Athletic Advisory Council

November 5, 2004

Idaho Commons, 10:30 a.m.-12:00 p.m.

Participants:  Alton Campbell, Kathe Gabel, Carl Hunt, Roger Korus, Marla Kraut, Torrey Lawrence, Dee Menzies, Provost Linda Morris, Rob Spear, Kirk Tingstad.

1.
Approval of Recruitment Policies
A final review of the recruitment policies, with suggestions of possible changes, was the first order of business.

· Page 1: Athletic recruiting policies- several questions regarding the host evaluation form (explained on page 5) and the relationship it had with academic evaluation were addressed. It was decided that this section be moved to page 5 with the rest of the prospect evaluation section, since it has no tie to academic evaluation, only behavioral evaluation. It was clarified that if a prospect does meet academic requirements, and does not score well on the host evaluation form, the coaches must present that case to senior Athletic Department. personnel with information or references regarding the prospects.

· Page 2: A clarification regarding the follow-up by athletics: When a student shows interest in becoming a Vandal, the Athletic Dept. should follow up with a “thank-you or some other appropriate, written response in referral to their interest in our athletic program. The response must be written, not verbal.

· Page 4: Clarification on paid prospect visit entertainment funding: $30 provided per day, per prospect strictly for entertainment purposes (48 hour visit).  (Two prospects with one host receive $120 [$60 per prospect for two days] – D. Menzies).  The amount of money is based on the prospect, not on the host.  

· Page 5:  A grammatical change was added: “…the rules apply to US and International scholarship and walk-on student athletes.”

After a meeting and a review by coaches, R. Spear reported that there was a discrepancy with the curfew determined for prospects while on an official visit to the university, which was outlined in the recruiting policies. The coaches suggested that a 12:00 a.m. curfew was not realistic. For example, if the prospects go to a volleyball game, they probably would not go out of there until 10:30 p.m., and would have little time for dinner, or any other extra-curricular activities thereafter. It was proposed by the coaches that the policy be changed back to the original 1:00 a.m. curfew. This means that any prospect visiting the university must be “out of public eye,” i.e.: at a host apartment or their hotel room, by 1:00 a.m.  All hosts are same sex and same sport.

SUGGESTION:  For the recruiting policy – weekend guidelines, use the same kind of language (guidelines from 4 to 7).  Change to either all-positive or negative statements.

The policies will need to be mailed to all three conferences.  K. Gabel will present to the President.

2.
Recommendation from the Academic Review Committee

Prior to 1992, NCAA did not have any satisfactory progress demands for student athletes.  The Knight Commission formed and recommended that progress demands be placed on the student-athletes.  In 2003, academic eligibility of a collegiate athlete is now determined by the 40-60-80- policy, meaning that the athlete must complete 40%, 60%, and 80% of credits required in their major in respective time periods. The responsibility to determine the academic progress of the athletes in this area has primarily rested with the Athletic Dept. However, it is difficult for athletics to accomplish this task effectively because of issues with cross-listing of classes, and other registration policies. The Academic Review Committee reviewed this situation.  (This is a campus-wide committee, which reviews academic services at the university.) 

SUGGESTION: It was recommended that a position be appointed or created within the Registrar’s office to review students’ transcripts, degree audits, etc. in order to determine eligibility. Reta Pikowsky supports this recommendation.  Most Division 1 schools have this position on their campus already, and it has been a success. This new position would ensure that student athletes are receiving credit for classes that may pertain to their majors, but are not necessarily listed as such.  It would potentially be supported through the Registrar’s Office, President, and the Athletics Department.  This would be for the 2005 – 2006 year.

CLARIFICATION: What about a student athlete who wants to change their major to something entirely different? Under the 40-60-80 policy, a student athlete would not be able to change major to something totally different, and remain eligible to play collegiate sports under NCAA guidelines. However, in extenuating circumstances, eligibility can be appealed by filling out a waiver. This policy is not really an issue if a student athlete is changing their major to something in a similar field, but when switching to an entirely different area (i.e. from humanities to science), it becomes an issue.

SUGGESTION: Improve advising for all students at the university, not just student athletes. Only appoint professors and instructors who are interested in advising, so the student receives the full benefit. Also, set a goal to have at least one “back-up” advisor within each college or department who is knowledgeable in the NCAA academic eligibility regulations. When a special case develops, the student would be sent to the advisor within their department or college who is educated in the academic policies of their major, and also the policies of the NCAA (for student athletes). This way, when a student athlete is at risk of losing their scholarship due to a change of major, the case can be appealed to NCAA and resolved immediately.  

3.
Faculty Council Sub-committee Review of the Task Force Report

The Faculty Council appointed different sub-committees to review any task force recommendations that concern faculty governance. K. Gabel met with the sub-committee that was assigned to athletics. 

The first draft suggestion from the sub-committee was to combine the Athletic Advisory Council (AAC) and the Athletic Fiscal Oversight Committee. After discussion among the sub-committee members and K. Gabel, the suggestion was not supported because each committee is considered a different entity, with different members and responsibilities.

The Athletic Director then presented Athletics Department’s review of the task force recommendations to the AAC. After extensive discussion, the following suggestions were embraced by the AAC in regard to the task force recommendations.

4.
Response to Task Force Report:

SUGGESTION: Have someone from the AAC sit on the Athletics Fiscal Oversight Committee, and bring a Faculty Council representative to both committees.

SUGGESTION: Put a link on the Athletics website that will provide the reader with information on Athletics’ response to Task Force recommendations.

SUGGESTION: Clarify that athletics does not have any administrative jurisdiction over the SRC. President White or other administrative council should present this fact to the rest of the university community and it is proposed that there be better communication within the university community.

Bearing in mind athletics’ comments toward the Task Force recommendations, all AAC members are urged to send suggestions to K. Gabel. The goals are to outline the role of the AAC, target the issues that relate to the Council, and communicate with the public so that they are aware of issues. 

CLARIFICATION:  Should the Faculty Representative’s position be increased to 50%?  If the position is approved for the Registrar’s Office, the need to increase the percentage of the FAR position is less.

Meeting was adjourned at noon.

Respectively submitted,

Kathe A. Gabel

