
U.S. Track and Field and Cross Country Coaches Association 

Division II Cross Country General Session 

Wednesday, December 16, 2015 

 

 

Call to order: 4:43 PM 

 Attendance: 109 

 

1. Welcome - Mark Misch 

a. Please take note of the meetings for this coming week.  

b. Officer Report 

i. Jim Vahrenkamp will take Lisa Klingshirn’s position. She resigned the 

position. We are looking for a secretary to take the position as Jim moves 

into the 1st VP position. 

2. Approve Convention Minutes - Jim Vahrenkamp 

a. Movement - Loren Ahonen 

b. Second - Mike Meade 

3. Committee Reports 

a. Jen Michel - Polls 

i. Polls group met yesterday and discussed the changes to the process. 

Lisa had set a good system to follow and we looked at working on 

communication across regions, weather that is phone calls or emails 

since there is a fair share of cross regional competition. That’s something 

to keep in mind as we obviously want to get things correct in the polls. I 

encourage you to be in contact with your polls people to provide them 

with pertinent information. We make be looking at increasing the number 

of schools that we are looking at ranking. 

b. Mark - Thanks to the people that do this work. They do a lot of time working 

through information. It is a thankless job and we appreciate that. Those are 

typically two year positions maybe longer when we find people that do a good 

job. 

c. Scott Lorek - Committee working on cross country course requirements. 

i.  Last year we submitted a document for the rules committee that met last 

year and that was shot down. Damon Martin felt it was worth pursuing so 

myself and six other members are working on minimum course 

requirements. What the whole purpose is to get away from suggestions 

and recommendations to have solid requirements in the pre 

championship manual that will help standardize what we see with cross 

country courses. Nothing is going to happen right now as we are 

continuing to work on those general requirements. We certainly don’t 

want a document that would eliminate traditional courses that are  

important nationally for us. 

d. Mark - We saw in the last session that they are talking about bids. If you’re 

thinking about that I would encourage you to talk to Scott before you get to far 



into it. 

4. Old Business 

a. 2014 Qualifying Process Proposal 

i. Shot down by the NCAA Sport Committee that was declined in June. 

There was a memo that followed regarding the proposal and a 

recommendation from the sport committee to be sent to the NCAA 

championship committee. At that time the championship committee tabled 

that proposal to give the coaching body to present a new proposal. 

b. Standardized results reporting system - we made some great strides with  

the system. We are working to include DNF’s and DNS’s in the information 

to help report what meets function as counters for sport sponsorship. 

c. NCAA Championship Recap 

i. There were a few issues with the web cast 

ii. Ran out of food at the banquet 

iii. Spoke with Morgan in regards to the 2016 championships. 

1. Concerns over the start line 

2. Concerns with the time of the race and the possibility of heat 

3. Concerns with the access to hotels and parking at the meet. 

5. New Business 

a. Working Group Report for NCAA Championship Qualifying Procedure 

i. Last year it was agreed upon that we would like to create a system where 

the best 32 teams at the NCAA National Championship 

ii. Moving forward we wanted to create a system that didn’t rely on historical 

data. They wanted to also see regional representation. One area was 

looking at representation at different conferences. 

iii. We looked at the country from a geographical standpoint and the 

challenges that presents for teams attempting to compete against one 

another. We looked at many different aspects in regards to the national 

championships. That being said the document that was sent out from the 

USTFCCCA basically was written from that standpoint. 

iv. That document is a concept. We intentionally did not include the detailed 

criteria for how each team would be selected. We wanted to get a 

response before we included that detailed information. The SAAC put 

forth a recommendation to have conference champions represented in 

the postseason. There was legislation as well that was basically along the 

same lines. I’m sharing that because I want you to know that those other 

things are happening as well. 

v. Most people who have been here for a while have seen different 

proposals come and go and increases in numbers etc. Our sport has 

changed a lot. If you look back through the history the qualifying process 

has changed over time to reflect some of those changes. There is also a 

desire to be comparable to the other sports that the NCAA sponsors. As 

coaches we have ideas. We make decisions based on circumstances or 

what is going on. It is our nature to take ownership based on knowledge 



that we have. I think sometimes the frustration comes from not knowing 

all of the pieces of the puzzle. We created this working group from all 

parts of the country so that we could get some varied viewpoints. 

