Championships & Alignment Committee 
August - Agenda 
08/26/2026 | 11am EST 

Meeting Minutes in RED.
Facilitator: Mike Saddler (Chair)
Note Taker: Kelsi Weeks
Start time: 11:00 AM ET
End time: 12:31 PM ET

Committee Responsibilities: To review the overall structure of NJCAA Region and District alignment, championship pathways, and Men’s, Women’s, and Joint championship site selections, including football bowl games. All recommendations from this committee will be provided to the NJCAA Office and approved by the NJCAA Board of Regents. 
 
1. New Business 
· Introductions 
· Present- Saddler (C), Henry (VC), Kosina, Nabi, Nelson, Smith, Larson, Hiestand, Lotz, Monaghan, Balado, Hoyt, Young (SWA), Jackson, Myrick (SMA), Nobile, Parker Amundson, Brinkerhoff, Monaghan (NJCAA), Lovett (NJCAA), Weeks (NJCAA)
· Absent- Winzer (no longer in R2, removed from list), Willingham, Perry
· Discussion - Cross Country Qualification Proposal 
· Saddler noted that some of the numbers on proposal appear to be incorrect and that the committee needs more accurate participation data before moving forward (teams vs. individual participants). Indicated that the proposal should not be voted on at this meeting, with the goal of potentially coting at the September meeting.
· Monaghan discusses bids awarded to Richmond, VA (2028) Tallahassee, FL (2027) and working on solidifying 2029 and 2030. Expressed concern about the impact of participation numbers of future championship bids and those already awarded, particularly if the proposed 1500 participant figure changes (noted in bid). The group needs to consider how this could affect hosts and site-selection process. Suggests decision should be made quickly so we can be up front with our hosts. 
· Larson said his opinion depends largely on the overall philosophy for national championship field sizes. He likes the concept of a qualification process rather than an open meet and believes qualifying standards could create a more competitive national championship. He raised questions about the appropriate number of team and individual qualifiers in each division and how teams would be assigned to qualifying meets. Raises these questions- what portion of XC teams (DI, DII, DIII) would qualify?, how many individual spots and how many team spots for each division?, how to do we get them where they need to go for post season? 
•  Saddler noted that championship meet locations have historically been influenced by which teams qualify, and that the proposal would represent a significant shift from the current model.
•  Lovett provided current participation numbers:
· DI: 42 men's teams / 48 women's teams
· DII: 106 men's teams / 115 women's teams
· DIII: 45 men's teams / 45 women's teams
· He noted that the data came from institutions and may represent full teams rather than individual participation, so additional clarification is needed.
· Larson and Myrick expressed concerns about determining the appropriate percentage of teams and individuals that should qualify for nationals.
· Saddler noted that the discussion involves both field-size philosophy and equitable distribution between men's and women's championships. He believes the concept is strong but that the current numbers need additional work.
· Monaghan emphasized the need to be thoughtful about the impact on future championship sites and noted that delaying the decision could potentially push the site-selection process back approximately one year. However, he stressed the importance of getting the process right.
· Amundson noted that coaches would prefer qualifying standards because institutions may be more likely to send student-athletes if they know they have qualified. She believes the proposed process could increase participation.
· Myrick asked whether the proposal was intended for the 2027 championship and whether the committee could take additional time to work through the details. Saddler clarified that the proposal would not be implemented for 2026.
· Saddler notes this is less of the philosophy of size and more equitable distribution across genders. Math isn’t mathing, but the concept is a great idea. 
· Monaghan suggests the group needing to be thoughtful of what this looks like for future sites if they aren’t ready to decide soon. This will push back the process for about a year. Wants to make sure we get the process right. 
· Balado asked for additional context regarding why the change is being proposed and what specific issues the current process is intended to address. He suggested having the Cross Country Committee present the proposal directly to the Championships & Alignment Committee.

Next Steps
The committee agreed that a smaller group should meet with the Cross Country committee to work through the outstanding questions and return with an updated proposal.

Participants: Larson, Newton and Amundson will meet with Doug and Dee, with the National Office coordinating the meeting.

Larson volunteered to participate, noting that he has had multiple conversations with Dee. He identified the team qualification process, geographic placement of teams, allocation of at-large spots, and the distinction between team and individual qualifiers as areas requiring additional work.

