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	The 1A FAR supports the efforts of the post-presidential retreat working groups to take a hard and comprehensive look at NCAA operations and bylaws and to implement reforms in as quick a time frame as possible.   We also appreciate the opportunity to comment in real time as the working groups set about their tasks.  The 1A FAR Board polled our membership with regard to the first of the enforcement working group’s focuses – multi-tiered violations rather than major and levels 1 and 2 secondaries.   
  
	As prelude, there is universal support for eliminating bylaws as the best and most effective way of deregulating and freeing time for both the enforcement staff and the Committee on Infractions, and we urge the task force to look to this solution first and as the prime mechanism for achieving reform.   That said, there is significant support – although not universal -- for implementing one intermediate tier of violations, but not more.   Those in favor of multiple levels suggest a model similar to degrees or classes of felonies and misdemeanors under criminal law.   Those opposed cite to the risk of more complexity and complication in defining what is in or out; more uneven application leading to mistrust and calls for new bylaws; and concern that there might be unevenness in “charging” or self-reporting (particularly if some of the tiers are administered at the conference level) and more time spent “plea bargaining” out of one tier and into a lower one.   Those opposed also believe that the effort to eliminate bylaws and to deregulate will obviate the need for more than one additional tier of violations.    As to what might constitute a middle tier – we believe that this tier should not include (1)  any conduct that produces a significant competitive or recruiting advantage; (2) violations that involve intentional or knowing conduct of coaches or athletics or campus administrators to willfully avoid or ignore bylaws and their implications;  (3) violations that have more than a minimal impact on student-athlete well-being; or (4) a case that involves failure of institutional control.     
  
	Another widely shared 1A FAR view is that the enforcement working group also needs to review the student-athlete reinstatement process to assure that its guidelines and policies reflect core values and overriding concerns as well as to assure that there is a fully thought out approach to where the two processes need to be different and where they should be harmonized to achieve a consistent approach to violations. 

	The 1A FAR looks forward to reviewing other proposals coming from the Enforcement Working Group.  Both the 1A FAR, and individual FBS FARs, would like to assist in anyway you find helpful and appropriate.
  
  