vi. I want to share some statistics with you. My number one hope and goal is 

that we come away with a feeling that we did more than argue about this 

1. ⅓ of teams sponsoring xc did not compete at regionals this year 

2. Our regions unlike d1 and d3 are set up by conference affiliation. 

Not geographically. 

vii. I’m here to answer questions about this proposal. This is not the be all 

end all. I have people asking me “is this done?” we are a long way away 

from that. We have an opportunity  from the ncaa to decide the criteria by 

which our teams are selected. I want to make that clear. Our goal is still to 

come up with a solid proposal to achieve that goal. I want people to 

understand that. I know that Morgan has said that they are planning to 

send out a survey with some questions regarding that as well. Thats your 

chance for some feedback. 

viii. Morgan - there is a survey going out that will go out in January to AD’s 

Commissioners and head coaches to get feedback on current procedure 

for feedback and then the proposal from the sport committee, do you 

have  a preference or do you like the way things are now. Hopefully we 

will have the results from those surveys in January when the champs 

committee meets. 

ix. Mark - Thanks Morgan. 

x. Keith - Can you tell me, is it true that that sports committee said that 

historical data cannot be used? Did the champs committee say that or did 

the sport committee say that? Where did that come from. Is that a true 

statement that we can’t use historical data. 

xi. Mark - The sport committee passed on  

xii. Keith - I’ve been in this association for a long time and I used to think the 

sports committee served the committee but I no longer feel that way. The 

sports committee unless they are getting messages from above them 

shouldn’t be saying that.  

xiii. Mark - In fairness to the sports committee what you have to remember is 

that there are different people that have been a part of this. When this 

came out in July I was pretty angry. We have four different people now 

than were on that committee then. There have been things that have 

been done that we didn’t like. 

xiv. Keith - they don’t deserve the benefit of the doubt if they aren’t serving 

this body. 

xv. Mike Rohl - I’m going to just tone this down a little bit. Direct Question. 

Why can’t we use historical data. I would like to hear from Ryan or 

Morgan, and then once you’ve done that is it something that we can 

discuss here. 

xvi. Ryan Dahl - we are currently using historical data. If nothing new passes 



we will continue to use historical data. It’s not that  you can’t use historical 

data but the committee views that negatively. If you put something 

forward using historical data it probably won’t pass the sport committee or 

the championship committee. 

xvii. Mike - Why? 

xviii. Ryan - because you are basing a championship on kids that might not 

even be at the institution any longer.  

xix. Mike - we do have data that certain regions are very very strong. What I 

just said is that based on historical data. 

xx. Ryan - what if things change? 

xxi. Mike - that’s fair we want to  

xxii. Loren Ahonen - we’ve seen this system modulate over time. Weather that 

was for the better for all of us? There are long term trends and short term 

trends. I don’t think  you can say that short term trends doesn’t respond to 

changes. 

xxiii. Nova Southeastern - the member on the committee I know doesn’t like 

the historical data because it doesn’t allow up and coming teams to move 

into the championships. 

xxiv. Scott Lorek - If we go through our polls and the ranked teams we seem to 

be leaving at least one or more top 20 teams at home each year because 

we are using historical data. My problem is that the systems that we have 

been using have been failing our sport and leaving good teams at home. 

From my point of view we need to come up with something different. 

xxv. Mike Rohl -  i understand what you’re saying. There are teams in those 

really strong regions being left home. I asked the question then why don’t 

you send schools from other regions and the answer was that it 

incentivizes teams in the regions to put money into the sport. Does 

anyone know why we went to historical data? 

xxvi. General - No 

xxvii. Mike Rohl - because it was so abhorrent how it was selected by the 

committee. I would give you back that trust if you said let's go with some 

historical data and then pick those teams in the strong region. 

xxviii. Ryan Dahl - I don’t want it. I want the smart coaches in this room to come 

up with a system that doesn’t put it in my hands but also doesn’t use 

historical data. That’s the challenge. Let’s not just settle for something just 

because we’ve been doing it that way. It should be what you do this year 

matters and gets the good teams there. It’s possible, figure it out. 

xxix. Mark Misch - I want to say something about that. We have meet with 

Dave from direct athletics. He’s the data guy and some of us have seen a 

lot of the tings that they can do with the informatoin that they have now 

due to the technology that wasn’t existing in years past. We’ve been able 

to learn and see what can be done. I’m ‘just sharing that because that’s 

another part of the equation that we need to consider. If it helps you have 

peace of mind they would be glad to share it. 



xxx. Without going further in depth in why things were or are decided. As long 

as the body wants something that’s what the committee should follow. 