Saddler requested an update at the September committee meeting.
· Discussion - National Tournament Philosophy 
i. Field Sizes 
The committee noted that championship fields have generally grown over time, with the exception of DI baseball, and that there is currently no overarching philosophy guiding when or how tournament fields should expand.

Monaghan/Saddler has researched NCAA and NAIA models and used those models to help guide recent baseball and softball changes. A similar philosophy could potentially be applied to other sports.

· Saddler said the organization needs a consistent framework to guide tournament expansion rather than making field-size decisions on a sport-by-sport basis without an overarching philosophy.
· Smith suggested that a range of approximately 20–25% of teams could eventually be appropriate for national championship qualification. Saddler agreed that this is generally the range he envisions.
· Myrick expressed support for a 20% national championship field and believes reducing the final championship field size can create a stronger tournament experience. He noted that the recent baseball and softball changes have been well received.
· Balado said there are currently too many teams at the Hutchinson site and noted that the DI men's soccer committee has had similar discussions. He supported a 20%/5% model.
· Newton agreed with Myrick and Balado, particularly because smaller fields can improve hotel availability, arena logistics and overall championship amenities. He also supported a 20%/5% model.
· Young raised concerns about creating a "club feel" at championships, using volleyball as an example. She emphasized that "more is not better" and questioned whether larger fields always provide the best collegiate experience for student-athletes. Saddler agreed and referenced situations in which teams may be required to play multiple games in a single day.
· Parker noted that the use of super regional sites, such as the Enid model, could provide additional championship hosting opportunities and help offset some of the concerns associated with smaller national championship fields.
· Brinkerhoff supported using a 20%/5% model as the next step and suggested allowing some flexibility, such as "give or take one or two teams," rather than applying the percentage rigidly.
· Monaghan cautioned against applying the model too broadly before seeing the results of the approved DI/DII baseball changes, which are scheduled for 2028. He suggested using baseball as a test case before implementing the same philosophy across other sports. He also noted that soccer may be an appropriate sport to consider next because of its unique physical demands.
· Myrick raised the question of whether scholarship and non-scholarship sports should be treated differently and recommended further investigation.
· Saddler suggested that DIII may require a different percentage because of its geographic structure. He recommended reviewing the NCAA DIII model and involving DIII representatives in developing the overall philosophy.
· Larson corrected the DII softball numbers previously referenced and noted that hotel room usage or convention and visitors bureau data does not necessarily translate into additional funding for the student-athlete experience.
· Monaghan noted that reducing field sizes could create additional host opportunities but could also eliminate opportunities for some existing hosts. Saddler agreed that both outcomes need to be considered.
· Myrick suggested that any cost savings resulting from smaller fields should, where possible, be redirected toward improving the student-athlete and championship experience.
· Henry asked whether the research included the appropriate percentage for DII final championship sites. Saddler indicated that he was unsure and would need to review the information.

Next Steps
	
The committee generally supported continuing to explore a 20%/5% model, while recognizing that the final percentages may need to vary by division or sport.

The group will continue to evaluate:

· The impact on championship hosts and costs.
· Differences between DI, DII and DIII.
· Scholarship versus non-scholarship considerations.
· The impact on student-athlete experience.
· Results from the upcoming baseball and softball changes.
· Geographic considerations, particularly for DIII.

ii. Consistency Across Genders in Same Sport 
Saddler emphasized the need for greater consistency in championship field-size philosophy between men's and women's championships within the same sport.

d. Discussion - Division 3 Baseball 12 team tournament 

· The committee discussed the proposal to expand the DIII baseball national tournament from 10 to 12 teams.

