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INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

A. INTRODUCTION

Indiana University (“the University”) has carefully reviewed and assessed the February 8,
2008 Notice of Allegations (“Notice”) regarding its men’'s basketball program, former head
men’s basketball coach Kelvin Sampson (“Sampson”), and former assistant men’s basketball
coaches Rob Senderoff (“Senderoff”) and Jeff Meyer (“Meyer”). Based on the information,
including documentary evidence and interview testimony, obtained from the thorough
investigations conducted first by the University and then subsequently by the NCAA
Enforcement Staff in cooperation with Indiana University, the University is in substantial
agreement with the facts set forth in the Notice and concurs violations occurred, as set forth

below in the response to each allegation.

The Notice is based on information discovered and self-reported by Indiana University as
aresult of monitoring by the University’s compliance staff and the University’s commitment to
NCAA compliance, athough some new information was developed during the NCAA
Enforcement Staff’s investigation and the University’s continued review of phone records. As
soon as the potential violations of the Committee on Infractions sanctions were discovered, the
athletics department began an immediate and thorough review to determine the extent of any
issues with the sanctions or NCAA rules violations, which evolved into the investigation detailed

below. The University notified the NCAA as soon as issues with the sanctions and violations
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were confirmed, submitted two reports to the NCAA based on a conservative approach of

counting questionable calls asimpermissible, and self-imposed significant sanctions.

Overview of the University’'s Response to the Allegations

In brief, the violations involved impermissible recruiting calls made by the then men’s
basketball coaching staff during an approximately one-year period when the men’'s basketball
program was subject to sanctions, imposed by the NCAA Division | Committee on Infractions
(“the Committee”) in Infractions Report No. 250, as a result of violations that occurred when
Sampson was the head men’ s basketball coach at the University of Oklahoma. These phone calls
were impermissible because they were contrary to penalties imposed on the University’s men’s

basketball coaching staff in Infractions Report No. 250 and/or NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2.

Allegation No. 1 concerns the phone calls that were contrary to the sanctions.
Specificaly, the University’s response to Allegation No. 1 sets forth the calls that were contrary
to Penalty L, which prohibited Sampson from being present when members of his staff made
phone calls that related in any way to recruiting. These impermissible recruiting calls involved
the use of three-way technology, speakerphone and phone passing to connect Sampson to
recruiting calls that also included a then assistant men’s basketball coach, most often Senderoff.
Allegation No. 1 aso includes a number of other phone calls placed by Senderoff (primarily) and
Meyer (a limited number) that were contrary to Penalty E or Penalty F, which reduced by half
the number of recruiting telephone calls that the University’s men’s basketball coaching staff
could place. These calls were discovered by the University during its investigation, even though

the vast majority had not been documented by the coaches or included in the University’s
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electronic recruiting monitoring system (“Cybersports’).! Further, many of these calls were

placed from the then assistant coaches home phones even though the coaches reported on

monthly forms that they only used their cell or office phones to make recruiting calls.

Allegation No. 2, which was self-reported by the University, concerns phone calls that
violated NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 regarding the number of permissible calls that can be placed to
prospects (or the prospect’s parents or legal guardians). As detailed in the response to this
allegation, Indiana University believes this violation should be considered secondary in nature as
it was isolated; provided a minimum, if any, recruiting, competitive or other advantage; and did
not include any recruiting inducement or extra benefit. Case precedent also supports the
classification of this violation as secondary. Further, because the University adopted a
conservative approach of counting and reporting potentially questionable calls as improper, the
number of calls that clearly violated NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 was actually lower than what is

reported below.

Allegation Nos. 3 and 4 regarding the unethical conduct by Sampson and Senderoff,
respectively, and for Sampson regarding the responsibilities of a head coach, are the most
troubling and were the primary focus of the University’s review following the receipt of the
Notice. Much of the information forming the basis for these allegations was developed during
the interviews conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff. After careful and thorough analysis

of the documentary evidence and interview statements, the University determined that it is

! Even when some calls were documented, other undocumented calls that were discovered during the investigation
then caused some documented calls that had been considered permissible to become impermissible.

3
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reasonabl e to conclude there is sufficient information and evidence to support the maority of the

specific information aleged, as well as the general charges regarding each individual.

Allegation No. 5 is unrelated to the phone calls that form the basis for the other
allegations. The first part of the allegation is related to an impermissible recruiting contact by
Sampson and Meyer with one prospect, which was self-reported by Indiana University after the
NCAA Secondary Enforcement Staff aerted the University to the potential issue. The second
part of the allegation addresses the provision of one or two T-shirts and drawstring backpacks to
the prospect’s coach by Meyer. The University believes these violations should be considered

secondary in nature, as set forth below.

It is important to note at the outset of this response that the phone calls that are at the
center of this case occurred despite the University’s NCAA compliance monitoring and rules
education systems, which are discussed more thoroughly below and in the October 3 report to the
Committee. (See Attachment 1 and Attachments D and H of the October 3 report.) The
compliance office regularly cross-referenced cell and office phone bills against handwritten
phone logs and information documented in Cybersports that was provided by the coaches to
monitor compliance with NCAA rules and the sanctions. The compliance office also checked
the phone bills for other recruiting calls that might not have been documented. However,
because the then assistant coaches who used their home phones for recruiting calls did not report
such use and because they also failed to document al of their recruiting calls, the University was
unable to detect the vast mgjority of the impermissible phone calls. In addition, the investigation

revealed that some recruiting numbers were not listed by the coaches as recruiting numbers or

4
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were listed incorrectly. Even though afew of the impermissible calls could possibly have been
detected earlier, their discovery would not have prevented the violations that resulted from the
failure of the coaching staff to follow the University’s procedures for documenting recruiting
phone calls. It should also be noted, it would have been impossible for the compliance staff to
have discovered the impermissible phone calls that involved speakerphones or phone passing, as
these calls would have appeared as permissible cals, either between Senderoff and a prospect or
between Senderoff and Sampson. Further, the three-way phone calls that triggered the
investigation were difficult to detect as the three-way notation was connected to Sampson’'s

home or cell phone numbers, which appeared as local calls on the assistant coaches' phone hills,

and not to the prospects’ numbers.

The coaches were aware of the sanctions and of the procedures for monitoring recruiting
phone cals. As detailed below, following an initial April 3, 2006 compliance meeting with the
new men’s basketball coaching staff, weekly compliance meetings with the director of basketball
operations and other coaches specificaly covered the penalties and included information
regarding the use of handwritten phone logs and the recruitment monitoring database
(“Cybersports’) to monitor phone calls. (See Attachment 10 for a summary of the
information covered during these meetings and Attachment D of the October 3 report for
the agendas.) Indiana University reviewed the detals of the pendties at a May 30, 2006
meeting with the men’s basketball coaching staff, during which the coaches requested a number
of clarifications regarding what would be permissible under some of the sanctions, including

guestions regarding the permissibility of three-way recruiting calls involving Sampson that
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received responses from the compliance staff and the Committee that such calls would not be

permissible.

The compliance staff monitored compliance with all of the sanctions, including recruiting
phone calls, off-campus recruiting by the assistant coaches and off-campus appearances and
speaking engagements by Sampson. The coaches, in fact, complied with the mgority of the
sanctions. |In particular, the investigation and a thorough review of phone records reveaed no
recruiting phone calls initiated by Sampson during the time period of the sanction prohibiting
such calls. Further, Sampson did not engage in off-campus recruiting activities during his one-
year sanction, including not making any speeches or presentations or conducting his radio show

where prospects might be in attendance.

Review of the Corrective Actions and Self-lmposed Sanctions

Indiana University remains deeply disappointed by these violations and by the fact that
they occurred during a time when the men’s basketball program should have had a heightened
awareness of the need for absolute and total compliance with the spirit and the letter of NCAA
rules. Accordingly, when the impermissible phone calls were confirmed, the University
determined that significant sanctions were necessary and that these penalties should more than
counter the number of phone calls that occurred as well as any positive impact they may have
had on the men’s basketball program’s recruiting efforts. These penalties, which are detailed in
Section D later in this response, were designed to directly impact the coaches involved as well as
the men’s basketball program as a whole by limiting permissible recruiting activities, including

phone calls.
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Since these penalties were imposed in mid-September, additional impermissible calls
have been discovered and information has been developed regarding Sampson’s and Senderoff’s
actions. In addition, al members of the University’s then men’s basketball coaching staff have
been replaced. Following the receipt of the Notice, the University thus carefully reassessed the
penalties that were initially imposed and determined these penalties were sufficient to respond to
the violations that had occurred, even with the new information and violations taken into
account. For example, Penalty 2-c, which reduces by half the number of permissible calls to
prospects during their senior year of high school, results in a reduction of 700 calling
opportunities plus an additional reduction of 350 calls for Sampson and the subsequent head
coaches. Similarly, Penalty 2-d, which reduces the number of calls that Sampson (and the
University’s subsequent head coaches) could make to prospects during their junior year in high
school, resulted in a reduction of approximately 885 calling opportunities. In contrast, the total

number of impermissible cals that occurred was a fraction of the missed calling opportunities

caused by the penalties.

Further, the University left these penalties largely intact despite the complete turnover in
the coaching staff. When Senderoff resigned on October 29, 2007, the University transferred his
penalty (Penalty 2-a) to another assistant coach. Similarly, when Sampson resigned on February
22, 2008, the subsequent two head coaches operated subject to Penalties 2-c and 2-d. All of the

penalties regarding phone calls have remained intact.

In April 2008, the University determined, however, that it was necessary and appropriate

to adjust two of itsinitia self-imposed penalties, which, because of the coaching staff changes,
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were going to have far greater detrimental and harmful impacts than were anticipated upon their
imposition last fall. Specifically, because the ten off-campus recruiting days alotted to Sampson
in self-imposed Penalty 2-f have been used (six by Sampson and four by the interim head coach,
Dan Dakich), the University determined that Tom Crean, the current head men’'s basketball
coach, should be allowed 10 off-campus recruiting days through July 31, 2008. Further, because
al six of the official visits permitted under self-imposed Penalty 2-g were used by the prior
men’s basketball coaching staff by the early signing period of November 2007, the University
decided to alow the current men’s basketball coaching staff to provide two additional official
visits for the remainder of the current academic year.? It should be noted that these penalties
were modified and not withdrawn; rather, penaties in these areas remain. Limiting the current
head coach to 10 off-campus recruiting days through July 31, 2008 is till a penalty as the
number of days a head coach may recruit off-campus is not normally limited other than the 130
person-day-limit for off-campus recruiting. Further, the modified limit of eight official visitsis
still below the NCAA limit of 12 and the University’s four-year average of 9.25 visits. In
addition, the University has added an additional penalty that reduces by two the number of
recruiting days in July 2008 — one day during each evaluation segment — where none of the

men’s basketball coaches will be allowed to recruit off campus.

The University believes that, athough these limited adjustments provide necessary relief
for the current men’s basketball coaching staff, all of whom were completely uninvolved in the

violations, they do not alter the strength of the initial penaltiesin any material way, particularly

2 This increase from six to eight official visits is consistent with the waiver available under NCAA Bylaw 13.6.2.7
that allows institutions to provide additional official visits after anew head coach is hired if the prior coach has used
75% or more of the permitted official visits.
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since the phone call restrictions remain intact. In addition, the four off-campus recruiting days
used by the interim head coach had no impact and brought no benefit to the men’s basketball
program or the University. Further, in large part because the University carefully evaluated the
need for these modifications, the men’s basketball coaching staff missed 22 days of off-campus

recruiting and the head coach was not able to recruit off-campus for 14 permissible recruiting

days (i.e., this number does not include dead periods), until April 26, 2008.

Indiana University continues to view this matter very seriousy and believes the
significant self-imposed sanctions and corrective actions, which are set forth in Section D later
in this response, remain appropriate and sufficient to respond to the violations that occurred and
to send a strong message that complete commitment to NCAA compliance is expected and

required of al coaches and staff.
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B. SUMMARY OF THE UNIVERSITY'SINVESTIGATION

As detailed below and in Attachment H of the October 3 report, the University conducted
regular checks of phone records throughout the year. On July 10, 2007, during the course of the
compliance staff’s additional year-end review of recruiting logs and phone calls for all sports, the
staff noticed that one men’s basketball prospective student-athlete (||| GGGz Had been
called twicein oneday. Thiswasimmediately brought to the attention of the assistant athletics
director for compliance, who instructed the director of compliance to follow-up with specific
searches of phone records. Upon further inspection of the phone records, the director of
compliance confirmed that on January 29, 2007, there were two calls made by a then assistant
men’s basketball coach, Rob Senderoff (“Senderoff”), from his cell phone to the prospect on the
same day® and that both involved a three-way connection to a third phone number that was
ultimately determined to be the home number for the then head men’s basketball coach, Kelvin
Sampson (* Sampson”). The director of compliance then searched the men’s basketball coaching

staff’s cell and office phone records for other three-way calls.*

Upon the discovery of the three-way recruiting calls that included Sampson, which were
contrary to one of the sanctions as discussed in more detail below, the compliance staff
immediately informed the director of athletics and the senior woman administrator, and within
24 hours the faculty athletics representative, the general counsel and president also became

involved. The president, faculty athletics representative and other senior officials at the

% The first call appeared to be “dropped”, resulting in the need for a second call, which is permissible under an
NCAA rules interpretation received from the Big Ten Conference. However, per the Committee’s sanctions, this
call-back was not allowed.

* Each of the men's basketball coaches reported in writing on monthly forms that home phones were not used for
making recruiting calls. (See Attachment G of the October 3report.)

B-1
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University received frequent updates throughout the remainder of the investigation, which
immediately ensued. The University continued its review and analysis of phone and recruiting
records and retained the services of the Ice Miller Collegiate Sports Practice, as outside counsel,
for assistance in investigating and determining the full scope of any failure to comply with the
Committee' s sanctions and/or NCAA rules. On July 16, the first possible opportunity for an in-
person meeting, the director of athletics and senior woman administrator met with Sampson and
separately with Senderoff, who placed the magority of the three-way calls. On July 20, the
University’s general counsel, senior woman administrator and outside counsel interviewed these
two coaches individually and the only other assistant coach, Ray McCallum (“McCallum™), who
had made any three-way calls.” The review and analysis of office and cell phone records from
May 2006 through June 2007 continued and calls were placed to all ten of the known phone

numbers involved in the three-way calls in an attempt to confirm the content and nature of the

cals®

®> Although McCallum placed 11 three-way calls, only four of those calls included Sampson and were thus
potentially at issue. Of those four calls, three involved incoming calls from an unknown origin and it could not be
determined if the calls involved recruiting (these calls are nonetheless included in the maximum total of
impermissible calls set forth below). Neither Sampson nor McCallum recalled these calls. The remaining three-way
call involving Sampson, which occurred on May 8, 2007, was not arecruiting call because the involved prospect had
enrolled in summer school at the University, which began that day, and thus was no longer considered a prospective
student-athlete per NCAA Bylaw 13.02.11-(c). The remaining seven three-way calls placed by McCallum included
four calls to his own cell phone (perhaps his voicemail) and three other miscellaneous short calls not involving
Sampson.

® The University was able to reach only three individuals as many of the numbers had changed or been disconnected,
despite repeated attempts (three to five times per number) to reach the remaining numbers. Of the 10 phone
numbers called, only three resulted in interviews. The other calls either resulted in voicemail messages that were
never returned, or confirmed that phone numbers had been reassigned without forwarding information. Due to the
need to handle the investigation in a confidential manner, the University did not contact other NCAA ingtitutions to
try to gain access to their student-athletes, other than one university where a student-athlete who had received
multiple three-way calls was enrolled. After aninitial exchange of voicemails, an interview was not arranged when
the departure of that university’s athletics director Ieft the university short staffed.
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1/2147738.1



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

It was determined at that time there were at least some three-way calls contrary to one of
the sanctions and that this information should be included in the report the University was
scheduled to submit to the Committee by August 31 regarding the monitoring of and compliance
with the sanctions. Outside counsel contacted Shep Cooper, Director for the Committees on
Infractions, on August 22 to apprise him of these issues and to request additional time to

thoroughly review and investigate this matter and to complete the report to the Committee. This

request was granted.

Although all of the assistant coaches had reported monthly, in writing, to the University
that they only used their cell or office phones for recruiting and Sampson had reported monthly
that he had not engaged in any recruiting calls (see Attachment G of the October 3 report),
Indiana University requested that Sampson and Senderoff provide their home phone records for
the time period of the sanctions to ensure a complete review of all known phones, to confirm no
other three-way calls had occurred and to verify their veracity regarding the signed forms.
Sampson provided his home phone records shortly thereafter. Outside counsel reviewed the
home phone records for Sampson from June 2006’ through May 2007 and determined there were
no three-way or recruiting phone calls during the time period of the sanctions. Outside counsel

and the University then conducted follow-up interviews with Sampson and Senderoff® on August

" Sampson, who was hired by Indiana University on March 29, 2006, did not begin home phone service until June
2006.

8 An additional interview with McCallum and the review of his home phone records was deemed unnecessary at that
time as his involvement in three-way recruiting calls was limited to at most three phone calls involving
undetermined incoming phone calls, only one of which occurred after receipt of a June 13, 2006 email and
memorandum clarifying the impermissibility of three-way calls (see Attachment 4, Item No. 8). An additional call
that occurred on May 8, 2007 and that was initially at issue, was later determined not to be arecruiting call as noted
above.
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23 to address outstanding issues and to obtain additional information regarding their

recollections of the three-way calls.

In early September, after consulting with legal counsel, Senderoff provided his home
phone records from June 2006 through July 2007.° The review of these records revealed that,
although there were no three-way calls, Senderoff had placed a significant number of recruiting
calls from his home phone (approximately 75), even though he had not reported the use of this
phone to Indiana University on the required monthly forms (see Attachment G of the October
3 report) or included these calls from home on the handwritten phone logs and with the required
reporting that was entered into the compliance office’s electronic recruiting monitoring system
(“Cybersports’). Outside counsel documented the calls to known recruiting phone numbers (or
numbers very close to recruiting numbers) and the University’s compliance staff then cross-
referenced these home calls against other recruiting calls (compiled from office and cell phones
records) to determine whether any calls were contrary to the sanctions or NCAA rules. In
addition, the compliance staff called unknown numbers that were similar to the phone numbers
listed for a prospect to determine the identity of the individual called and whether the call was
countable and permissible. Consistent with the University's conservative and strict approach in
reviewing the records (i.e., assuming any questionable call was problematic), if the individua
called could not be identified as permissible, the call was presumed to be impermissible. This

review of recruiting calls made from Senderoff’s home phone revealed that a number of calls

® Senderoff started his employment at Indiana University on April 17, 2006 but did not have a home phone until
June 2006.
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were contrary to the sanctions and NCAA rules and thus resulted in an expansion of the scope of

the investigation.

The University immediately requested and received the home phone records of the two
remaining then men’'s basketball coaches, McCallum and Jeff Meyer (“Meyer”), again despite
the fact both coaches had reported on monthly forms that they only used their office or cell
phones for recruiting. A review of the records revealed that Meyer placed ten recruiting calls
from his home phone, several of which were contrary to the sanctions and one of which was
contrary to NCAA rules. McCallum placed one recruiting call from his home phone, which was

not contrary to the sanctions or to NCAA rules.

On September 12, outside counsel and the University conducted another interview with
Senderoff to discuss the recruiting calls placed from his home phone. A similar interview with
Meyer was held on October 1. In total, Sampson was interviewed three times, Senderoff four
times and McCallum and Meyer one time each. During each interview, in addition to specific
guestions regarding the known phone call issues, the coaches were asked open-ended questions,
such as whether there were any other impermissible cals or other information to report. The

coaches did not report or provide information regarding any other impermissible calls.

After these interviews and the final cross-checking of phone records were completed, the
University determined it had obtained information sufficient and complete enough to submit a
report to the Committee on October 3, 2007, setting forth the calls discovered that were contrary

to the sanctions, as well as outlining its monitoring and education regarding the Committee’s
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penalties. (See Attachment 1.) On October 25, 2007, the University submitted a report to the
NCAA Enforcement Staff regarding the phone calls placed by Senderoff and Meyer that were in
violation of NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2. (See Attachment 2.) On October 29, 2007, Senderoff

resigned from his position at the University, effective immediately.

Upon the receipt of the reports, the NCAA Enforcement Staff began its review of the
self-reported information. The University fully cooperated with the NCAA throughout its
investigation, including providing information and assistance as requested. From late October
2007 through early February 2008, the NCAA Enforcement Staff conducted interviews with
various prospects who were the subjects of the impermissible calls, some of whom were enrolled
student-athletes at other NCAA institutions, as well as some of the prospects relatives and
coaches. In addition, the NCAA interviewed the four coaches referenced in the reports
(Sampson, Senderoff, Meyer and McCallum), as well as the former director of basketball
operations, Jerry Green. The University ensured its representatives were available to participate
in any interviews where such involvement was permitted by the individuals interviewed.® The
University participated in approximately 13 interviews with prospects and their relatives and
coaches, the interview with the former director of basketball operations, an interview with the
assistant director for compliance (Jennifer Brinegar) and follow-up interviews with Sampson,

McCallum and Meyer.

19 Approximately six individuals declined to allow Indiana University to attend the interviews conducted by the
NCAA, including five prospects and Senderoff.
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During this phase of the investigation, new information surfaced in a number of
interviews regarding additional potential impermissible recruiting phone calls with Sampson that
were initiated by Senderoff and involved the use of a speakerphone or the passing of a phone.
Specific information was also reported regarding the conversations with Sampson and Senderoff
during a number of the impermissible phone calls included in the University’s October reports.™
On February 8, 2008, the NCAA issued its Notice of Allegations, which was based on the
information self-reported by the University, as well as this new information. On February 15,
2008, the University’s president directed the director of athletics to oversee an immediate
investigation of the new allegations and to make an assessment as to whether they were credible
and accurate. The director of athletics was assisted in his review by the University’s general

counsel, senior woman administrator, faculty athletics representative and outside counsel. On

February 22, 2008, Sampson resigned from his position at the University, effective immediately.

During the assessment of the new allegations, the University evaluated transcript
testimony and reviewed phone records and other documentary evidence to determine whether the
new information regarding the impermissible phone calls could be supported. The University
also continued to review telephone records (cell, home and office) to identify other potentially
impermissible calls in response to the new information that was learned during the course of
these interviews. As a result of the University’s continued review, severa additiona

impermissible phone calls were identified and included in this response. Although some of the

" Most of this new information as well as some additional impermissible phone calls were discovered at thistime
because of the failure of Senderoff and Meyer to record all of their calls and recruiting phone number and/or the
failure of Sampson and Senderoff to report the full extent of the impermissible phone calls during their interviews
with the University.
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numbers initially reported in October have changed, the general scope and extent of the

impermissible calls have remained the same.
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C. RESPONSE TO ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

1 [NCAA Bylaws 2.8.1, 2.8.3 and 19.01.4, and NCAA Infractions Report No. 250]

It is alleged that from March 29, 2006, through July 31, 2007, Indiana University,
Bloomington (Indiana), and members of the men's basketball staff failed to comply
with the penalties assessed by the NCAA Division | Committee on Infractions in
Infractions Report No. 250 when Kelvin Sampson, head men's basketball coach;
Jeff Meyer, assistant men's basketball coach; and Rob Senderoff, then assistant
men's basketball coach, placed or participated in telephone calls that violated
recruiting restrictionsimposed on theinstitution, Sampson and the men's basketball
staff as penalty for Sampson's prior involvement in violations of NCAA legisation.
Specifically:

a. Sampson and Senderoff engaged in multiple telephone calls that violated a
recruiting restriction prohibiting Sampson from being present when
members of his staff made telephone calls related in any way to recruiting
(Penalty L of NCAA Infractions Report No.250; as adopted by and
transferred to Indiana).

b. Senderoff and Meyer placed approximately 100 telephone calls that violated
the following recruiting restrictions:

Q) Telephone calls were reduced from one call per month to one call
every other month to prospective student-athletes, the prospective
student-athlete's parents or legal guardian(s) on or after June 15 of
the prospect's sophomore year in high school (Penalty E of NCAA
Infractions Report No.250; as adopted by and transferred to
Indiana).

2 Telephone calls were reduced from two calls per week to one call per
week to prospective student-athletes, the prospective student-athlete's
parents or legal guardian(s) on or after August 1 of their senior year
in high school (Penalty F of NCAA Infractions Report No. 250; as
adopted by and transferred to Indiana).

Please indicate whether this information is substantially correct and whether the
institution agreesthat a violation of NCAA legislation occurred. Submit evidence to
support your response.
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Overview of the University’s Position

The University agrees the information set forth in Allegation No. 1 is substantialy
correct, the conduct described was contrary to the listed sanctions imposed by the Committee on
Infractions, and the University and the named individuals were all obligated to comply with
these sanctions. Indiana University understands that the impermissible conduct referred to in this
alegation includes: (1) three-way recruiting phone calls (involving three phone lines) that
included Sampson; (2) use of a speakerphone or passing of the phone by Senderoff to include
Sampson in recruiting calls (involving two phone lines — Senderoff’s and a third party’s, not
Sampson’s); and (3) phone cals, primarily by Senderoff but also by Meyer, that exceeded the

number of phone calls alowed per prospect during the specified timeframes.

The University does not dispute that the sanctions imposed by the Committee became
part of the rules and regulations of the NCAA for Indiana University, as well as its staff and
coaches. Therefore, aviolation of Constitution 2.8.1 occurred in that, as a result of the failure of
the men’ s basketball staff to abide by the Committee's sanctions, the University did not “comply
with al applicable rules and regulations of the Association in the conduct of its intercollegiate
athletics programs’ as required under the principle of rules compliance. However, the
University questions whether there can be violations of NCAA Constitution 2.8.3 and Bylaw
19.01.4, which set forth the fact that an institution and individuals who violate NCAA rules or
regulations are subject to disciplinary or corrective actions. Indiana University does not contest
the relevance of these bylaws to the circumstances at hand but is not certain that they should be
listed as legidation that was violated. Specifically, a failure to comply with penalties does not

seem to violate provisions that merely codify the authority of the NCAA to impose disciplinary
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measures, rather than explicitly require compliance with penalties. When the University first
confirmed the failure by the coaches to fully comply with the Committee’ s sanctions, it carefully
evaluated whether noncompliance with penalties imposed by the Committee on Infractions,
without any violation of NCAA bylaws, constituted a stand-alone violation of NCAA legislation.
The University was unable to locate any applicable citations in the constitution or bylaws, but
now recognizes that the first sentence of Constitution 2.8.1 applies. Understanding that these
circumstances present a case of first impression, the University will defer to the judgment of the

Committee as to whether noncompliance with some of the sanctions — standing alone —

constitutes aviolation of NCAA legidlation.

Regardless of the outcome of this issue, Indiana University continues to believe that full
compliance with sanctions should be an expectation and an obligation of NCAA member
institutions, including all staff members and coaches, and that appropriate disciplinary measures,
such as the self-imposed sanctions listed in Section D later in this response, should be imposed

in the event of noncompliance.

Review of the Impermissible Three-Way Phone Calls (Allegation No. 1-a)

The impermissible phone calls generally referenced in Allegation No. 1-a included three-
way recruiting calls involving Sampson and primarily Senderoff. These calls were self-reported
by Indiana University in an October 3, 2007 report to the Committee on Infractions as being
contrary to one of the sanctions imposed on the men’'s basketball coaching staff. (See
Attachment 1.) No other three-way phone calls were discovered during the subsequent review

of phone records by Indiana University or during the NCAA Enforcement Staff’s investigation.
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As background, three-way phone calls, which involve connecting three phone lines, are
permissible under NCAA rules and University policies, including recruiting calls when multiple
coaches are connected on the phone. However, due to Penalty L of Infractions Report No. 250,
which prohibited Sampson “from making any phone calls that relate in any way to recruiting or
being present when members of his staff make such calls’ from May 25, 2006 through May 24,
2007, three-way recruiting calls involving Sampson were not permissible. Of the 27 three-way
phone calls that occurred during the period of the sanctions, approximately 10 to 18 involved a
then assistant men’s basketball coach connecting Sampson into a phone call with a prospective
student-athlete or an individual involved in the recruitment of a prospective student-athlete (e.g.,
relative, coach). (See Attachment M for a summary of all three-way calls and Attachment N
for those known to involve recruiting, both of the October 3 report.) Indiana University
determined these calls were contrary to the intent of Penaty L as well as a June 12, 2006
clarification received from the Committee's staff regarding the impermissibility of three-way
calling. (See Attachment 3, for the letter received from the Committee, and Attachment 4,
Item No. 8, for the University’s June 13, 2006 communication via email and memorandum

providing this clarification to the men’s basketball coaching staff.)

Overview of the Three-Way Calls. Three-way calls occurred when a then assistant
coach would either receive an incoming call or make an outgoing call and then connect the call

to another number. Sampson did not place any of the three-way phone calls. Two of the three
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then assistant men’s basketball coaches (Senderoff and Ray McCallum “McCallum”*?) made
threeeway calls, some of which were permissible, during the period when Sampson was
prohibited from making any recruiting phone calls. All three-way calls placed by the assistant
men’s basketball coaches™ were reviewed to determine those that included Sampson and
concerned recruiting. Indiana University contacted the phone companies on severa occasionsin
an attempt to identify the phone numbers for the incoming calls, none of which were listed on the
phone bills. The phone companies al reported they were unable to provide the phone numbers
for the incoming cals. The University therefore focused the review on determining the
individuals caled during the outgoing calls and, taking a conservative and strict approach,

assumed al of the incoming calls were related to recruiting, even though the identities of the

callers remained unknown.

During the course of the University’ sinvestigation, it became clear that approximately 10
to 18 of the 27 three-way calls placed by the two then assistant coaches included Sampson and
were thus contrary to the intent and terms of the sanction prohibiting Sampson from making any
recruiting phone calls, and specifically the clarification received from the Committee on
Infractions regarding three-way phone calls. (See Attachment M of the October 3 report for a
summary of all three-way calls, and Attachments 3 and 4 for the clarification.) The lower
number (10) represents all of the outgoing calls the assistant coaches placed to known recruiting
numbers for prospective student-athletes and counts as one call, on two occasions, two calls (that

occurred back-to-back due to a dropped call). (See Attachment N of the October 3 report for

12 McCallum, who was not involved in any other issues or violations, was not tied to any of the known recruiting
callsinvolving Sampson, as set forth below.

3 The University also reviewed Sampson’s phone records and confirmed he did not place any three-way phone
cdls.
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a summary of these recruiting three-way calls.) If these call-backs to the two dropped calls
are counted separately, there are 12 known (outgoing) recruiting calls. As noted in Attachment
M of the October 3 report, there are six additional three-way calls that included Sampson: five
were incoming calls to an assistant coach where the caller could not be identified and one was an
outgoing call to an unknown Detroit number.'* Erring on the side of caution, these six calls have

nonetheless been presumed to be recruiting calls for the purpose of analyzing the extent to with

which the sanction was not complied and for assessing penalties.

The remaining nine three-way calls listed in Attachment M of the October 3 report were
not contrary to Penalty L. One of these calls, placed by McCallum on May 8, 2007 to the coach
of a prospective student-athlete, ||| GGG, \2s determined not to be a recruiting
call because [l was no longer a prospect, per NCAA Bylaw 13.02.11-(c), as he was
enrolled in and attending the summer session at Indiana University, which began that day. The
remaining eight three-way calls that occurred prior to the end of the sanction on May 24, 2007,
did not involve Sampson, including: four occasions when McCallum patched into his own cell
phone number for one minute, perhaps to his voicemail or perhaps by mistake; two calls that
were unrelated to phone numbers for any prospect or Indiana coach; and the remaining two calls

that involved McCallum, Senderoff and a third number.

The known impermissible 10 (or 12) recruiting three-way calls involved a total of six

prospects, one of whom matriculated at Indiana University and one who signed with Indiana but

4 To determine the identify of the individual who uses that number, the compliance staff called the phone number
but it had been disconnected and reassigned. After consultation with Senderoff, the University is fairly confident
that the phone number was previously used by the AAU coach of a prospective student-athlete from Detroit. The
call was therefore likely, and is assumed to be, arecruiting call.
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was subsequently released from his Nationa Letter of Intent (“*NLI”) when Sampson resigned,

asfollows:
Prospect Recruiting Class | Institution Attending Number of Three
Way Calls

DelJuan Blair 2007 Pittsburgh 4 (or 5)

Wil Buford 2008 Signed with Ohio State 1

Ayodele Coker 2007 St. John's 1

Devin Ebanks 2008 Signed with  Indiana 1

(released from hisNLI)

Y ancy Gates 2008 Signed with Cincinnati 1

j 2007 Indiana 2 (or 3)

Senderoff initiated al 10 (or 12) of these known recruiting calls. Of the remaining six
potentially impermissible three-way calls, al of which were unidentifiable numbers, three

involved Senderoff and three involved McCallum.

These three-way calls were not noticed during the compliance staff’s regular and usual
monitoring of phone calls during the course of the academic year for several reasons. Both
manual and computerized searches, which were conducted by the compliance staff, targeted the
declared recruiting phone numbers being called, as reported by the coaches and inputted into
Cybersports, and the frequency of calls to these numbers, not other columns or information on
the phone bills. In addition, because the three-way code that appeared on the bill was aways on
the same line as alocal number on the phone bill (e.g., Sampson’s cell or home number), it was
not detected in analyzing the calls to the declared recruiting numbers. (See Attachment 5 for a

sample phone-bill page showing a three-way call.)
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Further, since the coaches had requested and received a clear interpretation from the
Committee on Infractions in June 2006 that three-way calling with Sampson would not be
permissible, three-way calls should not have been an issue. Following a May 30, 2006 meeting
between the compliance staff, other athletics administrators and the men’s basketball coaching
staff to discuss the sanctions from Infractions Report No. 250, the University sought clarification
from the Committee on Infractions regarding a number of questions about the application of the
sanctions imposed on Sampson and the University’s basketball program. (See Attachment 28
for the May 31, 2006 letter from the University to the Committee.) Specific to three-way
recruiting phone calls, a member of the coaching staff asked whether an assistant coach could
place a recruiting call and then add Sampson into the call by three-way technology. The
compliance staff responded that this would not be permissible. The coaches did not challenge or
guestions this interpretation of outgoing three-way calls, thereby indicating that they understood
that these calls were impermissible. The coaches then asked whether Sampson could be added
by three-way technology to an incoming recruiting call to an assistant coach, since Sampson
could receive recruiting calls directly. The coaches were informed by the compliance staff that
thiswas aso likely to be impermissible and that, pending clarification from the Committee, such
inclusion of Sampson should not occur. A response from the Committee on Infractions
regarding several questions from the May 30 meeting, including the three-way question, was
received on June 12, 2006. (See Attachment 3.) The next day, on June 13, the compliance staff
communicated the Committee’s clear responses to the men’s basketball coaching staff via email

and awritten memorandum. (See Attachment 4, Item No. 8.) In the memorandum provided to

the men’ s basketball staff, Item No. 8 specifically addressed three-way calling as follows:
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If an AAU or HS coach calls one of the IU assistant coaches and then adds a

prospect in on a 3-way call, can the assistant coach add in Coach Sampson at that

time (since the original call was initiated by the AAU or HS coach and not by

anyone at 1U)? No.

Indiana University believes that this information clearly set forth that connecting
Sampson into a recruiting call via a three-way call was not permissible for any of the 10 to 18
three-way recruiting phone calls. Although the scenario presented in the memorandum does not
address the exact circumstances that occurred here, it should have been readily apparent that, as
this memorandum addressed a more passive circumstance (i.e., a coach receiving a cal and
having a prospect added in), the more direct action of connecting Sampson on an outgoing
recruiting call would also be impermissible, whether or not the assistant coach was an active
participant on the call. In addition, the coaches were told in the May 30 meeting that outgoing
three-way recruiting calls involving Sampson were impermissible.  Further, Sampson readily
admitted in his interviews that he knew that he could not participate in a three-way phone call
with an assistant coach and, in his November 23, 2007 interview, conducted by the NCAA

Enforcement Staff and attended by the University, even stated that he would have hung up had

he realized Senderoff was on the phone.

Explanation Regarding Why the Impermissible ThreeeWay Recruiting Calls
Occurred. According to Sampson, the three-way calls primarily occurred when there had been a
dropped call involving Sampson, whereas Senderoff explained the calls generally occurred when

a prospect (or other individual) informed Senderoff that they were frustrated in their inability to
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contact Sampson or that they urgently needed to speak with him.*® McCallum did not recall
making any three-way calls and was thus unable to provide any additional information regarding
the calls. Sampson generally did not recall the specifics of most of the calls or their origin and
consistently denied knowing that Senderoff or any other coach had initiated a three-way
recruiting call. However, in his August 23 interview with the University, Sampson remembered
one call involving Deluan Blair (“Blair”) and stated that, although not 100% certain, he thought
Senderoff had initiated the call.®® Sampson also stated in an October 30 telephonic press
conference, when Indiana University released the October 25 report that had been submitted to
the NCAA, that “[o]ther than one call, | was not aware that it was a three way cal”. (See
Attachment 6 for a transcript of the press conference at p. 2.) In contrast, in his November
13, 2007 interview conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff, Sampson said he did not know
Senderoff had initiated any of the three-way calls, including the one to Blair. Sampson readily
admitted in his various interviews, as set forth in more detail below, that he knew he could not
participate in three-way recruiting calls with one of his assistant coaches. In his interviews,
Sampson also stated he did not instruct the assistant coaches to connect him into the cals.
Senderoff recalled the circumstances of approximately half of the outgoing calls. Attachment N
of the October 3 report provides some context for those calls the coaches recalled, based on the

information reported to Indiana University prior to submission of the October 3 report. None of

the coaches disputed the fact that the three-way calls had occurred. Further, none of the coaches

15|t should be noted that these were the general explanations offered by Sampson and Senderoff during their July
and August interviews and that these explanations were somewhat different than those offered during the interviews
conducted by the NCAA.

