National Tournament Bid Assignment Motion

Motion by Nelmark that beginning in 06-07, National Tournament bids shall be allocated to regions using each region’s prior year postseason bid allocations as a baseline and re-distributing bids based on each region’s previous year postseason winning percentage as follows:

There shall be 48 bids to each National Tournament (96 bids total). Three bids to the National Tournaments (combined) shall be reserved as Act of AMTA/Open Bids. Each region shall initially receive the same number of bids it was assigned in the prior year. Each newly created region shall initially receive 2 National Tournament bids. Note that if a region switches locations but a majority of its teams remain the same, it is not a “new” region.
The prior year National records of the teams competing in each regional are used to calculate each region’s “Projected Postseason Performance” (PPP). The maximum PPP is 8 (for 8 ballots) and the minimum is 0.  Each region’s PPP is formed by calculating the average record for all of the teams in the region that participated in a National the previous year. 

If a region is awarded fewer Championship bids than it has teams that won bids directly to the prior year’s Championship (including Open bids and Act of AMTA bids, but not “second-chance bids), a number of teams equal to that difference shall also be added to the pool of teams in that region that competed in a prior year National. For the purposes of computing the region’s PPP, each of these teams shall be given a fictitious National record of 8 ballots. These teams replace the previous season’s National qualifying teams with the lowest records, if their addition would result in a region having more postseason qualifiers than National bids initially assigned. 

If a region has less prior year National participants than bids initially assigned, the record of the lowest ranked team in the pool shall be duplicated at 50 percent as needed to make up the difference. If it duplicated a second time, it will be at 25 percent of the lowest actual record.  If a program had two National teams whose bids came from different regions, the records of its teams are averaged. 

9 bids will be redistributed from regions with the lowest PPPs to regions with the highest PPPs. (If less bids are available for assignment to existing regionals than in prior years, it is possible that not all of these 9 bids will be re-assigned. In the unlikely event that extra bids are available after the 9 redistributions—likely due to the disbanding of an existing region—those bids shall be distributed in accordance with these after the 9 initial redistributions.) 

Ties in PPP will be broken by comparing the lowest ranked team in each region’s PPP analysis.  The region whose team is ranked lower loses the tiebreaker. If the tie is not broken, the second lowest ranked teams will be considered, and so on. If the tie cannot be broken in this fashion the region whose city comes first in the alphabet wins the tiebreak in even numbered years and loses in odd years. 

A region may both gain and lose bids, but once it both gains and loses a bid, it is no longer eligible for reallocation. The process of gaining/losing could result in a net change of zero, or an adjustment up or down if multiple gains (or losses) occur before the first loss (or gain).
Under this system, no region shall fall below two National Tournament bids. No region shall lose more than 2 bids through redistribution in a single year, unless more than 2 teams that qualified for a National Tournament from that region in the prior year leave the region. In a case where more than two prior year National qualifiers leave a region, the region may lose up to that number of teams, i.e. if four 2006 National qualifiers from Region X moved to region Y in the 2007 regional assignments, Region X could lose up to 4 bids through redistribution. Additionally, no region shall receive more than 2 bids more than it has teams that competed in the prior year’s Nationals (or the Championship if the region is “short” championship bids).

Bid Motion Introduction and Rationales

The Bonus Bid Ranking System was created in an attempt to determine the elite AMTA teams that were essentially “unbeatable” at regionals. By allowing these teams to “carry” bids into their regions, the other competitors in those regions were given a legitimate chance to advance despite having to annually take on a national powerhouse. The classic example of this was in the Washington, D.C. area where great teams such as Howard and Maryland were knocking each other out of contention. It was deemed fairer to award additional bids to this region instead of other locations where weaker teams were advancing to the postseason.


Although the BBR system has been effective for a number of years, it does have some flaws which this motion seeks to address. Additionally, the new system provides some added benefits. The six main advantages of the new system are detailed below.