However at the same time if this body is not saying go in this direction the 

basic scenario is that the committee should follow that. 

xxxi. Mason Rebarcheck - Ryan that’s my favorite thing you’ve said all week. Is 

there a way to alter the division 1 system that uses current data that 

would work for us? I know that d3 does use the committee. I think we 

have two reasonable systems and make it better that will fit for us. 

xxxii. I like the idea of the math deciding things for us. Thinking that maybe 

nationals should be the same way. The hard part is that we don’t travel as 

much as division one to create these data points to show who is better. 

Now some people have access to other regions and there are certainly 

budget wise differences that limit people's ability to travel and compete. 

Dave ran the d1 model on the current d2 schedule and there were two 

women’s teams that had a point and after that the next 14 at larges were 

a mess of tie breakers etc. It was hard to come up with a system that 

would help out. Dave sits in on the D3 calls and he said that some of the 

first teams were obvious. I’m not sure why but I think that there is more 

cross over in D3 that in D2 

xxxiii. Mark - Another issue that we wanted to address for our division is how we 

help ourselves. I think a lot of times we are hoping that we can piggyback 

on a d1 meet or relying on that instead of creating our own meets.  a 

month and a half ago we put together some data that showed the last 6 

weeks of the regular season where you have the meat of the real season. 

We said you know if you have d2 invitations where people would have the 

chance to compete against each other. It's not just the people they would 

compete against head to head but who those teams then in turn had 

competed against. There are ways to evaluate all of those things. We are 

in a position to create or propose a new system to the sport committee 

that says what we want to use as criteria. I’m just sharing that because 

I’m not sure if that helps. 

xxxiv. Mason - If we can get the committee the most metrics as possible to help 

them out it would be good. 

xxxv. Bob Devries- are you talking about criteria to get into the 64 super 

regional? 

xxxvi. Mark - I’m just saying there are ways to create the criteria. 

xxxvii. Bob - the only meets that you would be left with would be the conference 

championships since you’re getting rid of the regional championships.  

xxxviii. Mark - no there are no points. I’m going to let Loren talk to that. 

xxxix. Bob - there has to be a way to quantify the data. Adams state was our 

conference champion and we never ran against them. We ran against 

west texas three times and one time ran against 4 of their top 7. The way 

we are running things doesn’t provide those competitive opportunities. I 

don’t have a lot of confidence in the ability of Direct Athletics to pick out 



the best teams. 

xl. Mark - for example stanford ran at their invitational and then changed who 

ran later on. 

xli. Loren - there is a misconception with different systems. We aren’t trying 

to create a point value we are looking at head to head competition and 

common opponents. 

xlii. Nick Maas - I think not knowing what the criteria is is what is hard to 

accept. What does head to head mean? 

xliii. Mike Rohl - can we look at common opponents? 

xliv. Loren - that can be done. Outside of a few strong institutions we are 

probably running near to 4 of our best guys. 

xlv. Ryan - I think I’m 99% sure that your executive committee will be talking 

about criteria tomorrow morning. Give them a chance to meet and to hash 

those ideas 

xlvi. I think most of us want to run our way into the meet. So I think if you 

expanded the meet it would provide more opportunity to make the meet. 

xlvii. Our question in the back is are we arguing about maybe a one site meet 

later on or are we prepared to give bids for the next six years. 

xlviii. Mark - Things change all the time. 

xlix. But is that the committee's stance? 

l. Morgan - the bid process is open now. If it comes forward that we change 

to the 64 team model then obviously there would be changes made to the 

bid. It’s not set in stone that this would affect this model. 

li. Mark - to clarify our committee will be meeting again later. We wanted to 

have some conversation from the body.  

lii. Mason - I wonder if would be ok to take a straw poll now and see what 

the interest is in a one site system. And if they aren’t could we look at 

changing the 8 team system. 

liii. Real quick we want to give the athletes a chance to compete. If you limit it 

after the conference meet. You are taking away the opportunity for kids to 

compete in a one team super regional. my thought is this we should keep 

the current system and just have 8 at large bids. 