16 Sampson’s recollection of this call, although better than his memory of other calls, was not very detailed.
Generally, regarding the October 4, 2006 call with Blair, Sampson recalled that Blair was scheduled to come to
Bloomington for a campus visit and then decided not to visit. Sampson remembered Senderoff explaining that Blair
needed to speak with him. He noted that Blair never visited and Sampson never met him.
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were able to recall the details of the six incoming calls, which is understandable as the callers are

unknown.

There were some unique circumstances that made Sampson’s ability to receive phone
calls from prospects or other individuals more difficult than it might otherwise have been. All of
the calls at issue here occurred in the evening and Sampson understandably did not generally
provide his home phone number to prospective student-athletes, who may not receive a
scholarship offer or choose to attend Indiana University, or the individuas involved in their
recruitment. Instead he provided his cell phone number. Unfortunately, his cell phone reception
was at best spotty at his home, which was located several miles outside Bloomington, resulting
in many dropped calls. Thus, Sampson reported there were occasions when he would be on an
incoming call with a prospect or an individual involved in the prospect’s recruitment and the call
would drop and he would have to wait for the individual to call him back, per the sanctions.*’
He stated if the individual did not call back, he would text message™ or call one of the assistant
coaches to have them remind the individual that he could not call them back, but they could call
him. It was reported that some of the three-way calls at issue here may have occurred as a result
of adropped (permissible) call and then Senderoff helped the prospect or other individual reach
Sampson by impermissibly patching Sampson into a call, even though the prospect or individual

could have called back Sampson directly.

" However, the prospects interviewed by the NCAA Enforcement Staff did not report such dropped calls.
8 NCAA rules at this time allowed text messaging.
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In other instances, Senderoff reported he would receive calls from prospects or other
individuals who had trouble reaching Sampson (e.g., his cell phone would go straight to
voicemail), at least in part due to the poor cell phone reception at his home. And it was reported
there were occasions when a prospect or other individual stressed the urgency of the need to
speak with Sampson immediately (e.g., to confirm Indiana’ s continued interest in the prospect or

an upcoming visit to campus). However, the prospects interviewed by the NCAA Enforcement

Staff did not offer these details to explain the circumstances of the three-way calls.

According to Senderoff, who placed all 10 (or 12) of the impermissible recruiting calls
involving an initial outgoing call from him to a prospect or other individual, he would dial the
first number, sometimes engage in a conversation with the individual, place that call on hold, dial
Sampson’s number and immediately while Sampson’s phone was still ringing connect the other
call. Senderoff stated he then remained on the line and did not say anything. By using this
technique, Senderoff reported that he intended to serve only as an “operator” by alowing two
people to have a conversation. Despite the interpretation from the compliance staff at the May
30 meeting regarding the impermissibility of outgoing three-way calls and the clarification
obtained from the Committee regarding incoming three-way calls, Senderoff stated that he
thought thiswas a “gray” area in regards to the Committee' s sanction and that he never intended
to put Sampson or the University in a difficult position.® Similarly, he also noted that he used
poor judgment and that he probably should have asked the compliance staff to clarify whether

his actions were permissible (even though the compliance staff had clearly given the instructions

19 The compliance staff believed the coaches clearly understood upon leaving the meeting that outgoing three-way
callsincluding Sampson were impermissible as there were no challenges or follow-up questions once this
interpretation was given. Rather, the coaches turned their line of questioning to incoming three-way calls.
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that these calls were impermissible, as noted above). Senderoff further stated he did not think
the spirit of the rule was broken because the individuas were trying to reach Sampson and

wanted to speak with him.

Information Developed by The University Regarding Whether Three-Way Conversations

Occurred. Neither Senderoff nor Sampson recalled Senderoff ever participating in a three-way
conversation or introducing the third party to Sampson. However, two of the three individuals
that Indiana University successfully contacted during its investigation from the list of known
phone numbers used in the three-way recruiting cals, reported that Senderoff was involved in
the respective conversations, as well as Sampson. The University was careful to clarify with
both individuals — || (currently enrolled at Indiana University) and
Yvonne Jackson (“Jackson”), the mother of Devin Ebanks (“Ebanks’), (who committed to
Indiana University, but was subsequently released from his NLI) — that both coaches participated
in the conversation at the same time as opposed to Senderoff speaking only during the first
portion of the call and then remaining silent when Sampson was on the phone. In their separate
conversations with the University, the two individuas were specific in their recollections that
Senderoff was involved during the whole call and it should be noted that these calls were
relatively close to their conversations with the University in the late summer of 2007. | R
received three-way calls, on January 29 and April 5, 2007; and Jackson received one call on May
1, 2007. The third individua contacted, Keith McClure (“McClure”’), a coach for Wil Buford

(“Buford”) did not recall ever speaking to Sampson.
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As noted in its October 3, 2007 report to the Committee, Indiana University determined
the connection of Sampson into arecruiting call via athree-way call was contrary to the intent of
the sanction each and every time such a three-way call occurred regardliess of whether the
assistant coach ever spoke while Sampson was on the call. The University thus counted al 18
possible recruiting calls in assessing the appropriate sanctions, as set forth in Section D later in

this response, without regard to whether an assistant coach spoke on the call with Sampson and

the third party.

Additional Information Regarding Three-Way Conversations Developed During NCAA

Enforcement Staff Interviews. When the NCAA Enforcement Staff conducted a November 27,

2007 interview with Jackson,® she corroborated the information reported to the University that
both Senderoff and Sampson had spoken with her during the same discussion, provided details
about their conversation and stated she was very certain that a three-way conversation had
occurred. The University has thus concluded there is no reason to question Jackson's clear

recollections that a three-way conversation occurred during the three-way call.

In a January 29, 2008 interview conducted by the NCAA and attended by the University,
I cid not recall a three-way conversation occurring with Sampson and Senderoff and did
not recall the information he had previously provided to Indiana University regarding a three-
way conversation occurring during a three-way call. However, as noted below in the response to

another aspect of Allegation No. 1-a and to Allegation 3-a-(1), [ reported in his January

% Because the NCAA Enforcement Staff conducted this interview immediately upon making phone contact with
Jackson, the University was not able to participate.
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29 interview several instances when Senderoff would put Sampson on the phone. Because the
University was not aware of these other calls and only knew about the three-way call when it
questioned [l in the summer of 2007, his responses were interpreted as being related to the
three-way call, when he might have been recaling the speakerphone conversation referenced
below. Thus, the University believes that it is reasonable to conclude that [ was

consistent in his recollection regarding a three-way conversation occurring, but that three-way

conversation apparently did not occur during athree-way call.

In other interviews, the NCAA Enforcement Staff conducted after the submission of the
University’s October 2007 reports to the NCAA, several prospects recalled communications that
would have alerted Sampson to the fact that Senderoff was on the line during the three-way calls.
Specificaly, although appearing confused as to the details and circumstances of specific
telephone calls with Sampson and/or Senderoff, Blair reported during his December 11, 2007
interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff,?* that he recalled speaking with both coaches on a
phone call after he decided he did not want to take an officia visit to Indiana University. He
thought the call occurred on the day his official visit was supposed to have occurred. When
guestioned as to how certain he was that both coaches were involved on the phone at the same
time, whether it was by speakerphone or a three-way call, Blair responded “They were both on
the phone. I'm, they was both on the phone talking, we all was on the phone.” (December 11,
2007 Blair Interview Transcript at p. 14, located on NCAA custodial website.) He recalls
speaking with Sampson about rescheduling his visit for mid-October. This call corresponds to

the October 4, 2006 four-minute three-way call to Blair on the date of his home visit with

2 Blair declined to allow the University to participate.
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Senderoff and shortly before his scheduled official visit. Blair's description of the substance of
the conversation is consistent with the explanations provided by Sampson and Senderoff that

Blair had cancelled his scheduled visit.??

Further, another prospective student-athlete, Buford, remembered one phone cal on his
AAU coach’s (McClure's) phone when they were driving in the car and when he spoke to the
University’s head and one assistant coach at the same time. Buford stated in his January 28,
2008 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff and in which the University participated, that
the Indiana University assistant coach, whose name he did not recall, had called his coach’s
phone and then the assistant coach called the head coach (Sampson) and let him know that
Buford was on the phone. Buford reported that he was “positive” the assistant coach had
introduced him to the head coach but noted he did not remember the two coaches saying
anything else to each other. Based on cell phone records, Indiana University believes that this
cal is consistent with the June 19, 2006 ten-minute three-way call Senderoff placed to
McClure's phone. In addition, Buford's recollection provides context for why McClure did not

recall speaking to Sampson when he spoke with the University in August 2007.%

In addition, in a December 19, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff,?*

Demetri McCamey (“McCamey”), a current student-athlete at the University of Illinois, reported

22 |t should also be noted, as detailed below in the next section and in the response to Allegation 3-a, Blair also
recalled another conversation with Senderoff and Sampson on October 4 during his home visit by Senderoff. This
phone call, which occurred via the speaker feature on Senderoff’s cell phone, was admitted to by Senderoff.
Although it is possible that Blair has confused the two calls, the University has determined it is reasonable to
conclude that during at least one of the calls, if not both, Sampson and Senderoff were on the phone with Blair in the
same conversation.

% McClure was the only one of the three individuals with whom the University was able to speak who did not recall
talking to Sampson as part of athree-way call.

2 McCamey declined to allow the University to participate in thisinterview.
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that he placed a call to Senderoff and that Senderoff then patched Sampson into a three-way call
and introduced him by stating something to the effect of “we’ve got Demetri on the phone’ or
“here is Demetri”. (December 19, 2007 McCamey Interview Transcript at pp. 8 and 13,
located on NCAA custodial website.)) In an April 28, 2008 follow-up phone call with counsel
for Sampson, the NCAA Enforcement Staff and counsel for the University, McCamey confirmed
his recollection and clarified some of the details of the call. Although some information reported
by McCamey could be interpreted as not completely consistent with other information, on
balance, the University believesit is possible this call is one of the six so-far unidentified three-
way incoming calls and, if so, it was likely to have been the May 31, 2006 seven-minute
incoming call. (See Attachment M of the October 3report.) Regardliess of whether thiscall is

tied to McCamey, the University has consistently assumed it to be a recruiting call and thus

counted the call asimpermissible.

Review of the Imper missible Use of a Speaker phone or Phone Passing
(Allegation No. 1-a)

Information regarding the involvement of Sampson in recruiting calls initiated by
Senderoff, which were not three-way calls, was first reported during a December 7, 2007
interview with Ayodele Coker (“Coker”) conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff and
attended by Indiana University. When Coker was questioned about his recollection of any phone
calls with Senderoff where he also spoke with Sampson (in an attempt to garner more
information regarding the circumstances of the October 4, 2006 three-way call identified in the

phone records), Coker described an occasion when Senderoff visited him at his high school,
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called Sampson on his (Senderoff’s) cell phone, and handed the phone to Coker so he could

speak to Sampson.

This information, which was revealed during one of the early NCAA interviews,
presented a new line of inquiry for the subsequent interviews. Following this interview, several
other individuals reported information regarding other (not three-way technology) recruiting
phone calls involving both Sampson and Senderoff that were contrary to Penalty L of Infractions
Report No. 250.% Several current and former prospects, and in one instance the mother of a
prospect, reported that Sampson participated in recruiting calls initiated by Senderoff. Some
(. V' arcus Morris, Kenny Frease) recalled speaking with Sampson on a phone call after
first having spoken with Senderoff during the same call. These instances were described as
involving the use of a speakerphone or the passing of a phone from Senderoff to Sampson, who
appeared to be in the same location. Others (Ayodele Coker, [, Erica Mackey — mother of
Jonathan “Bud” Mackey, and Blair) described occasions where Senderoff would be present with
them, would use his cell phone to speak with Sampson and would then hand them the phone or

use his cell phone’s speaker function so they could talk to Sampson.

Following the receipt of the Notice of Allegations, Indiana University carefully reviewed
the facts and circumstances of the information reported during each interview and then assessed
whether these recollections could be confirmed with actua phone records or events where

possible. The University’s analysis regarding these calls is set forth in more detail in the

% The University notes that open-ended questions during the University’s interviews did not prompt either Sampson
or Senderoff to report information regarding these calls or conversations, even though Senderoff in a later interview
recalled at least one of these calls.
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response to Allegation Nos. 3-a-(1), (2), (3) and (4), and 4-a-(1), (2), (3) and (4) below, which
relate to the conduct of Sampson and Senderoff. As a result of this analysis, the University
determined that, although some information is more conclusive and credible than other, it is
reasonable to conclude most if not al of these calls occurred, particularly given that some of the
information was in fact corroborated. Moreover, the University gave consideration to the fact
that testimony was received from several different, unrelated individuals who in separate
interviews provided information and slightly differing accounts of similar incidents involving
Senderoff initiating a recruiting call that Sampson joined. It seems unlikely all of these
individuals would have fabricated or misremembered the circumstances of these phone calls,

particularly since they would have had no reason to know such calls were the subject of the

investigation as media accounts had focused on the three-way phone calls.

In general, the individual s reported the following:

o I reported in his January 29, 2008 interview conducted by the NCAA and
attended by the University that on several (more than five) occasions, Senderoff
would call him, tell him to hold on and then Senderoff would say Coach is right
here and Sampson would be on the phone. [ recalled at least one time
where both Senderoff and Sampson were talking by speakerphone and Senderoff
stated that he (Senderoff) was on speakerphone. [ aso remembered that
on two occasions when Senderoff was visiting him, Senderoff called Sampson
and [ then spoke to Sampson on Senderoff’ s cell phone.

e Marcus Morris (“Morris”) reported in his January 23, 2008 interview conducted

by the NCAA and attended by the University that sometimes (approximately two
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or three times) when Senderoff called, Sampson was in the room with Senderoff
and that he spoke to both coaches on the same call.

Kenny Frease (“Frease”) reported in his January 14, 2008 interview conducted by
the NCAA and attended by the University that on at least two occasions,
Senderoff called his high school coach and then had Sampson speak to Frease,
who assumed Senderoff had just handed the phone to Sampson. This information
was corroborated by Frease' s coach who also participated in the interview and in
afollow-up interview on April 16, 2008.

Coker recaled in his December 7, 2007 interview conducted by the NCAA and
attended by the University that when Senderoff was visiting his high school,
Senderoff called Sampson and handed Coker his phone so that Coker could speak
with Sampson.

Erica Mackey (“Erica’) the mother of Jonathan “Bud’ Mackey, in a February 2,
2008 interview conducted by the NCAA described with particularity the
circumstances of two phone calls when she talked with Sampson with the
assistance of Senderoff. One of these calls was substantiated by phone records
and other information. Regarding this call, Erica stated that it occurred after
Bud's team won the state championship, and she ran into Senderoff in the arena.
Ericarecalled that Senderoff was already on the phone as he approached her, that
he handed her his cell phone and that Sampson was on the phone.

Blair stated in his December 11, 2007 interview conducted by the NCAA that
during Senderoff’s home visit, Senderoff caled Sampson and used his cell

phone's speakerphone function so Blair's family (including his mother, father,
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grandmother, sister and brother) could ask Sampson questions. Senderoff aso

recalled the circumstances of this phone call.

In his January 31, 2008 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff, Senderoff reported
for the first time that he recalled calling Sampson during his home visit with Blair’'s family and
then placing his cell phone on speakerphone so the family could ask Sampson some questions.
He also stated that he might have done that with Coker, although he thought Coker’s coach had
called Sampson in that instance, and that it was possible the same thing had happened with
B =s ell. Senderoff indicated he did not think these calls were impermissible. In his
January 29, 2008 interview, Sampson stated he did not recall talking to any prospect via such

methods.

These phone calls were not detectable by a review of phone records, which would only
have revealed calls between Senderoff and Sampson or calls between Senderoff and prospects
that at face value would have appeared permissible. As a result, these calls were not known to
Indiana University prior to the December 7, 2007 interview with Coker and were not included in
the October 3 or 25 reports submitted to the NCAA. Thus, following the discovery of these
additional calls that were contrary to the sanctions, the University evaluated the penalties self-
imposed in October to determine if any adjustments were warranted. In light of the fact that the
University had decided to impose significant sanctions that more than compensated for the
number of impermissible phone calls and any recruiting advantage that may have been gained,
Indiana University determined these calls did not warrant the imposition of additional penalties.

Further, since the University now has a new coaching staff that was not involved in any way with

1-21
1/2147738.1



INDIANA UNIVERSITY

RESPONSE TO THE NCAA

NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

these phone calls (or the other allegations) and since this staff already has to serve the remainder
of the self-imposed penalties, the University continues to believe additional penalties are

unnecessary.

Review of the Imper missible Phone Callsthat Exceed the Sanction L imits
(Allegation No. 1-b)

As noted above, during the review of the three-way calls in the summer of 2007, the
University requested and received the home phone records of Sampson and Senderoff, even
though there had been no information indicating the coaches were using their home phones. In
addition, all of the coaches had reported on monthly forms that they did not use their home
phones for recruiting. (See Attachment G of the October 3 report.) The University requested
these home phone records to determine whether three-way calls had been placed from the home
phones, to ensure the most complete review possible and to test the veracity of the coaches.
Sampson’s home phone records did not contain any recruiting (or three-way) calls during the
time period of the sanctions. Senderoff’s home phone records revealed a significant number of
recruiting calls (approximately 75), none of which had been reported to the compliance office
and a number of which were, or caused other phone calls to be, contrary to the sanctions. The
home phone records of the two other men’'s basketball coaches, McCalum and Meyer, were
immediately requested and reviewed for recruiting calls. Meyer placed ten recruiting calls from
his home phone, three of which were contrary to the sanctions, and one of which was contrary to
the sanctions and to NCAA rules. McCallum had one recruiting call from his home phone,

which did not result in any issues with the sanctions or NCAA rules.
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The University determined that these calls raised issues under revised Pendlties E and F
of Infractions Report No. 250, which are summarized as follows:
E. Reduced the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching staff to
prospects on or after June 15 of the prospect’ s sophomore year in high school through
July 31 of the prospect’s junior year in high school from one call per month to one
call every other month concluding July 31, 2007.

F. Reduced the number of permissible cals by the men’'s basketball coaching staff to
prospects on or after August 1 of the prospect’s senior year in high school from two
calls per week to one call per week concluding July 31, 2007.

Overview of Impermissible Calls. During its investigation, the University incorporated
the recruiting calls made from the home phones of the three then assistant coaches into spread
sheets, organized by prospective student-athlete, that included the other recruiting calls from cell
and office phones. Indiana University carefully analyzed these calls to identify any issues with
the sanctions or NCAA rules. Taking a conservative and strict approach that counted any
potentially impermissible call, the University determined if an impermissible call occurred, it
then rendered the ensuing calls impermissible until the requisite break (one month for juniors or
one call per week for seniors) had occurred. Thus, a number of previously permissible calls were
determined not to be permissible. For example, if there had previously been permissible phone
callsin April and June to a junior prospect but it was then discovered that a coach had placed a
call from his home phone to that prospect in May, the May and June calls were counted as
impermissible, as well as any other calls that occurred until there was a month without a
countable call. It should be noted, consistent with NCAA rules, only calls to the prospects or
their relatives were counted in the impermissible cals as calls to coaches and other individuals

did not fal within Penalties E and F. Further, unsuccessful attempts to reach a prospect or

relative prior to a permissible call were not counted; however, once a permissible call with a
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prospect or relative had occurred, any subsequent attempts to reach that prospect or arelativein
the relevant time period were counted as improper even if no contact was made. Following its
conservative and strict approach, the University also counted questionable calls as impermissible
(e.g., acal to an unknown number in the area code of a prospect, which was made around the
time of another call to that prospect’s listed numbers). Thus, the total number of impermissible

phone calls is the maximum number of potentially impermissible calls and the actual number of

impermissible calls may in fact be lower.

The magjority of the calls made from the then assistant coaches home phones were
permissible under NCAA rules. However, it was determined that a significant number of calls
were contrary to, or resulted in other calls being contrary to, Sanctions E and F. Sometimes the
calls made from the home phones were contrary to the sanctions or NCAA rules; sometimes they
caused other, previoudy permissible, calls to become impermissible. Attachment 7 contains
charts summarizing the impermissible calls for each prospect in aphabetical order. Question
marks (*?”) indicate a few unresolved issues, which were either irrelevant to the determination of

whether the call was permissible or which triggered the call to be assumed impermissible.

Following the submission of the October 3 report to the Committee on Infractions, the
University discovered a few inaccuracies that do not ater the overall substance of the
information reported. Some of this information was corrected for the October 25 report
submitted to the NCAA Enforcement Staff but Indiana University noticed a few other
corrections as a result of the University’s continued review of phone records. The information

and data reported in this Response reflect the most current and accurate information. (Please see
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the response to subquestions 1-b and 2-b below for a summary of the information that has

been added or modified.)

The phone calls made primarily by Senderoff, and to some degree by Meyer?®, from their
home phones resulted in a total of 128 phone calls that were contrary to the sanctions or NCAA
rules. Of these cals, 126 were contrary to the sanctions and 42 violated NCAA rules regarding
phone calls (two involved only NCAA violations and were not contrary to the sanctions®’). One
hundred and eleven (111) of the phone calls were made to junior prospects contrary to Sanction
E and 15 of the calls were made to senior prospects contrary to Sanction F. The following chart

summarizes the impermissible calls that occurred by coach:

Coach Total Impermissible Contrary to NCAA Violations
Calls Sanctions
Senderoff 112 110 36
Meyer 10 10 6
Sampson®® 2 2 0
Undetermined 4 4 0
Total 128 126 42

The following chart summarizes this information for each prospect:

% As discussed in more detail in the response to Allegation No. 2, the University does not believe that Meyer should
be named in any finding made by the Committee or in any individual records file (“pink file") maintained at the
NCAA office. Meyer’sinvolvement — 10 impermissible calls, most of which have extenuating circumstances — does
not seem to rise to the level of a stand-alone major violation, even though the University agrees that Meyer should
have reported and documented all of his recruiting calls. It should also be noted that the University is not contesting
that these impermissible calls occurred or that the University should be held accountable for the calls.

" These two calls related to Y ancy Gates, whose father is his AAU coach and assistant high school coach. Thecalls
occurred prior to the first permissible phone call date (June 15 of his sophomore year). According to Senderoff, the
callsin question were with the father, but recruiting was discussed. Thus, consistent with its conservative approach,
the University determined these callsto be contrary to NCAA rules.

% Sampson’s two phone calls did not occur during the period when he was precluded him from making any
recruiting phone calls. The calls were placed from his cell phone, not his home phone.
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Prospective Coach Total Contrary to NCAA
Student-Athlete Impermissible Sanctions Violations
Calls
Y ancy Gates Senderoff 11 9 2
DeJuan Blair Senderoff 9 9 2
Sampson 1 1 0
Demetri McCamey | Senderoff 8 8 3
Marcus and Markieff | Senderoff 24 24 1
Morris®
Evan Turner Senderoff 1 1 1
Kenny Frease™ Senderoff 10 10 0
Phillip Jurick Senderoff 8 8 3
Jonathon “Bud” Senderoff 31 31 22
Mackey Sampson®* 1 1 0
Undetermined 2 2 0
N | Vvo- 2 2 0
Scott Martin Meyer 2 2 1
Ayodele Coker® Senderoff 8 8 2

% The number of impermissible calls listed for Marcus and Markieff Morris, who are twins, may be greater than the
actual number. As both prospects were recruited by the University, counting the calls and determining the
impermissible calls was more complex than with the other prospects. Under NCAA rules, the limits on the number
of phone calls apply to each brother individually and allow coachesto call each brother during the same time period.
However, several of the calls were to the twins' mother and Senderoff did not record whether the call concerned one
or both brothers. The University, consistent with its conservative and strict approach to err on the side of caution,
determined that each call with the mother thus counted as a countable call for both brothers. As a result of this
approach, there was a multiplier effect on the number of impermissible calls due to the phone calls to the mother.
Specifically, a permissible call to the mother in April was counted for both Marcus and Markieff, thereby rendering
all attempted or actual calls in May to be impermissible under the sanctions, even though Senderoff was under the
impression that at least some of the calls were permissible because there were two prospects in the family. Callsin
June and July also then became impermissible as there was no required month off for either brother. It should be
noted that the NCAA Enforcement Staff contacted the NCAA Membership Services Staff for an interpretation on
how to count these calls and the response received confirmed the University’s general approach. (See Attachment
8 for March 13, 2008 email forwarding NCAA interpretation.)

% The calls for Kenny Frease were counted as impermissible because a June 17, 2006 call lasted four minutes and
was thus considered a (permissible) countable recruiting call, even though the recruiting-tracking system
(Cybersports) indicated that only a message was left. This determination then caused calls in the subsequent months
to become impermissible under Sanction E. The University determined it would err on the side of caution by
presuming the June 17 call to be a countable recruiting call, even though it is possible for cell phone records to
indicate a four-minute call when only a message had been left (because cell phone companies begin timing calls
while the phone is dialing and round-up to the next minute, the duration of a cell phone call quickly adds up).

% Due to the failure of Senderoff to record in Cybersports calls made from his home phone, Sampson believed he
had a recruiting call opportunity.

% These calls were identified after a December 7, 2007 interview with Coker where he reported that his uncle
received recruiting calls from Senderoff. When the University realized in the preparation of this response, that the
number Coker provided for his uncle had not been listed by the coaches as a recruiting number and thus had not
been searched during the investigation, the University reviewed Senderoff’s phone records and recently identified
eight additional calls contrary to the sanctions, two of which were also in violation of Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2. The
University reported these calls to the NCAA Enforcement Staff and accepts responsibility for them but notes that,
due to the timing of their discovery, Senderoff has not had an opportunity to review or respond to the information.
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Prospective Coach Total Contrary to NCAA
Student-Athlete Impermissible Sanctions Violations
Calls
Brett Thompson Senderoff 2 2 0
Undetermined 2 2 0
Robbie Hummel® | Meyer 6 6 5

As demonstrated in the chart below, most of the calls that were contrary to the sanctions

were only one or two minutesin duration® and almost 80% were ten minutes or less:

Length of Call Number of Calls | Percentage of Calls
Contrary to Sanctions

Total Calls 126 100%

1 or 2 minutes 75 59%

3-10 minutes 24 19%

11-20 minutes 15 12%

Over 20 minutes 5 4%
Undetermined 7 6%

There are two additional phone calls that were contrary to the sanctions reducing the
number of cals for the men’'s basketball staff. These calls were related to the three-way calls
discussed above and not to the recruiting calls made from home phones. (See Attachments M
and N of the October 3 report and Attachment 11 regarding the three-way calls)
Specifically, the return call to ||l on January 29, 2007 was not permissible according to an
interpretation received from the Committee that did not allow the men’s basketball coaches to

return any dropped countable calls. In addition, the May 1, 2007 phone call to Jackson, the

3 All six of these calls were recorded in Cybersports as “left message’. However, because the University
determined during the investigation that a four-minute call on June 29, 2006, was a countable call because it
exceeded three minutes even though it was also listed as “left message”, the University considered these six calls
impermissible, five of which also violated Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2.

% These one or two minute phone calls were counted as impermissible calls because they occurred after a
permissible call had occurred during the relevant time period. Nonetheless, it is worth noting, particularly given the
fact that cell phone carriers begin timing the call while the phone is ringing and only report calls in whole minutes,
itislikely that only a message was left and no conversation occurred during these calls.
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mother of Ebanks, resulted in three phone calls to Ebanks or hisrelatives, one each in April, May

and June, contrary to Sanction E.

Explanation Regarding Why the Impermissible Calls Occurred. The University’s
September 12, 2007 interview with Senderoff primarily concerned his unreported use of his
home phone for recruiting phone calls. In that interview and in his November 16, 2007 interview
with the NCAA Enforcement Staff, Senderoff did not deny the calls occurred but was unable to
offer much of an explanation as to why he neither reported the use of his home phone for
recruiting nor the actual recruiting calls he made from his home. He explained that when he
reported information regarding his recruiting cals to be included in the compliance office's call-
tracking system “Cybersports’, he would scroll down the list of calls he made from his cell
phone and list those related to recruiting. Senderoff used his cell phone for the vast mgjority of
his recruiting calls. He made approximately 1300 calls from his cell phone each month and, in
comparison, rarely used his home phone. Even though the phone log sheets included a column
for the “phone number called from” (see Attachment 17), Senderoff reported he forgot to
include the calls from his home phone since he submitted this information while in the office.
Senderoff further stated that when submitting his monthly forms indicating the phones he used
for recruiting, he forgot to include his home phone. (See Attachment G of the October 3
report for the forms completed by Senderoff.) He admitted this practice was sloppy and/or
careless and he had obviously done abad job in not logging al of hiscals. In his November 16,
2007 interview with the NCAA, Senderoff provided some context for some of the impermissible

calls, some of which Indiana University had previously taken into consideration and noted in
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several footnotes to its October 3 and 25 reports.  Senderoff also indicated he was disputing

approximately five of the calls Indiana University had reported.

During his October 1, 2007 interview with the University, Meyer reported he primarily
used his cell phone for recruiting calls and only occasionally made recruiting cals from his
office or home phones. He stated he did not list his home phone on the monthly forms reporting
the phones he used for recruiting purposes because he did not yet have a home phone when he
initially completed the form the first few months of his employment. When asked why he did
not include his home phone on later forms, Meyer stated he thought the forms were only a
formality and thus did not change what he previously reported. He noted he had not realized at
the time the importance of the monthly forms. (See Attachment G of the October 3 report for
the forms completed by Meyer.) Meyer reported he initialy tracked all of his recruiting calls
in a notebook before submitting the information for inclusion in Cybersports. However, as he
started to make more phone calls while traveling, he stopped recording the information in a
notebook and relied on the call log in his cell phone to report his recruiting phone calls for
monitoring purposes. Meyer aso noted he used VVonage for his home phone and did not receive
any details regarding his outgoing cals until the University requested his records during the
course of this investigation. In his November 13 interview conducted by the NCAA
Enforcement Staff and attended by the University, Meyer reported information consistent with

his prior interview and provided additional context for some of the impermissible calls.

Some of the impermissible calls summarized above and detailed in Attachment 7 did not

result from the home phone calls. The vast mgority of these calls were not discovered
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previously because they or other calls were not reported in Cybersports. In a few instances
(three calls and a few voice “message cals’ left for Robbie Hummel), the impermissible calls
and the calls that triggered these few calls to be impermissible were documented in Cybersports
but the academic year review of the recruiting and phone records did not identify these calls as
problematic. Thus, issues regarding these calls were first identified when thousands of phone

calls from actua phone records were reviewed and cross-checked several times during this

investigation.

It should also be noted that some of the issues with the sanctions occurred during the
transition period prior to the release of the Committee’s report in May 2006. Although Indiana
University had adopted as its own the sanctions imposed by the University of Oklahoma, the
assistant coaches stated that they were not aware there were recruiting phone call sanctions in
effect prior to the Committee’s report. Senderoff and Meyer that recalled Sampson was limited
in his off-campus recruiting but neither remembered being restricted in their phone calls during
the time prior to the issuance of the Committee's report. Thus, they made phone calls in April
and May 2006 without regard to Sanctions E and F, which reduced the frequency of permissible
recruiting phone calls. Nonetheless, on May 1, 2006, at least Senderoff was informed by email
of the phone call sanctions. (See Attachment 9 for an email exchange between the assistant
director of athletics for compliance and Senderoff.) Further, during a May 4, 2006 meeting
with the compliance staff, the assistant coaches, the director of basketball operations and other
members of the men's basketball staff were provided training on the use of Cybersports for

recording and monitoring recruiting phone calls.
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Indiana University is troubled by the disregard for University policies and procedures that
is reflected by these impermissible calls, particularly as the assistant coaches failure to notify
the compliance office about the use of their home phones for recruiting calls and their failure to
report the calls made from home prevented the compliance office from effectively monitoring
these calls and identifying these issues earlier. These failures regarding the use of the home
phone are even more disturbing because the director of basketball operations (Jerry Green) was
specifically told on May 25, 2006, in response to a question he raised, that all records — for
home, office or cell — would be required if the phone was used for recruiting. (See Attachment
10 for the compliance staff’s notes from the May 25, 2006 meeting with Green.) As with
other compliance information communicated to Green, this information was expected to be
shared with the coaches. It should also be noted that, even though the recruiting phone logs
included a column for recording the phone from which each call was made, the coaches did not
list their home phones (or the cals made from home) when they completed the logs. (See
Attachment 17.) The compliance office’s ability to monitor recruiting calls was further
hampered by the incomplete records submitted by the coaches for entry into Cybersports. The
University’s investigation revealed that the coaches were not documenting all of their calls,
including some made on their cell phones as well as those from their home phones, and that these
undocumented calls were then not entered into Cybersports. In addition, at least one phone
number called by Senderoff but not reported to the University as a recruiting number — for the
uncle of Coker — was identified during the investigation, and other phone numbers had not been
correctly inputted into Cybersports by the men’s basketball staff. Accordingly, the University
imposed sanctions, as set forth below, that include reductions in the number of permissible calls

by approximately seven to ten times the number of impermissible calls that occurred.
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Also, please provide the following:

a.

1/2147738.1

A chart outlining each impermissible call that includes the (1) identity of the
person who placed the call; (2) identity of the prospective student-athlete, the
prospective student-athlete's parents or legal guardian(s) telephoned;
(3) date, time and duration of the call; and (4)reason the call is
imper missible.

See Attachment 11 for the impermissible three-way call chart.
See Attachment 7 for the chart outlining the other impermissible recruiting calls.

A copy of the institution's report to the Committee on Infractions, dated
October 3, 2007, including all attachments thereto. Please identify any
information that has been added or amended since the submission of the
October 3report.

See Attachment 1 for the October 3, 2007 report and the bound volume of its
attachments (A-O).

As aresult of the continued review of issues related to the impermissible phone
cals, the University discovered a few inaccuracies that do not alter the overall
context or substance of the information reported. Thus, included in this response
are 17 additional phone calls contrary to sanctions E or F and seven additional
calls that violated NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2, as compared to the information
reported October 3. These numbers also account for calls incorrectly listed as
contrary to the sanctions or NCAA rulesin the October 3 report.

Following is a summary of these modifications, which are included in the
information and attachments presented in this response:

e Dueto atypo in Attachment O of the October 3 report, prospective student-
athlete DeJuan Blair was mistakenly listed as a member of the class of 2008
when he is a member of the class of 2007. As aresult, all 11 of the calls
regarding him were counted as junior calls when in fact two calls occurred
when he was a senior.

e Three cadls (April 8, April 16 and July 17) to prospective student-athlete
Jonathon “Bud” Mackey (“Mackey”) were mistakenly counted as NCAA
violations and listed as such in Attachment O. Per NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2,
the coaching staff could call Mackey once a month. As the April 8 call was
the first call to Mackey for the month and as it was only two minutes long, it
should have been considered a noncountable and permissible call. The April
16 call was thus the permissible call for the month of April under NCAA
rules. The July 17 call was the first call of the month of July to Mackey and
was thus aso permissible under NCAA rules. [Note: The University still
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considers these three calls to be contrary to the sanction restricting phone calls
to juniors to every other month because other calls to Mackey occurred in
March, May, and June.]

In reviewing the number of phone calls Senderoff made from home it was
noticed that calls to an unidentified number had not been included in the
October reports and a subsequent call to this number confirmed that it
belonged to the mother of prospective student-athlete Phillip Jurick (“Jurick”).
Accordingly, there were three additional calls regarding Jurick that were
contrary to the sanctions and that violated NCAA rules.

In reviewing phone records regarding Robbie Hummel prior to the NCAA
Enforcement Staff’ s interview with him, it was noticed that, although al of his
calls in Cybersports were recorded as “left message”, severa of those calls
were three or more minutes in duration. As a result of the University’s
decision to count any call three minutes or greater as a countable call — even if
it was recorded as a message — six impermissible calls were identified, five of
which were NCAA violations.

A typo in Attachment O regarding Kenny Frease (“Frease”) incorrectly listed
as September 5 a phone call that occurred on October 11. [Note: There were
no other changes to the information reported regarding Frease.]

Following further review of phone calls made to Marcus and Markeiff Morris,
it was noticed that, due to the University’ s conservative approach of counting
any phone call to the mother as a call for both brothers, two additional
impermissible calls to the mother had occurred on October 6 and 13, 2006
each for two minutes.

Eight additional impermissible calls for Ayodele Coker (“Coker”) were
discovered after Coker confirmed during his December 7, 2007 interview that
Senderoff had called his uncle. Coker provided that phone number, which had
not been previoudy reported by the coaches as a recruiting number. Two of
those eight calls were also NCAA violations.

Impermissible three-way phone calls to DeJuan Blair and Coker on October 4,
2006 had been incorrectly aso included as impermissible calls under Penalty
F and listed in Attachment O. Because these calls occurred on the date of an
off-campus contact, they did not exceed the impermissible calls to the
prospects, although they remain contrary to Penalty L as three-way recruiting
calls involving Sampson.

A copy of the institution's report to the Committee on Infractions, dated
August 1, 2006, which detailed the ingtitution's monitoring of and
rules-education sessions for Sampson and his staff, and included
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documentation of Indiana's compliance with all penalties adopted by and
transferred to the institution.

See Attachment 12.

Copies of any written or electronic correspondence with the men's basketball
staff concerning compliance with the Committee on Infractions recruiting
restrictions that were not included in the institution's previous reports to the
Committee on Infractions.

See Attachment 13 for e-mail correspondence specifically related to the
compliance and monitoring of the recruiting sanctions from NCAA Infractions
Report No. 250.

See Attachment 14 for a sample of e-mail correspondence generdly related to
rules compliance.

A statement indicating the reason the impermissible telephone calls were
made in light of the NCAA Division | Committee on Infractions prohibition
of such conduct.

See the response to the Allegation above.

A detailed description and explanation of all disciplinary actions taken
against members of the men's basketball staff based on their involvement in
or knowledge of violations of Committee on Infractions restrictions, as
determined by the institution and as set forth in this allegation. In that
regard, please provide an explanation as to the reasons the institution
believes these actions were appropriate, indicate the dates that any
disciplinary actions wer e taken and submit copies of all correspondence from
the ingtitution to members of the men's basketball staff describing the
disciplinary actionstaken.