1. Teams earn BBR points based on their performance in the postseason over a period of three years. Accordingly, if a region tends to send different teams to the postseason each year, none of these teams acquires enough points to earn a bonus bid. Thus, a region’s teams might always do well in the postseason without any reward coming back to the region. The new system addresses this problem. (This situation has commonly been referred to as “the St. Paul problem” because that region traditionally advances Macalester A, but additional Championship bids rotate between Macalester B, Hamline, St. Thomas, Minnesota, etc.)

2. The Bonus Bid Rankings were created to identify elite teams and allow them to carry bids to the Championship. With the creation of two additional postseason tournaments, we have to go much deeper into the BBR rankings than the system’s creator intended. The BBRs are less meaningful after identifying the top 10 or top 25 teams. In assigning bids to the 2005 regions with the current system, we have to trust the BBR system to correctly identify the top 59 teams.

3. The new system will help create camaraderie among teams in a region. When the bids assigned to a region become tied to the postseason performance of all of that region’s teams, each team has incentive to root for the others.

4. The current system of “base bids” plus “bonus bids” can result in a region having more postseason bids than postseason quality teams.



5. The current system can also result in a region having more postseason quality teams than bids. If all of a region’s teams do well in the postseason, it is a reasonable inference that the teams that are left behind would also do well if given the opportunity to advance. The new system results in annual bid adjustments that would give these teams that “just miss the cut” a chance to prove themselves.

6. One thing that we are always concerned about is that regions vary in size, but get the same number of base bids. This new system offsets that problem. If weaker teams advance to the postseason because of the small region size, that region’s bids are cut back the next year.

Rationales for Specific Aspects of the PPP System

Teams that teams that qualified to the Championship through “second-chance” bids at the National Tournaments are not considered “championship qualifiers” for the purposes of determining if a region has insufficient or extra championship bids when compared to the number of teams it has that qualified for the prior year’s Championship. This is for two reasons. First, this method is meant to offset the detriments/benefits imposed to regions that see an increase or decrease in the number of Championship bids they are assigned. Because the second chance bids are not awarded until the end of the Nationals, there is no way to predict which regions they will go to. Second, the teams that earn second chance bids already have superior Nationals records. To add records of fictitious 8s on the basis of those teams would be double counting them.

The record of 8 is used for these teams because these teams, which previously had been in the Championship pool, are, in theory, superior to those teams in the National pool. While this record is likely higher than the record they will actually obtain, such an adjustment will be made in the following year after the teams compete in the pool. Additionally, providing a record of 8 softens the blow to a region that loses a Championship bid making it more likely that the region will get an extra National bid.

New Bid Allocation Proposal Examples & Illustration

To see how this system would play out in 2006-2007, using 2006 records, lets assume that AMTA maintains the 22 regionals used in 2006 and adds a 23rd regional in the Northeast.

This new regional will host all the teams from Yale and Dartmouth.  The remainder of the field will consist of new programs that joined as the result of a massive recruiting effort in Vermont.

The addition of a 23rd regional means there will be only 4 bonus bids available to the Championship.  We presume that these four bids continue to go to Iowa, UCLA, Columbia, and Furman A.

Assume that the composition of all other regions remains the same. 

Using the Championship bid assignment procedures adopted by the Board in June 2005, each of the 23 regions gets two championship bids (46 total). 6 are reserved for second-chance bids coming out of each National tournament (12 total).  2 are reserved for Act of AMTA/open bids. As noted, that leaves 8 bids to be assigned through the BBR process. 

Projected 2006 Championship Bid Allocations

	REGIONAL
	2006 BONUS BIDS
	# 06 BIDS
	# 05 QUALIFIERS
	DIFFERENCE

	Baltimore, MD
	
	2
	3
	-1

	Bristol, RI
	
	2
	1
	+1

	Columbia, MO
	
	2
	2
	

	Dallas, TX
	
	2
	2
	

	Gettysburg, PA
	
	2
	2
	

	Greenville I
	Furman A
	3
	3
	

	Greenville II
	
	2
	3
	- 1

	Hamilton, OH
	
	2
	2 
	

	Indiana, PA
	Columbia
	3
	3
	

	Jamaica, N.Y.
	