· Saddler said the move from 10 to 12 teams several years ago has created concerns, particularly around the number of games being played each day. He does not currently feel comfortable supporting another expansion because he believes it could create more problems than it solves.
· Rod noted that DIII baseball's district structure also needs to be evaluated because participation numbers have increased and decreased across regions due to realignment.
· Henry recommended holding off on making changes to individual sports while the committee is developing the broader field-size philosophy. She also questioned whether geography is the best basis for the DIII model.
· Monaghan noted that there have been discussions about DIII institutions not being included in super regional conversations. Amundson said she has not heard significant concern about this from the DIII side and noted that their conversations have primarily focused on financial considerations.
· Monaghan recommended evaluating different potential DIII models from start to finish, including the financial implications.
· Nabi agreed that the committee needs to consider budgets, travel costs and time commitments before making a recommendation. Suggested a DIII subcommittee.
· Saddler supported creating a DIII subcommittee to further examine the issue.
· Kosina noted that the DIII baseball committee is supportive of changes.
· Hiestand pointed out that DIII baseball is already utilizing a structure similar to a super regional, with groups of teams competing in double-elimination formats. Saddler confirmed that this model has been part of previous discussions.
· Myrick, a former DIII baseball chair, raised concerns about weather and the potential for tournament extensions, particularly because institutions may not have the resources to remain on site for additional days. He recommended that the subcommittee consider DIII championship structures across all sports rather than focusing solely on baseball.
· Nabi agreed to lead the DIII subcommittee.

· Action Item: The National Office will coordinate the DIII subcommittee meeting.

Due to time constraints, the broader agenda discussion was tabled; however, the committee briefly discussed whether consolation brackets should continue to be included in national tournaments.
· Saddler asked committee members to consider whether consolation brackets provide enough value to justify the additional cost and logistical demands.
· Myrick referenced the decision to eliminate consolation games in DI men's basketball and expressed support for moving away from them, particularly because of the associated costs.
· Henry agreed but suggested waiting until broader tournament-format changes are being considered.
· Parker agreed with Henry and noted that it can be difficult to get student-athletes to compete with the same level of motivation in consolation games. He believes eliminating them could be beneficial and noted that presidents and chancellors may also be supportive.
· Amundson offered a different perspective, noting that DIII student-athletes may place more value on having an opportunity to continue competing. She also questioned whether institutions would be willing to travel for a tournament that could ultimately result in only one game. She noted that there are valid arguments on both sides, including considerations related to sportsmanship.

Next Step: Saddler suggested gathering feedback from the regions before the September meeting.

Championship Site Selection & Bid Update

Monaghan provided an update on the championship bid process. 
· Fall and winter bids for 2028 and beyond are closed.
· The National Office is working with Weeks to finalize site-selection decisions.
· Spring bids remain open through October 31.
· The goal is to have updates on soccer, volleyball, cross country/half marathon, and select winter sports available for the September committee meeting.
· Overall, the site-selection process is progressing well.

e. Discussion - Soccer National Tournament Discussion – Super Regionals 
f. Discussion - Consolation Brackets at National Tournaments 
g. Update - Championship Site Selection and Current Bid Process – Brett Monaghan 
2. Old Business 
a. Updates - D1/2 Baseball & Softball Super Regional Update
The committee received an update on the development of DI/DII baseball and softball super regional models.
· Committee chairs have created preliminary/mock team assignments and draft versions of potential formats to share at the upcoming baseball and softball coaches conventions.
· The work was completed following the World Series.
· Monaghan emphasized that the models are very preliminary and are intended to generate feedback rather than represent final proposals.
· The committees' work on developing the preliminary models has been productive.

Upcoming Meetings & Important Dates 
· September 30, 2026 | 11am EST – Championships & Alignment Committee 
· October 15, 2026 | 1pm EST – NJCAA Board of Regents 
· October 28, 2026 | 11am EST – Championships & Alignment Committee 
· November 18, 2026 | 11am EST – Championships & Alignment Committee 
· December 16, 2026 | 11am EST – Championships & Alignment Committee 
· January 14, 2027 | 1pm EST – NJCAA Board of Regents 
· January 27, 2027 | 11am EST – Championships & Alignment Committee 
· February 24, 2027 | 11am EST – Championships & Alignment Committee 
· March 31, 2027 | 11am EST – Championships & Alignment Committee 
· April 12-16, 2027 – NJCAA Convention | Charlotte, NC 
· April 15, 2027 | 1pm EST – NJCAA Board of Regents 
· April 28, 2027 | 11am EST – Championships & Alignment Committee 
· May 26, 2027 | 11am EST – Championships & Alignment Committee 

The remaining agenda items were tables due to time and will be addressed at a future meeting.