See Attachment 15 for letters of reprimand for Meyer and Sampson and for a
letter for McCallum’s personnel file. [A letter of reprimand was being drafted for
Senderoff at the time of his resignation on October 29, 2007.]

See Section D later in this response for the corrective actions and penalties self-
imposed by the University and see the response to the Allegation above.
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2. [NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2]

It was reported that from May 7, 2006, through July 17, 2007,® Jeff Meyer,
assistant men's basketball coach, and Rob Senderoff, then assistant men's
basketball coach, placed at least 25 impermissible telephone calls to multiple
prospective student-athletes, the prospective student-athlete's parents or legal
guardian(s). Specifically, it wasreported that:

a.

From May 31, 2006, through June7, 2006, Senderoff placed two
impermissible telephone calls to prospective student-athlete Yancey Gates,
the prospective student-athlete's parents or legal guardian(s), prior to
June 15 of his sophomore year in high school.

Senderoff made the following impermissible telephone calls after he had
already made a permissible call to that individual during that month (one
call per month permitted on or after June 15 of a prospective
student-athlete's sophomore year in high school, through July 31 of his
junior year in high school):

Q) On May 11, 2006, Senderoff placed an impermissible call to then
prospective student-athlete Evan Turner, the prospective
student-athlete's parentsor legal guardian(s).

2 During May 2006, Sender off placed three impermissible calls to then
prospective student-athlete Demetri McCamey, the prospective
student-athlete' s parentsor legal guardian(s).

(©)) On June29, 2006, Senderoff placed an impermissible call to
prospective student-athlete Markieff Morris, the prospective
student-athlete's parentsor legal guardian(s).

4) During July 2006, Senderoff placed two impermissible calls to then
prospective student-athlete DeJuan Blair, the prospective
student-athlete' s parentsor legal guardian(s).

5) From March1l through July17, 2007, Senderoff placed 22
impermissible calls to prospective student-athlete Jonathan " Bud"
Mackey, the prospective student-athlete's parents or legal
guardian(s).

* |t isthe University’ s understanding the NCAA Enforcement Staff intends to amend the allegation to change the
ending date to June 27, 2007 in this stem paragraph and in paragraph 2-b-(5). The University concurs thisrevised

date is accurate.
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(6)

From March 26 through April 15, 2007, Senderoff placed three
impermissible calls to prospective student-athlete Philip Jurick, the
prospective student-athlete's parents or legal guardian(s).

Meyer made the following imper missible telephone calls after he had already
made a permissible call to that individual during that month (one call per
month permitted on or after Junel5 of a prospective student-athlete's
sophomore year in high school, through July 31 of his junior year in high
school):

(1)

(2)

On July 18, 2006, Meyer placed an impermissible call to then
prospective student-athlete Scott Martin, the prospective
student-athlete's parentsor legal guardian(s).

From June29 through July17, 2006, Meyer placed six®
impermissible calls to then prospective student-athlete Robbie
Hummel, the prospective student-athlete's parents or legal
guardian(s).

Please indicate whether this information is substantially correct and whether the
institution agrees that a violation of NCAA legislation occurred. If the institution
agrees that a violation of NCAA legisation occurred, please indicate whether the
institution believes the violation to be a major or secondary violation. Submit
evidenceto support your response.

Overview of the University’s Position

The University agrees the information set forth in Allegation No. 2 is substantialy

correct and aviolation of NCAA legidlation has occurred. For the reasons set forth below and in

the October 25 report to the NCAA, the University believes this violation should be considered

secondary in nature pursuant to NCAA Bylaw 19.02.2.1 in that it was isolated; provided at most

aminimum, if any recruiting, competitive or other advantage; and did not include any recruiting

% |t isthe University’ s understanding that the NCAA Enforcement Staff intends to amend the allegation to change
the number of impermissible calls from six to five. The University concurs that this revised number is accurate.

1/2147738.1
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inducement or extra benefit. In addition, there is case precedent to support finding this violation

to be secondary.®’

The NCAA Notice of Allegations indicates there were at least 25 impermissible
telephone calls to multiple prospective student-athletes. As a result of the ongoing review of
phone call records in this matter, the University initially reported in the October 3 report to the
Committee that there were 35 callsin violation of NCAA rules, then revised that number to 32 in
the October 25 report to the NCAA Enforcement Staff, and is now reporting that there were 42
impermissible calls. These numbers have changed in large part because as new information was
reported by the prospects, the University received information not previously available and thus
reviewed phone records with a different perspective that sometimes triggered new analysis. For
example, following the December 7, 2007 interview with Coker, the University reviewed phone
records for calls to his uncle at a phone number provided by Coker that had not been previously
checked because the coaches had not reported it as a recruiting number and had not included the
phone number in Cybersports. As a result, two additional calls were identified as contrary to
NCAA rules® Further, in conducting its investigation in the summer and fall of 2007, the
University was mindful of the balance between submitting the report to the Committee that had
been due on August 31, 2007 as close as possible to that date even though an extension of the
deadline had been granted, while still ensuring athorough and accurate review of information. It
should be noted that as the University identified the additional calls, it notified the Enforcement

Staff when the impermissibility of these calls was confirmed. Further, in determining that there

37 As detailed below, in the event the Committee determines this violation to be major, the University wishes to note
it does not believe that Meyer should be named individually or have an individual records file (“pink file")
maintained in the NCAA office as aresult of hislimited involvement in this violation.

% These two calls also were contrary to Penalty E. Six other calls were contrary to Penalty F.
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were 42 impermissible calls under NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2, the University erred on the side of
caution and continued to count potentially questionable calls asimproper. Asdetailed below, the

number of calls that were clearly in violation of NCAA rules is actually lower than the 42

reported by the University.

Discussion
The University incorporates al of the relevant information included in the response to

Allegation No. 1.

Summary of the Impermissible Calls. To determine which of the calls that were
contrary to the Committee's penalties aso violated NCAA rules and whether any other calls
violated NCAA rules, the University analyzed spreadsheets that incorporated for each
prospective student-athlete the recruiting calls made from the home phones of the three assistant
coaches with the other recruiting calls made from men’s basketball coaching staff’s cell and
office phones. The University in conjunction with Ice Miller carefully reviewed these calls to

identify any calls that might be contrary to NCAA rules.

As noted above in the response to Allegation No. 1 and consistent with NCAA rules, only
calls to the prospects or their relatives were counted in the impermissible calls, as calls to
coaches and other individuals are not considered countable calls. Further, unsuccessful attempts
to reach a prospect or relative prior to a permissible call were not counted; however, once a
permissible call with a prospect or relative had occurred, any subsequent attempts to reach that

prospect or arelative in the relevant time period were counted as improper even if no contact
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was made. Following its conservative and strict approach, the University also counted
guestionable calls as impermissible (e.g., a cal to an unknown number in the area code of a
prospect, which was made around the time of another call to that prospect’s listed numbers). In

addition, on a number of occasions, the University counted as countable a call marked as a

message because the time for the call was three minutes or greater.

Thus, the total number of impermissible phone calls reported below appears to be the
maximum number of potentially impermissible calls and the actual number of impermissible
calls may in fact be lower. Attachment 7 contains charts outlining the impermissible calls by

prospect, with the calls violating NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 shaded in gray.

The following chart summarizes the total number of calls and their durations.

Length of Call Number of Calls Per centage of Calls
Contrary to NCAA Rules

Total Calls 42 100%

1 or 2 minutes 24 57%

3-10 minutes 12 29%

11-20 minutes 5 12%

Over 20 minutes 0 0%
Unknown 1 2%

Of the 42 calls reported as an NCAA violation, 24 were only one or two minutes in
duration and there is a good chance no conversation occurred. It is thus apparent that at most 18
phone calls resulted in a conversation of three or more minutes. The following chart summarizes

thisinformation for each prospect:
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Prospective Student-Athlete Coach Total NCAA 3 Minutesor
Violations L onger
Y ancy Gates Senderoff 2 0
DeJuan Blair Senderoff 2 0
Demetri McCamey Senderoff 3 1
Marcus and Markieff Morris Senderoff 1 1
Evan Turner Senderoff 1 1
Phillip Jurick Senderoff 3 1
Jonathon “Bud” Mackey Senderoff 22 9
Scott Martin Meyer 1 1
Ayodele Coker® Senderoff 2 1
Robbie Hummel Meyer 5 3

There are circumstances attached to the phone calls for three of the prospects — Y ancy
Gates (“Gates’), Robbie Hummel (“Hummel”) and DeJuan Blair (“Blair’) — that should be
considered as the University’s decision to count questionable calls as impermissible caused at
least eight calls to be reported as contrary to NCAA rules when it is possible that no violation
occurred. Specifically, two calls to Gates (for 31 seconds and two minutes, respectively) were
reported as impermissible even though the calls were under three minutes and were to his father
who is aso his AAU coach and assistant high school coach, Tony Dees (“Dees’), and thus the
calls could have been considered permissible. (See Attachment 7, p. 4.) These two calls are
unique as they are the only phone calls that occurred prior to the first permissible calling date
(June 15 after a prospect’ s sophomore year in high school) and they are the only phone calls that
resulted in an NCAA violation without also being contrary to the Committee’s sanctions. The
University reported them as a violation because Senderoff, in his September 12, 2007 interview
with the University, stated recruiting was discussed. Subsequently, Senderoff explained to the

University in informal discussions that he said recruiting was discussed because he had discussed

% See the discussion above and in footnote 32 regarding the discovery of these two callsinvolving Coker.
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more than one prospect on the father’s team, not just Gates, similar to his conversations with
other fathers who also were coaches and in contrast to conversations with fathers who were not
coaches. The University carefully considered Senderoff’s position on this issue prior to the
submission of the October reports to the NCAA and ultimately determined it should err on the
side of caution and report the two phone calls as a potential violation since Senderoff had stated
recruiting was discussed.** During his November 16, 2007 interview with the NCAA
Enforcement Staff, Senderoff explained he thought he could generally discuss recruiting with
Dees as a coach. It should be noted that in a January 9, 2008 interview of Gates and Dees
conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff and attended by the University, Dees stated he did
not recall Senderoff discussing any other player besides Gates, although Senderoff did inquire as
to when open gyms would be occurring. Nonetheless, the University would have no objection if

the Committee determines there is insufficient information to determine that one or both of these

two calls were impermissible.

In addition, as noted on Page 4 of Attachment 7, a four-minute (permissible) call to
Hummel on June 17, 2006, which was recorded in Cybersports with a notation that a message
was left, was considered a countable call under the University’s stringent methodology of
counting any call three minutes or longer even if only a message was left, despite the fact it is
possible that no recruiting conversation occurred. As a result of this methodology regarding
“message calls’, at least four callsto Hummel were considered to be impermissible under NCAA

rules that might actually have been permissible. One other “message call” to Hummel was eight

“0 A 34-second call on May 19, 2006 from Sampson’s office to Dees home was not deemed to be a violation
because there was no information reported that recruiting was discussed and it is likely that, at most, only a message
was |€eft, given the short duration of the call.
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minutes in duration and the University believes, given the length of the call, it ismore likely than
not that a recruiting call occurred, athough it is feasible there was no such recruiting

conversation.** Without these four (or five) calls, there would only be two (or one) call contrary

to NCAA rulesinvolving Meyer.

Similarly, due to this “message call” methodology, the University reported two other
phone calls as impermissible, each lasting two minutes. These calls were placed by Senderoff to
Blair on July 19 and 22, 2006 (see Attachment 7, p. 1) and were determined to be impermissible
because a three-minute call earlier that month on July 18 was considered a countable call, even
though a notation in Cybersports indicated only a message had been left. Although the calls on
the 19™ and 22™ could be considered permissible since they were only two minutes in duration
and would have been permissible attempts if the initial three-minute call had been classified as a
noncountable message, the University included the two subsequent calls in the reported violation

consistent with its conservative approach of counting questionable calls asimpermissible.

Explanation Regarding Why the Violation |I's Secondary in Nature. The University,
with the assistance of its outside counsel, concluded when it submitted the October 25, 2007
report that this violation was secondary in nature because it was isolated; provided at most a
minimum, if any, recruiting, competitive or other advantage; and did not include any recruiting
inducement or extra benefit. In addition, case precedent supported classifying the violation as

secondary.

“ This call was placed from Meyer's cell phone to Hummel’s cell phone and it should be noted that cell phone
companies begin timing a call as soon asit is dialed and round up to the next minute to determine the duration of the
call, and that voicemail messages can be lengthy, potentially resulting in message calls that exceed the length of a

typical message call.
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It is understood that multiple secondary violations can be considered a major violation.
However, the Notice classified this allegation as a stand-alone major violation. Such a finding
would not be appropriate in this case for the reasons discussed below and based on case
precedent where multiple incidents of similar violations were classified as secondary in nature.
Specific to recruiting, Case Nos. 33572, 32041, 30418 and 30669 concerned repeated violations
involving several prospects and were determined to be secondary in nature. (See Attachment
16.) Three of these cases involved repeated impermissible phone calls, 57 in Case No. 33572 (to
48 prospects), 24 in Case No. 32041 and 28 in No. 30418, and the other case (No. 30669)
involved 57 prospects.*? The University also has analyzed the recent Committee on Infractions
decision regarding Texas Christian University (“ Texas Christian™) in which the Committee noted
in the introduction of the report that:

Whether viewed as a continuation of a major violation that began in 2002 or

standing aone, the [more than 20] impermissible calls after September 22, 2005,

are amajor violation that occurred within five years of the start of the penaltiesin

Case No. M240. (February 28, 2008 Texas Christian University Public

Infractions Report, Page No. 2.)

Recognizing the Committee may have deemed that 20 impermissible phone calls could constitute

a major violation in that case, the University seriousy reevaluated its determination that the

violation at issue here should be classified as secondary. However, the University ultimately

2 See also Case Nos. 32391 and 27263 for two additional cases classified as secondary despite numerous violations
that occurred over several years.
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concluded, due to the factors detailed below and the existing secondary case precedent, this

violation should be considered secondary in nature.*®

The calls in this case were isolated as they involved only one sport and one bylaw.
Moreover, the vast mgjority of the cals in this case (22) were between one coach and one
prospect (Mackey) during a four-month period (from March through June 2007) and were not
designed to solicit a commitment from the prospective student-athlete to attend Indiana
University.** Of the remaining 20 calls to nine other prospects, only nine calls presumably

resulted in arecruiting conversation of three minutes or longer.

The majority of phone calls at issue here were of limited duration, resulting in little, if
any substantive conversation. Even though 42 calls were placed, it is probable that at most only
18 resulted in actual conversations. Almost 60% (24) of the phone calls lasted only one or two
minutes, 86% (36) were ten minutes or less and there were no calls exceeding twenty minutes.
The one or two minute phone cals were counted as impermissible calls because they were
placed after a permissible call had occurred during the relevant time period. Nonetheless, it is
worth noting, particularly given the fact that cell phone carriers begin timing the call while the
phone is ringing and only report calls in whole minutes (rounded up), it is likely that at most a

message was | eft and no conversation occurred during these one or two minute calls.

3 The University also notes, although it is not privy to the details and context of the phone calls in the Texas
Christian case and thus is unable to determine if as many were for such a short period of time (i.e., less than three
minutes), the phone calls that comprised the University’s violation are distinguishable from those in the Texas
Christian case. For example, Texas Christian involved two bylaws, versus one in this case, and more calls to 24
prospects.

* The prospect had orally committed to the University in the fall of 2006. Senderoff reported the calls occurred
because the prospect was not doing well in school and the prospective student-athlete's mother asked him to
encourage the prospect with his academics.
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As noted above, over half (22) of the phone calls were to one prospective student-athl ete,
who the University ceased recruiting in September 2007. Further, of the 22 calls to this prospect,
13 were less than three minutes in duration and likely resulted in no discussion. In addition,
none of the involved prospects committed to or are attending Indiana University. There was thus
no recruiting advantage gained from these violations. Moreover, during the NCAA Enforcement
Staff’ s interviews, none of the prospects, their parents or their coaches reported anything unusual

or excessive about the recruiting calls from the University’s men’s basketball staff as compared

to the coaches from other universities.

The University identified and self-reported all 42 phone calls discussed in this response
and these calls likely constitute the maximum possible number of violations. Indiana University
believes its conservative approach of reporting questionable calls in al likelihood has inflated
the number of calls reported as violations. Therefore, the context of these calls should be
evauated rather than only the number of calls reported. For example, every apparently
impermissible one or two minute call (24 calls) was counted as impermissible, even though it
was likely no substantive conversation had occurred. In addition, as noted above, two calls to
the father (Dees) of a prospect (Gates) were presumed to be impermissible because Senderoff

reported recruiting was discussed during calls with the father, even though the calls could have
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been considered permissible because the father is aso a high school and AAU coach.®
Although it appears that no substantive conversation occurred during these two calls, which were
31 seconds and at most two minutes in duration, the University reported these calls as part of the
violation consistent with its approach of counting as impermissible questionable calls. Also as
noted above, the University’s “message call” methodology resulted in a total of six or seven
otherwise permissible calls to Hummel and Blair being considered impermissible. Further, the
impermissible call reported regarding Marcus and Markieff Morris was a violation only because
the University adopted a very conservative approach in counting any call to the mother as a call

to both brothers, even though only one prospect might have been discussed in any individua

call. Thus, the University could have reasonably reported significantly fewer violations.

Explanation Regarding Why the Impermissible Calls Occurred. The explanations
provided by Senderoff and Meyer regarding the use of their home phones for recruiting phone
calls and their failure to document all recruiting phone calls, as set forth above in the response to
Allegation No. 1-b, also apply to the phone calls at issuein Allegation No. 2. In brief, Senderoff
reported he forgot to include the calls from his home phone when he reported recruiting phone
calls from his cell phone for inclusion into Cybersports since he submitted this information while

in the office. Senderoff further stated when submitting his monthly forms indicating the phones

“® |t should be noted that Senderoff explained in informal conversations with the University prior to the submission
of the October reports that when he reported in his interview that recruiting was discussed, it was because when
conversations occurred with the father he had discussed more than one prospect on the father’s team, not just the
father’s son. He further explained these conversations were consistent with the general nature of other conversations
with fathers who were also coaches, and were in contrast to conversations with fathers who were not coaches. In his
November 16, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff, he stated he thought he could generally discuss
recruiting with a coach. It should also be noted that in a January 9, 2008 interview, Dees stated he did not recall
Senderoff discussing any other player besides his son.
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he used for recruiting, he forgot to include his home phone. He admitted this practice was sloppy

and/or careless.

As to the magority of the calls that violated NCAA rules, Senderoff also explained that he
had not been careful about tracking these calls because the prospect (Jonathon "Bud" Mackey)
had orally committed in the fall of 2006. Further, regarding Gates, as noted above, he believed
the calls to the father were permissible because the father was the prospect’s coach. Senderoff
also thought additional calls to the Morris twins were allowed as there were two prospects being

recruited.”® Despite these explanations, the University reported the calls as part of the violation.

Meyer stated that he did not list his home phone on the monthly forms reporting the
phones he used for recruiting purposes because he did not yet have a home phone when he
initially completed the form and did not include his home phone on later forms because he
thought the forms were only a formality and thus did not change what he previously reported.
Meyer reported that after initially tracking his recruiting calls in a notebook before submitting
the information for inclusion in Cybersports, he began relying on the call log in his cell phone to
report his recruiting phone calls for monitoring purposes after he started making more recruiting

callswhile traveling.

“® |n fact, under NCAA rules, the limits on the number of phone calls do apply to each brother individually and
allow coaches to call each brother during the same time period. However, several of the calls were to the twins
mother and Senderoff did not record whether the call concerned one or both brothers. In a January 23, 2008
interview, the twins' mother stated that she thought Senderoff had discussed both brothers when he called her. The
NCAA Membership Services Staff recently provided an interpretation that was consistent with the University’s
approach to err on the side of caution and count each call with the mother as a countable call for both brothers if
both prospects were discussed. (See Attachment 8 for the March 13 email forwarding theinterpretation.)
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As detailed above, at least four, if not five, of the six NCAA violation calls involving
Meyer were determined to be in violation because of the University’s strict approach to count all
“message calls’ three minutes or longer as a countable call.*’ Further, the other impermissible
call involving Meyer had extenuating circumstances. Meyer called a prospect's (Scott Martin’s)
home for nine minutes; however, he was on hold the mgority of this time waiting for other
family members to ask the prospect to come to the phone. He reported that, while waiting, he
chatted briefly with the young man's mother before she told the coach the prospect was not

home. Meyer ended the call and then called the prospect the next day, believing that the first call

should not count.

As set forth above, the University believes this violation should be classified as
secondary. However, in the event that the Committee disagrees with the University and
determines that the violation is major, the University does not believe that Meyer should be
named in any finding made by the Committee or in any individua records files (“pink files’)
maintained at the NCAA office. The University is not contesting that the phone calls involving
Meyer occurred or that the University should be held accountable for his impermissible calls.
However, Meyer made only six of the 42 impermissible calls and there are extenuating
circumstances surrounding these calls, as noted above. Thus, the University believes, given the
limited number of impermissible phone cals and the mitigating circumstances, Meyer’'s

involvement should not be treated as a stand-alone major violation.

" See Page No. 2-7 for the discussion of the callsto Hummel.
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Nonetheless, Indiana University remains troubled by the disregard for University policies
and procedures, particularly as the assistant coaches failure to notify the compliance office
about the use of the home phones for recruiting, the failure to report the calls made from home
and the failure to report al recruiting phone numbers prevented the compliance office from
effectively monitoring these calls and identifying these issues earlier. Out of the 42
impermissible phone calls detailed in this alegation, only one phone call (to Demetri McCamey
or "McCamey") and five “message calls’ to Hummel were recorded in the University’s
recruiting database “Cybersports’. Although the compliance office could have identified one of
the violation calls to McCamey, it would not have known about the other two violation calls to
him as they were not recorded in Cybersports. Further, since short voicemail messages are not
considered countable calls in most circumstances, it is understandable that calls to Hummel with
a message notation might not be questioned by the compliance staff, particularly given the
thousands of callsreviewed. Regardiess, even if these isolated calls had been identified, it would
not have deterred the continuation of or resulted in earlier detection of the calls that were not

recorded in Cybersports, particularly those that were made from the assistant coaches' home

phones.

Proceduresfor the Monitoring of Recruiting Phone Calls. In addition, the University
is disappointed the coaches did not show more attention to the policies and procedures for
recording and monitoring recruiting phone cals and did not comply with the information
provided during numerous rules education sessions. During the period of the sanctions, the

University focused its monitoring of men's basketball recruiting records on phone calls and
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particularly the assistant coaches' phone logs and actual phone records. As set forth in the

October 3 report, the compliance protocol for monitoring phone records was as follows:

e Coaches were required to keep handwritten logs of all countable recruiting calls on a
weekly basis. [Note: Sampson did not have any phone logs as he was prohibited
from making any recruiting phone calls.] These phone logs included a column for the
coaches to indicate for each call the phone that was used. (See Attachment 17 for
sample handwritten logs.)

e Each Monday morning, the director of basketball operations collected these
handwritten logs and gave them to the men’s basketball administrative assistant.

e The men's basketball administrative assistant entered each coach’'s countable
recruiting phone calls into Cybersports after receiving the handwritten logs.

e A report was produced weekly by the men’s basketball administrative assistant from
the Cybersports data. (See Attachment F of the October 3 report for sample
Cybersports recruiting phone call reports and Attachment 18 for a sample page
from areport of recruiting phone calls generated by Cyber sports.)

e The Cybersports reports as well as the coaches handwritten logs were then forwarded
to the compliance office on aweekly basis.

e The director of compliance checked the Cybersports reports and handwritten logs
each week for compliance with NCAA regulations as well as the sanctions adopted
and imposed by the Committee on Infractions.

e |n addition, each member of the coaching staff signed monthly statements indicating
what phone(s) (i.e., cell, office, home or other) he had utilized for recruiting purposes.
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(See Attachment G of the October 3 report for the monthly signed statements of
phone usage for recruiting purposes from Sampson, the three assistant coaches
and thedirector of basketball operations.)

e Each month, the director of compliance was then responsible for cross-referencing the
cals listed on the phone hills for all phone lines the coaches reported using for
recruiting with the Cybersports records to assure compliance with NCAA rules, as
well as the sanctions. This review included checking phone records for phone calls to
any known recruiting number. Initialy, this entailed receiving electronic copies of
office bills directly from the athletics business office each month, but having to
collect hard copies of cell phone bills from the assistant coaches. However, by mid-
fall 2006 the system was improved whereby the director of compliance was directly
receiving electronic copies of both cell and office phone bills for all men’s basketball
coaches each month.

e Since Sampson was not permitted to make any recruiting phone calls and did not
submit recruiting logs, the director of compliance was responsible for cross-
referencing Sampson’s office and cell phone lines against the recruiting information
in the Cybersports database to ensure that no recruiting calls were made (regardless of

whether they were countable or non-countable calls).

As should be expected, the record-checking system benefited from regular enhancements
throughout the year as the director of compliance evaluated the most thorough yet efficient
manner in which to conduct these checks. This culminated in the comprehensive protocol used

to conduct the year-end phone record checks in May and June 2007. (See Attachment H of the
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October 3 report for documentation of the evolution of this comprehensive protocol for

monitoring men's basketball recruiting activities, focusing on phone calls. Sample e-mails

concerning thereview of phonerecordsarealso included.)

Further, information regarding the use of Cybersports for recruitment monitoring and the
procedures for monitoring phone calls was regularly reviewed during compliance meetings with
the men’s basketball staff. Beginning as early as April 25, 2006, the compliance staff met with
the director of basketball operations, Green, who was responsible for coordinating the collection
of recruiting information from the coaches, to specifically discuss the process for tracking
recruiting phone calls. Regular meetings continued, including the required weekly meetings with
the director of basketball operations and other meetings with him and the assistant coaches as
needed. At the weekly meetings, some of which were also attended by the assistant coaches, the
compliance staff reviewed the specific penalties imposed and covered information regarding the
use of handwritten phone logs and Cybersports to monitor phone cals. (See the October 3
report, Attachment 1, pp. 8-12 for alisting of the formal weekly meetings; Attachment D of
the October 3 report for the agendas and materials reviewed; and Attachment 10 for the
compliance staff’s notes regarding these and other meetings with the coaching staff.) In
addition, on severa occasions, including May 25 and June 16, 2006, the potentia use of home
phones for recruiting was discussed with the director of basketball operations, including
confirmation by the compliance staff on May 30 that home phone records would be required to
be submitted if a home phone was used for recruiting. (See Attachment 10.) Moreover, the
University reviewed the details of the Committee's penalties at a May 30, 2006 meeting with the

men’s basketball coaching staff, which resulted in the June 12, 2006 clarification from the
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Committee on Infractions in response to questions raised by the coaches during the meeting.
(See Attachment 3.) Further, Green reported in his December 13, 2007 interview with the
NCAA and attended by the University that the coaches were provided enough information to

keep them from making a major mistake.

In light of the actions of the men’s basketball coaches and the calls that were contrary to
NCAA rules and to the University’s monitoring procedures, the University imposed significant
corrective actions and sanctions, as set forth in Section D later in this response. These penalties
were designed to directly impact the coaches involved as well as the men’s basketball program
asawhole. Infact when Senderoff resigned at the end of October, the University transferred his
penalty to another assistant coach and functioned without a director of basketball operations for
the remainder of the season. The University believes the corrective actions and penalties send a
strong message that complete commitment to NCAA compliance is expected and required of all
coaches and staff. It should be noted that in evaluating the extent of the self-imposed sanctions,

the University more than compensated for the total number of impermissible phone calls.

Also, please provide the following:

a. A chart outlining each impermissible call that includes the (1) identity of the
person who placed the call; (2) identity of the prospective student-athlete, the
prospective student-athlete's parents or legal guardian(s) telephoned;
(3) date, time and duration of the call; and (4)reason the call is
imper missible.

See Attachment 7 for the chart containing the calls that violated NCAA Bylaw
13.1.3.1.2. Note: The 42 calls that violated the NCAA bylaw are highlighted in

gray.
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A copy of the ingtitution's October 25, 2007, self-report to the NCAA of the
violations detailed in this allegation. Please identify any information that has
been added or amended since the submission of the October 25 report.

See Attachment 2.

As aresult of the continued review of issues related to the impermissible phone
calls, the University has discovered a few inaccuracies that do not alter the overall
context or substance of the information reported. Thus, included in this response
there are ten additional phone calls that violated NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2, as
compared to the information reported October 25. This number also accounts for
the calls that were incorrectly listed as contrary to NCAA rules in the October 25
report.

Following is a summary of these modifications regarding only the NCAA Bylaw
13.1.3.1.2 violations, which are included in the information and attachments
presented in this response:

In reviewing the number of phone calls Senderoff made from home it was noticed
that calls to an unidentified number had not been included in the October reports
and a subsequent call to this number confirmed that it belonged to the mother of
prospective student-athlete Phillip Jurick (“Jurick™).  Accordingly, there were
three additional calls regarding Jurick that were contrary to the sanctions and that
violated NCAA rules.

In reviewing phone records regarding Robbie Hummel prior to the NCAA
Enforcement Staff’s interview with him, it was noticed that, although al of his
calls in Cybersports were recorded as “left message’, severa of those calls were
three or more minutes in duration. As a result of the University’s decision to
count any cal three minutes or greater as a countable call — even if it was
recorded as a message — six impermissible calls were identified, five of which
were NCAA violations.

Additional impermissible calls for Ayodele Coker (“Coker”) were discovered
after Coker confirmed during his December 7, 2007 interview that Senderoff had
called his uncle. Coker provided that phone number, which had not been
previously reported by the coaches as a recruiting number. Two of the additional
impermissible calls were also NCAA violations.

An overview of the NCAA rules education related to telephone contacts that
theinstitution provided to the men's basketball program, including the dates
of the education sessions.

See the response to the Allegation above.
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As outlined above and set forth in the October 3 report to the Committee, Indiana
University conducted weekly meetings with the men’s basketball staff, consistent
with its self-imposed sanction. These were generally standing meetings with the
director of basketball operations, who was required to attend. Interim meetings
were held as needed due to time-sensitive materials. The men’'s basketball
coaches often attended these meetings as well, as noted below and in the October
3 report. In addition, during the preparation of this response, the University
located in the files of the former director of compliance a record of his notes from
these standing meetings, as well as other meetings that occurred. (For the full
list of compliance rules education meetings with the men’s basketball staff
during the time period of the sanctions and the information covered see the
October 3 report, pp. 8-12, Attachment 1 for a summary listing of the formal
meetings, Attachment D of the October 3 report for agendas and other
materials covered during these meetings, and Attachment 10 for the
compliance staff’s notes of these and other meetings with the basketball
staff.)

As requested, the following list includes the rules education issues reviewed
during these compliance meetings that specifically involved telephone contacts,
beyond the customary and regular review of the Committee’'s sanctions and
collection of forms, which occurred during the weekly meetings:

1 Meeting with Director of Basketball Operations to Discuss Recruiting
Methodology and Issues from the Oklahoma Infractions Case (4/25/06).
Attendees. Jerry Green (then director of basketball operations) and
Christian Pope (then director of compliance).

2. Recruiting Methodology and Cybersports Meeting to Spot Check Progress
in Using the Software (5/4/06). Attendees. Green and Pope.

3. Cybersports Training Meeting (5/9/06). Attendees: Green, McCallum,
Meyer, Senderoff, BJ McElroy and Beth McLaughlin (basketball staff
responsible for entering information into Cybersports), and Pope.

4, Review of Phone Logs, Phone Usage (including Home Phones, as well as
Cdl and Office Phones), and the Need for Contact Numbers for All
Prospects (5/25/06). Attendees. Green and Pope.

5. Men's Basketball Administration and Compliance Staff Meeting to
Review the Penaties (05/30/06). Attendees. Sampson; Green, Meyer,
McCallum, Senderoff, Rick Greenspan (athletics director), Bruce Jaffee
(faculty representative), Grace Calhoun (associate athletics director), Mary
Ann Rohleder (associate athletics director), Tim Fitzpatrick (associate
athletics director and liaison for the director of athletics to men's
basketball), Jennifer Brinegar (assistant athletics director — compliance),
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

and Pope. [NOTE: This was the meeting that precipitated the June 12,
2006 clarification from the Committee on Infractions in response to
guestions from the men’s basketball staff, including one regarding three-
way calls]

Procedures for Data Collection and Compliance Statements regarding
Recruiting Use of Home or Cell Phones (5/31/06). Attendees. Green and
Pope.

Review of Clarification from the Committee on Infractions (6/13/06).
Attendees. Green and Pope.

Review of Items Needed for Recruitment Tracking (6/16/06). Attendees.
Green and Pope.

Contact Restrictions and Recruiting Coordination Functions (07/18/06).
Attendees. Green and Pope.

Fal Contact Recruiting Rules Reminder and Telephone Call Rules
Reminder (08/08/06). Attendees: Green and Pope.

Fall Recruiting Period Reminders (8/29/06). Attendees. Sampson, Meyer,
McCallum, Senderoff, Green, Brinegar, Pope.

Review of Accuracy of Entries Into Cybersports (9/20/06). Attendees:
Green and Pope.

Discussion of Communications from Director of Basketball Operations to
Basketball Coaches (9/27/06). Attendees. Green, Cahoun, Brinegar and
Pope.

Telephone Calls to Prospects During Competition-Related Activities
Bylaw 13.1.7.2 (01/04/07). Attendees: Green and Pope.

Phone Cals and the Lifting of Sampson's Off-Campus and Calling
Restrictions as of May 25, 2007 (05/17/07). Attendees. Meyer, Brinegar
and lan Rickerby (current director of compliance).

The men's basketball coaches also attended a Men's Basketball New Coaches
Compliance Meeting on April 3, 2006. Those in attendance were: Sampson,
Green, Meyer, McCadlum, Brinegar and Pope. The three assistant coaches
(Meyer, McCallum and Senderoff) also were present for the April 11, 2006 men's
basketball spring compliance meeting with all of the returning student-athl etes.
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In addition to the men’s basketball-specific meetings, the men’s basketball staff
attended the monthly compliance meetings (for all coaches and sport-specific
staff), received the monthly compliance newsletters that covered current and
relevant NCAA and Big Ten rules and reminders, and received the compliance
guestions of the week that were sent out via email — again with timely and
relevant information regarding NCAA rules. (See Attachment K of the October
3 report for sample monthly compliance newsletters and questions of the
week.) In total, Indiana University believes that the men's basketball staff
received a significant rules education opportunity specific to coaches
approximately twice each week during the period of the sanctions.

Further, the coaches were required to attend all meetings that the compliance staff
held with the men's basketball student-athletes. These meetings occurred in
August, November, January, and April of the 2006-07 academic year. The first
meeting covered al of the information in the 15-page NCAA Summary of Rules
for Student-Athletes. The second meeting was specific to the sport of men’s
basketball and covered recruiting rules and expectations, publicity rules, agents,
extra benefits and gambling. The January meeting contained a quiz on the rules
education provided to date that academic year, both in team meetings and in the
monthly Student-Athlete Newsletter. The April meeting covered more men’'s
basketball specific issues, such as outside competition and other summer
activities, employment, and again areview of agents, extra benefits and gambling.

An overview of the ingtitution's compliance procedures for monitoring
telephone calls to prospective student-athletes during the relevant time
period of March 2006 through July 2007.

See the response to the Allegations above.

In addition to the monitoring of recruiting cals set forth above in the response to
the Allegation, the University took significant steps to also monitor the off-
campus recruiting activities of the assistant coaches and the off-campus
appearances and speaking engagements by Sampson, as detailed in the October 3
report, Page Nos. 7-8, Attachment 1. In particular, the approval process, review
of and monitoring of Sampson’s off-campus public appearances and speaking
engagements required regular and careful attention and accommodations to ensure
that no prospects would be in attendance. (See Attachment | of the October 3
report for a chart summarizing all of Sampson’s off-campus speaking
engagements that occurred during the period of the sanctions, as well as
samples of the compliance monitoring efforts that took place leading up to,
during and after each event to ensure compliance with the sanction.)
Throughout the year, the compliance staff also handled requests for clarification
from the men's basketball coaching staff regarding the application of the
sanctions and other NCAA rules. (See Attachment J of the October 3 report
for a sampling of written reminders, clarifications and interpretations
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specific to the men’s basketball staff’s compliance with the sanctions and
NCAA rulesnot necessarily related to the sanctions.)

A copy of any telephone logs the men's basketball program produced
covering the weeks when the imper missible telephone calls occurred.

See Attachment 17 for copies of handwritten telephone logs during the weeks
impermissible calls occurred.

A statement indicating the reason the impermissible calls were made to the
prospective student-athletes in light of NCAA legisation prohibiting such
conduct.

See the response to the Allegation above.

A detailed description and explanation of all disciplinary actions taken
against members of the men's basketball staff based on their involvement in
or knowledge of violations of NCAA legislation, as determined by the
institution and as set forth in this allegation. In that regard, please provide
an explanation as to the reasons the institution believes these actions were
appropriate, indicate the dates that any disciplinary actions were taken and
submit copies of all correspondence from the institution to members of the
men's basketball staff describing the disciplinary actions taken.

See Attachment 15 for letters of reprimand for Meyer and Sampson and for a
letter for McCallum’s personnel file. [A letter of reprimand was being drafted for
Senderoff at the time of hisresignation on October 29, 2007.]

See Section D later in this response for all the corrective actions and penalties
self-imposed by the University and see the response to the Allegation above.
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3.