	2
	2
	

	Joliet, IL.
	
	2
	2
	

	Los Angeles, CA
	UCLA
	3
	3
	

	Louisville, KY
	
	2
	2
	

	Milwaukee, WI
	
	2
	2
	

	Peoria, IL
	Peoria
	3
	3
	

	Portland, OR
	
	2
	2
	

	Princeton, N.J.
	
	2
	2
	

	St. Louis, MO
	 
	2
	2
	

	St. Paul, MN
	
	2
	2
	

	South Bend, IN
	
	2
	2
	

	Tallahassee, FL
	
	2
	2
	

	Worcester, MA
	
	2
	2
	

	New Region
	
	2
	1
	+1

	TOTAL
	4
	46
	52
	


The impact of the New Region is as follows:

1. 2 less “base bids” are available to be awarded to regions as Championship Bonus Bids.

2. Bristol drops to only 1 2006 Championship Qualifier (George Washington) because of Dartmouth A shifting to the New Region.

3. The New Region has 1 2006 Championship Qualifier: Dartmouth A.

Baltimore and Greenville II are each “short” a Championship bid meaning at least one team that qualified direct to the Championship in 2006 from that region cannot do so in 2007. These regions get teams added to their National pools with fictitious 06 National records of 8.

Bristol and New Region each have an “extra” Championship bid meaning at least one team in those regions that did not advance direct to the Championship in 2006 will do so in 2007. 

Each of these regions will have the team from its National pool with the best record removed. This is because the best National qualifier team is presumed to be taking the additional Championship spot available in 2007.

Once it is determined which regions are short Championship bids and which have extra bids, we can compute the PPP for each Region.

Compare the number of bids assigned to each region with the number of teams in that region that competed in the previous year’s National Tournaments (plus any “extra” teams added to the pool because of a lost Championship bid). 

Note that the number of bids assigned to each region is the number of bids that was assigned to each region the previous year. In 2006, procedure dictated that 93 bids be assigned with the remainder reserved for Act of AMTA/Open bids. Changes that occur due to open/declined bids impact the number of postseason teams in each region, but do not alter the number of bids that was initially assigned the previous year. 

If more bids are initially awarded to a region than there are teams who competed in the prior year’s National Tournaments plus any “leftover” championship teams as described above, the number of ballots won by the remaining team that had the weakest record the previous year shall be duplicated at 50% to fill this vacancy.  A second vacancy would be filled at 50% of the duplicated record (or 25% of the original record used for the first duplication).

For example, if a region is initially awarded four National bids, but it has only three teams that competed at Nationals the previous year which had records of 7-1, 4-4, and 2-6, the 2-6 team’s record would be duplicated at 1.  If it were duplicated a second time it would be .5.

If there are less bids than there are teams that competed in National Tournament the previous year, plus any “extra” championship teams, the teams with the lowest postseason winning percentages shall be removed one by one until the number of teams remaining is the same as the number of bids that would have been assigned under the old system.

For example, if a region is initially awarded four National bids, but it has five teams that competed at a National the previous year which have records of  7-1, 6-2, 5-3, 4-4, and 3-5, the 3-5 team’s record would be discarded before determining the region’s PPP. If that same region also lost a Championship bid, the 4 records that would be used are 8-0, 7-1, 6-2, and 5-3.

If a program sends two teams to the National tournaments and these two teams come from two different regions, the National records of those two teams shall be average and each region shall use that averaged record as the record for its team from that program.

2005 Initial National Tournament Assignments

	Region
	Number 06 Nat’l Bids 
	Short Champ Bid?
	Extra Champ Bid?

