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Tanking & Lineup Integrity
Distinguish legitimate rebuilding from abandoning competitive obligations.
	League
	[ENTER LEAGUE NAME]

	Case
	[ENTER SHORT CASE NAME]

	Prepared
	[NAME / ROLE AND DATE]


How to use
Write your answers in this document. Use facts, dates and exact wording rather than conclusions.
Attach or paste the relevant bylaws, screenshots, platform logs and messages. Remove private information that is not needed.
Upload the completed document and evidence to your chosen AI assistant, then paste the instruction on page 3.
Review the proposed ruling yourself. The Commissioner remains responsible for the decision and communication.
Decision principle
Strategic rebuilding may be permitted while deliberate non-participation is not. Apply the league's stated lineup standard consistently and measure the effect on opponents, standings, draft order and trust.
Case at a glance
Teams or managers involved: ____________________________________________________________
Season / week / round: ____________________________________________________________
Decision required by: ____________________________________________________________
Current status: [ ] Paused   [ ] Action completed   [ ] Result pending


Build the case
Answer what you can. Write “unknown” where evidence is missing; do not guess.
1. Which team, matchup and week are involved, and when did the concern first arise?
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Which starting slots were empty or contained bye, inactive, injured or clearly unavailable players?
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
3. What legal alternatives were available when lineups locked? Note late scratches or access problems.
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
4. What do the bylaws say about tanking, best lineups, active participation and draft-order incentives?
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
5. Did the manager explain the lineup choice? Was it strategy, mistake, emergency or intentional loss?
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
6. Is this a first incident or part of a pattern? List earlier warnings, missed lineups or inactive periods.
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
7. Did the Commissioner contact the manager before or after lock, and was there a reasonable chance to respond?
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
8. How did the lineup affect a matchup, standings, playoff qualification, prize or draft position?
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
9. Can the platform make a neutral correction, and what precedent exists for late substitutions?
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
10. Does the Commissioner or any decision-maker benefit, and what remedy is being requested?
Answer: __________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________
Evidence included
Tick or name the files:  [ ] lineup screenshots   [ ] player status and lock times   [ ] available roster options   [ ] relevant bylaws   [ ] contact attempts   [ ] standings and draft-order impact
Other evidence: __________________________________________________________________________


Instruction for your AI assistant
Paste the following message after uploading this completed playbook and its evidence.
	Act as a neutral fantasy league dispute analyst. Review this completed LeagueFinder.au Tanking & Lineup Integrity playbook and every attached item. Do not give generic commissioner advice. Decide this specific case from the supplied evidence.

1. Separate verified facts, disputed claims and unknowns.
2. Apply the written bylaws first, then the live platform settings, consistent prior rulings and finally a narrow fairness principle where the rules are silent.
3. Identify any conflict of interest and say who should make the final decision.
4. Give one recommended ruling, the remedy, its effective time and any consequences that should not be reversed.
5. Draft a concise message the Commissioner can send to the league.
6. Suggest one future bylaw amendment, clearly separated from the current ruling.
7. If critical evidence is missing, ask only the minimum questions needed before ruling. Do not invent facts or rules.


Topic-specific guardrails
Do not label ordinary rebuilding, trading veterans or starting a reasonable underdog as tanking.
Treat comparable missed-lineup cases consistently, regardless of the opponent.
Use the least intrusive remedy that restores the league's stated competitive standard.
Required response
Ask the assistant to use these headings: Case summary • Verified facts • Disputed or missing facts • Applicable rules • Analysis • Ruling • Remedy and timing • League message • Future rule amendment
Commissioner's decision record
Final decision: _______________________________________________________________________
Decision-maker and conflicts disclosed: _______________________________________________________
Date communicated / effective: ____________________________________________________________
Bylaw amendment to consider later: _________________________________________________________
Keep the original evidence, the AI response and the final ruling together. Consistent records make future disputes easier to resolve.
A practical commissioner tool  •  Keep the completed file with the league decision record