[NCAA Bylaws 10.1, 10.1-(d) and 11.1.2.1]

It is alleged that (a) during the period of time beginning May 25, 2006, through
May 24, 2007, Kelvin Sampson, head men's basketball coach, acted contrary to the
NCAA principles of ethical conduct when he knowingly violated recruiting
restrictions imposed by the NCAA Committee on Infractions, as penalty for
Sampson's prior involvement in violations of NCAA legidation; (b) Sampson failed
to deport himself in accordance with the generally recognized high standard of
honesty normally associated with the conduct and administration of intercollegiate
athletics by providing the institution and the NCAA enforcement staff false or
misleading information; and (c) Sampson failed to promote an atmosphere for
compliance within the men's basketball program and failed to monitor the activities
regarding compliance of one or mor e of his assistant coaches. Specifically:

a. Concerning Sampson's knowing violation of recruiting restrictions, on a
number of occasions from May 25, 2006, through May 24, 2007, Sampson
was present while a member of his coaching staff made telephone calls
related to recruiting. Sampson was prohibited from doing so pursuant to
penalty L, NCAA Infractions Report No. 250; as adopted by and transferred
to Indiana University, Bloomington. [NCAA Bylaw 10.1]

Specifically, on a number of occasions from May 31, 2006, through May 1,
2007, Sampson knowingly participated in three-way telephone conver sations
between himself, then assistant men's basketball coach Rob Senderoff, and
prospective student-athletes Yancey Gates and William Buford Jr. Sampson
also participated in three-way conver sations between himself, Sender off, and
then prospective student-athletes DeJuan Blair, Demetri McCamey and
Furthermore, Sampson participated in three-way
conversations between himself, Senderoff, and Yvonne Jackson, mother of
prospective student-athlete Devin Ebanks. Sampson participated in the
three-way telephone conversations despite being instructed not to do so by
the institution's compliance staff and despite receiving specific clarification
from the Committee on Infractionsthat three-way calls were prohibited.

Additionally, on a number of occasions from May 25, 2006, through May 24,
2007, Sampson participated in recruiting calls made by Senderoff in the
following ways:

Q) Sampson participated by speakerphone in recruiting calls placed by
Senderoff to | and prospective student-athlete Marcus Morris.

2 Sampson was present during one or more recruiting calls placed by
Senderoff to prospective student-athlete Kenny Frease. Senderoff
then handed Sampson the phone and allowed Sampson to speak with
Frease.
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3 While Senderoff was in the presence of then prospective
student-athletes Blair, Ayodele Coker and [} the prospective
student-athlete's parents or legal guardian(s) during off-campus
recruiting contacts; Senderoff called Sampson and allowed Sampson
to speak with the prospective-student athlete, the prospective
student-athlete' s parentsor legal guardian(s).

4 Sampson spoke with Erica Mackey, mother of prospective
student-athlete Jonathan " Bud" Mackey, via Senderoff's cell phone,
while Sender off wasin the presence of Ms. Mackey.

Concerning Sampson's provison of false or misleading information,
Sampson repeatedly provided the institution and the enforcement staff false
information regarding his involvement in violations of the Committee on
Infractions recruiting restrictions. [NCAA Bylaw 10.1-(d)]

Specifically, during a November 13, 2007, interview with the institution and
the enforcement staff, Sampson stated that at the time of the violations, he
was unawar e that Senderoff was using three-way calls to allow him to speak
with prospective-student athletes the prospective student-athlete's parents,
legal guardian(s) or coaches. Sampson further stated that he did not engage
in three-way conversations with prospective student-athletes or their
relatives during the period of recruiting restrictions. Additionally, Sampson
stated that there was never an instance when he was on the phone with a
prospective student-athlete when Senderoff also spoke. Finally, Sampson
stated that he never spoke with Buford.

In fact, Sampson engaged in three-way telephone conver sations with multiple
prospective student-athletes, the prospective student-athlete's parents or
legal guardian(s), as set forth in this allegation, including a June 19, 2006,
three-way telephone conver sation between himself, Sender off and Buford. In
addition, Sampson participated in speakerphone conversations involving
himself, Senderoff and prospective student-athletes, the prospective
student-athlete's parentsor legal guardian(s), as set forth in this allegation.

Concerning Sampson's failure to promote an atmosphere for compliance
within the men's basketball program and failure to monitor the activities
regarding compliance of one or more of his assistant coaches, Sampson
(1) failed to promote compliance with the recruiting restrictions imposed by
the Committee on Infractions, (2)failed to promote compliance with
applicable NCAA legidation concerning telephone recruiting calls and
(3) failed to monitor the documentation of recruiting calls by the men's
basketball staff required to ensure compliance. [NCAA Bylaw 11.1.2.1]

Specifically, Sampson failed in these three regards, as evidenced by the facts
and circumstances set forth in Allegation Nos. 1 and 2 of thisnotice.
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Please indicate whether this information is substantially correct and whether the

institution agreesthat a violation of NCAA legislation occurred. Submit evidence to
support your response.

Overview of the University’s Position

The University agrees the information set forth in Allegation No. 3 is substantialy
correct, and aviolation of NCAA legislation has occurred. Aswith most allegations of unethical
conduct, the review of this allegation involves an assessment of credibility as well as
documentary evidence. As detailed below, athough the University was unable to confirm each
aspect of the allegation with phone records or other concrete evidence, such corroboration was
available in anumber of instances. Further, the testimony of approximately ten individuals with
detailed and specific recollections of recruiting calls with Sampson that were initiated by
Senderoff and that included statements by Senderoff that would have aerted Sampson to his
involvement in the calls, taken in totality, is difficult, if not impossible, to completely refute. It
is recognized that some of this testimony will likely be challenged. Nonetheless, the University
has concluded that, on balance, there is sufficient information and evidence to support the
majority of the specific information alleged, as well as the general charges that Sampson:

e Knowingly violated recruiting restrictions imposed by the Committee on
Infractions,

e Provided the University and NCAA Enforcement Staff with false or misleading
information; and

e Faled to promote an atmosphere of compliance within the men's basketball
program and failed to monitor the compliance activities of one or more of his

assistant coaches.
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The University notes that most of the information, testimony and evidence supporting
this allegation was developed as a result of the Enforcement Staff’s ability to schedule and
conduct a significant number of follow-up interviews with individuals mentioned in Indiana
University’s October 3 and 25 reports to the NCAA. Although Indiana University attempted to
and did conduct a few such interviews, its ability to arrange more interviews was hampered by
the need to submit atimely report to the Committee after receiving an extension to the report that
was originaly due August 31, as well as the fact that a number of the individuals ultimately
interviewed were enrolled at other NCAA institutions.”® Prior to the submission of the October
reports to the NCAA, the University had evaluated some of these issues that are the subject of
this alegation but there was insufficient evidence at that time to conclude that Sampson had

acted contrary to the principles of ethical conduct or the responsibility of a head coach.

Review of Sampson’s K nowing Violation of Recruiting Sanctions
(Allegation No. 3-a)

The University incorporates al of the relevant information included in the response to

Allegation No. 1.

The University agrees, based on the totality of the information, evidence and testimony
available, it is reasonable to conclude that, on a number of occasions Sampson knowingly

violated Penalty L of Infractions Report No. 250, which prevented him from being present when

“8 Due to the need to keep the investigation confidential, the University did not contact other NCAA institutions
other than one university where a prospect who had received multiple three-way calls was enrolled as a student-
athlete. After aninitial exchange of voicemails with that institution, an interview was unable to be arranged due to
the University’ stight timetabl e for the submission of the report.
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his assistant coaches made recruiting calls from May 25, 2006 through May 24, 2007. These
violations included knowing participation in at least some of the impermissible three-way

recruiting calls, speakerphone calls, and “phone passing” cals initiated by Senderoff, which

were referenced in Allegation No. 1-aand the University’ s response above.

Knowing Participation in Impermissible Three-Way Recruiting Calls. Sampson
participated in 10 (or 12) to 18 impermissible three-way phone calls, as described above in the
response to Allegation No. 1 and as noted in Attachments M and N of the October 3 report
and in Attachment 11. He admitted to knowing participation in at least one of these three-way
calls and the University has determined it is reasonable to conclude that he knew at least three

other calls were three-way calls that had been initiated by Senderoff.

October 4, 2006 Three-Way Call with DeJuan Blair. On a number of occasions,

Sampson admitted to knowing that Senderoff had connected him into a three-way phone call
with Blair. In his August 23, 2007, interview with Indiana University, Sampson recalled that
Senderoff had connected him into the October 4, 2006 three-way call with Blair because earlier
that day Blair had cancelled his scheduled officia visit to the University and Senderoff called
stating that Sampson needed to speak with Blair. (See Attachments M and N of the October 3
report and Attachment 11 for infor mation regarding thisthree-way call.) Moreover, during
the October 30, 2007 recorded telephonic press conference conducted by Indiana University
regarding the reports submitted to the NCAA, Sampson commented, "[o]ther than one call, | was
not aware that it was a three way call.” In response to a follow-up question regarding “what

happened with the one call that [he was| aware was athree way cal”, Sampson explained:
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That was a situation where a kid had committed to come on campus for a visit.
One of our assistant coaches, Coach Senderoff, was doing a home visit, some
things were said . . . akid was [canceling] his visit, the kid tried to call, couldn’t
get in touch, and the call was transferred and | tried to clear some matters for him.
(See Attachment 6 for atranscript of the press conferenceat p. 5.) It should also be noted, in
regards to Sampson’s comment that Blair had been trying to reach him, in his December 11,
2007 interview with the NCAA, Blair stated he never called Sampson. Further, Senderoff noted
in his January 31, 2008 interview, he had trouble getting Blair to call Sampson directly (January

31, 2008 Sender off Interview Transcript at p. 18, located on NCAA custodial website).

In addition, both Senderoff and Blair corroborated the circumstances surrounding this
call. Although a bit uncertain as to whether this call occurred via three-way technology or a
speakerphone, in his December 11, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff, Blair was
sure that both Senderoff and Sampson were on the phone when he talked to Sampson after he
had cancelled his official visit. When questioned as to how certain he was that both coaches
were involved on the phone at the same time, whether it was by speakerphone or a three-way
call, Blair responded “They both were on the phone. I’'m, they was both on the phone talking,
we al was on the phone.” (December 11, 2007 Blair Interview Transcript at p. 14, located
on NCAA custodial website.) In hisinterviews, Senderoff recalled the circumstances of the call
and admitted to placing the three-way call to Sampson but consistently denied, or stated he did

not recall, any actual three-way conversation.

Given this testimony and Sampson’s own statements — despite his subsequent statement

in his November 13, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff, that he did not know
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that Senderoff had initiated any three-way calls, including the one to Blair — the University has
concluded Sampson knew that Senderoff initiated the October 4, 2006 three-way phone call with

Blair.

May 1, 2007 Three-Way Call with Yvonne Jackson. In addition, on two separate

occasions, Jackson, the mother of Devin Ebanks, reported that both Senderoff and Sampson
participated in the conversation at the same time during the May 1, 2007 three-way call. (See
Attachment N of the October 3 report and Attachment 11 for information regarding this
three-way call.) In her conversation with the University during the late summer of 2007,
Jackson was specific as to her recollection that Senderoff was involved throughout the call as
opposed to speaking only during the first portion and then remaining silent when Sampson was
on the phone. Similarly, in her November 27, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement
Staff, Jackson corroborated the information she had reported to the University, provided details
about their conversation that accounted for the length of the call, and stated she was very certain
that a three-way conversation had occurred. She aso recalled that Senderoff let Sampson know
that she was on the phone and that they all said good-bye at the end of the call. In their
interviews, Sampson and Senderoff reported they did not recall an actual three-way conversation
with Jackson. Sampson conceded she had no reason to not tell the truth but noted she might be
confused by Senderoff’s earlier participation in the call. Senderoff stated in his August 23, 2007
interview with the University that he would not refute her recollection. In light of Jackson's
detailed and consistent testimony and the fact that at the time of these statements, her son was
still planning to attend Indiana University (he has since been released from his NLI), the

University has determined that it is reasonable to conclude an actual three-way conversation
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occurred and that Sampson thus knew Senderoff had initiated the call, contrary to the

Committee' s penalty.

June 19, 2006 Three-Way Call with Wil Buford. In his January 29, 2008 interview with
the NCAA Enforcement Staff and attended by Indiana University, Wil Buford (*Buford”)
reported that he recalled a phone call on his coach’s (Keith McClure’'s) phone while they were
driving in the car. Buford stated the assistant coach (Senderoff), whose name he did not
remember, had called his coach’s phone and then the assistant coach called the head coach
(Sampson) and let him know that Buford was on the phone. Buford stated he was “ positive” that
the assistant coach had introduced him to Sampson, although he did not recall the two coaches
saying anything else to each other. Further, Buford's recollection that the call lasted five to ten
minutes matches the actual length of the ten-minute three-way call to McClure' s phone on June
19, 2006. (See Attachments M and N of the October 3 report and Attachment 11 for
information regarding this three-way call.) The fact that Buford offered McClure’'s name,
when he was asked if the coach he was with was his high school coach (Leroy Bates), adds
credibility to his statements and provides further evidence that this call was the June 19 three-
way cal on McClure' s phone. Buford’s statement provides context for why, when questioned by
the University, McClure did not recall ever speaking to Sampson. When Buford' s recollection of
the call was shared with Senderoff during his January 31, 2008 interview with the NCAA,
Senderoff responded that he guessed that is what happened, although he did not remember. He
added he would not say that Buford was lying. Sampson reported in severa interviews,
including his November 14, 2007 and January 29, 2008 interviews with the NCAA and attended

by the University, that he never talked to Buford. During his January interview, when told about
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Buford's account of the call, Sampson stated he did not recall any three-way conversations.
Given the specificity of Buford's recollection and the fact that his account is supported by the

phone records, the University determined that it is reasonable to conclude a three-way phone call

with Buford occurred and that Sampson was aware of Senderoff’s involvement in the call.

February 7, 2007 Three-Way Call with Yancy Gates. In his January 9, 2008 interview

with the NCAA Enforcement Staff and attended by Indiana University, Yancy Gates (“Gates’)
recalled that both Sampson and Senderoff had participated in the three-way call at the same time.
Gates explained Senderoff called him and they had a conversation, for about five to ten minutes,
before Senderoff added Sampson to the call. Telephone records support this recollection as
Senderoff connected Sampson into the call 16 minutes after he phoned Gates. Gates stated he
heard the line click when Sampson was added and thought Senderoff introduced him to Sampson
by stating “Coach Sampson Yancy’'s on the line” (Gates' January 9, 2008 Gates Interview
Transcript at p. 9, located on NCAA custodial website). Gates then provided afairly detailed
account of the three-way conversation that ensued, noting that Senderoff would chime in with
specifics of Gates's “game” when Sampson made a genera comment. Sampson reiterated in his
January 29, 2008 interview, his prior statements that he hardly recalled any conversation with
Gates and did not remember any three-way conversation. When questioned about Gates's
account of the call, Senderoff responded during his January 31, 2008 interview with the NCAA
that he did not remember that, but he would not say it did not happen or that Gates was wrong.

The University has determined that it is reasonable to conclude Sampson would have been aware
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of Senderoff’s involvement in the three-way call, given the specificity of Gates's recollection of

the conversation and the limited number of times Gates spoke to Sampson on the phone.*

Other Information Supporting Sampson’'s Knowing Involvement in Impermissible Three-

Way Cadlls. In addition to these four calls that the University has determined Sampson knew
were impermissible, there are at least two other calls where some, if not conclusive, evidence
exists that Sampson knowingly participated in an impermissible three-way recruiting call.
During the University’ s investigation, ||| GGG 2 current student-athlete at
Indiana University, reported that Senderoff was involved in the conversation with Sampson.
(See Attachments M and N of the October 3 report and Attachment 11 for information on
the January 29, 2007 and April 5, 2007 three-way calls with [ JJJll}) The University was
careful to clarify that |l recalled both coaches in the conversation at the same time, rather
than Senderoff speaking only during part of the call and then remaining silent when Sampson
was on the line. However, because the University was not aware at that time of several other
instances when Senderoff would put Sampson on the phone with ||l as reported by
B i» his January 29, 2008 interview conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff and
attended by the University, and only knew about the three-way cal, his responses were
interpreted as being related to the three-way call, when he might have been recalling the
speakerphone conversation referenced below. Thus, the University believes that, when [ R
did not recall during his January 29 interview athree-way call with Sampson and Senderoff and

did not remember the information he had previously reported about a three-way conversation

“9 It should be noted that Gates recalled the phone call occurring in November (versus February) and in the
afternoon (versus 9:28pm).
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occurring during a three-way call, it is reasonable to conclude ||} was consistent in his
recollection regarding a three-way conversation occurring, because the three-way conversation
he recalled was apparently not during the three-way call. Rather, it occurred during the
speakerphone conversation discussed below. It is also possible that the various conversations
have become intermingled in [l s memory. Nonetheless, the University notes || s

initial recollection was closer to the occurrence of the phone calls and thus a presumably fresher

memory. Neither Senderoff nor Sampson recalled a three-way conversation with |||l

Similarly, Demetri McCamey (“McCamey”) reported in his December 19, 2007
interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff detailed and specific information regarding two
phone calls that involved both Sampson and Senderoff, athough these specifics tended to get
jumbled together as he explained the calls in that interview. In an April 28 follow-up phone
interview with counsel for Sampson, the NCAA Enforcement Staff and counsel for the
University, McCamey clarified the circumstances of the two calls. McCamey reported that he
placed a phone call to Senderoff who then patched Sampson into a three-way call and that this
phone call occurred while he was at home, a couple of weeks after the King James tournament
and prior to his unofficia visit. McCamey recalled Senderoff mentioning to Sampson that he
(Demetri) was on the phone and that there was a “regular three-way conversation” about the type
of food he likes to eat, Sampson having just built his house and the barbecue pit that Sampson
was going to have in his backyard. McCamey stated he was certain Sampson was talking to
Senderoff while he was on the phone. McCamey also described a second call that involved both
Sampson and Senderoff and occurred the day of his unofficia visit (June 15, 2006). He recalled

calling Senderoff’s cell phone to say he was on his way and that Senderoff passed the phone to
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Sampson who appeared to be in the office.®® In his January 31, 2008 interview with the NCAA,
Senderoff stated he did not remember a three-way cal with McCamey, but if that is how
McCamey remembered it, he was not going to say he was wrong. Sampson, in his January 29,

2008 interview, recalled talking to McCamey with his AAU coach but did not remember any

three-way calls involving Senderoff.

Although some of the information reported by McCamey is not completely consistent
with other information, he provided specifics, including when the phone calls occurred, the fact
the three-way call happened following his participation in a tournament (King James Classic,
which was April 28-30, 2006) and prior to his unofficial visit (June 15), the involvement of
Senderoff and Sampson in the conversations, and the substance of the conversations. He
appeared to genuinely recall these conversations. It is possible one of these phone calls was the
unidentified seven-minute three-way phone call that occurred on May 31, 2006 (see Attachment
M of the October 3 report), particularly since the night before at 11:23 p.m. and 11:24 p.m.,
Senderoff attempted to reach McCamey, placing two one-minute calls to his home and cell
phone numbers, respectively. It is aso possible the cals involved phone passing or the use of a
speakerphone rather than the use of three-way technology. In short, athough the University is
unable to conclusively prove that the calls described by McCamey occurred, it believes the
detailed nature of his testimony regarding Senderoff’s and Sampson’s joint participation in two
conversations, plus the pattern of calls noted in the response to this allegation, provide support

that some type of impermissible recruiting call occurred.

* McCamey’ s unofficial visit was recorded as having occurred on June 15, 2006. On that date, there were no phone
calls from Senderoff to McCamey. The only incoming calls to Senderoff’s cell phone during the day ranged from
one to three minutes. There were two calls in the evening that lasted for four and seven minutes, but would have
been presumably after the unofficial visit.
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Sampson's Knowledge that His Involvement in Three-Way Recruiting Calls was

Impermissible. There is no that dispute the three-way recruiting calls initiated by Senderoff and
involving Sampson were impermissible under Penalty L of Infractions Report No. 250 and that
the coaches knew these calls would be impermissible. As aresult of questions and issues raised
during a May 30, 2006 meeting between the men’s basketball coaching staff and the compliance
staff, the University sought and obtained a number of clarifications from the Committee
regarding the application of the sanctions. In response to a question asked after the compliance
staff informed the coaches that connecting Sampson by three-way technology into a recruiting
call placed by an assistant coach would not be permissible, one of these requests specifically
related to the permissibility of three-way recruiting phone calls and whether an assistant coach
could add Sampson to acall that was initiated by a high school or AAU coach who then included
aprospect viathree-way call. The response from the Committee, which was received on June 12
and communicated to the coaching staff on June 13 by email and memorandum, was that such a

call would not be permissible. (See Attachments 3 and 4.)

The compliance staff has reported that the coaches were told at the conclusion of the May
30 meeting to assume incoming three-way recruiting cals involving Sampson were
impermissible and therefore should not be made, pending a response from the Committee.
Nonetheless, on May 31, the day after the meeting, an incoming three-way phone call occurred
when Senderoff received an unknown call and connected Sampson to the call. As noted above, it
is possible this call involved McCamey. Regardless of who the call was from, it is troubling that

this apparently impermissible call was not reported to the compliance office once the
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interpretation prohibiting incoming three-way calls involving Sampson was received from the

Committee. More troubling, however, is the fact that the maority of the impermissible three-

way calls occurred after the Committee’ s clarification was distributed on June 13, 2006.

It is undisputed Sampson was aware, at least by June 13, 2006, that he could not
participate in three-way phone recruiting calls involving his assistant coaches. In fact Sampson
readily admitted in each of his interviews he knew he could not participate in three-way calls.
For example, on July 16, 2007, in the first meeting with athletics department officials regarding
the three-way calls, Sampson stated he would have told an assistant coach he was not able to
accept a three-way call should they have attempted to connect him. Similarly, in his July 20,
2007 interview conducted by Ice Miller and attended by representatives of Indiana University,
Sampson said he understood that an assistant coach could not patch him into a cal with a
prospect, coach or family member, even if that individual made the request.  Further, in his
November 13, 2007 interview conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff and attended by
Indiana University, Sampson stated, “1 knew | could not accept athree-way call. If | had thought
that was athree-way call | would have hung up and reported it.” (November 13, 2007 Sampson

Interview Transcript at p. 30, located on NCAA custodial website.)

Nonetheless, despite these statements and his knowledge that his involvement in three-
way recruiting calls with an assistant coach was impermissible, Sampson did not stop or report to

compliance the one such call to Blair he admitted he knew Senderoff had initiated.
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Knowing Participation in Impermissible Speaker phone Recr uiting Calls (Allegation
No. 3-a-(1)). The University has determined it is reasonable to conclude Sampson participated
in two phone cals initiated by Senderoff in which he and Senderoff talked to a prospect via

speakerphone.

B /- notced above, when R was interviewed on January 29, 2008,

although he did not appear to recall a three-way phone call, he provided information regarding
several phone calls where Senderoff arranged for Sampson to participate. In regards to this
alegation, he recalled one phone call when Senderoff called him and told him he was on
speakerphone with Sampson. | stated it was a conversation like they normally talked,
where one coach talked, then the other. In his January 31, 2008 interview with the NCAA,
Senderoff stated he did not remember using a speakerphone with anyone. Sampson, in his
January 29, 2008 interview aso did not recall any such conversation. The University finds the
testimony from [l regarding this phone call to be credible, particularly given that [l
was and is an Indiana University student-athlete with no reason to provide such information if it
were not true. Thus, the University has concluded that Sampson was involved in arecruiting call
with Senderoff and |l and that he would have been aware this phone call was
impermissible due to Senderoff’s involvement, as evidenced by the conversation that [l

recalled.

Marcus Morris. In addition, it is reasonable to conclude Sampson participated by

speakerphone in at least one other recruiting phone call initiated by Senderoff. This call

involved Marcus Morris (*Marcus’), one of two twins Indiana University was recruiting, and the
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brother who generally handled more of the recruiting calls. In his January 23, 2008 interview
conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff and attended by the University, Marcus reported
there were approximately two or three times when he spoke to both Sampson and Senderoff at
the same time by speakerphone. He recalled that when he mentioned to Senderoff that he
wanted to speak with Sampson, Senderoff would state Sampson’s right here and he wants to
speak with you. Marcus reported that the coaches were both on speakerphone. When asked how
certain he was that both coaches were on the phone at the same time, Marcus replied “100%".
(January 23, 2008 Marcus MorrisInterview Transcript at p. 8, located on NCAA custodial

website) When provided a description of Marcus's statement, during their respective January

29 and 31, 2008 interviews, neither Sampson nor Senderoff recalled such phone calls occurring.

Knowing Participation in Imper missible Phone Passing (Allegation No. 3-a-(2)). On
one or two occasions, Sampson was present when Senderoff called a prospect through his coach
and then handed the telephone to Sampson so he could speak with the prospect. In his January
14, 2008 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff and attended by Indiana University,
Kenny Frease (“Frease”) reported that on at least two occasions Senderoff phoned his high
school coach and then had Sampson speak to Frease, who assumed Senderoff had handed the
phone to Sampson since only about five seconds had elapsed. Frease and his coach, Rob Toth
(“Toth™), were specific in their recollections of the phone calls (e.g., that to get better reception
they had to change floors and one time Frease had to lay down) that they believed likely
occurred in the fall of 2006, since Frease committed to another institution in March 2007. Frease
noted that he spoke to one coach at atime, which is consistent with his understanding the phone

was passed from Senderoff to Sampson. In afollow-up interview with Toth on April 16, 2008,
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he confirmed that, although he never heard Sampson speak to Frease, he was present when
Frease spoke to Sampson on these calls and that Frease told him when he got off the phone that
he had spoken to Sampson. Toth stated Frease liked Sampson and he would not lie about
speaking to him. It should aso be noted, Senderoff’s cell phone records contain several phone
calls to Toth's phone number, which could be the calls in question, including an eight-minute
call on October 23, 2006 at 7:04 p.m. and a 17-minute call on January 29, 2007 at 6:58 p.m., as
well as athree-minute call on September, 11, 2006 at 11:43 am. When provided a description of
Frease's and Toth's statements, during their respective January 29 and 31, 2008 interviews,
neither Sampson nor Senderoff recalled such phone calls occurring. Given the specific
information provided by Frease and Toth and the fact that Senderoff’s cell phone records show

several phone callsto Toth, it is reasonable to conclude that one or more of these calls occurred

and that Sampson would have been aware Senderoff had initiated hisinvolvement in the call.

Knowing Participation in Impermissible Recruiting Calls Placed by Senderoff
(Allegation Nos. 3-a-(3) and (4)). Sampson participated in several impermissible phone callsin
which Senderoff was present with a prospect or the relatives of a prospect, called Sampson, and
then handed the phone to the prospect or mother so they could speak with Sampson. The
University has determined, based on the information and testimony provided by the prospects
and the mother of a prospect, some of which was corroborated by phone records or other
independent evidence, it is reasonable to conclude that these calls occurred and that Sampson

knew of Senderoff’s involvement.
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Avyodele Coker. In his December 7, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff

and attended by the University, Ayodele Coker (“Coker”), when questioned about his
recollection of any phone calls with Senderoff where he also spoke with Sampson (in an attempt
to garner more information regarding the circumstances of an October 4, 2006 three-way call
identified in the phone records), described an occasion when Senderoff visited him at his high
school, called Sampson on his (Senderoff’s) cell phone, and handed the phone to Coker so he
could speak to Sampson. Coker recalled that after class his coach told him the Indiana
University coach (Senderoff) was coming to see him and that when Senderoff arrived, they
talked and Senderoff mentioned he wanted Sampson to say hi. Coker was specific as to the
detailsin that he remembered the call was during the day, after class, and Sampson mentioned he
would cook chicken for Coker when he made his visit as he liked cooking chicken. Coker
thought the call lasted approximately two or three minutes. A review of Senderoff’s cell phone
records revealed several phone calls to Sampson’s cell phone or the basketball office on two
days when Senderoff had an off-campus evaluation or contact with Coker. On September 18,
2006, a day where Senderoff reported an evaluation for Coker, there is a 2:01 p.m. four-minute
call to the basketball office and a 5:30 p.m. three-minute call to Sampson’s cell. On September
27, 2006, a day listed with a contact for Coker, there is an 8:01 am. five-minute call and a nine-
minute 5:25 p.m. call, both to Sampson’s cell phone. Any of these phone calls could have been
the call Coker described, although the 8:01 am. call would appear to be too early. In his January
29, 2008 interview, Sampson did not recall an occasion when Senderoff was visiting Coker and
called Sampson to let him speak to Coker. In his January 31, 2008 interview, Senderoff reported
he thought Coker's coach called Sampson from his office phone and Coker then spoke to

Sampson. It is possible the call occurred as Senderoff recalled, but as incoming phone numbers
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are not listed on his cell phone records, it isimpossible to confirm Senderoff’s statement. Thus,
in the absence of any evidence to the contrary and with evidence supporting that Senderoff
placed the calls, and particularly since Senderoff appears to recall at least some call with
Sampson when he was visiting Coker, the University has determined it is reasonable to conclude

that this call occurred, consistent with Coker’s recollection, and that Sampson would have

known about Senderoff’s presence and involvement in the recruiting call.

B 1 his January 29, 2008 interview, | aso reported, in addition

to the speakerphone call set forth above, that on approximately two separate occasions, when
Senderoff visited him at school, Senderoff called Sampson and then allowed | to use his
phone to speak to Sampson. [ reported he and his roommate spoke to Sampson on the
phone for approximately five to ten minutes. [ recalled they were in the hallway of his
junior college gym when the calls occurred. A review of Senderoff’s cell phone records reveals
several phone calls to Sampson on days in which he visited [l a his junior college. On
October 7, 2006, the date of an evauation, there were three consecutive attempts to reach
Sampson on his cell phone for one-minute each at 3:01 p.m. and then two attempts at 3:02 p.m.,
followed by a four-minute call to Sampson’s home at 3:03 p.m. and a six-minute call, also to his
home at 3:20 p.m. Either of these two latter calls could have been one of the phone calls
described by [} 'n addition, on October 18, 2006, the date of another evauation, there
was an eight-minute call to the men’s basketball office at 1:24 p.m. from Senderoff’s cell phone.
Further, on April 5, 2007, the date of a contact, there was an eight-minute call at 2:53 p.m. and
then two consecutive nine-minute and five-minute calls at 7:16 p.m. and 7:25 p.m., al to

Sampson’s cell phone. Any of these calls could have been the calls | describes,
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particularly the ones in the afternoon. When Sampson was asked during his January 29, 2008,
interview about calls with [} he noted that Senderoff would visit the junior college to
make sure his and his roommate’s grades were in order and that Sampson would talk to ||l
when his junior college coach called Sampson. Senderoff stated in his January 31, 2008
interview that, athough he did not remember doing so, he might have been in the coach’s office
when the coach used the coach’s phone to call Sampson. Given that it is not possible to confirm
Senderoff’s statement that the junior college coach might have placed the cals, as incoming
phone numbers are not listed on his cell phone records, and given that Senderoff’s cell phone
records support [ s recollections that calls to Sampson occurred on the dates of two of

Senderoff’s visits to the junior college, the University believesit is reasonable to conclude these

calls occurred and Sampson knew of Senderoff’ s involvement.

Erica Mackey. In a February 2, 2008 interview of her son, Jonathan “Bud’” Mackey
(“Bud”), which was conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff, Erica Mackey (“Erica’)
provided a very detailed account of an occasion where Senderoff was present and handed her his
cell phone so she could speak to Sampson. Erica recalled that Senderoff was present for the
Kentucky “sweet sixteen”/state basketball championship and that she ran into him after the
championship game, which Bud's team won. Erica stated that as she was going down the steps
from the area where the parents sit, Senderoff was coming up talking on his cell phone. She
reported that Senderoff said congratulations and noted “coach” was on the phone and he wanted
to congratulate her too. Erica said that Senderoff handed her his cell phone and she spoke with
someone who she believed to be Sampson. She stated he said congratulations and “our boy did

it. You know, | heard it was a great game. You know, blah, blah, blah.” (February 2, 2008
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Mackey Interview Transcript at p. 19, located on NCAA custodial website) She then
handed the phone back to Senderoff and proceeded down to find Bud. The University confirmed
the 2007 Kentucky Boys Sweet Sixteen State Basketball Tournament was conducted on March
23 and 24, with the semifinals and final games played on March 24. From the bracket, the
championship game, which was scheduled to begin at 8 p.m., would have likely ended sometime
after 10 p.m. (See Attachment 19.) Senderoff’s cell phone records for March 24 include a six-
minute call to Sampson’s home phone at 10:34 p.m. Further, Cybersports lists an evaluation for
Mackey on March 24, 2007 by Senderoff in Lexington, KY. (See Attachment 20 for
Cybersports printout.) Because thisinterview with Erica occurred after the last interviews with
Sampson and Senderoff, they have not, as of the date of this response, had an opportunity to
address her recollections. Nonetheless, given Erica s detailed recollection of this special evening
in her son’s basketball career, and the fact that there is independent evidence and phone records

that confirm her account, the University has determined it is reasonable to believe that this call

occurred and that Sampson would have known that Senderoff handed the phone to Erica

DeJuan Blair. In his December 11, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff,
Blair reported that during a home visit by Senderoff, he and his family (mother, father, brother,
sister and grandmother) were gathered around the kitchen table and Senderoff called Sampson
and placed his cell phone on speaker so that they could talk with Sampson. Blair recaled
Sampson mentioning how good a player he was and thought the conversation lasted 45 minutes
to one hour. Although Blair recalled this visit occurred after the basketball season, records
indicate that Senderoff made a home visit on October 4, 2006 and that a 12-minute phone call

was placed from his cell phone to Sampson’s cell at 8:03 p.m. Further, in his January 31, 2008
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interview when asked about any calls Senderoff might have made in the presence of a prospect
where he used his cell phone's speaker function so Sampson could speak to the prospect,
Senderoff reported that he was pretty sure he had called Sampson at the end of his home visit
with Blair’'s family so they could ask Sampson some questions. Senderoff did not think this call
was impermissible as he had done that before when he made home visits and the head coach was
not present. In his January 29, 2008 interview, Sampson did not recall speaking to Blair or his
family by speakerphone and noted he had so many calls that individual calls did not stand out for
him. Although Blair’s testimony had some inconsistencies when compared to the phone records,
given Senderoff’s admission that this call likely occurred, the University has concluded Sampson
would have known that Senderoff had placed the call during this home visit. It should also be

noted that it appears this call occurred just under two hours prior to an impermissible three-way

call with Blair.

Discussion of Allegation Regarding Sampson’s
Provision of False and Mideading | nformation
(Allegation No. 3-b)

The University incorporates al of the relevant information included in the response to
Allegation No. 1 and Allegation No. 3-a. The University agrees Sampson provided false and
misleading information to Indiana University as demonstrated by the numerous inconsistencies
found in his five interviews in which the University participated and conducted, as well as his
direct contradiction of credible statements by individuals who had no motivation to provide

inaccurate information regarding the impermissible calls described in Allegation Nos. 1 and 3-a.
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Specificaly, Sampson stated on several occasions during his various interviews he never
knowingly participated in any violation of NCAA sanctions. Further, on July 16, 2007, during
his first meeting with University personnel regarding the three-way calls he stated he did not
participate on three-way calls and all phone call activity due to recruitment was always initiated
by the prospect, family or coach calling him. Then during his July 20, 2007 interview with the
University, Sampson stated the only time he recalled three-way calling happening, he knew the
prospect had been trying to reach him or a cal had been dropped. In fact, little, if any

corroboration regarding dropped calls was developed during the review of phone records or the

interviews with various prospects. Further, only afew prospects indicated they called Sampson.

Following these earlier denials, in his August 23, 2007 interview with the University,
Sampson admitted to recalling one three-way call with Blair where Senderoff connected the call.
During an October 30, 2007 telephonic press conference he again admitted to remembering one
three-way call. (See Attachment 6 for the transcript of the press conference.) However, in
his November 13, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff and the University, just
after commenting that he recalled talking to Blair, Sampson stated he did not engage in a three-
way conversation and did not know Senderoff was connecting him into three-way calls:

MN®>%: It's my understanding that you said that you did not know that these were three-
way phone calls?

KS. Absolutely.

MN: | wanna be specific about this. Isthat, by that statement do you mean that you did
not engage in a three-way phone conversation or you had no knowledge that
Senderoff was connecting you to a prospect or connecting a prospect to you viaa
three-way call?

KS. Both. My first knowledge of the three-way call wasin July, uh, when | went into,
uh, Mr. Greenspan’s office.

*L MN refersto Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
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(November 13, 2007 Sampson Interview Transcript, p. 29, located on NCAA custodial
website.) These denias from his November 13 interview are not credible given the information

and testimony outlined in the response to Allegation No. 3-a, they are also contrary to Sampson’s

own testimony.

Sampson also stated in the November 13 interview, that at no point would he have
thought these were three-way calls because he knew he could not accept athree-way call and that
if he had received athree-way call, he would have hung up and reported it. (November 13, 2007
Sampson Interview Transcript, p. 30, located on NCAA custodial website) However, as
detailed above, Sampson admitted to knowing about one three-way call and would have been
aware of at least three other three-way calls. Yet he neither hung up the phone nor reported the
calls. Sampson also did not take any known steps to ensure that such impermissible calls would

not recur. And, in fact, the calls continued to occur.

In addition, Sampson consistently denied that he ever was on the phone with a prospect
or any recruiting call when Senderoff spoke. In his July 20, 2007 interview with the University,
he stated there was never any three-way talking on the patched-in cals. In the August 20, 2007
interview with the University, he did not recall any three-way conversations and did not recall
Senderoff introducing the calls. Further, in his November 13, 2007 interview conducted by the
NCAA and attended by Indiana University, Sampson stated “[b]ut there was never, there was
never an instance where | was on the phone with a kid where Rob Senderoff talked.”
((November 13, 2007 Sampson Interview Transcript, p. 26, located on NCAA custodial
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website.) He reiterated that position in his January 29, 2008 interview, stating on severdl
occasions there were no three-way conversations and he had not been on a recruiting call when
Senderoff talked. However, given the information, evidence and testimony set forth in the
response to Allegation No. 3-a, specificaly regarding the phone calls involving three-way

conversations (e.q., [l Marcus, Jackson, Blair, Buford, Gates, Coker), these statements by

Sampson that he was never on the phone when Senderoff also spoke are not plausible.