	Baltimore, MD
	4
	1
	

	Bristol, RI
	5
	
	1

	Columbia, MO
	4
	
	

	Dallas, TX
	4
	1
	

	Gettysburg, PA
	4
	
	

	Greenville I
	4
	
	

	Greenville II
	4
	1
	

	Hamilton, OH
	5
	
	

	Indiana, PA
	4
	
	

	Jamaica, N.Y.
	3
	
	

	Joliet, IL.
	5
	
	

	Los Angeles, CA
	5
	
	

	Louisville, KY
	5
	
	

	Milwaukee, WI
	5
	
	

	Peoria, IL
	4
	
	

	Portland, OR
	4
	
	

	Princeton, N.J.
	2
	
	

	St. Louis, MO
	4
	
	

	St. Paul, MN
	5
	1
	

	South Bend, IN
	4
	
	

	Tallahassee, FL
	4
	
	

	Worcester, MA
	5
	
	

	New Region
	N/A (gets minimum of 2)
	
	1

	TOTAL
	95
	
	


Note that the number of National bids initially assigned in 2006 was 93. The two Nationals could accommodate 96 teams, but 3 bids were reserved for Act of AMTA/Open Bids.  In this example for 2007, 95 bids will be assigned because the New Region gets two more bids.  As such, the first two bid reallocations will go toward replacing the 2 lost Act of AMTA/Open bids so that there remain three such National bids. Dallas and St. Paul are “short” Championship bids because they got the two wildcard bids to the Championship in 2006.  The bids earned through the Nationals do not count towards making a regional “short” because the National records for those teams are already part of the PPP equation. 

This illustration presumes that the Board will three additional changes to the current bid allocation system.  First a region may both gain and lose a bid through reallocation, but once it does so, it is no longer considered for reallocation.  Second, when duplicating the record of a region’s lowest postseason performer, that record will be halved.  If it is duplicated a second time, it will be quartered. Third, a team is considered a direct prior year Championship team if it advanced to the Championship without competing at a National (regardless of how it advanced to the Championship. 

The number of actual 2006 National competitors for each regional in 2007 would be as follows.

	Region
	Number 06 Competitors 
	No. Initial 07 Bids
	Difference

	Baltimore, MD
	4
	4
	

	Bristol, RI
	4
	5
	+1

	Columbia, MO
	6
	4
	-2

	Dallas, TX
	4
	4
	

	Gettysburg, PA
	4
	4
	

	Greenville I
	4
	4
	

	Greenville II
	4
	4
	

	Hamilton, OH
	5
	5
	

	Indiana, PA
	5
	4
	

	Jamaica, N.Y.
	3
	3
	

	Joliet, IL.
	6
	5
	-1

	Los Angeles, CA
	4
	5
	+1

	Louisville, KY
	5
	5
	

	Milwaukee, WI
	4
	5
	+1

	Peoria, IL
	4
	4
	

	Portland, OR
	4
	4
	

	Princeton, N.J.
	2
	2
	

	St. Louis, MO
	4
	4
	

	St. Paul, MN
	5
	5
	

	South Bend, IN
	4
	4
	

	Tallahassee, FL
	4
	4
	

	Worcester, MA
	6
	5
	

	New Region
	1
	2
	+1

	TOTAL
	96
	97 
	+1


The above tables would be used to calculate each region’s PPP. Assuming that regional composition remains identical from 2006 to 2007 (except for those regions that send teams to the New Region as already described) the initial PPPs for each region would be as follows:

Baltimore, MD
Initial National Bid Assignments
4





Championship Adjustment

-1 (short one bid)

Initial PPP



5.875

06 National Competitors
National Record

Howard


8 (fictional)

Richmond


5



Maryland


5.5






Washington & Lee

5



Penn



3 (not considered)

As explained earlier, this hypothetical assumes that a new region is added (taking away two Championship bonus bids). It also assumes the same rankings for Championship bids, meaning the regions hosting Maryland and Furman B lose their bonus bids. Since the region has 3 prior year Championship teams and only two bids, the third qualifier (Howard) is added to the National pool with a fictional record of 8.  Since there are 4 bids assigned to this region and now 5 National teams, the lowest record of 3 is discarded.