liv. Mark - there a lot of things on the table. Mason 

lv. Keith - I have an athletic director that hasn’t talked to me about cross 

country in ten years. When he read this proposal he sprinted to my office 

and said that this 

1. Movement to table this working group - Keith from Kutztown 

2. Second from Nova 

3. Question has been called 

4. Majority Rules 

6. Meeting Adjourned 5:59 PM 



U.S. Track and Field and Cross Country Coaches Association 

Division II Cross Country General Session 

Thursday, December 17, 2015 

 

 

Call to order: 10:29 AM 

 Attendance: 112 

 

1. Mark Misch - Welcome.  

a. Our purpose here is to do what is best for the sport. Please be respectful 

with your comments to everyone else in the room. 

b. In regards to the proposal that we discussed yesterday that is off the table 

and we are moving forward. 

c. The committee has agreed that being a part of the national championship is 

a huge honor. We want half of the national field to be represented by at 

large selections. That was then number one component of the proposal 

that was passed forward last year. We’ve taken the feedback from this 

group from yesterday and come up with a new proposal. There are people 

that will be handing out sheets with the details of the proposal. (See 

attached document) 

d. I hope that everyone has had time to read through the proposal. I want to re-read 

the opening paragraph. 

e. Keith - Just the word mandate, can the term mandate be changed to 

recommended. 

f. Mark - yes. 

g. Mark - We looked at a number of situations and scenarios of split squad 

competition. 

h. How do you know who was your top seven? 

i. Once you finish the regional meet determines how your teams are evaluated 

based on who you ran on your team. You are rewarded for good performances 

and not penalized for poor performances. In situations where there are very close 

competitions this allows the committee to take these things into consideration. 

Are there any questions on that? 

j. Where you talk about the scoring against each team as a duel meet what do you 

mean? 

k. Mark - it just means that would be an additional data point that could be 

considered. 

l. Are we only looking at d2 versus d2 competition for the head to head 

competition. 

m. Mark - what we have to go off of is the scoring of a cross country meet based on 

the current situation. We cannot go back and score teams against other teams. 

n. Aaron - you’re only looking at 8 teams at a time and their head to head 

comparison. Does that help? 

o. Yes thanks. 



p. Bob - when you do a comparison how does it work? 

q. Mark - I’m going to go show that right now (see attached document) 

r. In this process will coaches be allowed to vote for their own teams? 

s. Mark - no. in this process they will be using data. 

t. Jen - I know when we are talking about the data. When directathletics came in 

yesterday showed how the other divisions used the data and he was confident 

that the process worked well using the data. 

u. Keith - when we had at larges years ago we tried to take the personal aspect 

away. We weren’t able to do it like we will be able to do now. It can be  a blind 

comparison (i.e. team 1 vs team 2 instead of team names). I have a friend on the 

d3 sub committee that is considering doing it. It may help remove bias from the 

committee. 

v. Mark - Moving on to additional individual selections (see attached document). 

You could have up to 264 participants at the national meet. 

w. Darin Flowers - would it be able to be available post selection so that there is 

transparency to see how the selection was done.  

x. Why did we move from the current system of three automatic qualifiers to 16 at 

large teams? 

y. Mark - we are using the proposal that we brought forward as a body last year. 

The way we got more teams to the national meet was to add one more automatic 

bid per regional. We compromised at the time. We just did it so that we could get 

a few more teams into the national meet. 

z. Would it ease the angst of the body with 8 at large versus 16 at large? 

aa. Loren - the 16 allows more teams to have a chance to get in. 

bb. Ryan Dall - I’m speaking as a coach. I appreciate the work you guys have done. I 

support you I support your committee. I think this is a good compromise from 

what you first came up with and between the d1 and d3 models. A lot of people 

want to stand up and talk about stuff, but I don’t see any other proposals. You 

guys sat down and hammered this out with a bunch of coaches in a room. If the 

body has something better then bring it forward but let's not just sit here and 

belabor the proposal that has been brought forward. 

cc. The main thing I’m disappointed in is that it takes away from knowing how many 

bids are on the line.  

dd.  MIke Meade - I want everyone to take a moment and step back from things and 

look at what our philosophy and figure out more what we want. I would like us to 

continue to consider qualifying for the region. 

ee. Mike Rohl - we address these things ever few years because we expand fields 

and things happen. the landscape of the sport changes. I personally don’t 

support any changes to qualifying to the regional. I think it muddies the water.  

ff. I have a quick question here. I’m in the south region and I don’t have the ability to 

compete against teams because of our geographic location. 

gg. Joe Wassink - The other thing you can do is finish top two in your region. 

 