In regards to his statements regarding Buford, as noted in the allegation, during
Sampson’s November 13, 2007 interview, he stated he never saw Buford, never talked to him,
and only knew that he signed with Ohio State University. ((November 13, 2007 Sampson
Interview Transcript, p. 34, located on NCAA custodial website.) In his January 29, 2008
interview, Sampson reiterated he never met Buford, but stated he did not recall speaking with
Buford. (January 29, 2008 Sampson Interview Transcript, p. 9, located on NCAA custodial
website.) However, as detailed in the response to Allegation No. 3-a, the evidence supports a
conclusion that Sampson did, in fact, participate in a June 19, 2006 ten-minute three-way call

with Buford, that was initiated by Senderoff to Buford's coach’s phone.

Thus, after careful evaluation of the totality of the available evidence and information,
Indiana University has concluded the repeated denias provided by Sampson are not credible or

supported.
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Discussion of Sampson’s Failureto Promote an
Atmosphere for Compliance or to Monitor Compliance
(Allegation No. 3-¢)

The University incorporates al of the relevant information included in the response to

Allegation Nos. 1, 2 and 3-a.

Failure to Promote Compliance with the Recruiting Penalties. The University agrees
Sampson failed to promote compliance with the Committee’s recruiting restrictions as evidenced
by the information contained in Allegation Nos. 1 and 3-a regarding the occurrence of phone
calls that were contrary to the Committee' s sanctions. This failure is best illustrated by the fact
that even though Sampson admittedly knew he had participated in a three-way recruiting call
with Blair (on October 4, 2006), he did nothing to stop that call or to prevent other similar cals
from occurring and he did not report the call to the compliance office. In fact, after this call,
there were four or five other impermissible three-way calls, as well as a number of other calls
that were contrary to the Committee’s sanctions, as set forth above (e.g., those with [l

EricaMackey, Frease).

Failure to Promote Compliance with NCAA L egidation. The fact the violations listed
in Allegation No. 2 occurred, particularly during a time when the men’s basketball staff should
have been especialy attentive to rules compliance is evidence of this failure to promote

compliance with NCAA legidation. NCAA Bylaw 11.1.2.1 specifically requires a head coach to
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promote an atmosphere of compliance within the program supervised by the coach.> The
occurrence of the violations and the repeated failure of at least two assistant coaches to report the
use of their home phones for recruiting and their failure to adequately document all of their
recruiting cals further illustrates this failure. Instead of embracing the need for compliance
during a time when the program was under NCAA sanctions, the two assistant coaches treated
these forms as formalities. Further, former director of basketball operations, Green, reported in
his December 13, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff and attended by the
University that in his opinion he did not see how the issues with the sanctions could have
occurred accidentally and that they had to have occurred purposely because the coaches had too

much information. (December 13, 2007 Green Interview Transcript, p. 18, located on

NCAA custodial website)

Perhaps the best example of how Sampson failed to accept responsibility for the actions
of his assistant coaches and the need to promote an atmosphere of compliance is the following
exchange from his November 13, 2007 interview:

MN: And again, uh, | guess the question becomes it’s, in, in looking at that, the, the

very first cal on thereis dated May 31, 2006. It is my understanding from talking
to Ms. Brinegar that your assistant coaches were specifically told on May 30",
just one day before that three-way phone calls were impermissible yet the next
day you begin impermissible three-way phone calls. So, did you --

KS:  Not me.

MN: -- Did you call --

KS: Not me, them.

*2 This bylaw was specifically addressed with coach Sampson on April 3, 2006, at the new men's basketball coaches
compliance meeting (see Attachment 12, referencing Attachment M at pp. 21-28).
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(November 13, 2007 Sampson Interview Transcript, p. 27, located on NCAA custodial

website.)

Failure to Monitor Documentation of Recruiting Calls. Sampson completely
delegated to other members of the coaching staff, particularly his director of basketball
operations and the basketball administrative staff, the responsibility for tracking and coordinating
the documentation of recruiting calls, including the paperwork and data entry required for
effective monitoring by the compliance office. Further, the occurrence of impermissible phone
calls as detailed in Allegation Nos. 1-b and 2, which were contrary to NCAA sanctions and
Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2, provides further evidence that Sampson did not ensure that the men’'s
basketball coaching staff maintained an appropriate level of and accurate documentation of
recruiting phone calls. This failure included not supervising recruiting phone calls by the men’'s
basketball coaching staff to be in a position to know and understand how his coaches made and
recorded recruiting cals; not ensuring the assistant coaches properly reported the use of their
home phones for recruiting purposes as well as all recruiting calls made; and not ensuring the

assistant coaches reported any phone calls contrary to the sanctions or NCAA bylaws.

NCAA Bylaw 11.1.2.1 sets forth the expectation that head coaches are responsible for the
control and monitoring of their programs. Thus, Sampson’s hands-off approach during this time
when there should have been a heightened attention and awareness regarding NCAA compliance
— with NCAA rules and the Committee's sanctions — was not appropriate and not effective, as
evidenced by the occurrence of phone calls that were contrary to the sanctions and/or in violation

of NCAA rules, as set forth in the response to Allegation Nos. 1 and 2 above.
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Also, please provide the following:

a.

1/2147738.1

A detailed description and explanation of all disciplinary actions taken
against Sampson based on his involvement in or knowledge of violations of
Committee on Infractions restrictions, as determined by the institution and
as detailed in thisinquiry. In that regard, please provide an explanation as
to thereasonsthe institution believes these actions wer e appropriate, indicate
the dates that any disciplinary actions were taken and submit copies of all
correspondence from the institution to Sampson describing the disciplinary
actionstaken.

See the response to the Allegation above, as well as Attachment 15 for
Sampson’s letter of reprimand and Section D later in this response for the
penalties imposed.

A statement indicating Sampson's dates of employment at the institution and
positions held by Sampson at the institution.

Start Date: March, 29, 2006
End Date: February 22, 2008
Position: Head Men' s Basketball Coach

A list of all of the dates Sampson was interviewed by the institution or
provided information to institutional administrators about his knowledge of
or involvement in the violations set forth in this allegation. Please include a
statement detailing the information reported by Sampson to the institution
and athletics department staff members concerning the violations set forth in
this allegation.

Dates of Formal Communication with Sampson

July 16, 2007: Meeting with athletics administrators
July 20, 2007: Interview with University administrators and outside counsel
August 23, 2007: Interview with University administrators and outside counsel

November 13, 2007: Interview with NCAA Enforcement Staff, University
administrators and outside counsel

January 29, 2008: Interview with NCAA Enforcement Staff, University
administrators and outside counsel

See the response to the Allegations above for the relevant information reported by
Sampson.
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[NCAA Bylaws 10.1 and 10.1-(d)]

It is alleged that (a) during the period of time beginning May 25, 2006, through
May 24, 2007, Rob Sender off, then assistant men's basketball coach, acted contrary
to the NCAA principles of ethical conduct when he knowingly violated recruiting
restrictions imposed by the NCAA Committee on Infractions, as penalty for head
men's basketball coach Kelvin Sampson's prior involvement in violations of NCAA
legidation; and (b) Senderoff failed to deport himself in accordance with the
generally recognized high standard of honesty normally associated with the conduct
and administration of intercollegiate athletics by providing the institution false or
misleading information. Specifically:

a.

1/2147738.1

Concerning Senderoff s knowing violation of the Committee on Infractions
restrictions, on a number of occasions from May 25, 2006, through May 24,
2007, Senderoff placed telephone calls related to recruiting while in the
presence of Sampson. Sampson was prohibited from being present while
members of his staff placed telephone calls related to recruiting, pursuant to
penalty L, Infractions Report No. 250; as adopted by and transferred to
Indiana University, Bloomington. [NCAA Bylaw 10.1]

Specifically, on multiple occasions from May 31, 2006, through May 1, 2007,
Senderoff knowingly used three-way telephone calls to connect Sampson to
then prospective student-athletes DeJuan Blair, Ayodele Coker and

, the prospective student-athlete's parents, legal guardian(s) or
coaches;, and to prospective student-athletes William Buford Jr., Devin
Ebanks and Yancey Gates, the prospective student-athlete's parents, legal
guardian(s) or coaches.

Additionally, on a number of occasions from May 31, 2006, through May 1,
2007, Sender off knowingly participated in three-way telephone conver sations
between himself, Sampson, and Gates and Buford. Senderoff also
participated in three-way conver sations between himself, Sampson and then
prospective student-athletes Blair, Demetri McCamey and :
Furthermore, Sampson participated in three-way conversations between
himself, Sampson, and Yvonne Jackson, Ebanks mother. Senderoff
participated in the three-way telephone conversations despite being
instructed not to do so by the institution's compliance staff and despite
recelving specific clarification from the Committee on Infractions that
three-way calls were prohibited.

Furthermore, on a number of occasions from May 25, 2006, through May 24,
2007, Sampson participated in the following recruiting calls made by
Sender off:



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

@ Senderoff allowed Sampson to participate by speakerphone in
telephone calls he placed to prospective student-athlete Marcus
Morrisand

2 Senderoff placed one or more recruiting calls to prospective
student-athlete Kenny Frease. Senderoff then handed Sampson the
phone and allowed Sampson to speak with Frease.

(3)  While in the presence of Blair, Coker and ||l the prospective
student-athlete's parents or legal guardian(s) during off-campus
recruiting contacts, Senderoff called Sampson and allowed Sampson
to speak with the prospective-student athletes, the prospective
student-athlete's parentsor legal guardian(s).

4) While in the presence of Erica Mackey, mother of prospective
student-athlete Jonathan " Bud" Mackey, Senderoff allowed Sampson
to speak with Ms. Mackey via Sender off's cell phone.

Concerning Senderoff’'s provision of false or misleading information, on
multiple occasions, Senderoff submitted false telephone recruiting call
documentation to theinstitution's compliance staff. [NCAA Bylaw 10.1-(d)]

Specifically, Senderoff provided the ingtitution with signed monthly
statements indicating that he had not used his home telephone to place
recruiting calls during the months of June, July and September 2006; and
during the months of February through July 2007. Senderoff also provided
the institution weekly recruiting logs corresponding with those same months,
which also indicated that he had not used his home telephone to place
recruiting calls. In fact, Senderoff placed at least onerecruiting call from his
home telephone in each of the months identified. The institution reported
that Senderoff placed at least 30 telephone calls from his home phone that
wer e violations of the recruiting restrictionsimposed on the men's basketball
staff by the Committee on Infractions, as set forth in Allegation No. 1; and at
least 15 telephone calls placed from Senderoff s home phone that were
violations of NCAA legidation, as set forth in Allegation No. 2.

Please indicate whether this information is substantially correct and whether the
institution agreesthat a violation of NCAA legislation occurred. Submit evidence to
support your response.

1/2147738.1
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Overview of the University’s Position

The University agrees that the information set forth in Allegation No. 4 is substantialy
correct, and that a violation of NCAA legislation has occurred. Specifically, the University has
concluded that Senderoff knowingly violated recruiting restrictions imposed by the Committee

on Infractions and provided the University with false and misleading information.

Review of Sender off’s Knowing Violations of Recruiting Sanctions
(Allegation No. 4-a)

The University incorporates al of the relevant information included in the response to
Allegation Nos. 1, 2 and 3, particularly the detailed information set forth in the response to
Allegation No. 3-a. Because Allegation No. 4-a is aimost identical to Allegation No. 3-a and
involves the same information, testimony and evidence, in the interest of brevity, the University

has not repeated the information presented above, which applies equally to this allegation.

As with most allegations of unethical conduct, the review of this allegation involves an
assessment of credibility as well as documentary evidence. As detailed above in the response to
Allegation No. 3-a, although the University was unable to confirm each aspect of the allegation
with phone records or other concrete evidence, such corroboration was available in a number of
instances. Further, the testimony of approximately ten individuals with detailed and specific
recollections of recruiting calls with Sampson that were initiated by Senderoff, particularly when
combined with Senderoff’s various admissions, is difficult, if not impossible, to completely

refute. It is recognized that some of this testimony will likely be challenged. Nonetheless, the
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University has concluded that, on balance, there is sufficient information and evidence to support

the mgjority of the specific information alleged against Senderoff.

Knowing Use of Impermissible Three-Way Recruiting Calls. (Allegation No. 4-a).
Given the evidence and testimony set forth in the responses to Allegation Nos. 1-a and 3-a and
Senderoff’s own testimony in severa interviews, it is apparent that Senderoff knowingly used
three-way telephone calls to impermissibly connect Sampson to Blair, Coker, i} Buford,
Jackson and Gates, and to some of the prospect’s parents, legal guardian(s) or coaches, as set
forth in Attachment M of the October 3 report and in Attachment 11. In his various
interviews, Senderoff readily admitted to placing the three-way calls identified from a review of
his phone records and to connecting Sampson so that he could speak to the prospects, their
parents, legal guardian(s) or coaches. In hisinitial meeting with the University on July 16, 2007,
Senderoff acknowledged that he made the three-way calls and that he knew the three-way phone

calls were impermissible when he placed the calls.

In his July 20, 2007 interview with the University, he also stated that he would have
received the June 13 memorandum clarifying that involving Sampson in a three-way phone call
would be impermissible. Senderoff further explained that he thought this was a “gray ared’ and
that as long as he was not a participant in the conversation, the call would be okay. He explained
that in his mind he was the “operator” when an individual was trying to reach Sampson and he
did not think at the time that he was putting Sampson in a bad spot. Even though the compliance
staff had informed the coaches at the May 30, 2006 meeting that outgoing three-way recruiting

calls that included Sampson would not be permissible, Senderoff stated he did not think to ask
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the compliance staff for clarification as to this “gray area’. During his August 23, 2007
interview with the University, Senderoff reported that although there were some dropped calls
with Sampson, he recalled that individuals wanting to reach Sampson was the primary reason for
the three-way calls. When asked why, in light of the June 13, 2006 clarification received from
the Committee concerning three-way recruiting phone calls, Senderoff would presume it would
be permissible to connect Sampson into three-way calls, he responded that in retrospect it was

“stupid” for him to not have checked with the compliance staff. He further noted that by

remaining silent on the line he thought he was abiding by the spirit of the sanction.

During his November 16, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff, Senderoff
again admitted that he received the June 13, 2006 clarification from the Committee regarding
three-way recruiting phone calls with Sampson. In response to a question regarding why the
majority of impermissible three-way calls occurred after receiving the email, Senderoff
responded “That's a good question. It's a mistake | made.” (November 16, 2007 Sender off
Interview Transcript at p. 31, located on NCAA custodial website.) He further explained that
when somebody was trying to reach Sampson and did not get him successfully or a cal was
dropped, Senderoff tried to help. Senderoff stated that he did not know if Sampson was aware

that he was connecting him via three-way technology.

Knowing Participation in Impermissible ThreeeWay Telephone Conversations
(Allegation No. 4-a). In light of the evidence and testimony set forth in the responses to
Allegation Nos. 1-a and 3-a it is apparent that Senderoff knowingly participated in

impermissible three-way telephone conversations between himself, Sampson, prospects and their
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parents, legal guardian(s) or coaches, despite being instructed not to do so by the University’s

compliance staff and despite receiving specific clarification from the Committee on Infractions.

In his July 16 initial meeting with the University regarding the three-way calls, Senderoff
stated that he did not announce the calls and that he never participated in the conversations or
made Sampson aware that he was on a call. In his July 20 interview with the University,
Senderoff again reported that he could not recall anytime that anything he said would have
alerted Sampson to his presence on the call. These unequivocal denials shifted slightly during
his next interview with the University on August 23 when he stated that he had no recollection of
ever participating in any of the three-way conversations and that he did not recall ever
introducing the prospects. Although he was not 100% certain that he had never introduced
Sampson onto a call, he said he did not believe he ever did. Senderoff aso noted that he would
not refute what others said, but that he would be surprised if their recollection differed from his
own. Similarly, in his November 16, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Steff,
Senderoff explained how he operated silently, sort of as an operator, but noted that if others
recalled that they all communicated, he would not argue with them. In response to further
guestioning, Senderoff stated that he thought Sampson knew that Senderoff had transferred one

call from Blair.

From the discussion of the testimony and evidence presented in the response to

Allegation No. 3-a above, it is reasonable to conclude that despite these denias, Senderoff, in

fact did participate in some of the three-way conversations and also introduced some of the
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prospects to Sampson, in violation of Penalty L (Gates, Buford, Blair, Jackson, McCamey and

)

Knowing Participation in Impermissible Speaker phone Recr uiting Calls (Allegation
No. 4-a-(1)). Based on the information discussed above in response to Allegation No. 3-a-(1)
and the testimony, information and evidence regarding the calls to Marcus and [ the
University has determined that it is reasonable to conclude that Senderoff knowingly participated

inthe cals.

Knowing Participation in Impermissible Phone Passing (Allegation No. 4-a-(2)).
Based on the information discussed above in response to Allegation No. 3-a-(2) and the
testimony, information and evidence regarding the calls to Frease, it is reasonable to conclude
that one or more of these cals occurred and that Senderoff knew that passing the phone to

Sampson so that he could speak to Frease was impermissible under Penalty L.

Knowing Participation in Impermissible Recruiting Call Placed by Senderoff
(Allegation Nos. 4-a-(3) and (4)). The University has determined that based on the information
discussed above in response to Allegation No. 3-a-(3) and (4), and the information and testimony
provided by the prospects and the mother of a prospect, some of which was corroborated by
phone records or other independent evidence, it is reasonable to conclude that Senderoff, when
present with prospects or their relatives (Blair, Coker, [} and Erica), called Sampson so

that he could speak to the prospects and relatives. The University has aso determined that it is
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reasonabl e to conclude that Senderoff knew that calling Sampson and allowing him to engage in

the recruiting calls was impermissible under Penalty L.

Discussion of Allegation Regarding Sender off’s
Provision of False and Mideading | nformation
(Allegation No. 4-b)

The University incorporates al of the relevant information included in the response to

Allegation No. 1 and 2 and Allegation No. 3-a.

The University agrees that Senderoff did not submit accurate documentation regarding
the phones he used for recruiting on numerous occasions and that this failure constitutes a
violation of the principles of ethical conduct in that he repeatedly furnished the University with
false and mideading information. Specifically, Senderoff never reported the use of his home
phone for recruiting on any of the monthly sheets that he submitted from April 2006 through
May 2007, despite the fact that he made approximately 75 recruiting calls from home during that
time frame and during most of those months. (See Attachment G of the October 3 report for
these forms.) Further, he failed to then report the calls he made from home so that they could be
entered into the athletics department recruiting database “Cybersports’ for monitoring by the
compliance staff. As a result, approximately 40 phone calls that were placed from his home
phone were contrary to the sanctions and approximately 23 were in violation of NCAA Bylaw
13.1.3.1.2. (See Attachment 7.) In addition, these unrecorded calls from his home phone aso
triggered other, previously permissible calls to be counted as impermissible after the home calls

were properly logged during the University’ s investigation.
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The University’s September 12, 2007 interview with Senderoff primarily concerned his
unreported use of his home phone for recruiting phone calls. In that interview and in his
subsequent November 16, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff, Senderoff offered
little explanation as to why he neither reported the use of his home phone for recruiting nor the
actual recruiting calls that were made. He explained that when he reported information
regarding his recruiting calls to be included in Cybersports, he would scroll down the list of calls
he made from his cell phone and list those that were related to recruiting. Even though the phone
log sheets included a column for recording the phone used for each recruiting cal (see
Attachment 17), Senderoff reported that he forgot to include the calls from his home phone
since he submitted this information while in the office. Senderoff further stated that when
submitting his monthly forms indicating the phones he used for recruiting he forgot to include

his home phone. He admitted that this practice was sloppy and/or careless and that he had

obviously done abad job in not logging all of his calls.

Although Senderoff used his cell phone for the vast mgority of his recruiting calls and
the 1300 calls from his cell phone each month far exceeded the number of phone calls he made
from home, it is apparent that the use of his home phone for unreported recruiting calls was
problematic. In fact over half of the recruiting calls that he made from home were contrary to
the Committee's sanctions or NCAA rules. Further, these calls from Senderoff’s home phone
account for over half of the phone calls that violated NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 and a significant
percentage (approximately 30%) of the calls that were contrary to the sanctions. And that does
not include the calls that triggered other previously permissible calls to now be counted as

impermissible. Thus, had Senderoff properly reported al of his recruiting calls and the use of
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his home phone, many of the phone calls discussed in Allegation Nos. 1-b and 2 would not have

occurred.

Also, please provide the following:

a.

1/2147738.1

A detailed description and explanation of all disciplinary actions taken
against Senderoff based on his involvement in or knowledge of violations of
the Committee on Infractions restrictions, as determined by the institution
and asdetailed in thisinquiry. In that regard, please provide an explanation
as to the reasons the institution believes these actions were appropriate,
indicate the dates that any disciplinary actions wer e taken and submit copies
of all correspondence from the institution to Senderoff describing the
disciplinary actionstaken.

See the response to the Allegations above and Section D later in this response for
information regarding the disciplinary actions taken.

When Senderoff resigned from his employment at the University, a letter of
reprimand regarding his conduct was incomplete, was in draft form and was thus
never finalized or transmitted to him.

A statement indicating Sender off sdates of employment at the institution and
positions held by Sender off at the institution.

Start Date:  April 17, 2006
End Date: October 29, 2007
Position: Assistant Men's Basketball Coach

A list of all of the dates Senderoff was interviewed by the institution or
provided information to institutional administrators about his knowledge of
or involvement in the violations set forth in this allegation. Please include a
statement detailing the information reported by Senderoff to the institution
and athletics department staff members concerning the violations set forth in
this allegation.

Dates of Formal Communication with Senderoff

July 16, 2007: Meeting with athletics administrators
July 20, 2007: Interview with University administrators and outside counsel

August 23, 2007: Interview with University administrators and outside counsel
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September 12, 2007: Interview with University administrators and outside
counsel

November 16, 2007: Interview with NCAA Enforcement Staff
January 31, 2008: Interview with NCAA Enforcement Staff

See the response to the Allegations above for the relevant information reported by
Senderoff.
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[NCAA Bylaws 13.12.1.3 and 13.2.2-(b)]

On June 30, 2007, Kelvin Sampson, head men's basketball coach, and Jeff Meyer,
assistant men's basketball coach engaged in an impermissible recruiting contact
with a prospective student-athlete. On July 1, 2007, Meyer provided the prospective
student-athlete with an imper missible benefit.

a.

Concerning Sampson's and Meyer's imper missible recruiting contact, it was
reported that Sampson and Meyer impermissibly recruited prospective
student-athlete Derek Elston (Tipton, Indiana) during Elston's participation
in the institution's two-day sports camp held June30 and July 1, 2007.
[NCAA Bylaw 13.12.1.3]

Specifically, on June 30, 2006, Meyer arranged a meeting between himself,
Sampson, Elston and Elston's coach, Travis Daugherty, head boys
basketball coach at Tipton High School. The meeting took place on the
evening of June 30 in the men's basketball coaches locker room in Assembly
Hall after Elston's team had finished competition for the day. During the
meeting, Elston was told that he was the type of player they would like to
have playing basketball at the institution. At the conclusion of the meeting,
Meyer told Daugherty that the institution planned to offer Elston a
scholarship at a later date. At the time of the meeting, Elston had not
concluded all camp activities, and in fact, Elston participated in camp
activitiesthe following day, July 1, 2007.

Concerning Meyer's provision of an impermissible benefit, it is alleged that
Meyer provided Elston a gift of clothing and equipment prior to Elston's
departurefrom thisinstitutional camp. [NCAA Bylaw 13.2.2-(b)]

Specifically, after Elston had concluded camp activities July 1, 2007, but
prior to Elston's departure from theinstitution's campus, Meyer again spoke
with Elston and Daugherty. During the conversation, Meyer retrieved at
least one drawstring backpack and at least one T-shirt from an area where
Indiana University, Bloomington, merchandise was being sold. Meyer then
handed the items to Daugherty while in the presence of Elston and made a
statement indicating that Daugherty should give the items to Elston on their
return home. On returning home, Daugherty gave the backpack and T-shirt
to Elston.

Please indicate whether this information is substantially correct and whether the
institution agrees that violations of NCAA legislation occurred. If the institution
agrees that violations of NCAA legislation occurred, please indicate whether the
institution believes that the violations are major or secondary violations. Submit
evidenceto support your response.

1/2147738.1
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Overview of the University’s Position

The University agrees the information set forth in Allegation No. 5 is substantialy
correct, and that violations of NCAA legislation have occurred. For the reasons set forth below
and in an October 26 report to the NCAA, the University believes these violations should be
considered secondary in nature pursuant to NCAA Bylaw 19.02.2.1 as they were each isolated;
provided at most a minimum, if any recruiting, competitive or other advantage; and did not

include any significant recruiting inducement or extra benefit.

Review of | mper missible Recruiting Contact
(Allegation No. 5-a)

The University reported the information that is the subject of Allegation No. 5-a in a
December 18 secondary violation report and student-athl ete rei nstatement request, which revised
some information previously reported in an October 26 report/request. (See Attachments 21
and 22 for the December 18 and October 26 secondary reportsreinstatement requests,
respectively.) The context of the violation reported was modified due to the receipt of clarifying
information from the involved prospect, his high school coach, Meyer and Sampson. Although

some of the supporting information changed, the substance of the violation remained the same.

Specificaly, a violation of NCAA Bylaw 13.12.1.3 occurred when prospective student-
athlete Derek Elston (“Elston”) was invited into the coaches' lockerroom for a recruiting meeting

(i.e., an unofficial visit) on the evening of June 30, his first day of participation in a two-day
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institutional camp. Because this recruiting meeting occurred during the time period that the

camp was conducted, it was not permissible.

Facts of the Violation. The prospect’s high school team participated in an institutional
team camp on June 30 and July 1. Most of his team’s games took place in the University’s
HPER gym on Saturday, June 30; however, his team’s last game took place in Assembly Hall.
After the last game, Elston stayed with a teammate who was getting treatment in Assembly Hall
for an injury that was sustained during the last game. The rest of the team and one of the team’s
assistant coaches went back to their off-campus hotel. At some point that evening, Elston and his
head coach, Travis Daugherty (“Daugherty”), went into the coaches locker room in Assembly
Hall to meet with Sampson and Meyer. They did not leave campus or Assembly Hall between
the end of their game and this meeting. Further, the next day, Elston returned with his team to
campus to participate in the second and final day of the two-day team camp; thereby rendering

the meeting on June 30 contrary to Bylaw 13.12.1.3.

Meyer was the main organizer of the meeting. According to his statement and testimony,
he realized the morning of June 30 that the coaches could not meet with the prospect following
the camp’s conclusion on July 1, as would have been permissible if the camp had occurred
earlier in June, due to the impermissibility of unofficia visits during July. He reported he
believed that NCAA rules would allow a meeting with the prospect if the prospect had been
dismissed from the camp and team obligations at the end of the day on June 30. During the

afternoon or evening of June 30, Meyer informed Daugherty that the University’s coaches would
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like to meet with him and Elston but that the prospect had to be dismissed from camp prior to the

meeting.

Meyer thought if he suggested that the prospect |eave campus after the last game on June
30, because all camp activity for the day had been completed, this would constitute dismissa
from the camp. He apparently did not understand that dismissal was not possible until the camp
was over or the team had finished its participation. In trying to avoid an issue with the “no July
unofficial visit rule” Meyer did not take enough care to ensure the accuracy of his understanding
of what would be considered dismissal from camp. In retrospect, Meyer admitted he should
have contacted the compliance office for an interpretation regarding what they could do.
Sampson reported he believed this meeting was permissible based on the information Meyer
shared with him regarding his incorrect understanding that Elston had been dismissed from the

camp.

No scholarship was directly offered at the meeting on June 30. However, as they left the
meeting, Daugherty asked Meyer if a scholarship had been offered. Meyer responded they could
not make an offer while the prospect was on campus but that was what they planned to do.
Elston reported in his January 17, 2008 interview conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff
and attended by the University, that he was not aware of this conversation. It should be noted the
statement that he submitted to the University (see Attachment 21), which does reference a
scholarship offer, was drafted by Daugherty and that Elston stated severa times in his interview

that he did not recall a scholarship offer following the July 30 meeting.
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Penalties and Corrective Actions. In response to this violation, the University limited
the men’s basketball staff to six recruiting opportunities for Elston during his junior year and six
during his senior year, with only two of those for off-campus contacts. Meyer and Sampson
were issued letters of reprimand. (See Attachment 15 for the letters issued to Sampson and
Meyer.) The University also discussed the relevant legislation with Meyer in September and

with Sampson in October. It was aso reviewed with the entire men’ s basketball staff on October

23, 2007.

Review of Provision of T-Shirts and Drawstring Backpack
(Allegation No. 5-b)

During the January 17, 2008 interviews of Daugherty and Elston, which were conducted
by the NCAA Enforcement Staff and attended by the University, both individuals reported that
Meyer provided Daugherty with at least one drawstring backpack, containing at least one T-shirt.
The University has determined the T-shirts would each be valued at $12 and the drawstring
backpacks at $20. Thus, assuming that at most there were two backpacks and two T-shirts, the

total value of the merchandise provided was at most $64.

Summary of Interview Testimony. Daugherty reported in his interview that on the
second day of the camp on July 1, he recalled Meyer talking with him and Elston. He recounted
that after Elston had noticed || <ccoing score a a nearby court and
commented that he was tempted to get his autograph for his sister’s boyfriend, Meyer joked that
Elston might someday be better. Daugherty also stated that Meyer gave him two bags that he
thought contained T-shirts, stating that Daugherty should give them to Elston when they returned
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home. Daugherty thought the intent was for the items to be given to Elston’s sister and her
boyfriend. Daugherty stated that when he subsequently became concerned that he had violated
an Indiana High School Athletic Association (IHSAA) rule, he called Meyer and asked him if he

could send him money to pay for the shirts and then sent him a $20 check. Daugherty reported

that Meyer stated if he felt like that’ s what he needed to do, then he should do it.

In his interview, which was conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff and attended by
Indiana University and Daugherty, Elston provided information that corroborated Daugherty’s
statements.  Specifically, he reported that as |JJlj passed by and Elston commented about
getting his autograph, Meyer commented that [l should be getting Elston’s autograph. He
aso remembered Meyer handing Daugherty one bag and two shirts. Elston reported Meyer
stated that Elston could not take the bag and shirt but that he was going to give them to
Daugherty and that whatever Daugherty did with them was up to him. Elston said he received

the bag and T-shirts when he returned to his school and gave them to his sister’s boyfriend.

Meyer was consistent in reporting both in his written statement (see Attachment 21) and
in his January 29, 2008 interview conducted by the NCAA and attended by the University, that
he did not recall watching Elston play or meeting with him on Sunday. Further, Meyer reported
in hisinterview that he did not remember providing Daugherty with the drawstring backpacks or
T-shirts. In response to the information Daugherty reported regarding the conversation he had
with Meyer about his concerns with IHSAA rules, Meyer recalled Daugherty raising the issue

but stated he told Daugherty at that time he did not recall providing him with a backpack or T-
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shirts. It was not clear from Meyer’s interview whether he remembered telling Daugherty to do

whatever he felt he needed to do in this subsequent conversation.

Discussion of the Bylaw Citation. The NCAA Enforcement Staff has cited NCAA
Bylaw 13.2.2-(b), which specifically prohibits providing a prospect or a prospect’s relatives or
friends with gifts of clothing or equipment. If the T-shirts and drawstring backpack(s) were

intended for Elston or his sister or her boyfriend, this citation is appropriate.

However, it is possible that Meyer intended to provide the items to Daugherty, which
would be a violation of NCAA Bylaw 13.8.2, precluding an institution from providing the coach
of a prospect with materia benefits, including a gift such as a tangible item bearing the
ingtitution’s insignia. It should also be noted Meyer and Daugherty have a pre-existing
relationship as a result of Meyer's close relationship with Daugherty’s father who was his

college roommate and teammate.

The University raises this issue only to ensure that the appropriate bylaw is cited. The
University believes a secondary violation occurred regardless of the bylaw citation and defers to

the Committee regarding the determination of the appropriate citation.

Also, please provide the following:

a. A detailed description and explanation of all disciplinary actions taken
against Meyer based on his involvement in or knowledge of violations of
NCAA legidation, as determined by the institution and as detailed in this
inquiry. In that regard, please provide an explanation as to the reasons the
institution believes these actions were appropriate, indicate the dates that
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any disciplinary actions were taken and submit copies of all correspondence
from theinstitution to Meyer describing the disciplinary actions taken.

See the response to the Allegation above. See Attachments 21 and 22 for the
University’s self-report, which included the corrective actions taken, and
Attachment 15 for Meyer's November 1, 2007 letter of reprimand.

The reason the impermissible recruiting contact occurred, in light of NCAA
legislation prohibiting such conduct.

See the response to the Allegation above.

The reason the impermissible benefit was provided to Elston, in light of
NCAA legidation prohibiting such conduct.

See the response to the Allegation above.

The identities of all athletics department staff membersinvolved in or having
knowledge of the receipt of the impermissible benefit by Elston. Also,
provide a description of thisinvolvement or knowledge prior to, at the time
of and subsequent to the receipt of the imper missible benefit.

No members of the University’s athletics administration had any knowledge of
the violation regarding the impermissible benefit (T-shirt and drawstring
backpack) until the January 17, 2008 interviews with Elston and Daugherty. See
the response to the Allegation above regarding Meyer’s role in the allegation.
The University has no information regarding the knowledge of any other member
of the men’s basketball staff.

A statement summarizing the institution's efforts to reinstate Elston's
eligibility. Please include copies of the institution's October 26, 2007,
reinstatement request for Elston; theinstitution's December 18, 2007, revised
reinstatement request for Elston; and the reinstatement staffs decision letter.
Please include copies of all written statements obtained from Sampson,
Meyer, Elston and Daugherty during the institution's efforts to reinstate
Elston's eligibility.

See Attachments 21 and 22 for the October 26 and December 18, 2007
reinstatement requests for Elston, which include the requested statements from
Sampson, Meyer, Elston and Daugherty. See the response to the Allegation
above for information regarding the University’s reinstatement requests on behalf
of Elston. See Attachment 23 for the NCAA Student-Athlete Reinstatement
Staff’s decision.
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D. CORRECTIVE ACTIONSAND PENALTIES.

The University remains troubled by the fact that the impermissible calls detailed in this
response occurred and that they happened during a time when the men’s basketball program,
particularly the coaching staff, should have had a heightened awareness of and commitment to
total compliance with NCAA rules and sanctions. Instead, in addition to the occurrence of
impermissible three-way recruiting calls initiated by a then assistant coach and involving
Sampson, the University’s then assistant men’s basketball coaches made recruiting calls from
home, despite reporting on monthly forms that home phones were not used for recruiting. The
fact these calls were then not reported and were not able to be monitored or reviewed by the
compliance office caused concern as well. The University was aso disappointed in the
information discovered during its investigation and finds the new information revealed during
the Enforcement Staff’s investigation at least as troubling, including the additional impermissible
calls and the unethical conduct.

It must be noted, however, of the 126 phone calls contrary to the sanctions, 59% (75
calls) were one or two minutes in duration.® Further, almost 80% (99 calls) were less than ten
minutes and only five calls (4%) lasted more than 20 minutes> Similarly, with the calls that
resulted in NCAA violations, approximately 57% lasted one or two minutes, 86% were ten
minutes or less and there were no calls longer than 20 minutes. In addition, as noted above, the
University took a very conservative and strict approach to identify all potentially impermissible
phone cals and include them in the determination of the appropriate sanctions. This
methodology resulted in a multiplier effect as, for example, one phone call placed in an “off
month” would then cause many previously permissible phone calls in the next month (including
attempts to contact a prospect as well as the actua phone conversation) to become
impermissible. The University recognized that this approach would increase the number of calls
deemed contrary to the sanctions, but determined it was important to identify and present the
maximum scope of the issues.

In light of the actions of the men’s basketball coaches and the calls that were contrary to
the sanctions and to NCAA rules, the University determined in mid-September 2007 that
significant additional sanctions were necessary. These penalties were designed to directly
impact the coaches involved as well as the men’s basketball program as a whole. Following the
receipt of the February 8, 2008 Notice of Allegations, the University carefully reassessed the
penaltiesin light of the new information that had been developed during the NCAA Enforcement
Staff’s investigation. The University determined the penalties that were initially imposed were
sufficient to respond to the violations that had occurred, even with the new information and
violations. For example, Penalty 2-c below, which reduces by half the number of permissible
calls to prospects during their senior year of high school, results in a reduction of 700 calling
opportunities plus an additional reduction of 350 calls for Sampson and the subsequent head
coaches.

% As noted above, these one or two minute calls, although impermissible, did not likely result in any substantive
conversation, particularly given the fact that cell phone companies begin counting minutes while the phone is still
ringing and round-up calls to the next minute (e.g., a one minute, ten second call counts as two minutes).

> Seven calls were for an unknown duration.
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Further, the University left its original penalties largely intact despite the complete
turnover in the coaching staff. When Senderoff resigned on October 29, 2007, the University
transferred Penalty 2-a to another assistant coach.  Similarly, when Sampson resigned on
February 22, 2008, the subsequent two head coaches operated subject to Pendlties 2-c and 2-d.
All of the penalties regarding phone calls have remained unchanged.

In April 2008, however, the University determined that it was necessary and appropriate
to adjust two of itsinitial penalties, which, because of the coaching staff changes, were going to
have far greater detrimental and harmful impacts than were anticipated upon their imposition last
fall. The University thus made the modifications indicated below to Penalty 2-f that limited the
off-campus recruiting days for Sampson and to Penalty 2-g that reduced the number of
permissible official visits. It should be noted these penalties were modified and not withdrawn;
thus, penalties in these areas remain. In addition, the University has added an additional penalty
that reduces by two the number of recruiting days in July 2008 — one day during each evaluation
segment — where none of the men’s basketball coaches will be alowed to recruit off campus.