Bristol, RI

Initial National Bid Assignments
5





Championship Adjustment

+1 (one extra bid)

Initial PPP



2.025

06 National Competitors
National Record

Brown



4.5



Holy Cross


3


Amherst


5 (not considered)


(Fictional)


1.5 (1/2 of 3)


(Fictional)


.75 (1/2 of 1.5)


(Fictional)


.375 (1/2 of .75)

The Yale teams are no longer in this region as they went to New Region along with Dartmouth. Thus, Bristol has two “extra” National bids before reallocation. Bristol also has one “extra” Championship bid (two bids but only one prior year Championship qualifier) so its top rated National team does not count.

Columbia, MO
Initial National Bid Assignments
4





Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



4.875

06 National Competitors
National Record
Washburn


5



Kansas



3 (not considered)





Missou



5



Drake



4


Colorado


5.5


UMKC


3.5 (not considered)

Dallas, TX

Initial National Bid Assignments
4





Championship Adjustment

-1

Initial PPP



6.625

06 National Competitors
National Record
UTEP 



8 (fictional record)

Texas



8



SMU



6






Ole Miss


2 (not used due to addition of UTEP)


Baylor



4.5

Gettysburg, PA
Initial National Bid Assignments
4





Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



4.625

06 National Competitors
National Record
Pitt



4.5



Cornell



7






Arizona


3



Pitt



4

Greenville (Oxner)
Initial National Bid Assignments
4





Championship Adjustment

-1

Initial PPP



4.35

06 National Competitors
National Record


Furman B


8 (fictional)

Georgia


4.5



Duke



2.5





UNC



3.25
(1/2 of 3 + 3.5)


Davidson


3.5

As explained earlier, this hypothetical assumes that a new region is added (taking away two Championship bonus bids). It also assumes the same rankings for Championship bids, meaning the regions hosting Maryland and Furman B lose their bonus bids.

Greenville (HSB)
Initial National Bid Assignments
4





Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



4.4375

06 National Competitors
National Record
UNC



3.25
(1/2 of 3 + 3.5)



Tennessee


5.5






Kennesaw State

6



Campbell


3

Hamilton, OH 
Initial National Bid Assignments
5





Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



3.500

05 National Competitors
National Record
Weber State


5



Wittenberg


3.5









Ohio State


2
(half of 3 + 1)



Bowling Green

4


Kenyon


3


Indiana, PA

Initial National Bid Assignments
4




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



5.625

05 National Competitors
National Record
Penn State


6.5


Georgetown


5.5

Georgetown


4










Penn State


6.5


Case Western 


2.5 (not considered)

Jamaica, N.Y.

Initial National Bid Assignments
3




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



4.000

06 National Competitors
National Record
Fordham


1.5

St. John’s


4.5

Columbia


6








Joliet, IL. 

Initial National Bid Assignments
5




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



3.600

06 National Competitors
National Record
Illinois



3





Lewis



3






Chicago 


4


St. Francis


2.5


Loyola



2.5 (not considered)


Illinois-Chicago

5.5

Los Angeles, CA
Initial National Bid Assignments
3




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



4.000

05 National Competitors
National Record
USC




5





Cal Poly



4.5






Redlands



4.5




UCSB




4 


(Fictional)



2 (1/2 of lowest remaining score)

Louisville, KY
Initial National Bid Assignments
5




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



4.400

06 National Competitors
National Record
Ohio State


2
(half of 3 + 1)






UAB



7






Cincinnati


5.5




Cincinnati


4


UAB



3.5


Milwaukee, WI
Initial National Bid Assignments
5



Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



3.450


06 National Competitors
National Record








Northwestern 


5





Madison


6




Lawrence


2.5




Marquette 


2.5


(Fictional)


1.25 (1/2 lowest record)

