TO:		Walter Harris, President, University of Hartford and
		Chair, CAP

FROM:	Josephine (Jo) R. Potuto
		President, 1A FAR

DATE:	October 13, 2011

RE:		CAP Summary Document; September Meeting

	The 1A FAR Board distributed the CAP summary document to all FBS FARs.  Most FARs already had seen the document through direct distribution from the NCAA or at campus meetings.   The purpose of this memo is to share with you the views of FBS FARs.  

	I would like to begin by thanking you and CAP for all the work that you have done, both with these proposals and also since the inception of CAP.   FBS FARs enthusiastically support and appreciate your work and have no doubt that it has had the salutary effect of both enhancing the opportunities for student-athletes to focus on their academic work and involving coaches in the responsibility for student-athlete academic performance.   We also have no doubt that CAP’s work has resulted in improved academic success for student-athletes.   

	Now, as to the particular proposals advanced in the summary document.  

	1.  FBS FARS are united in support of the concepts embodied in the proposals advanced in the summary document.      

	2.  FBS FARs understand that CAP is attempting to achieve a balance of many competing interests.   While there are concerns raised by some FBS FARS regarding the particular elements and implementation of one or another of the proposals,  we all understand that  CAP has spent time and effort looking at a host of considerations, no doubt including the concerns that some of us have.   As a result, there is near universal sentiment to defer to the balance CAP has struck.   

	3.  FBS FARs believe that requiring that prospects complete 10 core courses prior to the start of the seventh semester in high school may be the single best thing that CAP has proposed.   One concern raised was directed at whether high schools are sufficiently on notice so that courses are available early for prospects and also so that prospects are advised in time to meet the requirement.  We assume that initiatives are in place so that this happens and note, in particular, the 2015 effective date.   

	4.   FBS FARS support the proposed changes to the penalty structure.  We are enthusiastic about the proposal to tie eligibility for championships to team academic performance.  There is some concern about the metric to be used, however.   For example, we can envision a situation in which the team APR or GSR triggers ineligibility but where the team has satisfactory or at least markedly improved academic performance in the semester or prior year.   We recognize that institutional penalties always fall on some who were not responsible for the behaviors that triggered the penalties.  We also recognize that, in this respect, CAP post-season penalties will operate in the way that Committee on Infractions post-season penalties operate.   There nonetheless is some sentiment for CAP to attempt to project some of the likely configurations and account for them up front in the penalty structure rather than by waiver.  While we do not advocate adopting policy depending on how it plays in the media, we are concerned that a waiver process here will be attacked as manipulative and focused on championship revenues and broadcast/cablecast partner needs.   FBS FARs also support a TV ban for teams that underperform, although we recognize the issues regarding conference contracts and impact on teams that compete with the TV-banned team.

	5.  FBS FARs generally support moving to a 930 APR.

	6.  FBS FARs generally support the proposal to increase the entering GPA, and adjust the sliding scale, for prospects entering four-year institutions directly from high school (as well as the academic red shirt year).   The support is not universal, however.   The majority who support articulate several reasons – (a) we are concerned with the lack of academic preparedness of some of our entering first-year students; (b) we are concerned with the stresses placed on athletic academic services when entering students are markedly unprepared to do college level work, including the incentives to “herd” them to certain majors, etc.; (c) we are concerned that our universities are open to the charge that we are exploiting young people for what they can provide in competition when there is no realistic chance that they can do college level work; and (d) we are concerned with the classroom environment and stress on instructors produced when there is a wide variance in academic performance.   Those opposed to the proposal (a) describe the success their campuses have had in achieving academic success for underprepared prospects and are concerned with initiatives that limit their opportunity to work with these students; (b) are concerned that their institutions will be ill-situated to fund scholarships for underprepared prospects in their first year if those prospects are ineligible to compete; and (c) worry about competitive equity and its impact on student-athletes at their institutions.   Finally, all of us – those who support and those who oppose these proposals -- are concerned with the impact this proposal will have on access for minorities and those from challenged socioeconomic backgrounds.
	
[bookmark: _GoBack]	7.  Although not part of CAP’s proposals, FBS FARs also support injecting academic requirements for junior college transfers – core courses, limits on athletics credits, limits on “back-loading” credits to final semester or year, etc.

	Again, thank you for all the work you have done.   And please accept and call on the 1A FAR, or individual FBS FARs, if there is something we might do to facilitate your work.
