
Agenda—NPDA Business Meeting
March, 2001  
Metro State College, Denver, Colorado

1. Officer’s Reports and Announcements
2. Old Business
3. New Business

a.  Housekeeping amendments to the by-laws of the NPDA Constitution (attachment/mailing)
--Robert Trapp, Willamette University and Brian Shipley, Georgetown University

b.  Housekeeping amendments to the NPDA Constitution (attachment/mailing)
--Robert Trapp, Willamette University and Brian Shipley, Georgetown University

c.  Amendment to add a Vice-President (attachment/mailing)
--Robert Trapp, Willamette University and Brian Shipley, Georgetown University

d.  Amendment to add a National Tournament Director (attachment/mailing)
--Robert Trapp, Willamette University and Brian Shipley, Georgetown University

e.  Amendment to add standing committees:  finance, elections, publication and    tournament site  (attachment/mailing)
--Robert Trapp, Willamette University and Brian Shipley, Georgetown University

f.  Amendment to the by-laws to eliminate speaker ranks as a tie-breaker for power matching and speaker awards
Amend By-Law XII [XI] by deleting the following sections and renumbering the remaining:  F3d6, F3e6, and I2d.
--Robert Trapp, Willamette University and Brian Shipley, Georgetown University

g. Amendment regarding the webmaster
Add Section 7 to Article V as follows (this assumes the renumbering from the VP position).  In addition to the duties
subsequently described under the Publications Committee (Article VI, Section 4), the Webmaster and Editor of
Parliamentary Debate shall serve as voting members of the Executive Council.
-Robert Trapp, Willamette University

h. Amendment regarding Student Representation
Add Article VI, Section 7 of the NPDA Constitution as follows:
The National Student Representative and each Regional Student Representative will be entitled to a vote on all
motions to amend the NPDA Tournament Rules (Bylaw XIII)  The National Student Representative only may vote as
proxies the votes of Regional Student Representatives not present.  The vote of the National Student Representative
may not be voted as a proxy vote. 
--Jason Steck, sponsored by Metro State College  

i.  Immediate Implementation of Student Representation
A motion to suspend the rules and allow any and all Student Representatives 
present to vote on any rule changes that may be considered hereafter at this Business Meeting.
--Jason Steck, sponsored by Metro State College

j.  Copies of Rules Allowed in Rounds
Change Rule 4A of the NPDA Tournament Rules (Bylaw XIII) to read as follows:
4A. Any published information (dictionaries, magazines, etc) which may have been consulted    before the debate
cannot be brought into the debating chambers for use during the debate. Except for notes made during preparation
time and a copy of the NPDA "Rules for Debating and Judging", no published materials, prepared arguments, or
resources for the debater's 
use in the debate may be brought into the debating chambers.
--Jason Steck, sponsored by Creighton University  

k."Warm Room" Disclosure
Amend sections 5B and 5C of the NPDA Tournament Rules (Bylaw XIII) to read as follows: 
5B. If facilities are available, a running update of all teams' records will be publicly posted in a "warm room" or
common area accessible to all tournament participants. After returning the ballot, the judge may, at his or her
discretion, give brief constructive comments to the debaters.  Such conversations should, if possible, take place in
the established "warm room" area.  No one may be required to enter the "warm room" or participate in discussions. 
Judges should refrain from checking the records of teams they are about to judge.
5C. Debaters or coaches will refrain from arguing with judges' decisions or comments. Debaters or coaches who
harass judges may be withdrawn from the tournament on a two-thirds vote of the Tournament Committee.
--Jason Steck, sponsored by Metro State College



l. A constitutional amendment to change voting procedure.
Amend Article VI: Annual Business Meeting of the Association, Section 3. 
Current text: Each member institution may be represented by one voting representative (who need not be the
Director of Forensics but may be a substitute from the same school or a proxy given to the representative of another
school) at a Business Meeting.
Proposed change: Each member institution may be represented by two voting representatives–a designated program
director and a student-participant from the same school. (The designated voters may assign their vote to a substitute
from the same school or a proxy representative of another school). The student-participant must meet the student
eligibility criteria established for participation in the national championship tournament. The organization
recommends that the student voter be selected by other student-participants in the school's debate program.
Justification: Increase student voice and activism in the design and execution of the National Parliamentary Debate
Association.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges

m. A constitutional amendment to change proxy voting procedure.
Amend Article VI: Annual Business Meeting of the Association, Section 3. 
Current text: No member institution represented at a Business Meeting may vote more than 10 proxies in addition to
its own vote.
Proposed change: No member institution represented at a Business Meeting may vote more than 2 proxies in
addition to its own vote.
Justification: Representatives should be party to the discussion and debate on important business. This encourages
participation in national business.
--John Meany, Claremont College

n. An amendment to eliminate a second randomly paired debate. 
An amendment to Bylaw XII: Tournament Operating Procedures. Section F. Scheduling of the Debates. Subsection
2. Randomly paired debates.
Current text: The first two debates shall be paired randomly except that care shall be taken to ensure that teams
from the same geographic regions do not meet.
Proposed change: The first debate shall be paired randomly.
Justification: The tournament should pair debates to appropriately set the elimination round bracket. A second
randomly paired debate increases pairing inequities. A debate team, for example, may debate two late-elimination
round teams in the first two debates and another, like-situated team may debate two relatively inexperienced teams.
The tournament should reduce this sort of inequity with a single randomly paired debate. 
In addition, the tournament should do away with any pairing restriction based on geographic diversity. This might
have been meaningful in the early days of parliamentary debating, when debate teams rarely debated teams from
outside their local area. Today, it is quite common to travel and debate schools from around the country at many
tournaments. In addition, the national tournament offers considerable geographic diversity in the pool of attending
institutions. Debaters experience geographic diversity of opposing teams during the eight preliminary rounds of
competition. The tournament should have pairings determined by the performance of individual teams rather than
the geographical location of their school.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges

o. An amendment to Bylaw XII: Tournament Operating Procedures. Section F. Scheduling of the Debates. Subsection 3.
Power-matching. Subsection (a). 
Current text: Rounds 3-8 will be power matched based on each team's cumulative record through the previous
round. 
Proposed change: Rounds 2-8 will be power matched based on each team's cumulative record through the previous
round.
Justification: Corollary to previously listed proposed change, providing a power matched round in the second round
of the tournament.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges



p. An amendment to increase the number of judge strikes.
An amendment to Bylaw XII: Tournament Operating Procedures. Section G. Judge Assignment. Subsection 2. 
Current text: Each team will be allowed to strike a limited number of judges from the pool. This number will be
determined in advance by the tournament director. These strikes will take effect as soon as possible after they are
received by the tabulation staff. 
Proposed change. Each team will be allowed to strike at least 25% of the judging pool. The percentage will be
determined in advance by the tournament director. These strikes will take effect for all preliminary and elimination
debates.
Justification: Tabulating software will allow a significant number of strikes without interfering with judge
assignment for debates. The proposed increase in the number of strikes will improve judge accountability and
reduce team-judge conflict and, at the same time, provide a large and diverse judging pool for random assignment
in debates. In addition, the strikes will be available for the duration of the tournament. There is no reason to have a
strike list in effect for a portion of the tournament. This creates inequity (e.g., some teams are randomly assigned
struck judges and other teams avoid struck judges in initial preliminary debates). If necessary, the judging pool can
be posted electronically, in advance of the tournament,  to participating schools or the parliamentary debate
listserv, such that all judge strikes can be coded prior to tournament registration (perhaps this can be done or is
being done for this year's event). Striking prior to registration guarantees that time pressure is not a reason to delay
the implementation of strike lists at the tournament.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges

q. An amendment for judge certification.
An amendment to Bylaw XII: Tournament Operating Procedures. Section H. Enforcement of Tournament Rules.
Subsection (1).
Current text: Enforcement of Section 4 of the NPDA Tournament Rules (section entitled "during  the debate") shall
be the province of the judge (or in the case of multiple judge panels, of the Speaker of the House).
Proposed change: Enforcement of Section 4 of the NPDA Tournament Rules (section entitled "during  the debate")
shall be the province of the judge (or in the case of multiple judge panels, of the Speaker of the House). To ensure
appropriate enforcement of the established rules, each school attending the national tournament must certify, with
its registration materials for the tournament, that each listed judge from its school has read and is familiar with the
rules of the national tournament and is willing to abide by the rules. The tournament director and/or local host will
certify hired judges. Such certification indicates that the judge has received a copy of the tournament rules,
participated in a comprehensive judge training session, or has become familiar with the rules in some other manner.
Uncertified judges may not cover team entries.
Justification: It is not possible to "enforce" rules with which one has limited familiarity. Many judges at the national
and other  tournaments are unaware of the rules. It is important for judges to know the rules to fairly adjudicate
contests.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges

r. An amendment to promote clash in debates.
An amendment to Bylaw XIII: Tournament Rules.  Rules of Debating and Judging. Section 2. Objective of the
debate.
Current text: The opposition must oppose the resolution and/or the proposition team's case. If, at the end of the
debate, the judge believes that the proposition team has supported and successfully defended the resolution, they will
be declared the winner; otherwise the opposition will be declared the winner.
Proposed change: The opposition must oppose the proposition team's case. If, at the end of the debate, the judge
believes that the proposition team has supported and successfully defended the resolution, as interpreted, they will
be declared the winner; otherwise the opposition will be declared the winner.
Justification: These changes will promote clash in the debate, The current language presumes a resolution existing
independently of its interpretation by the proposition team. The proposed language change suggest that the
resolution does not have a fixed meaning prior to contextualization by the proposition team. In addition, the changes
promote clash by directing opposition argument to the proposition case rather than to a different understanding or
interpretation of the resolution. As any statement may have myriad reasonable interpretations, as well as other
interpretations that are contradictory, foolish, or maniacal, the claim that the opposition could debate any of these,
rather than the presumably sensible position advanced by the proposition team in a debate, undermines the purpose
of adversarial argumentation.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges



s. An amendment to eliminate points of order and privilege.
An amendment to Bylaw XIII: Tournament Rules.  Rules of Debating and Judging. Section 4. During the Debate.
Subsection (4F) Points of Order and subsection (4G) points of Personal Privilege.
Current text: 4F. Points of Order
Points of order can be raised for no reason other than those specified in these Rules of
Debating and Judging. If at any time during the debate, a debater believes that his or her
opponent has violated one of these Rules of Debating and Judging, he or she may address
the Speaker of the House with a point of order. Once recognized by the Speaker of the
House, the debater must state, but may not argue for, the point of order. At the discretion
of the Speaker of the House, the accused may briefly respond to the point of order. The
Speaker of the House will then rule immediately on the point of order in one of three
ways: point well taken, point not well taken, or point taken under consideration. The time
used to state and address a point of order will not be deducted from the speaking time of
the debater with the floor. A point of order is a serious charge and should not be raised
for minor violations.
4G. Points of Personal Privilege
At any time during the debate, a debater may rise to a point of personal privilege when he
or she believes that an opponent has personally insulted one of the debaters, has made an
offensive or tasteless comment, or has grievously misconstrued another's words or
arguments. The Speaker will then rule on whether or not the comments were acceptable.
The time used to state and address a point of personal privilege will not be deducted from
the speaking time of the debater with the floor. Like a point of order, a point of personal
privilege is a serious charge and should not be raised for minor transgressions.
Debaters may be penalized for raising spurious points of personal privilege.
Proposed change: Delete the language.
Justification: These points are almost always "taken under consideration." In other words, they are merely
disruptive of the proceedings and are not subject to an immediate ruling from the chair. This is even more the case
in elimination rounds, in which a speaker is unlikely to speak for the other judges on a panel. In addition, if the
speaker of a multiparty panel does try to include other judges in the deliberation or commentary of a point, the
inclusion of 3 or more voices during a debater's speech, particularly a rebuttal, is so extraordinarily disruptive of
the flow of the speech that an opposing team tactically 'wins' many points, even when the ruling is not in their favor. 
These points cause considerable confusion in the debate. A debater does not often know how to proceed on
arguments that are "taken under consideration." Debaters do not know if they ought to counter _every_ instance of a
potentially new argument in a rebuttal speech. If they do not counter an argument with a point of order, does this
mean the judge should not recognize it as a new argument? If they counter two new arguments in a rebuttal with
points of order, are they unable to make more points (and, perhaps, seem disruptive) or will the judge presume that
the team is conceding that other issues are not new to the debate? And, in replying, for example, that a point is "well
taken," is a judge indicating that no other argumentation can be made on the point or only that the present
articulation of the argument seems new? Points of privilege are even more infrequently used and almost exclusively
disruptive, having little to do with the substance of a debate.
It seems that debaters ought to advance arguments in their speeches and judges can 'take into consideration'
anything that is relevant for decision-making at the conclusion of the debate without the intrusion of frequently
unnecessary and often confusing points of order and privilege.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges

t. An amendment to provide additional information regarding tournament success.
An amendment to Bylaw XII: Tournament Operating Procedures. Section I. Awards. Subsection (6) Season
Sweepstakes.
Add an additional subsection (d) with the following language: 
The NPDA will certify sweepstakes results, based on the criteria outlined in the NPDA Constitution, Article VII, in
each of the following categories: Overall, Varsity, Junior Varsity, and Novice. The NPDA will publish a sweepstakes
ranking of the top twenty-five (25) schools and the top ten (10) two-year colleges on the NPDA website.
Justification: This sweepstakes certification increases the information with which programs are able to provide
promotional information, both within a college or university and to outside individuals and groups. It provides
recognition for students in their competitive divisions. It increase e the number of recognized schools, an important
consideration as the organization continue to expand. It will not increase costs, as there is no formal award other
than official sanction by the NPDA of annual rankings.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges



u. An amendment to create a judge training session.
Amendment to Bylaw XII: Tournament Operating Procedures. Section (A) Tournament Staff.
Proposed addition:
It is the responsibility of the tournament director to establish a time and location for judge training during the
administration of the national tournament. The tournament director will select one or more representatives to
conduct training sessions regarding tournament rules. Participating judges must attend the training session to judge
at the tournament. If a judge has previously participated in a training session at the national tournament, the judge
may receive a waiver for future training sessions, with the exception of a training seminar for any rules changes
from the previous training session. Schools are responsible for hiring judges to replace any of their judges failing to
attend the training session.
Justification: This procedure will familiarize judges with the rules for the national tournament and permit questions
and exploration of the scope of established rules.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges

v. An amendment with regard to judges.
Amendment to Bylaw XII: Tournament Operating Procedures. Section (G) Judge Assignment. 
All adults ineligible to compete at the national tournament are eligible to judge the event. The tournament may not
make any notation on a judge or strike list indicating a special status for judges, including first year judging.
Justification: This will allow qualified individuals to judge at the national tournament, without discriminatory status
references (e.g., “first year out” or “Irish”).
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges

w. An amendment with regard to tournament disclosure.
An amendment to Bylaw XIII: Tournament Rules.  Rules of Debating and Judging. Section 5. After the Debate. 
Proposed addition:
After the completion of tabulation for each preliminary round of debate and the announcement of the subsequent
preliminary round of debate, for round 1-7, the tournament director or designated representative will post the
win/loss and individual speaker results of the preceding debates, in a conveniently located room or public space.
Justification: This addition will provide tabulation transparency for the event, increasing accountability, improving
communication about practice, and providing a secondary check on results accuracy.
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges

x. An amendment with regard to judge decision disclosure.
An amendment to Bylaw XIII: Tournament Rules.  Rules of Debating and Judging. Section 5. After the Debate. 
Proposed change: Delete sections 5a, 5b, and 5c.
Current text:
5A. After the final rebuttal, the Speaker of the House will dismiss the teams, complete
the ballot and return it to the tournament director. The judges should not give oral comments before theballot is
completed and returned to the tournament director. 
5B. After returning the ballot, the judge may, at his or her discretion, give brief constructive comments tothe
debaters. Judges should refrain from announcing the decision. After these comments, debaters andcoaches will
refrain from seeking further information about the debate from the judge. 
5C. Debaters or coaches will refrain from requesting that judges reveal decisions. Debaters or coaches who harass
judges for information may be withdrawn from the tournament on a two-thirds vote of the Tournament Committee.
Amended wording: At  the completion of each preliminary and elimination round of debate, judges are required to
verbally announce their decision. The judge will be given a three minute period of time to explain the decision of the
debate. Immediately following the announcement of the timed three minute period, judges must return ballots to the
tabulation staff. Judges may engage debaters regarding decisions after ballots are delivered to the tournament staff.
Judges must announce decisions but debaters are under no obligation to listen to decisions. Debaters may be
excused from the competition room at their request prior to the announcement of the decision. Students and Coaches
should avoid harassing critics regarding decisions.  
Justification: Decision disclosure is a tool for judge education and consistent decision-making; a guide for improved
practice for participants; a move to open communication in a critical community; a legitimate check on
unaccountable decision-making; a needed secondary check on tournament tabulations; and a means to promote
fairness in disclosure (a method to eliminate problematic ‘selective’ disclosure).
--John Meany, Claremont Colleges

4.  Adjournment no later than the first round in the morning.