Peoria, IL

Initial National Bid Assignments
4



Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



3.750


06 National Competitors
National Record








Grinnell 


3.5





Loras



6




St. Louis


3




St. Ambrose 


2.5

Portland, OR

Initial National Bid Assignments
4



Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



3.250

06 National Competitors
National Record

California 


4





Gonzaga


4

Stanford 


2





Washington State

3



Princeton, N.J.
Initial National Bid Assignments
2




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



3.500

06 National Competitors
National Record
Villanova


4

Villanova


3




St. Louis, MO
Initial National Bid Assignments
4




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



4.125

06 National Competitors
National Record

Wash U 


5





Iowa State


5

Truman State


3

Central
 Missouri

3.5


St. Paul, MN

Initial National Bid Assignments
5




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



5.000

06 National Competitors
National Record

Macalester


8 (Fictional)

Wis-Superior


4





St. Thomas 


4






Macalester


5




Minnesota


1 (not considered)


Hamline


4

South Bend, IN
Initial National Bid Assignments
4




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



2.750 

06 National Competitors
National Record


Michigan State

3




Benedictine


0


Northwood


7


Western Michigan 

1

Tallahassee, FL
Initial National Bid Assignments
4




Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



3.500

05 National Competitors
National Record
Georgia Tech


7

Central Florida

3.5

Florida A&M


3.5




West Florida


0

Worcester, MA
Initial National Bid Assignments
5



Championship Adjustment



Initial PPP



3.900

05 National Competitors
National Record
Harvard 


6




Boston University

2.5



Syracuse


4


Brandeis


4


Wellesley


3


Clark



2 (not considered)

New Region

Initial National Bid Assignments
2



Championship Adjustment

+1

Initial PPP



3.375

05 National Competitors
National Record
Yale



5 (not considered)



Yale



4.5




(Fictional)


2.25 (fictional)


The only prior year postseason competitors in New Region were Dartmouth A (Championship) and Yale A and B (National).  Thus, with two base bids to the Championship, New Region has one extra Championship bid.  So, Yale A is presumed to make the Championship so its prior year National record is not considered.  The only remaining record (Yale B at 4.5) is halved to estimate the performance of the second team that will make a National from New Region.

The initial PPPs for each region appear below. The left columns list each region and its PPP in alphabetical order while the right columns list each region in the order of its PPP, with the highest ranked region listed first.