The University believes, athough these limited adjustments provide necessary relief for
the current men’s basketball coaching steff, all of whom were completely uninvolved in the
violations, they do not alter the strength of the initial penalties in any material way, particularly
since the phone call restrictions remain intact. In addition, the four off-campus recruiting days
used by the interim head coach had no impact and brought no benefit to the men’'s basketball
program or the University. Further, in large part because the University carefully evaluated the
need for these modifications, the men’s basketball coaching staff missed 22 days of off-campus
recruiting and the head coach was not able to recruit off-campus for 14 permissible recruiting
days (i.e., this number does not include the dead periods), until April 26.

Indiana University took and continues to take this matter very seriously and understands
the ban on Sampson making recruiting cals was intended to limit his and the basketball
program’s ability to recruit prospects, as were the other sanctions reducing the number of
permissible calls. Accordingly, Indiana University has designed the following sanctions to
address any impact from the impermissible calls and to send a strong message that complete
commitment to NCAA compliance continues to be expected and required of all coaches and
staff.

1. Corrective Actions

a Sampson voluntarily agreed in September 2007 to forego, over the next
twelve-month period, his scheduled $500,000 raise for this current
contract year.

b. Senderoff and Meyer were not entitled to any bonuses for the 2007-08
academic year and would not have been entitled to any salary increases for
the 2008-09 academic year had they remained employed at the University.
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C.

Letters of reprimand were issued to Sampson and Meyer on November 1,
2007. (See Attachment 15.) [Note: Senderoff’s letter of reprimand was
never issued due to hisresignation on October 29, 2007.]

A letter was included in the personnel file for McCallum on November 1,
2007.

Had he remained employed at the University, Senderoff would have been
required to sign a form each month reminding him of these corrective
actions and sanctions, and would have been required to submit his
monthly home phone records for review, in addition to his cell and office
phone records.

The compliance office will conduct mandatory compliance meetings every
other week for the full men’'s basketball coaching staff (i.e., head coach,
assistant coaches, and director of basketball operations) for one year
beginning September 17, 2007.

Had they remained employed at the University, Sampson and Senderoff
would have been required to attend at their own expense the same 2008
NCAA Regionad Rules Seminar as a member of the University's
compliance staff. Meyer and McCallum would aso have been required to
attend the seminar had they remained employed.

The University ceased the recruitment of prospective student-athlete
Jonathon "Bud" Mackey, the subject of the mgjority (22) of the NCAA
violations.

In response to the impermissible contact with a prospect, as set forth
above in the response to Allegation No. 5-a, the University discussed the
relevant legislation with Meyer in September 2007 and with Sampson in
October 2007. The legislation was aso reviewed with al of the then
men'’s basketball staff on October 23, 2007.

Self-lmposed Sanctions

a

The University, effective September 17, 2007, reduced the number of
coaches allowed to be involved in recruiting by one through July 31, 2008.
Specificaly, Senderoff was prohibited from: (i) making ANY phone calls
that relate in any way to recruiting (whether or not they are countable
under NCAA rules); and (ii) engaging in any off-campus recruiting
activities.  Upon Senderoff’s resignation, another assistant coach is
serving the remainder of this sanction.
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b.

The University will reduce by one the number of men’'s basketball
financial aid awards for the 2008-09 academic year.

The University will reduce the number of permissible calls to prospects on
or after August 1 of their senior year in high school from two calls per
week to one call per week from September 17, 2007, through the end of
the regular Nationa Letter of Intent signing period (May 21, 2008).
Further, Sampson and the subsequent head coaches were only eligible to
make every other one of these phone calls.

[Note: With approximately 20 senior recruits and a 35-week period, this
sanction reduces calling opportunities by approximately 700 phone calls,
including an additional reduction of 350 cals for Sampson and the
subsequent head coaches).

The University will reduce the number of phone calls Sampson and the
subsequent head coaches are permitted to make to junior prospective
student-athl etes to every other one of the monthly calls to junior prospects
beginning September 17, 2007, and ending July 31, 2008.

[Note: With approximately 177 junior recruits and a 10-month period, this
sanction reduces Sampson’'s and the subsequent head coaches calling
opportunities by approximately 885 phone calls.]

The University limited Sampson to four (4) off-campus recruiting contact
days during the fall 2007 contact period.

The University limited Sampson to no more than ten (10) additional off-
campus recruiting days to be used from the conclusion of the fall contact
period (October 5, 2007) through July 31, 2008.

[Note: Sampson’s typical practice was to divide the off-campus recruiting
person-days by the four coaches. Therefore, since there are 130 recruiting
person-days during the academic year and 20 person-days by three
coaches during the July recruiting period, his off-campus recruiting days
were reduced from approximately 48 (130 + (20 x 3) = 190 + 4 coaches =
48) to 14, a 71% reduction.]

April 2008 Revision. Because the ten off-campus recruiting days alotted
to Sampson in this penalty were all used (six by Sampson and four by the
interim head coach, Dan Dakich) prior to the hiring of Tom Crean, the
current head men’s basketball coach, the University determined that he
should be allowed 10 off-campus recruiting days through July 31, 2008.
Limiting the current head coach to 10 off-campus recruiting days through
July 31, 2008 is still a penalty as the number of days a head coach may

D-4



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

recruit off-campus is not normally limited other than the 130 person-day-
limit for off-campus recruiting. The University imposed this revised
penalty even though it could have taken the position that the initial penalty
was intended for Sampson personally and not for the position of head
men'’s basketball coach.

The University will reduce the number of permissible official paid visits
from 12 to six (6) during the 2007-08 academic year.

April 2008 Revision. Because al six of the official visits permitted under
this penalty were used by the prior men’s basketball coaching staffs, the
University decided to allow the current men’s basketball coaching staff to
award two additional official visits for the remainder of the current
academic year.®® This modified limit of eight official visits is still below
the NCAA limit of 12 and the University’ s four-year average of 9.25.

Indiana University will submit areport to the Committee on Infractions by
September 30, 2008, documenting the University’ s compliance with these
additional sanctions.

Additional self-imposed penalty. The University will reduce by two the
number of recruiting days alowed in July 2008 under NCAA Bylaw
30.10.1-(g) and (i), with one evauation day being reduced in each
evauation segment. None of the men’'s basketball coaches will be
allowed to recruit off campus on those two days.

In response to the impermissible contact with a prospect, as set forth
above in the response to Allegation No. 5-a, the University will limit the
men’s basketball staff to six recruiting opportunities for the prospect
during his junior year and six during his senior year, instead of the
permissible seven each year. In addition, the number of off-campus
contacts allowed during his senior year will be reduced from three to two.

* This increase from six to eight official visitsis consistent with the waiver available under NCAA Bylaw 13.6.2.7
that allows institutions to provide additional official visits after anew head coach is hired if the prior coach has used
75% or more of the permitted official visits.

1/2147738.1
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E.

6.

REQUESTED INFORMATION

Please provide all information concerning other possible violations of NCAA
legislation discovered by the institution as a result of its review of this matter. In
thisregard, please indicate the means by which the information was discovered and
the institution's position regarding whether a violation of NCAA legislation
occurred.

As discussed in the response to the Allegations above, during the investigation, additional
impermissible phone calls were found by the University that were not included in its
October 3, 2007 report to the Committee on Infractions. Also as set forth above,
additional information regarding the violations was revealed during the NCAA
Enforcement Staff’ s investigation.

Please provide a detailed description of any corrective or punitive actions
implemented by the institution as a result of the violations acknowledged in this
inquiry. In that regard, explain why the institution believes these actions to be
appropriate and identify the violations on which the actions were based.
Additionally, indicate the date(s) that any corrective or punitive actions were
implemented.

See Section D above for the corrective actions and penalties self-imposed by the
University.

Please provide a detailed description of all disciplinary actions taken against any
current or former athletics department staff members as a result of violations
acknowledged in this inquiry. In that regard, explain the reasons that the
institution believes these actions to be appropriate and identify the violations on
which the actions were based. Additionally, indicate the date that any disciplinary
actions were taken and submit copies of all correspondence from the institution to
each individual describing these disciplinary actions.

See Section D above for the disciplinary actions taken and Attachment 15 for the letters
issued to the coaching staff.

E-1
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY

RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

0. Please provide a statement indicating the dates and titles of all positions at the
institution held by individuals identified during the inquiry as allegedly having
significant involvement in violations of NCAA legislation, aswell as a brief overview
of each position. Additionally, provide the dates, title and employer of all positions
held by such individuals during the five years prior to the dates of the alleged
violations. Furthermore, provide a brief review of the previous major infractions
case history for theidentified individuals.

Coach Institution Dates Position Responsibilities
Sampson Indiana March 2006- Head Men's Basketball Oversaw Men's Basketball
University February 2008 Coach program
Oklahoma 1994-March 2006 Head Men’'s Basketball Oversaw Men's Basketball
University Coach program
Senderoff Indiana April 2006- Assistant Men’s Recruiting; other game/practice
University October 2007 Basketball Coach activities.
Kent State 2002-2006 Assistant Men's Recruiting; other game/practice
University Basketball Coach activities.
Meyer Indiana 2006-2008 Assistant Men’s Recruiting; worked with guards
University Basketball Coach
University of 2004-2006 Assistant Men's Recruiting; other game/practice
Missouri Basketball Coach activities.
Butler University 2001-2004 Assistant Men’s Recruiting; other game/practice
Basketball Coach activities.
E-2
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

10. Please provide a short summary of every major infractions case involving the
institution or individuals named in this notice. In thissummary, provide the date of
the infractions report, a description of the violations found by the Committee on
Infractions, the individuals involved, and the penalties and corrective actions.
Additionally, please provide a copy of any major infractions reports involving the
institution or individuals named in this notice that were issued by the Committee on
Infractionswithin thelast 10 years.

Indiana University Major Infractions History

1/2147738.1

Date Description of Individuals/ Penalties and
Violations Sport involved Corrective
Actions
4/27/1960 Improper Football No NCAA. voting
o and committee
recruiting . o )
inducements and Assistant Coach privi Ie_ges during
lodging. propat!onary
Boosters period; postseason
(al); television
ban (all sports).
10/15/1957 I mproper Football Probation.
recruiting
inducements. Head Coach
Kelvin Sampson Major Infractions History
Date Description of Individuals/ Penalties and
Violations Sport involved Corrective
Actions
5/25/2006 Violations of Basketball Penalties imposed
NCAA legidlation on Sampson by
(See Attachment | governing Men's Basketball the committee
24 for the public | impermissible coaching staff were: show cause
infractions telephone contacts | (head coach and order for aperiod
report) with prospective two assistance of one-year for the
student-athletes. coaches) former head men's
basketball coach;
and arestriction
on recruiting
phone calls and
contacts.
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11.

12.

13.

Please provide a chart depicting the institution's reporting history of secondary
violations for the past five years. In this chart, please indicate for each academic
year the number of total secondary violations reported involving the institution or
individuals named in thisnotice. Also, please include the applicable bylaws for each
violation, and then indicate the number of secondary violations involving just the
sportsteam(s) named in thisnotice for the samefive-year time period.

See Attachment 25.

Please provide the institution's overall NCAA division and conference affiliation, as
well as the institution's total enrollment and the number of men's and women's
sports programs sponsor ed by theinstitution.

Indiana University

Division: Division | — Bowl Championship Subdivision
Conference: Big Ten Conference

Total Enrollment: 38,990 (Fall 2007)

Men'’s Sports: 11

Women'’s Sports: 13

Please provide a statement describing the general organization and structure of the
institution's intercollegiate athletics department, including the identities of those
individuals in the athletics department who were responsible for the supervision of
all athletics programs during the previous four years, and whether the institution
conducts a systematic review of NCAA and institutional regulations for its athletics
department employees. If yes, identify the agency, individual or committee
responsible for this review and describe the responsibilities and functions of each
identified.

As can be seen on the attached organizational chart (See Attachment 26), the director of
athletics has eight senior staff members who manage the daily operations of al facets of
the Department of Intercollegiate Athletics. Three of these senior staff members
currently have supervisory responsibilities for the Olympic sports (Janet Kittell, Chris
Reynolds, and Jack Garrett). This structure has been consistent for the past two years.
For the two years prior, Olympic sports were supervised by Chris Reynolds and Mary
Ann Rohleder, also part of the department’ s senior staff.

Director of Athletics Rick Greenspan supervises football and men's and women’'s
basketball, and has done so since arriving at Indiana University four years ago. For the
past two years, Senior Associate Athletic Director Tim Fitzpatrick has served as the
liaison to these programs, coordinating sport operational and scheduling issues.

The institution conducts a systematic and regular review of ingtitutional and NCAA
regulations for its athletics department employees. Extensive rules education has been

E-4
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY
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the hallmark of the Indiana University compliance program since the 1960’s. As of 2008,
the assistant athletic director for compliance and the director of compliance share equally
in rules education responsibilities, with assistance by the director of €ligibility and
systems, the director of eligibility and program planning, the financia aid officer, and the
initial eigibility officer.

The rules education program begins each year in August with a department-wide staff
meeting where the institution’s commitment to rules compliance is overviewed by the
faculty athletics representative, and where all current departmental employees sign the
Ingtitutional Certification of Compliance form. Monthly compliance meetings are held
throughout the regular academic year for all head and assistant coaches. In addition,
operational area (e.g., ticket office, training room, academic support, etc.) or sport-
specific compliance meetings are held annually, and additional meetings are scheduled as
needed or prior to key events (e.g., recruiting periods, camps, winter and summer breaks,
etc.) with coaches, administrators, and professiona and clerical support personnel.
Further, the compliance office sends out an email update weekly, and produces a monthly
compliance newsletter, both distributed to al departmental employees.

14. Please provide the following information concerning the men's basketball program
identified in thisinquiry:

a. The average number of initial and total grantsin-aid that have been
awarded during the past four academic years.

Grants-in-aid: Men's Basketball

Y ear Total | Initial
2006-07 | 11 4
2005-06 | 13 5
2004-05 | 13 6
2003-04 | 12 2
Average | 12.25 | 4.25

b. The number of initial and total grants-in-aid in effect for the current
academic year (or upcoming academic year if the regular academic year is
not in session) and the number anticipated being in effect for the following
academic year.

Grants-in-aid: Men’'s Basketball

Y ear Total | Initial
2007-08 | 13 7
2008-09 | 10* 7

*plus a reduction of one scholarship as a self-imposed penalty, and a reduction of two additional
scholarships as aresult of an APR contemporaneous penalty.

E-5
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C. The identities of all student-athletes anticipated to be on athletically related
financial aid as of the first semester of the next academic year who will have
four years of remaining eligibility and the identities of those individuals who
have five years of enrollment (per the NCAA's five-year rule) to complete
those four years; the identities of all student-athletes who have three years of
remaining eligibility and the identities of those individuals who have four
years of remaining enrollment to complete those three years; the identities of
all student-athletes who have two years of remaining €ligibility and the
identities of those individuals who have three years of remaining enrollment
to complete those two years; and the identities of all student-athletes who
have one year of remaining eligibility and the identities of those individuals
who have two year s of remaining enrollment to completethat year.

Projections for Four Y ears of Eligibility Remaining as of fall 2008-09°:

Four Yearsof Eligibility in Five yearsas of fall 2008-09 (If NCAA Qualifiers)
Incoming Freshmen 2008-09 who have signed the National Letter of Intent>”:

1
2.
3.

Three Yearsof Eligibility in Four Yearsas of fall 2008-09:

1
2.

Two Yearsof Eligibility in Three Years as of fall 2008-09:

1. | (4-2-4 transfer; initial full-time collegiate enrollment was Fall
2006)

OneYear of Eligibility in One Year as of fall 2008-09:

1. | (rcdshirt walk-on 2004-05; 2005-06; 2006-07.

Received athletics aid in 2007-08. Aid undetermined for the 2007-08
academic year.)

* The grants-in-aid reported above in 13.b included three additional anticipated signees, who are not listed below
because they have not, as of the date of this response, signed a National Letter of Intent.

" Note: The University released two other signed prospects, Terrell Holloway and Devin Ebanks, from their
National Letters of Intent on March 20, 2008 and March 26, 2008, respectively.

E-6
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The average number of student-athletes during the previous four years who
have redshirted and the number of student-athletes redshirting during the
current academic year (or upcoming academic year if regular academic year
isnot in session).

Average number of student-athletes redshirted over four previous years. 0.75
Number of student-athletes redshirted during current year 2007-08: O

The number of student-athletes in each of the previous four years who were
awarded athletically related financial aid but withdrew from the squad for
reasons other than graduation or loss of digibility.

Year No. of Athletes

2007-08 4

Number is not final

2006-07 3

2005-06 2

2004-05 3

2003-04 1

A list of the institution's win-loss record for the past four seasons and the
dates and results of all postseason competition in which the institution has
participated during those years. If there was a postseason competition,
please indicate how this was earned; i.e., conference automatic bid, at-large
bid.

Y ear

Record Postseason Postseason Earned Date/Opponent

2007-08

25-8 | NCAA Tournament At-Large Bid 3/21/08: Arkansas L (86-72)

2006-07

21-11 | NCAA Tournament At-Large Bid 3/15/07: Gonzaga W (7057)

3/17/07: UCLA L (54-49)

2005-06

19-12 | NCAA Tournament At-Large Bid 3/16/06: San Diego State W (87-83)

3/18/06: Gonzaga L (80-90)

2004-05

15-14 NIT Tournament At-Large Bid 3/15/05: Vanderbilt L (67-60)
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0. The average number of official paid visits provided by the institution to

prospective student-athletes during the past four years.

Y ear Number of Official Visits
2007-08 Ongoing, no final number yet,
but limited to 8 per self-imposed sanction

2006-07 9

2005-06 11

2004-05 10

2003-04 7

Average 9.25

(not including 2007-08)
h. The cost of room, board, books and tuition at the institution for the past four

academic years.

Y ear Tuition Room | Board | Books Total
2007-08 In-State: $7,837 $4,179 | $3,360 | $400 In-State: $15,775
Out of State: $22, 316 Out of State: $30,255
2006-07 In-State: $7,460 $3,891 | $3,328 | $400 In-State: $15, 079
Out of State: $20,472 Out of State: $28,091
2005-06 In-State: $7,112 $3,649 | $3,328 | $400 In-State: $14,489
Out of State: $19,508 Out of State: $26,885
2004-05 In-State: $6,777 $3,523 | $3,200 | $400 In-State: $13,900
Out of State: $18,590 Out of State: $25,713

1/2147738.1
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Copiesof theinstitution's squad listsfor the past four academic years.
See Attachment 27.

Copiesof theinstitution's media guides for the past four academic years.
Please see the media guides enclosed.

A review of the institution's obligations (contractual or otherwise)
concerning live telecasts of contests during the next three seasons. These
should include, but not be limited to, contractual agreements negotiated by
the institution's conference and opponent, or through its sports network
affiliations.

Effective July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2027, Big Ten Conference member
ingtitutions — including Indiana University — granted an Assignment of Rights for
television to the conference, which includes the telecast rights to all games in all
varsity sports — including men’s basketball — worldwide, live and delayed, and in
any and al forms of media and distribution technology. Thus, Indiana
University's appearances on live telecasts are governed through the Big Ten
Conference and specifically through the conference's contracts with CBS,
ABC/ESPN and the Big Ten Network (BTN). Big Ten ingtitutions are not
permitted to decline or refuse the decision of ABC, ESPN, CBS or The Big Ten
Network to produce and telecast a game. The CBS agreement lasts through the
2009-10 season, with an option for CBS to extend for three additional years
through the 2012-13 season. The ABC/ESPN contract runs through 2016-17 and
requires each men's basketball program to appear in at least one game each
season, with alimit of eight or nine such appearances. The Big Ten Tournament
istelevised by CBS and ABC/ESPN.

All men's basketball games not telecast or distributed by ABC, ESPN or CBS will
be produced and distributed by the Big Ten Network. Distribution of men's
basketball games on the Big Ten Network may be through traditional television,
internet or alternative media. The Big Ten Network will telecast over 100 men's
basketball games next season. Thus, the University expects that similar to the
2007-08 season, most, if not al, of its games will be televised through one of
these networks during the next three years.

Indiana University's known television commitments for the 2008-09 men's
basketball season, beyond those covered generally by the Big Ten Conference are
asfollows:

November 24-26, EA Sports Maui Classic (3 games), ESPN
December 3, at Wake Forest (Big Ten/ACC Challenge), ESPN
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December 6, vs. Gonzaga, Hall of Fame Showcase, ESPN
December 13, at Kentucky, CBS

A statement indicating whether the provisions of NCAA Bylaws 31.2.2.3 and
31.2.24 apply to the institution as a result of the involvement of
student-athletesin violations noted in thisinquiry.

The provisions of NCAA Bylaws 31.2.2.3 and 31.2.2.4 do not apply in this case.
A statement indicating whether the provisions of NCAA Bylaw 19.5.2.2-(e)
apply to the institution as a result of the involvement of student-athletes in
violations noted in thisinquiry.

The provisions of NCAA Bylaw 19.5.2.2-(e) do not apply in this case.
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List of Attachments to Response

October 3, 2007 report to the Committee on Infractions (see other binder for the
Attachments)

October 25, 2007 self-report and attachments

June 12, 2006 clarification letter from Committee on Infractions

June 13, 2006 clarification e-mail and memorandum to the men’s basketball staff
Sample phone bill showing three-way call notations (3W) adjacent to local calls
October 30, 2007 Indiana University press conference transcript

Summary of impermissible recrui?ing calls as requested in subquestions 1-a and 2-a
March 13, 2008 e-mail containing the interpretation regarding recruiting calls to twins
May, 1, 2006 clarification e-mail to Senderoff, including the phone call restrictions
Compliance staff notes from men's basketball recruiting meetings

Impermissible three-way call chart

August 1, 2006 report to the Committee on Infractions

E-mails sent to the men’s basketball staff specific to the recruiting sanctions

E-mails sent to the men’s basketball staff concerning general compliance matters

Letters of reprimand sent to the involved men’s basketball staff

Secondary case precedent

Men’s basketball staff recruiting phone logs during weeks of impermissible calls
Cybersports sample of a report regarding recruiting phone calls

2007 Kentucky boys basketball sweet sixteen bracket

Cybersports printout containing March 24, 2007 evaluation of Mackey
December 18, 2007 revised secondary report and reinstatement request for Elston
October 26, 2007 secondary report and reinstatement request for Elston
February 29, 2008 reinstatement decision on Elston

May 25, 2006 Infractions report No. 250

Summary of secondary violations reported by Indiana University in the last five years
Indiana University athletics department organizational chart

Squad lists from last four years

May 31, 2006 Letter to Committee on Infractions Seeking Clarification about the
Sanctions
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é ATTACHMENTS

“A. Compliance Agreement dated April 19, 2006.

B. Revised Compliance Agreement dated June 9, 2006 and e-mail amendment dated May 7,
2007.

C. Signed statements by the three assistant coaches and a signed declaration by Sampson
regarding the sanctions.

D. Agendas and miscellaneous materials covered in the weekly compliance meetings.
E. Sample handwritten phone logs from each assistant coach.
F. Sample Cybersports recruiting phone call and other reports.

G. Monthly signed statements from men’s basketball coaches regarding the phones used for
recruiting purposes.

H. Documentation of thé protocol for and sample e-mails conceming the review of phone
records.
:é I Summary of Sampson's off-campus speaking engagements and samples of the

compliance monitoring efforts in this area.

J. Samples of written reminders, clarifications émd interpretations regarding NCAA rules.
K Sample of monthly compliance newsletters and questions of the week.

L. June 13, 2006 e-mail and memorandum clarifying the impermissibility of three-way calls.
M. Summary of three-way calls chart.

N. Summary of known outgoing recruiting three-way calls chart.

0. Summary of impermissible calls for each prospect chart.
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él. " Review of Penalties

A.

Original Self-Imposed Penalties.

The University of Oklahoma self-imposed a number of penalties on its men’s basketball
program. Indiana University (or the "University") believes that when violations occur, regardless
of the intent, appropriate penalties must follow. Therefore, Indiana University adopted those
penalties that related directly to Head Men's Basketball Coach Kelvin Sampson ("Sampson”) and
placed additional requirements on the men’s basketball program. The following are the original
penalties the University imposed on Sampson and the men’s basketball program:

1.

The director of compliance will meet, on a weekly basis, with the head coach or
the director of men’s basketball operations to review men’s basketball recruitment
activities and documentation for the previous and upcoming weeks. Furthermore,
Indiana University will file a written report with the NCAA not later than August
31, 2007', detailing the implementation and fulfillment of the penalties which
were transferred to Coach Kelvin Sampson upon his employment at Indiana
University. '

Indiana University will reduce the number of permissiblé calls by the men’s
basketball coaching staff to prospects on or after June 15 of the prospect’s
sophomore year in high school through July 31 of the prospect’s junior year in

high school from one call per month to one call every other month for a period

commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June 30, 2007. Exceptions to this
penalty will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of NCAA Bylaws
13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of Intent Signing Date
Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to National Letter of Intent

Signing or Other Written Commitment).

Indiana University will reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s
basketball coaching staff to prospects on or after August 1 of the prospect’s senior
year in high school from two calls per week to one call per week for a period
commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June 30, 2007. Exceptions to this
penalty will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of NCAA Bylaws
13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of Intent Signing Date

Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to National Letter of Intent

Signing or Other Written Commitment).

Indiana University will restrict the number of day-/s which Coach Kelvin Sampson
may recruit off-campus to a maximum of four (4) during the period of March 29,

"2006, through June 30, 2006. (Sampson used 15 of the 19 recruiting-person days

he was permitted pursuant to the University of Oklahoma’s self-imposed penalties
while still employed at the University of Oklahoma).

O' An extension was initially requested and granted on August 22, 2007 on behalf of Indiana University by Ice Miller
through Mr. Shep Cooper. Status updates were periodically provided to Mr. Cooper leading up to the filing of this

report.




meetings were in addition to the monthly all-sport compliance meetings regularly attended by all
members of the men’s basketball coaching staff.

The following topics were reviewed at each weekly compliance meeting with the

basketball staff:
1. Review of sanctions.
2. Handwritten phone logs from each coach.
3. Recruiting database (‘“Cybersports™) phone call reports signed by each coach.
4. Handwritten contact/evaluation logs from each coach.
5. Cybersports contact/evaluation reports signed by each coach.
6. Sampson’s- personal schedule for the current and subsequent months.
7. Rules education supplement.

These weekly meetings were informative, thorough, and provided a conduit for both the
men’s basketball coaching and office staffs and the compliance office staff to express concerns
and voice questions for consideration by each staff. The director of basketball operations was

O charged with ensuring that all information covered in the weekly sessions was communicated to
and understood by Sampson and the assistant coaches who were not in attendance. In addition,
the director of basketball operations, in conjunction with the director of compliance, was charged
with the creation of operating policies and administrative protocols for the men’s basketball
program to ensure full compliance with all sanctions.

(See Attachment D for copies of the agendas and other materials covered in the
majority of these weekly compliance meetings.)

B. Monitoring of Recruiting Phone Calls.

The University focused its monitoring of men's basketball recruiting records on phone
calls and particularly the assistant coaches' phone logs. Following is the compliance protocol
used each month to collect and monitor phone records:

1. . Coaches were required to keep handwritten logs of all countable recruiting calls
made each week. (See Attachment E for a sample handwritten log from each
assistant coach.} [NOTE: Sampson did not have any phone logs as he was
prohibited from making any recruiting phone calls.]

| 2. Each Monday morning, the director of basketball operations collected these
O handwritten logs and gave them to the men’s basketball administrative assistant,



3. Indiana University utilizes a recruiting software program ("Cybersports") to
maintain its recruiting records. The men’s basketball administrative- assistant
entered each coach’s countable recruiting phone calls into Cybersports after
receiving the handwritten logs.

4. A report was produced weekly by the men’s basketball administrative assistant
from the Cybersports data. (See Attachment F for sample Cybersports
recruiting phone call reports.) '

5. The Cybersports reports as well as the coaches’ handwritten logs were then
- forwarded to the compliance office on a weekly basis.

6. The director of compliance checked the Cybersports reports and handwritten logs
each week for compliance with NCAA regulations as well as the sanctlons
adopted and imposed by the Committee on Infractions.

7. In addition, each month each member of the coaching staff signed a statement
indicating what phone(s) (i.e., cell, office, home or other) he had utilized. for
recruiting purposes. (See Attachment G for the monthly signed statements of
phone usage for recruiting purposes from Sampson, the three assistant
coaches and the director of basketball operations.)

8. The director of compliance was then responsible for cross-referencing phone bills .

for all phone lines the coaches reported using for recruiting with the Cybersports

* records to assure compliance with NCAA rules, as well as the current sanctions

being imposed. Initially, this entailed receiving electronic copies of office bills

directly from the athletics business office each month, but having to collect hard

copies of cell phone bills from the assistant coaches. However, by mid-fall 2006

the system was improved whereby the director of compliance was directly

receiving electronic copies of both cell and office phone bills for all men’s
basketball coaches each month.

9. Since Sampson was not permitted to make any recruiting phone calls, he did not
submit recruiting logs. Therefore, the director of compliance was responsible for
cross-referencing Sampson’s office and cell phone lines against the recruiting
information in the Cybersports database to ensure that no recruiting calls were

- made (regardless of whether they were countable or non-countable calls).

. As should be expected, the record-checking system benefited from regular enhancements
throughout the year as the director of compliance evaluated the most thorough yet efficient
manner in which to conduct these checks. This culminated in the comprehensive protocol used
to conduct the year-end phone record checks in May and June 2007. (See Attachment H for
documentation of the evolution of this comprehensive protocol for monitoring men's
basketball recruiting activities, focusing on phone calls. Sample e-mails concerning the
review of phone records are also included.)



G C.

Even though there were no sanctions regarding the off-campus recruiting of the assistant

Monitoring of Off-Campus Recruiting by the Assistant Coaches.

coaches, contact and evaluation logs were also a focus in the monitoring of recruiting data.
Following is the compliance protocol used each month to monitor contacts and evaluations:

1.

C

D.

Each coach produced handwritten records of contacts and evaluations for the

~ administrative assistant to input into the Cybersports software.

A Cybersports repd;t was générated and signed by each coach monthly.

Both the handwritten records as well as the software reports were collected by the
compliance office,

Those reports were reviewed by the compliance staff to assure compliahce with
NCAA rules.

Because Sampson was not permitted to recruit off-campus, his schedules were
reviewed at the weekly compliance meetings with the basketball staff to ensure
that no recruiting activities occurred at those events or that no individuals of
prospect age would be in attendance. The next section describes this monitoring
in more detail.

Monitoring of Off-Campus Appearances and Speaking Engagements by
Sampson.

The compliance staff closely reviewed Sampson's off-campus appearances and speaking
engagements to ensure full compliance with the Committee on Infractions sanction prohibiting
Sampson from engaging in any off-campus recruiting, and particularly the clanification received
from the Committee precluding attendance by prospects at such events. All of Sampson’s off-
campus appearances and speaking engagements had to be forwarded to the compliance office for
approval prior to booking the appearance/engagement. In order for an event to be approved by
the compliance staff, the following information was required:

1.

2.

The name of the event, function or outing.
The purpose of the event, function or outing.
The location of the e\}ent, function or outing.
The date of the event, function or outing.

Information from the event/function/outing organizers detailing how the organizer
intended to ensure that no prospective-aged students attended the event.

It should be noted that the compliance staff closely reviewed each of the frequent
speaking engagement and appearance requests received by Sampson. In addition, in a number of

7



0 instances a member of the compliance staff actually attended the event, function or outing and

monitored the registration area to ensure no prospect-aged individuals attempted to attend the
event. (See Attachment I for a chart summarizing all of Sampson’s off-campus speaking
engagements that occurred during the period of the sanctions, as well as samples of the
compliance monitoring efforts that took place leading up to, during, and after each event to
ensure compliance with the sanctions.)

E. Other Communications Regarding Compliance with the Sanctions.

Any and all requests for clarification from the men's basketball coaching staff regarding
the application of the sanctions precipitated further meetings during the week, both at the
discretion of the compliance office as well as the men’s basketball staff. Every effort was made
to assure full and complete compliance on all levels. In-person and email communication
throughout the period of the sanctions was voluminous. (See Attachment J for a sampling of
written reminders, clarifications and interpretations specific to the men’s basketball staff’s

compliance with the sanctions and other NCAA rules not necessarily related to the
sanctions.)

III. Rules Education Program for the Men’s Basketball Staff by Indiana University
c A.  Weekly Men’s Basketball Compliance Meetings.

_ Indiana University conducted weekly meetings with the men’s basketball staff, consistent
with its self-imposed sanction. These were generally standing meetings with the director of
basketball operations, who was required to attend. Interim meetings were held as needed due to
time-sensitive materials. The men’s basketball coaches often attended these meetings as well, as
noted betow.

Indiana University has taken and will continue to take advaritage of each opportunity to
educate thoroughly every coaching staff member. As this applied to the men’s basketball staff,
the weekly required meetings proved to be an opportune time to broach timely subjects in an
effort to be proactive and avoid potential future infractions. Moreover, the meetings provided the
opportunity to address supplemental data. This gave the basketball staff a chance to review and
become familiar with new or relevant information and provided them the opportunity to ask
questions and attempt follow-through on any items which may have needed clarification.

The . following issues were reviewed during these weekly meetings’ in addition to the
other standing agenda items:

L. Men’s Basketball Administration and Compliance Staff Meeting (05/30/06).

Attendees: Kelvin Sampson (head coach), Jerry Green (director of basketball

_ Operations), Jeff Meyer, Ray McCallum and Rob Senderoff (assistant coaches),
Rick Greenspan (athletics director), Bruce Jaffee (faculty representative), Grace

O Calhoun (associate athletics director), Mary Ann Rohleder (associate athletics

" 2 Copies of agendas and other materials covered in these weekly meetings are included in Atiachment D.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

~ director), Tim Fitzpatrick (associate athletics director and liaison for the AD to

MBB}), Jennifer Brinegar (assistant athletics director — compliance), and Christian
Pope (director of compliance).

Indiana University Official Visits procedures and NCAA regulations (06/07/06).
Attendees: Green, Meyer, Senderoff, McCallum, Chip Armbruster (assistant
compliance and eligibility officer) and Pope.

. Camps and Media Activities (06/13/06). Attendees: Green, Sampson, Pope and

Brinegar.

Camp Initial-Eligibility Education Component (06/20/06) Attendees: Green,
Senderoff and Pope.

Camp Initial-Eligibility Education Component (06/27/06). Attendees: Sampson
and Brinegar.

Noninstitutional/ Private Camps Restrictions (06/27/06).  Attendees: Green and
Pope.

July Dead and Evaluation Periods (06/30/06). Attendees:- Green, Meyer,
Senderoff, McCallum, Armbruster and Pope.

Dead Periods and July Evaluation Clarifications (07/11/06). Attendees: Green

and Pope.

Contact Restrictions and Recrultmg Coordmatlon Functions (07/18/06).
Attendees: Green and Pope.

Bylaw 13.1.7.2.2 and July 24, 2006 Educational Column update (07/25/06).

Attendees: Green and Pope.
Bylaw 13.1.8.8 — Evaluation Days (08/01/06). Attendees: Green and Pope.

Fall Contact Recruiting Rules Reminder and Telephone Call Rules Reminder
(08/08/06). Attendees: Green and Pope.

Competition Against Prospective Student-Athletes (8/22/06). Attendees: Green
and Pope.

IU Recruiting Policy and Institutional Procedures for Ofﬁcw.[ Visits (8/28/06).
Attendees Green and Pope.

Fall Recruiting Period Reminders (8/29/06). Attendees: Sampson, Meyers,
McCallum, Senderoff, Green, Brinegar, Pope. -



16.

17
18.
19.
20.

21.

22.
23.

24.

25.
26.

27.
28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

New Legislation: Bylaw 13.5.1 Transportation General Restrictions, 17.1.5.4
Required Day Off — Playing Season, and 17.1.5.4.7 Exceptions (09/07/06).
Attendees: Green and Pope.

Fall Contact Period Hot Topic (9/6/06 Educational Column) (09/13/06).
Attendees: Green and Pope.

Bylaw 13.4.1.1.1 and National Letter of Intent (9/20/06). Attendees: Green and
Pope.

Bylaw 16.5.2—g) Nutritional Supplements (9/27/06). Attendees: Brinegar, Green,
and Pope.

Bylaw 17.5.5.1.1 Qualifying Multi-Team Events (10/04/06). Attendees: Green
and Pope.

Cyber Web Usage (10/11/06). Attendees: Green and Pope.

Bylaw 12.5.1.1 Promotional Activities and the TU Approval Process (10/18/06).
Attendees: Green and Pope.

Bylaw 17.1.5.4.7, 17.5.3 & 17.5.5.1.1 Review (10/25/06). Attendees: Green and
Pope.

Graduation Success Rate, APR Preliminary Data, Use of Initial
Eligibility/ Admissions Officer Position (10/26/06).

Attendees: Sampson, McCallum, Meyer, Senderoff, Green, Brinegar, Calhoun,
Massey, and Mooney.

NLI, Publicity & Dead Periods (11/01/06). Attendees: Green and Pope.

Official Visit Specifics (11/08/06). Attendees: Green and Pope.

Travel, Travel Expenses & Restrictions for Between Term Travel (11/15/06).
Attendees: Green and Pope.

- Bylaw 13.1.8.8 & November through December Recruiting Calendars (11/21/06).

Attendees: Green and Pope.

Evaluation Period Legislation & Graduate Proposal (11/30/06). Attendees: Green
and Pope. h

Legislative Proposals Regarding MBB (12/06/06). Attendees: Green and Pope.

Initial Eligibility Specifics Figure 14-1 from NCAA Manual (12/13/06).
Attendees: Green and Pope.

Voluntary Activities Bylaw 17.02.13 (12/20/06). Attendees: Green and Pope.
10




33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

Telephone Calls to Prospects During Competition-Related Activities Bylaw
13.1.7.2 (01/04/07). Attendees: Green and Pope.

Evaluation Period f(;r January and Bylaw 13.02 (01/11/07). Attendees: Green and
Pope. :

Official Visit Reminders (01/17/07). Attendees:'Greeh and Pope.

