball rules committees voted to hold their annual 

meeting in early June. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this report. If you have any feedback or questions 

regarding the men’s basketball rules process or anything in this report, please direct your 

communication to Ty Halpin, NCAA staff liaision, at thalpin@ncaa.org.  
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