	REGION
	PPP
	
	REGION
	PPP

	Baltimore, MD
	5.875
	
	Dallas, TX
	6.625

	Bristol, RI
	2.025
	
	Baltimore, MD
	5.875

	Columbia, MO
	4.875
	
	Indiana, PA
	5.625

	Dallas, TX
	6.625
	
	St. Paul, MN
	5.000

	Gettysburg, PA
	4.625
	
	Columbia, MO
	4.875

	Greenville (Oxner)
	4.350
	
	Gettysburg, PA
	4.625

	Greenville (HSB)
	4.438
	
	Greenville (HSB)
	4.438

	Hamilton, OH
	3.500
	
	Louisville, KY
	4.400

	Indiana, PA
	5.625
	
	Greenville (Oxner)
	4.350

	Jamaica, N.Y.
	4.000
	
	St. Louis, MO
	4.125

	Joliet, IL.
	3.600
	
	Jamaica, N.Y.
	4.000

	Los Angeles, CA
	4.000
	
	Los Angeles, CA
	4.000

	Louisville, KY
	4.400
	
	Worcester, MA
	3.900

	Milwaukee, WI
	3.450
	
	Peoria, IL
	3.750

	Peoria, IL
	3.750
	
	Joliet, IL.
	3.600

	Portland, OR
	3.250
	
	Hamilton, OH
	3.500

	Princeton, N.J.
	3.500
	
	Princeton, N.J.
	3.500

	St. Louis, MO
	4.125
	
	Tallahassee, FL
	3.500

	St. Paul, MN
	5.000
	
	Milwaukee, WI
	3.450

	South Bend, IN
	2.750
	
	New Region
	3.375

	Tallahassee, FL
	3.500
	
	Portland, OR
	3.250

	Worcester, MA
	3.900
	
	South Bend, IN
	2.750

	New Region
	3.375
	
	Bristol, RI
	2.025

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


It is possible for two regions to have identical PPPs. Accordingly, a tiebreaker is needed. Consider the lowest ranked team used in the analysis of each region’s current PPP.  The region with the team that has the worst record loses the tiebreak (making it the first to lose the bid or the last to gain an additional bid.)  If each region’s lowest ranked teams are tied, consider the second lowest ranked teams.  If the tie cannot be broken in this fashion, in even-numbered years, regions listed first in alphabetical order win the tiebreak (meaning the region whose city name begins with the letter closest to “A” would be the first to receive (and the last to lose) a redistributed bid). In odd-numbered years, the opposite is true.

Now that each region’s PPP has been calculated and the initial bid assignments have been made, it is time to redistribute 9 bids.

First Redistribution

The first two redistributions are odd. Two regions lose a bid, but they does not go to any other region for the following reason. In 2006, there were 22 regions, but in this illustration, there are 23 regions in 2007.  That means two more base bids must be handed out.  These bids will come from the reallocation pool.

The region with the lowest initial PPP is Bristol.  This makes sense since Bristol lost quality teams when Dartmouth and Yale moved to New Region.

After Bristol gives up a bid, its PPP is recomputed and becomes 2.95 or (4.5 + 3 + 1.5 +.75).

To get this number, the lowest record (the duplicated .375) record is dropped from its average.

Note that the 5 earned by Amherst is never considered.  Because Dartmouth left, Bristol has an “extra” Championship bid that Amherst is presumed to earn.

Second Redistribution
Now that Bristol’s PPP is up to 2.950, the lowest remaining region is South Bend at 2.75.  It gives up the second bid used to fill the 2 National bid minimum at New Region.

After Bristol gives up a second bid, its PPP is recomputed and becomes 3.00 or (4.5 + 3 + 1.5).

To get this number, the lowest record (the duplicated .75) record is dropped from its average.

Third Redistribution

Now that Bristol’s PPP is up to 3.000, the lowest remaining region is South Bend at 2.75.  It gives up a bid to Dallas at 6.625.

South Bend’s PPP becomes 3.667.  It had been 7+3+1+0 divided by 4, but now that the region has only 3 National bids the lowest record (0) is dropped and it becomes 7+3+1 divided by 3.

Dallas’s PPP drops to 5.7.  Originally, the lowest record (2) was not considered, but it is included when Dallas’s bid allotment increases from 4 to 5 National bids.  Note that Dallas’s PPP is especially high because it has three teams that were in the Championship in 2006, but will only get two Championship bids in 2007.

Fourth Redistribution

Bristol is once again the lowest PPP at 3.000. Although a region cannot normally lose more than two bids through re-allocation, Bristol lost 3 prior year post-season competitors so it can (and in this case will) lose three bids.  It can’t lose more than 3, so its new PPP is immaterial, but it becomes 3.75, or (4+3.5)/2.

Baltimore is now atop the PPP ladder with 5.875.  Upon getting a fifth National bid, its PPP becomes 5.300.  Its lowest record, 3, was originally not considered, but is now in the mix..  The new PPP is 8+5.5+5+5+3.  

Fifth Redistribution 

Portland is now the lowest PPP with 3.250. It gives up a bid to Dallas who is back atop the PPP ladder with 5.7.  Upon getting a sixth National bid, its PPP becomes 4.912.  Its lowest record, 2, was duplicated at 50 percent (1).  The new PPP was 8+8+6+4.5+2+1.  Dallas can’t earn more than two bids through reallocation, so it’s no longer a factor.

Portland’s PPP increases to 3.667, or (4+4+3)/3.

Sixth Redistribution 

New Region has a PPP of 3.375, but it is already at the two National bid minimum. So, Milwaukee (at 3.45) gives up a bid to Indiana, PA (5.625).