February Recruiting Calendar & Counting Recruiting Days, Bylaws 30.7 and
17.32 (01/24/07). Attendeés: Green, Brinegar, Calhoun and Pope.

Evaluating Tournaments, Electronic Communications & Contacts at Tournaments
(01/31/07). Attendees: Green, Brinegar, Calhoun and Pope.

New Rule on Notecards — Effective August 1, 2007 (02/09/07). Attendees: Green,
Brinegar and Calhoun. '

New Proposals on Freshman Academic Requirements — Core Curriculum Time
Limitations — Effective August 1, 2007 (02/16/07). Attendees: Green, Brinegar
and Calhoun.

Admissions and Graduation Data, Banned Drug List, and Initial-Eligibility
Standards (02/23/07). Attendees: Green and Brinegar.

Rules Regarding Summer School and Permissible Summer Conditioning for
Prospects (03/01/07). Attendees: Green and Brinegar.

New Legislation and Donations/Fundraising (03/07/07). Attendees: Green and
Brinegar.

Review of Upcoming Recruiting Calendar and Associated Rules (03/13/07).
Attendees: Green, Brinegar and Ian Rickerby (director of compliance).

Review of Out of Season Athletically Related Activities (03/23/07). Attendees:
Green, Brinegar and Rickerby.

Educational Column — Qualifying Regular-Season Multi-Team Event Bylaw
17.5.5.1.1 (03/28/07). Attendees: Green, Brinegar and Rickerby.

Review of Summer Activities and Contact Period Reminders; Review of 13.4.1.1
(04/04/07). Attendees: Sampson, McCallum, Meyer, Senderoff, Green, Brinegar
and Rickerby.

Review of 13.4.1.1 (04/12/07). Attendees: Green, Brinegar and Rickerby.

Recruiting Person Days (04/20/07). Attendees: Green, Brinegar, Calhoun and
Rickerby
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é 49. Medical Exams (04/26/07). Attendees: Green, Brinegar, Calhoun and Rickerby.
50.  All-Star Games (05/03/07). Attendees: Meyer, Brinegar and Rickerby.
51. May Classic Reminders (05/10/07). Attendees: Meyer, Brinegar and Rickerby.

52.  Phone Calls and the Lifting of Sampson’s Off-Campus and Calling Restrictions as
of May 25, 2007 (05/17/07). Attendees: Meyer, Brinegar and Rickerby.

53.  Recruiting Rules Review and Summer Activities (5/23/07). Attendees: Sampson,
McCallum, Meyer, Senderoff, Brinegar and Rickerby.

B. Other Regularly Occurring Rules Compliance Educational Opportunities.

The men’s basketball coaches also attended a Men’s Basketball New Coaches
Compliance Meeting on April 3, 2006. Those in attendance were: Sampson, Green, Meyer,
McCallum, Brinegar and Pope. The three assistant coaches (Myer, McCallum and Senderoff)
also were present for the April 11, 2006 men’s basketball spring compliance meeting with all of
the returning student-athletes.

In addition to the men’s basketball-specific meetings, the men’s basketball staff attended
the monthly compliance meetings (for all coaches and sport-specific staff), received the monthly
compliance newsletters that covered current and relevant NCAA and Big Ten rules and

" reminders, and received the compliance questions of the week that were sent out via email —
again with timely and relevant information regarding NCAA rules. (See Attachment K for
sample monthly compliance newsletters and questions of the week.) In total, Indiana
University believes that the men’s basketball staff received a significant rules education

opportunity specific to coaches apprommately twice each week during the period of the
sanctions.

. Further, the coaches were required to attend all meetings that the compliance staff held
with the men’s basketball student-athletes. These meetings occurred in August, November,
January, and April of the 2006-07 academic year. The first meeting covered all of the
information in the 15-page NCAA Summary of Rules for Student-Athletes. The second meeting
was specific to the sport of men’s basketball and covered recruiting rules and expectations,
publicity rules, agents, extra benefits and gambling. The January meeting contained a quiz on the
rules education provided to date that academic year, both in team meetings and in the monthly
Student-Athlete Newsletter. The April meeting covered more men’s basketball specific issues,
such as outside competition and other summer activities, employment, and again a review of
agents, extra benefits and gambling.

C. NCAA Coaches’ Certification Exam.

O

Finally, Sampson took and passed the NCAA coaches’ certification exam on June 5,
2006, despite not being able to recruit off campus uritil May 24, 2007. All of the other coaches
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4150 took and passed the exam on June 5, 2006. The men’s basketball staff averaged 38 points

ut of a possible 40 on the 2006-07 exam. This year, the men’s basketball staff averaged 39 out
of a possible 40 on the 2007-08 exam.

IV.  Review of Issues Identified Regarding Phone Calls that were Contrary to the
- Sanctions.

As detailed above, Indiana University (or “the University”) and the men’s basketball
coaching staff have fully complied with the majority of sanctions adopted and transferred by
Indiana University and imposed by the Committee on Infractions (“Committee”). However, the
athletics department compliance staff recently discovered a number of phone calls that the
University has decided, after a careful and thorough review, are contrary to the sanctions
regarding phone calls. These phone calls are described below in Sections IV-B and C.}

A. Chronology of the University’s Investigation.

As described above, the University conducted regular checks of phone records
throughout the year. On July 10, 2007, during the course of the compliance staff’s additional

" year-end review of recruiting logs and phone calls for all sports, a compliance intern noticed that

one men’s basketball prospective student-athlete (NI had been called numerous

. = times, all permissible under NCAA rules. Upon further inspection of the phone records, the

Director of Compliance noticed that on January 29, 2007, there were two calls made by assistant.
men’s basketball coach Rob Senderoff (“Senderoff’) from his cell phone to the prospect on the
same day* and that both involved a three-way calling pattern to a number that was ultimately
determined to be the home number for the head men’s basketball coach, Kelvin Sampson
(“Sampson”). The director.of compliance then searched the men’s basketball coaching staff’s
cell and office phone records for other three-way calls.’

Upon the discovery of the three-way recruiting calls that included Sampson, which were
contrary to one of the sanctions as discussed in more detail below, the compliance staff
immediately informed the Director of Athletics and the Senior Woman Administrator, and within
24 hours the Faculty Athletics Representative, the General Counsel and President also became
involved. The President, Faculty Athletics Representative and other senior officials at the
University received frequent updates throughout the remainder of the investigation. The
University continued its review and analysis of phone and .recruiting records and retained the
services of the Ice Miller Collegiate Sports Practice, as outside counsel, for assistance in
investigating and determining the full scope of any failure to comply with the Committee’s
sanctions and/or NCAA rules. On July 16, the first possible opportunity for an in-person

"3 Some of these calls also resulted in NCAA violations, as set forth below. The University will submit a self-report
regarding these violations to the NCAA for processing as secondary violations and in accordance with NCAA
Bylaw 19.5.1. _

* The first call appeared to be “dropped”, resulting in the need for a second call, which is permissible under an
NCAA rules interpretation received from the Big Ten Conference. However, per the Committee’s sanctions, this
call-back was not allowed.

5 Each of the men’s basketball coaches reported monthly in writing that home phones would not be used for making
recruiting calls. (See Attachment G.)
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meeting, the Director of Athletics and Senior Woman Administrator met separately with
Sampson and the assistant men’s basketball coach, Senderoff, who placed the majority of the
three-way calls. On July 20, the University’s General Counsel, Senior Woman Administrator
and outside counsel individually interviewed these two coaches and the only other assistant
coach, Ray McCallum (“McCallum™), who had made any three-way calls.5 The review and
analysis of office and cell phone records from May 2006 through June 2007 continued and calls
were placed to all ten of the known phone numbers involved in the three-way calls in an attempt
to confirm the content and nature of the calls. As of the date of this report, conversations
occurred with only three individuals as many of the numbers had changed or been disconnected,
despite repeated attempts (five or six times per number) to reach the remaining numbers.

It was determined at that time there were at least some three-way calls that were contrary
to one of the sanctions and that this information should be included in this repost, which was
originally due to the Committee on August 31. Outside counsel contacted Shep Cooper, Director
for the Committees on Infractions, on August 22 to apprise him of these issues and to request
additional time to thoroughly review and investigate this matter and to complete this report. This
request was granted.

Although all of the coaches had reported monthly, in writing, to the University that they
did not use their home phones for recruiting (see Attachment G), Indiana University requested
that Sampson and Senderoff provide their home phone records for the time period of the
sanctions to verify their veracity and to ensure a coimplete review of all known phones, including
‘that no other three-way calls had occurred. Sampson provided his home phone records shortly
thereafter. Outside counsel reviewed the home phone records for Sampson from Fune 2006’
through May 2007 and determined there were no three-way or recruiting phone calls during the
time period of the sanctions. OQutside counsel and the University then conducted follow-up
interviews with Sampson and Senderoff® on August 23 to address outstanding issues and to
obtain additional information regarding their recollections of the three-way calls.

In early September, after consulting with legal counsel, Senderoff provided his home
phone records from June 2006 through July 2007.° The review of these records revealed that,
although there were no three-way calls, Senderoff had placed a significant number of recruiting

¢ Although McCallum placed 11 three-way calls, only four of those calls included Sampson and were thus
potentially at issue. Of those four calls, three involved incoming calls from an unknown origin and it could not be
determined if the calls involved recruiting (these calls are nonetheless included in the maximum total of
impermissible calls set forth below). Neither Sampson nor McCallum recalled these calls. The remaining three-way
call involving Sampson, wlhiich occurred on May 8, 2007, was not a recruiting call because the involved prospect had
enrolled in summer school at Indiana, which began that day, and thus was no longer considered a prospective
student-athlete per NCAA Bylaw 13.02.11(c). The remaining seven three-way calls placed by McCallum included
four calls to his own cell phone (perhaps his voicemail} and three other miscellaneous short calls not involving
Sampson.
7 Sampson who was hired by Indiana Umversny in March 2006, did not begin home phone service until June 2006.

¥ An additional interview with McCallum and the review of his home phone records was deemed unnecessary at that
time as his involvement in three-way recruiting calls was limited to at most three phone calls involving
undetermined incoming phone calls, only one of which occurred after receipt of a June 13, 2006 email and
memorandum clarifying the impermissibility of three-way calls (see Attachment L, Item No. 8). An additional call
that occurred on May 8, 2007 and that was initially at issue, was later determined not to be a recruiting call as noted
above,

® Senderoff started his employment at Indiana University in April 2006 but did not have a home phone until June
2006.
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g, calls from his home phone, even though he had not reported the use of this phone to Indiana
University on the required monthly forms (see Attachment G) or included these calls with the
required reporting that was entered into the compliance office’s electronic recruiting monitoring
system (“Cybersports”). Outside counsel documented the calls to recruiting phone numbers (or
numbers very close to recruiting numbers) and the University’s compliance staff then cross-
referenced these home calls against other recruiting calls (from office and cell phones) to
determine whether any calls were contrary to the sanctions or NCAA rules. In addition, the
compliance staff called any unknown numbers that were similar to the phone numbers listed for
a prospect to determine the identity of the individual called and whether the call was countable
and permissible. Consistent with the University's conservative and strict approach in reviewing
the records (i.e., assuming that any questionable call was problematic), if the individual called
could not be identified, the call was presumed to be impermissible. This review revealed that a
number of calls were contrary to the sanctions and NCAA rules and thus resulted in an expansion
of the scope of the investigation.

The University immediately requested and received the home phone records of the two
remaining men’s basketball coaches, McCallum and Jeff Meyer (“Meyer”), again despite the fact
that both coaches had reported monthly that they did not use their home phones for recruiting. A
review of the records revealed that Méyer placed ten recruiting calls from his home phone,
several of which were contrary to the sanctions -and one of which was contrary to NCAA rules.
McCallum placed one recruiting call from his home phone, which was not contrary to the
sanctions or to NCAA rules.

On September 12, outside counsel and the University conducted another interview with
Senderoff to discuss the recruiting calls placed from his home phone. A similar interview with
Meyer was held on October 1. After these interviews and the final cross-checking of phone
records occurred, the University determined that it had obtained sufficient and complete
information to submit this report to the Committee. In addition, it should be noted that,
throughout the investigation, the Athletics Director and General Counsel regularly met with
senior executives at the University on the expanding nature of the investigation.

-B. Review of Impermissible Three-Way Phone Calls that Included the Head-
Men’s Basketball Coach:

~ Three-way phone calls are permissible under NCAA ‘rules and University policies,
including recruiting calls when multiple coaches are on the phone. However, due to Sanction 7
of the revised sanctions, which prohibited Sampson “from making any phone calls that relate in
any way to recruiting or being present when members of his staff make such calls” from May 25,
2006 through May 24, 2007, three-way recruiting calls involving Sampson were not permissible.
Of the 27 three-way phone calls that occurred during the period of the sanctions; approximately
10 to 18 involved an assistant men’s basketball coach connecting Sampson into a phone call with
a prospective student-athlete or an individual involved in the recruitment of a prospective
student-athlete (e.g., relative, coach). (See Attachment M for a summary of all three-way
calls and Attachment N for those known to involve recruiting.) Indiana University has
determined that these calls are contrary to the intent of Sanction 7 as well as a clarification
received from the Committee’s staff prior to June 13, 2006 regarding the impermissibility of
three-way calling. (See Attachment L, Item No. 8 for the email and memorandum providing
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this clarification to the men’s basketball coaching staff.) It should be noted that Sampson did
o not place any of the three-way phone calls.

Indiana University takes these transgressions very seriously and has imposed a number of
additional sanctions, many of which are already in effect, on the basketball program and on
individual coaches, as detailed below, to address any impact caused by the lack of total
compliance with the sanctions and to send a clear message that absolute compliance is expected
from all of its coaches and staff. The University is disappointed and does not condone the
actions of the involved coaches, but it is important to place this issue in context. The men’s
basketball coaching staff is involved in over a thousand recruiting calls a month and the three-
way calls at issue here total at most 18 over approximately eleven months, a fraction of one
percent of all calls.

1. Overview of the Three-Way Calls.

Two of the three assistant coaches were involved in three-way calling during the period
when Sampson was prohibited from making any recruiting phone calls. Three-way calls
occurred when an assistant coach would either receive an incoming call or make an outgoing call
and then connect the call to another number. All three-way calls placed by the assistant men’s
basketball coaches'® were reviewed to determine those that included Sampson and concerned
recruiting. Indiana University contacted the phone companies on several occasions in an attempt

gy t0 identify the phone numbers for the incoming calls, none of which were listed on the phone

c bills. The phone companies all reported they were unable to provide the phone numbers for the
incoming calls. The University therefore focused the review on outgoing calls and, taking a
conservative and strict approach, assumed all of the incoming calls were related to recruiting, as
detailed below, even though the identities of the callers remain unknown.

During the course of the review, it became clear that approximately 10 to 18 of the 27
three-way calls placed by the two assistant coaches included Sampson and were thus contrary to
the intent and terms of the sanction prohibiting Sampson from making any recruiting phone calls,
and specifically the clarification received from the Commitiee on Infractions regarding three-
way phone calls. (See Attachment M for a summary of all three-way calls; and Attachment
L, Item No. 8 for the clarification.) The lower number (10) represents all of the outgoing calls
the assistant coaches placed to known recruiting numbers for prospective student-athletes and
counts as one call, on two occasions, two calls (that occurred back-to-back due to a dropped
call). (See Attachment N for a summary of these recruiting three-way calls.) If these call-
backs to the two dropped calls are counted separately, there are 12 known (outgoing) recruiting
calls. There are six additional three-way calls that included Sampson: five were incoming calls
to an assistant coach where the caller could not be identified and one was an outgoing call to an
unknown Detroit number.'" Erring on the side of caution, these six calls have nonetheless been
presumed to be recruiting calls for the purpose of analyzing the extent to which the sanction was

" The University also reviewed Sampson’s phone records to confirm that he did not place any three-way phone
calls.

O " To determine the identify of the individnal who uses that number, the compliance staff called the phone number
bat it had been disconnected and reassigned. After consultation with Senderoff, the University is fairly confident
that the phone number was previously used by the AAU coach of a prospective student-athlete from Detroit. The
call was therefore likely, and is assumed to be, a recruiting call.
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not complied with and for assessing penalties. One other three-way call, placed by McCallum on
May 8, 2007 to the coach of a prospective student-athlete, [ RN v s
determined not to be a recruiting call becausec 4l was no longer a prospect, per NCAA
Bylaw 13.02.11-(c), as he was enrolled in and attending the summer session at Indiana
University, which began that day. The remaining eight three-way calls that occurred prior to the
end of the sanction on May 24, 2007, did not involve Sampson, including: four occasions when
McCallum patched into his own cell phone number for one minute, perhaps to his voicemail or
perhaps by mistake; two calls that were unrelated to phone numbers for any prospect or Indiana
coach; and the remaining two calls that involved McCallum, Senderoff and a third number.

The known impermissible 10 (or 12) recruiting three-way calls involved a total of six
prospects, one of whom has matriculated at Indiana University and one who has committed as
follows:

Prospect Recruiting Class Institution Attending Number of Three-
' Way Calls
DeJuan Blair 2007 Pittsburgh 4 (or 5)
Wil Buford 2008 Committed to Ohio State 1
Ayodele Coker 2007 St. John’s 1
Devin Ebanks 2008 Committed to Indiana 1
Yancy Gates 2008 Committed to Cincinnati 1
2007 Indiana 2 (or 3)

Senderoff initiated all 10 (or 12) of these calis. Of the remaining six potentially impermissible
‘three-way calls, all of which were unidentifiable numbers, three involved Senderoff and three
involved McCallum.

These three-way calls were not noticed during the compliance staff’s regular and usual
monitoring of phone calls during the course of the academic year as both manual and
computerized searches focused on the declared recruiting phone numbers being called and the
frequency of calls to these numbers, not other columns or information on the phone bills. In
addition, because the three-way code was always attached to a local call on the phone bill, it was
not detected in analyzing the calls to the declared recruiting numbers. Further, since the coaches
had requested and received a clear interpretation from the Committee on Infractions in June 2006
that three-way calling with Sampson would not be permissibie (see Item No. 8, Attachment L),
three-way calls should not have been an issue. '

2. Explanation Regarding Why the Three-Way Recruiting Calls Occurred.

The interviews with Sampson, Senderoff and McCallum were primarily focused on the
circumstances and reasons surrounding the outgoing three-way calls that were tied to known -
recruiting numbers and individuals. Limited questioning occurred regarding specific incoming’
calls and why the assistant coach would then connect Sampson into the call, other than to
ascertain that they did not recall the details, which is understandable as the caller is unknown.
According to Senderoff and Sampson, the three-way calls primarily occurred when there had
been a dropped call involving Sampson, or when a prospect (or other individual) informed
Senderoff that they were frustrated in their inability to contact Sampson or that they urgently
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needed to speak with him. McCallum did not recall making any three-way calls and was thus
unable to provide any additional information regarding the calls. Sampson generally did not
recall the specifics of most of the calls or their origin, other than one call involving DeJuan Blair
(“Blair”) and to which he stated that, although not 100% certain, he thought Senderoff had
initiated the call."> Sampson also stated that he did not instruct the assistant coaches to connect
him into the calls. Senderoff recalled the circumstances of approximately half of the outgoing
calls. Attachment N provides some context for those calls the coaches recalled. - None of the
coaches. disputed the fact that the three-way calls had occurred.

It must be noted that there are some unique circumstances that made Sampson’s ability to
receive phone calis from prospects or other individuals more difficult than it might otherwise
have been. All of the calls at issue here occurred in the evening and Sampson understandably
does not generally provide his home phone number to prospective student-athletes, who may not
receive a scholarship offer or choose to attend Indiana University, or the individuals involved in
their recruitment. Instead he provides his cell phone number. Unfortunately, Sampsen’s home-is
located several miles outside Bloomington and his cell phone reception is spotty, at best,
resulting in many dropped calls. Thus, he reported that there were occasions when he would be
on an incoming call with a prospect or an individual involved in the prospect’s recruitment and
the call would drop and he would have to wait for the individual to call him back, per the
sanctions. He stated that if the individual did not call back, he would text message'? or call one
of the assistant coaches to have them remind the individual that he could not call them back, but
that .they could call him. It appears that some of the three-way calls at issue here may have
occurred as a result of a dropped (permissible) call and then Senderoff helped the prospect or
other individual reach Sampson by impermissibly patching Sampson into a call, even though the
prospect or individual could have called back Sampson directly.

In other instances, Senderoff would receive calls from prospects or other individuals whe
had trouble reaching Sampson (e.g., his cell phone would go straight to voicemail), at least in
part due to the poor cell phone reception at his home. And there were occasions when a prospect
or other individual stressed the urgency of the need to speak with Sampson immediately (e.g., to
confirm Indiana’s continued interest in the prospect or an upcoming visit to campus).

According to Senderoff, who placed all 10 (or 12) of the impermissible recruiting calls
involving an initial outgoing call from him to a prospect or other individual, he would dial the
first number, sometimes engage in a conversation with the individual, place that call on hold, dial
Sampson’s number and immediately while Sampson’s phone was still ringing connect the other
call. Senderoff stated that he then remained on the line and did not say anything. By using this
technique, Senderoff reported that he intended to serve only as an “operator” by allowing two
people to have a conversation. Senderoff stated that he thought this was a “gray” area in regards
to the Committee’s sanction and that he never intended to put Sampson or the University in a

- difficult position. He also noted that he used poor judgment and that he probably should have

e

asked the compliance staff to clarify whether his actions were permissible. Senderoff further

12 Sampson’s recollection of this call, although better than his memory of other cails, was not very detailed.
Generally, regarding the October 4, 2006 call with Blair, Sampson recalled that Blair was scheduled to come to
Bloomington for a campus visit and then decided not to visit. Sampson remembered Senderoff explaining that Blair
needed to speak with him. He noted that Blair never visited and Sampson never met him.

3 NCAA rules at this time allowed text messaging.
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stated that he did not think the spirit of the rule was broken because the individuals were trying
to reach Sampson and wanted to speak with him. Neither Senderoff nor Sampson recall
Senderoff ever participating in a three-way conversation or introducing the third party to
Sampson. However, two of the three individuals that Indiana University successfully contacted
from the list of known phone numbers used in the three-way recruiting calls, reported that

Senderoff was involved in the respective conversations, as well as Sampson. The University was
careful to clarify with both individuals — (currently enrolled at
Indiana University) and Yvonne Jackson (“Jackson™), the mother of Devin Ebanks (“Ebanks™),

(who has committed to Indiana University) — that both coaches participated in the conversation at
the same time as opposed to Senderoff speaking only during the first portion of the call and then
remaining silent when Sampson was on the phone. The two individuals were specific in their
recollections that Senderoff was involved during the whole call and it should be noted that these
calls were relatively recent. Thomas received three-way calls, on January 29 and April 5, 2007;
and Jackson received one call on May 1, 2007. The third individual contacted, Keith McClure, a
coach for Wil Buford did not recall ever speaking to Sampson.

Indiana University has determined that the connection of Sampson into a recruiting call
via a three-way call was contrary to the intent of the sanction each and every time such a three-
way call occurred regardless of whether the assistant coach ever spoke while Sampson was on
the call. The University has thus counted all 18 possible recruiting calls in assessing the
appropriate sanctions, as set forth below, without regard to whether an assistant coach Spoke on
the call with Sampson and the third party.

O Further as referenced above in response to a meeting between the compliance staff and
the men’s basketball coaching staff on May 30, 2006, the University sought clarification from
the Committee on Infractions regarding a number of questions about the application of the
sanctions imposed on Sampson and the University’s basketball program. On June 13, 2006, the
compliance staff communicated the Committee’s responses to the men’s basketball coaching’
staff via a written memorandum and at meetings with the men’s basketball coaching staff, as.
well as the weekly meetings with the men’s basketball director of basketball operations. (See

Attachment L.) In this memorandum, Item No. 8 specifically addressed three- way calling as
follows:

If an AAU or HS coach calls one of the IU assistant coaches and then adds a
prospect in on a 3-way call, can the assistant coach add in Coach Sampson at that
time (since the original call was initiated by the AAU or HS coach and not by
anyone at [U)? No.

Indiana University believes that this information clearly set forth that connecting
Sampson into a recruiting call via a three-way call was not permissible for any of the 10 to 18
three-way phone calls described above. Although the scenario presented in the memorandum
does not address the exact circumstances that occurred here, it should have been readily apparent
that, as this memorandum addressed a more passive circumstance (i.e., a coach receiving a call
and having a prospect added in), the more direct action of connecting Sampson on an outgoing
recruiting call would also be impermissible, whether or not the assistant coach was an active

C participant on the call.
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C.  Review of Other Phone Calls Contrary to the Sanctions

As noted above, during the review of the three-way calls, the University requested and
received the home phone records of Sampson and Senderoff, even though all of the coaches had
reported monthly that they did not use their home phones for recruiting. (See Attachment G.)
The University requested these records to determine whether three-way calls had been placed
from the home phones, to test the veracity of the coaches and t6 ensure the most complete review
possible. Sampson’s home phone records did not contain any recruiting (or three-way) calls
during the time period of the sanctions. Senderoff’s home phone records revealed a significant
number of recruiting calls, none of which had been reported to the compliance office. The home
phone records of the two other men’s basketball coaches, McCallum and Meyer, were
immediately requested and reviewed for recruiting calls. Meyer placed ten recruiting calls from
his home phone, three of which were contrary to the sanctions and one of which to the sanctions

. and to NCAA rules. McCallum had one recruiting call from his home phone, which did not

result in any issues with the sanctions or NCAA rules.

The University determined that these calls raised issues under revised Sanctions 3 and- 4,
which are summarized as follows:

3. Reduced the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching staff to
prospects on or after June 15 of the prospect’s sophomore year in high school through
July 31 of the prospect’s junior year in high school from one call per month to one
call every other month concluding July 31, 2007.

4. Reduced the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching staff to
prospects on or after August 1 of the prospect’s senior year in high school from two -
calls per week to one call per week concluding July 31, 2007.

1. Overview of Impermissible Calls,

The University incorporated the recruiting calls made from the home phones of the three
assistant coaches into spread sheets, organized by prospective student-athlete, that included the
other recruiting calls from cell and office phones. Indiana University carefully analyzed these
calls to identify any issues with the sanctions or NCAA rules. Taking a conservative and strict
approach that counted any potentially impermissible call, the University determined that if an
impermissible call occurred, it then rendered the ensuing calls impermissible until the requisite
break (one month for juniors or one call per week for seniors) had occurred. Thus, a number of
previously permissible calls were determined not to be permissible. For example, if there had

_previously been permissible phone calls in April and June to a junior prospect but it was then

discovered that a coach had placed a call from his home phone to that prospect in May, the May
and June calls were counted as impermissible, as well as any other calls that occurred until there
was a month without a countable call. It should be noted, that consistent with NCAA rules, only
calls to the prospects or their relatives were counted in the impermissible calls as calls to coaches
and other individuals do not fall within Sanctions 3 and 4. Further, unsuccessful attempts to
reach a prospect or relative prior to a permissible call were not counted; however, once a
permissible call with a prospect or relative had occurred, any subsequent attempts to reach that
prospect or a relative in the relevant time period were counted as improper even if no contact
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The following chart summarized this information for each prospect:

Total

Prospective Coach Contrary to NCAA
Student-Athlete - Impermissible Sanctions Violations
Calls
Yancy Gates | Senderoff 11 9 2
DeJuan Blair Senderoff 10 10 2
Sampson 1 1 0
Demetri McCamey | Senderoff - 8 8 3
Marcus and Markieff | Senderoff 22 22 1
Morris'®
Evan Turner Senderoff 1 1 1
Kenny Frease'’ Senderoff 10 10 0
Phillip Jurick Senderoff 5 5 0
Jonathon “Bud” Senderoff 31 31 25
Mackey Sampson'® 1 1 0
Undetermined 2 2 0
Jordan Crawford Meyer 2 2 0
Scott Martin Meyer 2 2 1
Ayodele Coker Senderoff 1 1 0
Brett Thompson Senderoff 2 2 0
Undetermined 2 2 0

[«

The University will submit a report to the NCAA Enforcement Services Staff of all of the
NCAA violations, including those that were also contrary to the sanctions. It appears that these
violations are secondary in nature, particularly as approximately 60% of the phone calls lasted

' The number of impermissible calls listed here for Marcus and Markieff Morris, who are twins, is very likely
greater than the actual number. As both prospects were recruited by the University, counting the calls and
determining the impernmissible calls was more complex than with the other prospects. Under NCAA rules, the limits
on the number of phone calls apply to each brother individually and allow coaches to call each brother during the
same time period. However, several of the calls were to the twins’ mother and Senderoff did not record whether the
call concerned one or both brothers. The University has, consistent with its conservative and strict approach to err
on the side of caution, determined that each call with the mother thus counts as a countable call for both brothers.
As a result of this approach, there was a multiplier effect on the number of impermissible calls due to the phone calls
to the mother. Specifically, a permissible call to the mother in April was counted for both Marcus and Markieff,
thereby rendering all attempted or actual calls in May to be impermissible under the sanctions, even though
Senderoff was under the impression that at least some of the calls were permissible because there were two
prospects in the family. Calls in June and July also then became impermissible as there was no required month off
for either brother. )

'7 The calls for Kenny Frease are being counted as impermissible because a June 17, 2006 call lasted four minuates
and was thus considered a (permissible) countable recruiting call, even though the recruiting-tracking system
(Cybersports) indicated that only a message was left. This determination then caused calls in the subsequent months
to become impermissible under Sanction 3. The University determined that it would err on the side of caution by
presuming the June 17 call to be a countable recruiting call, even though it is possible for cell phone records to
indicate a four-minute call when only a message had been left (because cell phone companies begin timing calls
while the phone is dialing and round-up to the next minute, the duration of a cell phorie call quickly adds up).

¥ Due to the lack of recording regarding the phone calls Senderoff made from his home phone, Sampson believed
he had a recruiting call opportunity.
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) only one or two minutes, 91% were ten minutes or less and there were no calls exceeding twenty

minutes.

Similarly, as demonstrated in the chart below, most of the calls that were contrary to the
sanctions were only one or two minutes in duration'” and over 75% were ten minutes or less:

Length of Call Number of Calls | Percentage of Calls
Contrary to Sanctions '

Total Calls 109 - 100%

1 or 2 minutes 66 60%

3-10 minutes 21 19%

11-20 minutes 12 11%

Over 20 minutes 5 ‘ 5%
Undetermined 6 6%

There are two additional phone calls that were contrary to the sanctions reducing the
number of calls for the men’s basketball staff. These calls are related to the three-way calls
discussed above and not to the recruiting calls made from home phones. (See Attachments M
and N.) Specifically, the retum call to Thomas on January 29, 2007 was not permissible
according to an interpretation received from the Committee that did not allow the men’s
basketball coaches to return any dropped countable calls. In addition, the May I, 2007 phone
call to Jackson, the mother of Ebanks resulted in three phone calls to Ebanks or his relatives, one
each in April, May and June, contrary to Sanction 3.

2. Explanation Regarding Why the Impermissible Calls Occurred.

The September 12, 2007 interview with Senderoff primarily concemed his unreported use
of his home phone for recruiting phone calls. Senderoff did not deny that the calls occurred but
was able to offer little explanation as to why he neither reported the use of his home phone for
recruiting nor the actual recruiting calls that were made. He explained that when he reported
information regarding his recruiting calls to be included in the compliance office’s call-tracking
system “Cybersports”, he would scroll down the list of calls he made from his cell phone and list
those that were related to recruiting. Senderoff used his cell phone for the vast majority of his
recruiting calls. He made approximately 1300 calls from his cell phone each month and, in
comparison, rarely used his home phone. Senderoff reported that he forgot to include the calls
from his home phone since he submitted this information while in the office. Senderoff further
stated that when submitting his monthly forms indicating the phones he used for recruiting he
forgot to include his home phone. (See Attachment G for the forms completed by Senderoff.) .
He admitted that this practice was sloppy and/or careless.

' These one or two minute phone calls are counted as impermissible calls because they occurred after a permissible
call had occurred during the relevant time period. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that, particularly given the fact
that cell phone carriers begin timing the call while the phone is ringing and only report calls in whole minutes, it is
likely that only a message was left and no conversation occurred during these calls.
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During his October 1, 2007 interview Meyer reported that he primarily used his cell
phone for recruiting calls and only occasionally made recruiting calls from his office or home
phones. He stated that he did not list his home phone on the monthly forms reporting the phones
he used for recruiting purposes because he did not yet have a home phone when he initially
completed the form the first few months of his employment. When asked why he did not include
his home phone on later forms, Meyer stated he thought the forms were only a formality and thus
did not change what he previously reported. He noted that he had not realized at the time the
importance of the monthly forms. (See Attachment G for the forms completed by Meyer.)
Meyer reported that he initially tracked all of his recruiting calls in a notebook before submitting
the information for inclusion in Cybersports. However, as he started to make more phone calls
while traveling, he stopped recording the information in a notebook and relied on the call log in
his cell phone to report his recruiting phone calls for monitoring purposes. Meyer also noted that
he used Vonage for his home phone and did not receive any details regarding his outgomg calls

* until the Umver31ty requested his records during the course of this investigation.

Indlana University is troubled by this disregard for University policies and procedures,
particularly as the assistant coaches’ failure to notify the compliance office about the use of the
home phones for recruiting and the failure to report the calls made from home prevented the
compliance office from effectively monitoring these calls and identifying these issues earlier.
Accordingly, the University has imposed sanctions, as set forth below, that include reductions in
the number of permissible calls by approximately seven to ten times the number of
impermissible calls that occurred. '

It should also be noted that some of the issues with the sanctions occurred during the
transition period prior to the release of the Committee’s report in May 2006. Although Indiana
University had adopted as its own the sanctions imposed by the University of Oklahoma, it
appears that the assistant coaches may not have been aware that there were recruiting phone call
sanctions in effect prior to the Committee’s report. Senderoff and Meyer recalled that Sampson
was limited in-his off-campus recruiting but neither recalled being restricted in their phone calls.
Thus, they made phone calls in April and May 2006 without regard to Sanctions 3 and 4, which
reduced the frequency of recruiting phone calls. In addition, some of the impermissible calls
summarized above and detailed in Attachment O did not result from the home phone calls.

"Most of these calls were not discovered previously because they or other calls were not reported

in Cybersports. A few calls (approximately four) were documented in Cybersports but the
academic year review of the recruiting and phone records did not identify these calls as
problematic. Thus, issues regarding these calls were first identified when thousands of phone

_ calls were reviewed and cross-checked several times during this investigation.

D. Additional Sanctions Imposed by Indiana University

Indiana University initially struggled with its assessment of the three-way phone calls and
the intentions of the coaches who participated in the three-way calls. To develop as complete a
record and understanding as possible, several officials at the University and outside counsel
continued reviewing and cross-referencing the coaches’ office and cell phone records and
conducted repeated interviews of the coaches to clear up loose ends and clarify various issues.
In addition, even though the coaches each indicated in monthly signed statements that they did

- not use their home phones for recruiting, the University requested and received the home phone
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records for all four men’s basketball coaches. As detailed above, phone calls made by two
assistant coaches from home resulted in additional issues with the sanctions and some secondary
violations.

After this thorough review and analysis, when the University assessed what had actually
occurred, it was apparent that, although the three-way recruiting phone calls were clearly
contrary to the terms of the Committee’s sanction and clarification and were very troubling in
that regard, there were at most 18 calls and as few as 10 over an 11-month period. In trying to
determine the intentions of the men’s basketball coaching staff, the University considered the
fact that with so few impermissible calls involving Sampson out of the thousands of recruiting
calls made from May 2006 through May 2007, this could not have been a purposeful plan to

circumvent the sanction. Further, approximately one-third of the calls — three of the outgoing ..

known recruiting calls and three of the unknown incoming calls — occurred prior to the receipt of
the clarification from the Committee regarding three-way calling,

The University was also troubled by the fact that its assistant men’s basketball coaches
made recruiting calls from home, despite reporting monthly in writing that home phones were
not used for recruiting. The fact that these calls were then not reported and were not able to be
monitored or reviewed by the compliance office caused concern as well. The University remains
deeply disturbed that additional issues with the sanctions and a number of NCAA secondary
violations resulted from the these calls. It must be noted, however, that of the 109 phone calls
contrary to the sanctions, sixty percent (65 calls) were one or two minutes in duration.” Further,
almost 80% (86 calls) were less than ten minutes and only five calls (less than one-half of one

percent) lasted more than 20 minutes.?! Similarly, with the calls that resulted in NCAA.

violations, approximately 60% lasted one or two minutes, 91% were ten minutes or less and
there were no calls longer than 20 minutes. In addition, as noted above, the University took a
very conservative and strict approach to identify all potentially impermissible phone calls and

include them in the determination of the appropriate sanctions. This methodology resulted in a

multiplier effect as, for example, one phone call placed in an “off month” would then cause
many previously permissible phone calls in the next month (including attempts to contact a
prospect as. well as the actual phone conversation) to become impermissible. The University
recognized that this approach would increase the number of calls that were deemed contrary to
the sanctions, but determined that it was important to identify and present the maximum scope of
the issues.

In light of the actions of the men’s basketball coaches and the calls that were contrary to
the sanctions and to NCAA rules, the University determined that significant additional sanctions
were necessary. These penalties were designed to directly impact the coaches involved as well
as the men’s basketball program as a whole. Indiana University takes this matter very seriously
and understands that the ban on Sampson making recruiting calls was intended to limit his and
the basketball program’s ability to recruit prospects, as were the other sanctions reducing the
number of permissible calls. Accordingly, Indiana University has designed the following
sanctions, many of which are already in effect, to address any impact from the impermissible

20 As noted above, these one or two minute calls, although impermissible, did not likely result in any substantive
conversation, particularly given the fact that cell phone companies begin counting minutes while the phone is stitl
ringing and round-up calls to the next minute (e.g., a one minute, ten second call counts as two minutes).

