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Dear David,

The 1-A FARs shared the post-presidential retreat update with the membership and asked for feedback and reactions. This note summarizes responses to the student-athlete well-being working group and is being passed on to you and President Spanier to be included in final deliberations and recommendation to the NCAA Board of Directors. The responses are not included in any particular order of importance but merely reflect a summary of reactions to selected items from the update. You will be receiving additional summaries from other 1-A FARs.

1)	Permit a student-athlete who has received a full athletics grant in aid to receive additional athletic aid up to the full cost of attendance or $2000, whichever is less.

Response: This item received some very strong reactions in that this was thought to be a move that would cover the full cost of attendance and the cap of $2000 falls far short in this regard at many institutions. At the same time, there seems to be clear recognition as to why a cap is being considered. However, this does not ease the push for coverage of the full cost of attendance at various colleges and universities. One theme that flows through the responses in reference to this particular proposal is that perhaps instead of settling on a limit of $2000 perhaps the limit could be set as a percentage of the full and actual cost of attendance at a given institution. 

The set percentage could be used across conferences to maintain competitive equity across conferences, if not necessarily between conferences. Some FARs see the move toward the cost of attendance for student-athlete aid as playing toward the public and the media but fear that there will be little or no credit if the move is only to a $2000 cap. Among the responses is the recognition that there are those institutions that can afford most projected monetary increases and those who cannot and their reactions may or may not be based upon affordability.

While there is some clear concern expressed about $2000 being too small, there was also some expression that student-athletes are already receiving considerable assistance toward their education and the cost of attendance and the move toward an additional amount was not really necessary. Between these two positions it is fair to say that too little was greater than too much. We had some wide-ranging views on the cost of attendance issue and it is not clear where the 1-A faculty would settle. Even among the strongest of those opposing the $2000 cap there was a feeling that something is better that nothing and does represent an expression that student-athletes should in some way participate in the growth and development of intercollegiate athletics both on and off our campuses.  While it is often said that there will be as many opinions among faculty as there are faculty members, the opinions differ here as well. However, we send this so that you may see how important this issue is to 1-A FARs and that perhaps some of this information will be helpful in your deliberations. 

2)	Permit multi-year grants up to the full term of eligibility.

There seems to be general support for the multi-year grant with the idea that this is in favor of student-athlete welfare. Some worry that this will increase the appeal process activity on campus. Some see this as housekeeping in that most parents and the general public think that awards are multi-year already. There is the general sense that this is something that should be done as long as there are guidelines and standards that allow aid to be terminated early if standards are not being met. It should be made clear that scholarships are a privilege and not a right. Guidelines should be drafted at the NCAA level and not left up to individual institutions.

3)	Early graduation from high school and enrollment in college.

The 1-A FARs support the idea that there should be some limitations to this process in that many student-athletes miss out on the usual senior year activities and miss a good portion of what it is like to be a high school student and senior. However, there are those faculty members who see nothing wrong with early college enrollment if the student has legitimately completed high school. Some suggest that there should be some restriction on the process of early enrollment and if enrolled, the student should be prohibited from athletic involvement, practice, and/or competition. While some believe that the current practice might be misused primarily in the sport of football, we should be careful not to limit opportunities for international students where mid-year enrollment might be a necessity. There is general support for some restriction on mid-year enrollment, especially for football.

4)	Initial Eligibility.

There is very strong support for the proposal being put forth by the Academic Performance Committee (CAP). There is also some support for freshmen ineligibility but also some recognition that this is not likely to happen. Therefore, the current CAP proposals will be the best chance for student-athletes to have the greatest opportunity of being successful academically. These proposals will also reduce the pool of high-risk students participating initially and allow for campus adjustment.

5)	Over-Signing.

While not asked, several respondents put in a request for the working group to look very carefully at eliminating the process of over-signing. The view is that there is no more important issue than this one as it relates to student-athlete welfare and the practice that permits the signing of PSAs and then dropping them or moving them to another semester because there is no more room on the scholarship roster.
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