Miilwaukee’s PPP increases to 4.000, or (6+5+2.5+2.5)/4.

Indiana’s PPP drops to 5.000 when Case Western’s record of 2.5 is added into the PPP equation: (6.5+6.5+5.5+4+2.5)/5.

Note that while 6 bids have thus far been lost, only 4 have been gained as two were used to offset the base National bids allocated to New Region.

Seventh Bid Adjustment

There are three bid adjustments yet to be made and two regions with PPPs of 3.5.  (Princeton also has a PPP of 3.5, but it is at the two National bid minimum already). Accordingly, we need not break the tie to see who loses the bid first, but I will do so for the purposes of illustration.

Tallahassee:
7, 3.5, 3.5, 0

Hamilton:

5, 4, 3.5, 3, 2

Since Tallahassee has the single lowest ranked team (0), it loses a bid first.  It goes to Baltimore whose 5.3 is back atop the rankings.

Tallahassee’s PPP rises to 4.667.  Baltimore’s drops to 4.333, or (8+5.5+5+5+3+1.5)/6.  The 1.5 came from the duplication of the lowest record (3) at 50 percent.

Eighth Bid Adjustment

Hamilton now gives up a bid to either Indiana or St. Paul who are tied atop the PPP list at 5.0.

Indiana, PA:
6.5, 6.5, 5.5, 4, 2.5

St. Paul:

8, 5, 4, 4, 4 (note that there is a 1 in St. Paul, but it is not currently considered.

Indiana has the lowest ranked team, so St. Paul gets this bid. Hamilton’s PPP increases to 3.875 while St. Paul’s drops to 4.333, or (8+5+4+4+4+1)/6.

Ninth Bid Adjustment

The last bid adjustment is Joliet (at 3.600) giving up a bid to Indiana (at 5.0).

Joliet’s PPP increase to 3.875 after its lowest record that had been considered (2.5) is dropped.

Indiana’s PPP decreases to 4.375, or (6.5+6.5+5.5+4+2.5+1.25)/6.

After all nine bid adjustments have been made, the final PPPs and National bid allocations are:

	REGION
	PPP
	Initial Bids
	Bid Change
	Current Bids

	Baltimore, MD
	4.333
	4
	+2
	6

	Bristol, RI
	3.750
	5
	-3
	2

	Columbia, MO
	4.875
	4
	
	4

	Dallas, TX
	4.912
	4
	+2
	6

	Gettysburg, PA
	4.625
	4
	
	4

	Greenville (Oxner)
	4.350
	4
	
	4

	Greenville (HSB)
	4.438
	4
	
	4

	Hamilton, OH
	3.875
	5
	-1
	4

	Indiana, PA
	4.375
	4
	+2
	6

	Jamaica, N.Y.
	4.000
	3
	
	3

	Joliet, IL.
	3.875
	5
	-1
	4

	Los Angeles, CA
	4.000
	5
	
	5

	Louisville, KY
	4.400
	5
	
	5

	Milwaukee, WI
	4.000
	5
	-1
	4

	Peoria, IL
	3.750
	4
	
	4

	Portland, OR
	3.667
	4
	-1
	3

	Princeton, N.J.
	3.500
	2
	
	2

	St. Louis, MO
	4.125
	4
	
	4

	St. Paul, MN
	4.333
	5
	+1
	6

	South Bend, IN
	3.667
	4
	-1
	3

	Tallahassee, FL
	4.667
	4
	-1
	3

	Worcester, MA
	3.900
	5
	
	5

	New Region
	3.375
	2
	
	2

	TOTAL
	
	95
	
	93


Observations

The three regions that gained two bids all performed well in 2006 and two of them “lost” a Championship bid from 2006 to 2007.  Indiana, which didn’t “lose” a Championship bid had two teams get second-chance bids to the Championship.  Thus, even with six National bids, it remains a difficult region. 
Although one region lost 3 bids, that is not unduly harsh since several of the best teams from that region left.