2! Five calls were for an unknown duration.
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calls and to send a strong message that complete commitment to NCAA compliance is expected
and required of all coaches and staff. It should be noted that in evaluating the extent of the
additional sanctions, the University used the maximum number of potentially impermissible

calls.
1. . Corrective Actions

a. Sampson voluntarily agreed over the next twelve-month period to forego
his scheduled $500,000 raise for this current contract year.

b. Senderoff and Meyer will not be entitled to any bonuses for the 2007-08
academic year or salary increases for the 2008-09 academic year.

c. Letters of reprimand will be issued to Sampson, Senderoff and Meyer.

d. A letter will be included in the personnel file for McCallum.

e. The University will require Senderoff to sign a form each month

' reminding him of these corrective actions and sanctions and will require
him to submit his monthly home phone records for review, in addition to
his cell and office phone records.

f The compliance office will conduct mandatory compliance meetings every
other week for the full men’s basketball coaching staff (i.e., Head Coach,
Assistant Coaches, and Director of Basketball Operations) for one year

~ beginning September 17, 2007.
g Sampson and Senderoff will be required to attend at their own expense the.
' same 2008 NCAA Regional Rules -Seminar as a member of the
University’s compliance staff. Meyer and McCallum will also be required
to attend the seminar.
h. The University has ceased the recruitment of prospective student-athlete

Jonathon "Bud" Mackey, the subject of the vast majority (25) of the
NCAA violations.

2.  Self-Imposed Sanctions

a.

The University has, effective September 17, 2007, reduced the number of
coaches allowed to be involved in recruiting by one through July 31, 2008.
Specifically, Senderoff will be prohibited from: (i) making ANY phone
calls that relate in any way to recruiting (whether or not they are countable
under NCAA rules); and (ii) engaging in any off-campus recruiting
activities. When Senderoff leaves the employment of the University’s
men’s basketball program, if prior to July 31, 2008, another assistant
coach will serve the remainder of this sanction.
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The University will reduce by one the number of men’s basketball
financial aid awards for the 2008-09 academic year.

The University will reduce the number of permissible calls to prospects on
or after August | of their senior year in high school from two calls per
week to one call per week from September 17, 2007, through the end of
the regular National Letter of Intent signing period (May 21, 2008).
Further, Sampson is only eligible to make every other one of these phone
calls.

[Note: With approximately 20 senior recruits and a 35-week period, this
sanction reduces calling opportunities by approximately 700 phone calls,
including an additional reduction of 350 calls for Sampson].

The University will reduce the number of phone calls Sampson will be
permitted to make to junior prospective student-athletes to every other one
of the monthly calls to junior prospects beginning September 17, 2007,
and ending July 31, 2008.

[Note:, With approximately 177 junior recruits and a 10-month period, this
sanction reduces Sampson’s calhng opportunities by approx1mately 885
phone calls. ]

The University has limited Sampson to four (4) off-campus recruiting

- contact days during the fall 2007 contact period.

The University will limit Sampson to no more than ten (10) additional off-
campus recruiting days to be used from the conclusion of the fall contact
period (October 5, 2007) through July 31, 2008.

[Note: Sampson’s typical practice has been to divide the off-campus
recruiting person-days by the four coaches. Therefore, since there are 130
recruiting person-days during the academic year and 20 person-days by
three coaches during the July recruiting period, his off-campus recruiting
days have been reduced from approximately 48 (130 + (20 x 3) =190+ 4
coaches = 48) to 14, a 71% reduction.)

The University will reduce the number of permissible official paid visits
from 12 to six (6) during the 2007-08 academic year.

Indiana University will submit a report to the Committee on Infractions by

September 30, 2008, documenting the University’s compliance with these
additional sanctions.
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY

October 25, 2007
DFEPARTMENT OF

INTERCOLLEGIATE
ATHLETICS

Mr. Chris Strobel

NCAA Director of Enforcement — Secondary Violations
NCAA :

P.O. Box 6222

Indianapolis, IN 46206-6222

VIA FACSIMILE

Dear Chris:

Attached is a self-report by Indiana University of secondary violations of Bylaw
_ 13.1.3.1.2 that occured in the sport of men’s basketball. It is being reported
g directly to your office since it is a Level 1 violation dand we are not requesting
O reinstatement of any of the prospective student-athletes involved in the violations.

You can contact me at 812-855-0451 or by e-mail at jhooker@indiana.edu-if you
need any additional information in this regard.

Sincerely,

J&n/y;ﬁ@/ ﬁ/MVg/ﬁ/

ifer Brinegar

c: Rick Greenspan

Chad Hawley

Assernbly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana

47408-1590

‘Qz-sss-ﬂ%
812-856-5155

iuhoosiers.com
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BIETE“ SELF-REPORT FOR SECONDARY VIOLATIONS

_ CONFERENCE CONFERENCE RULE VIOLATIONS! NCAA BYLAW VIOLATIONS
o www.bigten.org )
1. Institution: Indiana University 2. Sport(s) Involved: Men’s Basketball

3. Date Institution Determined Violation Occurred: July — September 2007
4. Date Reported to: NCAA: October 25, 2007 Confefence: N/A .
5. Location of Violation: Bloomington, Indiana

6. Date of Violation: May 7, 2006 — July 17, 2007

7. How was the violation discovered? Year-end review of recruiting logs and phone records done annually to supplement
monthly recruiting log and phone-records monitoring {see Section | of Attachment A),

8. Legislation Involved: NCAA: 13.1.31.2
Conference:

9. For NCAA violations, indicate whether this is a Level | or Level Il violation. Report Level | violations directly to
the NCAA,

"X Level I: In general: violations of bylaws outside of Bylaws 10-17, all intentional violations, any violations not isolated
or limited to a single occurrence, and any similar violations that previously have occurred in the same sport
during that same year. Refer to the NCAA website for a complete list of Level | violations
{http://Iwww1.ncaa.org/membership/enforcement/secondary_violations/index).

O : Level lI: All inadvertent violations of the operating bylaws (Bylaws 10-17) not identified as Level | violations. Level i
violations do not require reinstatement by the NCAA. If this self-report involves restitution, please attach
documentation of repayment.

10. Individuals Involved (include Name/Position or Title):
Rob Senderoff and Jeff Meyer, assistant coaches, and Kelvin Sampson, head coach

11. Prospective Student-Athletes Involved: )
Yancey Gates, DeJuan Blair, Demetri McCamey, Markeiff Morris, Evan Turner, Jonathon “Bud™ Mackey,
and Scott Martin. '

12. Eligibility reinstatement required? We are no longer recruiting any of these prospects. Yes No _X_
If yes, requested to: NCAA if YES, request eligibility reinstatement directly from NCAA,
Or Conference _————_ If YES, request eligibility reinstatement directly from Conference.

A) Date institution declared the prospect/student-athlete ineligible: ‘Date:
B) Name(s) of Prospect(s) or Student-Athlete(s) declared ineligible:

C) Are there other eligibility issues with this prospect or student-athlete (e.g., petition pending;
additional reinstatement pending, etc.)? H YES, please clarify:

o



13. Facts of the Case:

Seé Section |l of Attachmenf A.

O

14. Corrective Actions Taken by Institution;

See Attachment B.

15. Punitive & Disciplinary Actions—Level Il Violations: N/A .

Under the provisions of Rule 32.2.1.C, this report is to be countersigned by the Faculty Representative and Director of Athieics.

Submitted By: % @/ o / /

Signature Date: /l /{47
Fac%@resentatwe 4

Signature: @ [0~ 24—0F

Date:
Dlrector of I!th!et:cs

Copies to:

pnnifer Brinegar

race Calhoun
Tim Fitzpatrick
Dottie Frapwell
Rick Greenspan
Chad Hawley
Bruce Jaffee
Michael McRobbie
Jeff Meyer
Kelvin Sampson
Rob Senderoff
Chris Strobel
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: Attachment A
Background and Facts of the Case
(Response to Question Nos. 7 and 13)

I. How the Violations Were Discovered. [Response to Question No. 7]

The university conducted regular checks of men’s basketball’s phone logs and office
and cell phone records throughout the year. On July 10, 2007, during the course of the
compliance staff’s additional year-end review of recruiting logs and phone records for
all sports, a compliance intern noticed that one men’s basketball prospective student-
athlete (DeAndre Thomas) had been called twice in one day. This was immediately
brought to the attention of the director of compliance. Upon further inspection of the
phone records, the director of compliance confirmed that on January 29, 2007, there
were two calls made by assistant men’s basketball coach Rob Senderoff
(“Senderoff”) from his cell phone to the prospect on the same day' and that both
involved a three-way calling pattern to a number that was ultimately determined to be
the home number for the head men’s basketball coach, Kelvin Sampson (*“Sampson”).
The assistant athletics director for compliance then asked the director of compliance
to search the men’s basketball coaching staff’s phone records for other three-way
calls.

Upon the discovery of the three-way recruiting calls that included Sampson, which
were contrary to one of the sanctions imposed by the Committee on Infractions, the
compliance staff immediately informed the director of athletics and the senior woman
administrator, and within 24 hours the faculty athletics representative, university
counsel and the university’s president also became involved. The president, faculty
athletics representative and other senior officials at the university received frequent
updates throughout the remainder of the investigation. The university continued its
review and analysis of phone and recruiting records and retained the services of the
Ice Miller Collegiate Sporis Practice, as outside counsel, for assistance in
investigating and determining, the full scope of any failure to comply with the
Committee’s sanctions and/or NCAA rules. '

Although all of the assistant coaches had reported monthly, in writing, to the
university that they only used their cell and office phones for recruiting and Sampson
had reported monthly that he had not engaged in any recruiting calls, the university
requested that Sampson and Senderoff provide their home phone records for the time
period of the sanctions to verify their veracity and to ensure a complete review of all
kaown phones, including that no other three-way calls had occurred, Sampson
provided his home phone records shortly thereafter. Outside counsel reviewed the
home phone records for Sampson from June 2006 through May 2007 and determined

! The first call appeared to be “dropped”, resulting in the need for a second call, which is permissible under
an NCAA rules interpretation received from the Big Ten Conference. However, per the Committee on
Infractions’ sanctions and subsequent interpretations of these sanctions, this call-back was not allowed.

? Sampson, who was hired by Indiana University in March 2006, did not begin home phone service until
June 2006.



there were no three-way or recruiting phone calls initiated by Sampson during the
é time period of the sanctions.

In early September, after consulting with legal counsel, Senderoff provided his home
phone records from June 2006 through July 2007.° The review of these records
revealed that, although there were no three-way calls, Senderoff had placed a
significant number of recruiting calls from his home phone, even though he had not
reported the use of this phone to Indiana University on the required monthly forms or
included these calls with the required reporting that was entered into the athletics
department’s electronic 'recruiting monitoring system (“Cybersports”). Outside
counsel documented the calls to recruiting phone numbers (or numbers very close to
recruiting numbers) and the university’s compliance staff then cross-referenced these
home calls against other recruiting calls (from office and cell phones) to-determine
whether any calls were contrary to the sanctions or NCAA rules. In addition, the
compliance staff called any unknown numbers that were similar to the phone numbers
listed for a prospect to determine the identity of the individual called and whether the
call was countable and permissible. Consistent with the university's conservative and
strict approach in reviewing the records (i.e., assuming that any questionable call was
problematic), if the individual called could not be identified, the call was presumed to
be impermissible. This review revealed that a number of calls were contrary to the
sanctions and NCAA rules and thus resulted in an expansion of the scope of the
investigation.

two remaining men’s basketball coaches, Ray McCallum (“McCallum™) and Jeff
Meyer (“Meyer”), again despite the fact that both coaches had reported monthly that
they did not use their home phones for recruiting. A review of the records revealed
that Meyer placed ten recruiting calls from his home phone, one of which was:
contrary to NCAA rules. McCallum placed one recruiting call from his home phone,
which was not a countable call and was not contrary to NCAA rules.

_ C The university immediately requested and received the home phone records of the

Interviews were conducted with the coaches throughout the process to ascertain their
best independent recollections of the calls in question. In total, Sampson was
interviewed three (3) times, Senderoff was interviewed four (4) times, and McCallum
and Meyer were interviewed one (1) time each, Once all interviews and the final
cross-checking of phone records was completed, the university determined that it had
obtained sufficient and complete information to submit a report to the Committee on
Infractions on October 3, 2007, detailing the phone calls that were contrary to the
sanctions. In addition, Ice Miller and the university were in agreement that a total of
35 phone calls placed by Senderoff and Meyer were in violation of NCAA bylaw
13.1.3.1.2, as detailed below.

: ¥ Senderoff started his ‘employment at Indiana Univérsity in April 2006, but did not have a home phone
é untif June 2006 '
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I1. Facts of the Violations. [Response to Question No. 13]
A. Overview of Impermissible Calls.

The university incorporated the recruiting calls made from the home phones of the
three assistant coaches into spread sheets, organized by prospective student-athlete,
which included the other recruiting calls from cell and office phones. The university
in conjunction with Ice Miller carefully analyzed these calls to identify any issues
with NCAA rules violations.

It should be noted, that consistent with NCAA rules, only calls to the prospects or
their relatives were counted in the impermissible calls, as calls to coaches and other
individuals are not considered countable calls. Further, unsuccessful attempts to
reach a prospect or relative prior to a permissible call were not counted; however,
once a permissible call with a prospect or relative had occurred, any subsequent
attempts to reach that prospect or a relative in the relevant time period were counted
as improper even if no contact was made. Following its conservative and strict
approach, the university also counted any questionable call as impermissible (e.g., a
call to an unknown number in the area code of a prospect, which was made around
the time of another call to that prospect’s listed numbers). Thus, the total number of
impermissible phone calls reported below is the maximum number of potentially
impermissible calls and the actual number of impermissible calls may in fact be
lower.

The vast majority of the calls made from the assistant coaches’ home phones were
permissible under NCAA rules. However, there were 32 phone calls® that were
considered by Indiana University to be contrary to NCAA bylaw 13.1.3.1.2. Of these
calls, it is apparent that at most 13 resulted in a conversatlon The following chart
summarizes this information for each prospect:

Prospective Student-Athlete| - Coach NCAA Violations
Yancy Gates Senderoff 2 '
Deluan Blair A Senderoff 2
Demetri McCamey Senderoff 3

Marcus and Markieff Morris Senderoff 1

Evan Turner Senderoff 1
Jonathon “Bud” Mackey Senderoff 22°

Scott Martin Meyer 1

* The university reported in the Qctober 3 report to the NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions that
there were 35 calls in violation of NCAA rules. Upon further review of the phone records following this
submission, it was determined that three phone calls to one prospect, Jonathon “Bud” Mackey (“Mackey”)
should not have been counted as violations of NCAA rules as there were no prior countable calls that had
occurred during the respective months. These three calls were thus permissible under NCAA rules. (See
Attachment C for more details regarding these three calls.)

*Due to the determination described in footnote 4, the number of calls to Mackey that violate NCAA rules
is 22, rather than the 25 initially reported.




Attachment C contains charts summarizing the impermissible calls by prospect.
B. Explanation Regarding Why Violations Are Secondary in Nature.

The university and Ice Miller have concluded that these violations are secondary in
nature because they were isolated; provided at most a minimum, if any, recruiting,
competitive or other advantage; and did not include any recruiting inducement or
extra benefit.

It is understood that multiple secondary violations can be considered a major,
violation, However, classification of these calls as a major viclation would not be
appropriate in this case for the reasons discussed below and based on case precedent
where multiple violations were classified as secondary in nature. Specific to
recruiting, Case Nos. 32041, 30418 and 30669 concemed repeated violations
involving several prospects and were determined to be secondary in nature. (See
Attachment D.) Two of these cases involved repeated impermissible phone calls, 24
in Case No. 32041 and 28 in No. 30418, and the other case (No. 30669) involved 57
prospects. 6

The calls in this case are isolated as they involved only one sport and one bylaw.

. Moreover, the vast majority of the calls (22) were between one coach and one
prospect (Mackey) during a four-month period (from March through June 2007) and
were not designed to solicit a commitment from the prospective student-athlete to
attend Indiana University.” Of the remaining ten calls, only four presumably resulted
in a recruiting conversation (as set forth in Attachment C). '

The majority of phone calls at issue here were of limited duration, resulting in little, if
any substantive conversation. Almost 60% (19) of the phone calls lasted only one or
two minutes, 91% (29) were ten minutes or less and there were no calls exceeding
twenty minutes. Even though 32 calls were placed, it is probable that at most only 13
resulted in an actval conversation. The one or two minute phone calls are counted as
impermissible calls because they were placed after a permissible call had occurred
‘during the relevant time period. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that, particularly
given the fact that cell phone carriers begin timing the call while the phone is ringing
and only report calls in whole minutes, it is likely that at most a message was left and
no conversation occurred during these calls

The following chart provides a breakdown by length of call:

¢ See also Case Nos. 32391 and 27263 for two additional cases that were classified as secondary despite
numerous viclations that occurred over several years.

" The prospect had orally committed to the university in the Fail of 2006. Senderoff reported that the calls
occurred because the prospect was not doing well in school and the prospective student-athlete's mother
asked him to encourage the prospect with his academics.



Length of Call Number of Calls Percentage of Calls
Contrary te NCAA Rules '

Total Calls 32 100%

1 or 2 minutes _ 19 59%

3-10 minutes 10 : 31%

11-20 minutes .3 9%

Over 20 minutes 0 0%

As noted above, almost 70% (22) of the phone calls were to one prospective student-
athlete, who the university has ceased recruiting. Further, of the 22 calls to this
prospect, 13 were less than three minutes in duration and likely resulted in no
discussion. In addition, none of the five members of the recruiting class of 2007
committed to or are attending Indiana University and the remaining prospect has
committed to another institution {Cincinnati). There was thus no recruiting advantage
gained from these violations. :

It should also be noted that only one phone call (to Demetri McCamey or
"McCamey") out of the 32 impermissible phone calls was recorded in the university’s
recruiting database “Cybersports”. Without the compliance office being aware of
other unrecorded phone calls for McCamey, this one recorded call appeared to be
permissible.

Finally, the 32 phone calls reported as violations constitute the maximum possible
number of violations. For example, every apparently impermissible one or two
.mimute call (19 calls) is counted as impermissible, even though it was likely no
substantive conversation had occurred. In addition, two calls to the father of a
prospect (Yancy Gates) are presumed to be impermissible because Senderoff reported
that recruiting was discussed during calls with the father, even though the calls could
have been considered permissible because the father is also a high school and AAU
coach® Although it appears that no substantive conversation occutred during these
two clls, which were 31 seconds and at most two minutes in duration, the university
has- included these calls in this report consistent with its approach of counting as
impermissible any questionable call. The university has also included in this report
two phone calls to another prospect (to DeJuan Blair in July) because a three-minute
call earlier that month was considered a countable call, even though a notation in
Cybersports indicated that only a message had been left. Although the two calls could
be considered permissible since they are only two minutes in duration and would be
permissible attempts if the initial three-minute call is considered a noncountable
message, the university included the two subsequent calls in this report consistent
with its conservative approach of counting any questionable calls as impermissible.

% It should be noted that Senderoff subsequently explained that when he reported in his interview that
recruiting was discussed, it was because when conversations occurred with the father he had discussed
more than one prospect on the father’s team, not just the father’s son. He further explained that these
conversations were consistent with the general nature of other conversations with fathers who were also
coaches, and were in conirast to conversations with fathers who were not ¢oaches.




Further, the impermissible call reported regarding Marcus and Markieff Morris is a
violation only because the university adopted a very conservative approach in
counting any call to the mother as a call to both brothers, even though only one
prospect might have been discussed in any individual call. (See the footnotes in
Attachment C for more detailed explanations regarding these calls.) Thus, the
university could have reasonably reported significantly fewer violations.

C. Explanation Regarding Why the Impermissible Calls Occurred.

A September 12, 2007, interview with Senderoff primarily focused on his unreported
use of his home phone for recruiting phone calls. Senderoff did not deny that the calls
occuired but was able to offer a little explanation as to why he neither reported the
use of his home phone for recruiting nor the actual recruiting calls that were made. He
explained that when he reported information regarding his recruiting calls to be
included in the athletics department recruiting database “Cybersports,” he would
scroll down the list of calls he made from his cell phone and list those that were
related to recruiting. Senderoff used his cell phone for the vast majority of his
recruiting calls. He made approximately 1300 calls from his cell phone each month
and, in comparison, rarely used his home phone. Senderoff reported that he forgot to
include the calls from his home phone since he submitted this information while in
the office. Senderoff further stated that when submitting his monthly forms indicating
the phones he used for recruiting he forgot to include his home phone. He admitted
that this practice was sloppy and/or careless.

Senderoff explained that, as to the majority of the calls that violated NCAA rules,
because the prospect {Jonathon "Bud" Mackey) had orally committed in the Fall of
2006, he had not been careful about tracking these calls. Further, regarding Yancy
Gates, he believed the calls to the father were permissible as the father was-the
prospect’s coach. Senderoff believed additional calls to the Morris twins were
allowed as there were two prospects being recruited.” Despite these explanations, the
university has determined violations occurred.

During an October 1, 2007, interview Meyer reported that he primarily used his cell
phone for recruiting calls and only occasionally made recruiting calls from his office
or home phones. He stated that he did not list his home phone on the monthly forms
reporting the phones he used for recruiting purposes because he did not yet have a
home phone when he initially completed the form the first few months of his
employment. When asked why he did not include his home phone on later forms,
Meyer stated he thought the forms were only a formality and thus did not change
what he previously reported. He noted that he had not realized at the time the
importance of the monthly forms. Meyer reported that he initially tracked all of his -

% In fact, under NCAA rules, the limits on the number of phone calls do apply to each brother individually
and allow coaches to call each brother during the same time period. However, several of the calls were to
the twins’ mother and Senderoff did not record whether the call concerned one or both brothers. The
university has, consistent with its conservative and sirict approach to err on the side of caution, determined
that each call with the mother thus counts as a countable call for both brothers.



recruiting calls in a notebook before submitting the information for inclusion in
Cybersports. However, as he started to make more phone calls while traveling, he
stopped recording the information in a notebook and relied on the call log in his cell
phone to report his recruiting phone calls for monitoring purposes. Meyer also noted
that he used Vonage for his home phone and did not receive any details regarding his
outgoing calls until the university requested his records during the course of this
investigation. '

Further, the lone violation involving Meyer has extenuating circumstances. Meyer
called a prospect’s (Scott Martin’s) home for nine minutes; however, he was on hold
the majority of this time waiting for other family members to ask the prospect to

‘come to the phone. While waiting, he chatted briefly with the young man's mother

before she told the coach that the prospect was not home. Meyer ended the call and
then called the prospect the next day, believing that the first call should not count.

Indiana University is troubled by this disregard for university policies and procedures,
particularly as the assistant coaches’ failure to notify the compliance office about the
use of the home phones for recruiting and the failure to report the calls made from
home prevented the compliance office from effectively monitoring these calls and
identifying these issues earlier. Accordingly, the university has imposed corrective
actions and sanctions, as set forth in Attachment B.

1/2028501.4
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Attachment B
14, Corrective Actions and Self-Imposed Sanctions Taken by the Institution:

In light of the actions of the men’s basketball coaches and the calls that were contrary to
the sanctions and to NCAA rules, the university determined that significant additional
corrective actions and sanctions were necessary. These penalties were designed to -
directly impact the coaches involved as well as the men’s basketball program as a whole,
and are intended to address both violations of Committee on Infractions sanctions
reported previously as well as violations of NCAA bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 as contained herein.
The university believes that these corrective actions and sanctions send a strong message
that complete commitment to NCAA compliance is expected and required of all coaches
and staff. (It should be noted that in evaluating the extent of the additional sanctions, the
university used the maximum number of potentially impermissible calls.)

Corrective Actions

a. Sampson voluntarily agreed over the next twelve-month period to forego his
scheduled $500,000 raise for this current contract year.

b. Senderoff and Meyer will not be entitled to any bonuses for the 2007-08 academic
year or salary increases for the 2008-09 academic year.

c. Letters of reprimand will be issued to Sampson, Senderoff and Meyer.

d. A letter will be included in the personnel file for McCallum.

e. The university will require Senderoff to sign a form each month reminding him of
these corrective actions and sanctions and will require him to submit his monthly
home phone records for review, in addition to his cell and office phone records.

f. The compliance office will conduct mandatory compliance meetings every other
week for the full men’s basketball coaching staff (i.e., head coach, assistant
coaches, and director of basketball operations) for one year.

g. Sampson and Senderoff will be required to attend at their own expense the same
2008 NCAA Regional Rules Seminar as a member of the university’s compliance

staff. Meyer and McCallum will also be required to attend the seminar.

h. The university has ceased the recruitment of prospective student-athlete Jonathon
"Bud" Mackey, the subject of the vast majority (25) of the NCAA violations.

Self-Imposed Sanctions

a. The university has, effective September 17, 2007, reduced the number of coaches
allowed to be involved in recruiting by one through July 31, 2008. Specifically,




Senderoff will be prohibited from: (i) making ANY phone calls that relate in any
way to recruiting (whether or not they are countable under NCAA rules); and (ii)
engaging in any off-campus recruiting activities. When Senderoff leaves the
employment of the University’s men’s basketball program, if prior to July 31,
2008, another assistant coach will serve the remainder of this sanction.

. The umiversity will reduce by one the number of men’s basketball financial aid
awards for the 2008-09 academic year.

. The university will reduce the number of permissible calls to prospects on or after
August 1 of their senior year in high school from two calls per week to one call
per week from September 17, 2007, through the end of the regular National Letter
of Intent signing period (May 21, 2008). Further, Sampson is only eligible to
make every other one of these phone calls. [Note: With approximately 20 senior
recruits and a 35-week period, this sanction reduces calling opportunities by
approximately 700 phone calls, including an additional reduction of 350 calls for -
Sampson]. :

. The university will reduce the number of phone calls Sampson will be permitted
to make to junior prospective student-athletes to every other one of the monthly
calls to junior prospects beginning September 17, 2007, and ending July 31, 2008.

[Note: With approximately 177 junior recruits and a 10-month period, ‘this
sanction reduces Sampson’s calling opportunities by approximately 885 phone
calls.]

‘e. The university limited Sampson to four (4) off-campus recruiting contact days

during the fall 2007 contact period.

The vniversity will limit Sampson to no more than ten (10) additional off-campus
recruiting days to be used from the conclusion of the fall contact period {October
5, 2007) through July 31, 2008.

[Note: Sampson’s typical practice has been to divide the off-campus recruiting
person-days by the four coaches. Therefore, since there are 130 recruiting person-
days during the academic year and 20 person-days by three coaches during the
July recruiting period, his off-campus recruiting days have been reduced from
approximately 48 (130 + (20 x 3) = 190 + 4 coaches = 48) to 14, a 71%
reduction.)]

. The umversny will reduce the number of permissible official paid visits from 12
to six (6) during the 2007-08 academic year.

. The university will submit a report to the Commitiee by September 30, 2008,
“documenting compliance with these additional sanctions.
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Attachment D

Secondary Infractions Case Precedent

Secondary Case Number: 32041 Eligibility Case Number: 29721

- Eligibility Decision Date: Feb 21, 2007

Secondary Decision Date: Apr 20, 2007
Division: 1

Involved Sports:

Men's Track, Outdoor

Facts:

During the 2006-07 academic year, the head men's track coach had 16
impermissible telephone contacts with a men's track prospective student-athlete
(PSA #1) and eight impermissible telephone contacts with a second PSA PSA
#2). Specifically, between October 31, 2006, and January 5, 2007, the coach made
16 impermissible calls to the PSA #1, and between December 27, 2006, and
January 5, 2007, the coach made eight impermissible calls to PSA #2. Poor record
keeping led to the track and field recruiting coordinators and the compliance
office being unable to accurately monitor the coach'’s telephone calls. Most of the
calls were made because neither of the PSAs spoke English and the coach spoke
their language and could explain the process of enrolling and other translational

- issues. :

Additional Facts:

Institution Action:

The coach will not make recruiting phone calls for a period of 48 weeks
beginning January 22, 2007. Other men's track staff members, no calls for 24

“weeks. The coach will not have any off-campus contact with PSAs of any kind for
48 weeks beginning January 22, 2007. A full time recruiting coordinator will be
designated/hired to oversee all areas of recruiting in the track program and ensure
timely submission of all required reports. The coach will review rules with
compliance office. Letter of reprimand will be placed in the coach's file. Sport
supervision for track will be reassigned within the department and supervisor will
supply monthly reports on all recruiting activity to the director of athletics, as well
as ensure that all reports are timely submitted. The coach will be placed on a
probationary status and any further NCAA infractions in his track reassignment or
termination of employment at the athletic director's discretion. The coach, in
consultation with athletic¢ director, shall review and consolidate all non-track
obligations that the coach currently has outside of the athletic department, in order
to focus on his primary responsibilities within the track program. The coaches in
track and in cross country will attend 2007 rules seminars. Two student-athletes
are being held out and will not participate in the 2006-07 indoor season.



Enforcement Action:

No further action.
Eligibility Action:

STAFF: Eligibility reinstated.
Rationale:

STAFF: Based on case precedent. Please note the staff considered imposing a
reinstatement condition to negate the recruiting advantage gained by the
institution specifically the high number of phone calls made to PSA no. 1.
However, the staff felt that the responsibility for this violation fell on the
institution and cannot be appropriately addressed in Student- Athlete
Reinstatement. '

IERE

Associated Bylaws

Sel Bylaw Title

! 18851 13.1.3.1.6 Application of Telephone Call Limitations.




Secondary Case Number: 30418 Eligibility Case Number: 0
O " Eligibility Decision Date:

Secondary Decision Date: Oct 12, 2006

Division: I

Involved Sports:

Women's Basketball

Facts:

During the 2005-06 academic year, an assistant women's basketball coach
exceeded one permissible telephone call per week to six women's basketball
prospective student-athletes (PSAs). Specifically, the assistant coach initiated
impermissible telephone calls, after it otherwise was permissible to have such
contact, to the PSAs on 28 different occasions. The assistant coach initiated 12
impermissible telephone calls to one PSA (four of which were messages), six
impermissible telephone calls to a second PSA (five of which were messages), six
impermissible telephone calls to a third PSA (four of which were messages), one
impermissible telephone call to a fourth PSA, one impermissible telephone call to
a fifth PSA and one impermissible telephone call and one impermissible message
to a sixth PSA. The violations occurred because the assistant coach failed to
accurately document his recruiting activities. Each of the six PSAs signed with
and will be attending other institutions. '

0 Additional Facts:

Institution Action:

As a result of this violation, the interim head women's basketball coach has
provided the assistant coach with a logging system that can be used to maintain an
accurate log of his recruiting activities. In addition, the compliance office has
reviewed the applicable recruiting legislation with the assistant coach with the
expectation that this type of rectuiting violation does not reoccur, and the assistant
coach will receive a letter of reprimand. The assistant coach will be notified in his
letter of reprimand that the office of human resources will be contacted to
determine if additional punitive action can be taken. Since the institution is no
longer recruiting the above mentioned PSAs, the assistant coach will be
prohibited from contacting any PSA for four weeks beginning September 1, 2006.
in addition, the assistant coach will be prohibited from recruiting off-campus for
half of the permissible recruiting period during the 2006-07 year.

Enforcement Action:

The enforcement staff is extremely concerned regarding the number of
impermissible calls made and the assistant coach's apparent lack of knowledge of
basic NCAA recruiting legislation and failure to monitor recruiting calls. Further,
the staff gave serious consideration to processing these violations as a major
infractions case. The institution should be required to prohibit the entire women's
G basketball coaching staff from telephoning any PSAs who have not previously




signed a National Letter of Intent with the instifution from May 1, 2007, until
September 1, 2007. In addition, please note that four of the PSAs are ineligible for
intercollegiate competition at the institution until their eligibility is restored by the
NCAA student-athlete reinstatement staff. If the institution seeks reinstatement
for any of these PSAs in the future, the enforcement staff will re-evaluate this
matter to determine if additional actions or penalties should be imposed.

Eligibility Action:
STAFF:

Rationale:
STAFF:

| K

Associated Bylaws

Sel Bylaw Title

i 17974 13.13.1.3 Exception -- Women's Basketball.




Secondary Case Number: 30669 Eligibility Case Number: 28446
Eligibility Decision Date: Jun 21, 2006
Secondary Decision Date: Jun 21, 2006
Division: I
Involved Sports:
Administrative

Football

Facts:

. Institution engaged in impermissible recruiting activity with 57 prospective
student-athletes (PSAs) during their official visits. In addition, the associate
athletics director for football operations sent impermissible letters to PSAs prior
to their official visits during the 2004-05 and 2005-06 academic years.
Specifically, institution discovered associate athletics director for football
operations sent impermissible letters (in that it was not prepared by a head coach
or one of the full-time assistant coaches) to PSAs prior to their official visits in
fall 2005 and similar letters from him had been placed in the hotel rooms of the
PSAs on their arrival to campus for official visits. The main purpose of the letters
was to provide a copy of the institution's campus visit conduct guidelines.
Institution discovered that similar letters had been sent during the 2004-05
academic year as well. During institution's review, it discovered a large cookie
snack was placed in the hotel room for each PSA on an official visit and the
cookie was personalized with the PSA's first name, which is a violation of NCAA
legislation as it is a personalized recruiting aid. The violations were discovered in
January 2006 during a review of the official visit reports.

Additional Facts:

Institution Action:

Compliance staff reviewed applicable recruiting legislation with the associate
athletics director for football operations and his support staff. They were informed
that no personalized recruiting aids could be used at any location when a prospect
visits the institution. They were informed that only the head football coach and
nine full-time assistant coaches are permitted to prepare and send general

- _recruiting correspondence to PSAs, their parents or their legal guardians. They
were also informed that no personalized recruiting aids could be used at any
location when a PSA visits. Athletics director sent a letter of reprimand to the
associate athletics director for football operations and a letter of admonishment to
the assistant director of football operations and required them to attend a 2006
NCAA Regional Rules Compliance Seminar. An additional full-time compliance
assistant has been hired to assist with monitoring of recruiting in all sports.
Finally, applicable recruiting legislation will be points of emphasis at the
institution's next NCAA Rules and Compliance Education meeting with all
coaches.




Enforcement Action:

No further action.
Eligibility Action:

STAFF: Eligibility reinstated for all 57 PSAs.
Rationale:

STAFF: Based on case precedent.

l 1 0
Associated Bylaws
Sel Bylaw : Title

19298 13.4.1.1 Printed Recruiting Materials.

17823 13.4.4.1 Recruiting Advertisements.
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17311 13.6.7.9 Activities.
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Secondary Case Number: 32391 Eligibility Case Number: 29859
Eligibility Decision Date: Mar 09, 2007

Secondary Decision Date: Mar 09, 2007

Division: 1

Involved Sports:

Administrative

Facts: .

For several years, numerous prospective student-athletes (PSAs) across all sports
incorrectly received institutional waivers of the admissions and housing deposits.
Specifically a waiver was provided from the admissions office of the $250
acceptance deposit to PSAs that sign a National Letter of Intent (NLI), as well as
a waiver of the housing deposit for all PSAs on scholarship living in the athletics -
department allotment of on-campus housing. Institution reported this had been a
standard practice that the previous compliance personnel did not question.
Specifically, the waiver of deposit fees was used because the NLI itself was a
binding promise to attend the institution if admitted and, therefore, a deposit was
not needed to hold that PSA's seat in the incoming class. The housing deposit was
waived as it was a portion of PSA's future housing charges, which would be paid
by the athletics scholarship. PSAs not signing a NLI or not on a full scholarship
did not receive these watvers. These waivers covered deposits, which were
permissible to refund to the athletes and thus the SAs did not receive any net
financial benefit but standard practice was impermissible in procedure. The
violation was discovered when the director of compliance was reviewing the draft
" of a self-study report. '

Additional Facts:
Institution Action:

Institution has modified its procedures with an immediate effective date to require
PSAs pay all acceptance and housing deposits and fees. The expenses will be
refunded only to PSAs who have been awarded financial aid covering institutional
fees. A memorandum has been issued to all athletics department staff concerning
this change of policy. The compliance office has also notified the admissions and.
housing offices of the legislation and will schedule a yearly educational meeting
with each office.

Enforcement Action:

No further action.
Eligibility Action:

STAFF: Eligibility reinstated.
Rationale:

STAFF: Based on case precedent.



| K
Associated Bylaws

Sel Bylaw Title

984 152.1.4  Fees and Related Expenses for Prospective Student-Athletes.




Secondary Case Number: 27263 Eligibility Case Number: 26643
o " Eligibility Decision Date: Apr 29, 2005

Secondary Decision Date: Dec 20, 2005

Division: 1

Involved Sports:
Men's Soccer
Men's Tennis
Women's Lacrosse

Sofiball

Facts:

For approximately the last 10 summers, including the summer of 2004, the
institution provided numerous student-athletes (SAs) on various sports teams with
impermissible athletically related aid during the summer in that the amounts
received exceeded amounts permitted by NCAA legislation for summer school.
(The institution is seekimng reinstatement for 25 SAs who have eligibility

~ remaining and who received impermissible aid during the 2003 and 2004
summers. The amounts of impermissible aid received by SAs ranged between
$400.50 and $2,142.50.) Specifically, the institution incorrectly calculated the
equivalency amounts for athletically related summer financial aid over this 10-

E o year period. When determining the percentage of summer aid awarded for each

: SA who received less than a full grant-in-aid during the academic year, the
institution used the value associated with full-time enrollment for surnmer term as
defined by the financial aid office as the cost of tuition, room and board and

- books for an SA taking three eight-week courses. However, per NCAA

regulations, the percentage of summer aid should have been awarded based on the
SA's actual cost of attendance, as opposed to the cost of full-time enroliment for
the summer term. Prior to the start of the summer term, SAs received notification
of the amount of summer aid they were to receive and that it was equal to the
percentage of aid they received during the academic year. The SAs relied on this
mformation when making their decision whether to attend summer school. With
the exception of one SA, none of the 25 SAs involved required summer courses to
be eligible the following year. In addition, the institution could have used the
Student-Athlete Opportunity Fund to permissibly pay for the SA's courses in the
summer of 2004. The nstitution discovered the violations through an established,
periodic audit documented by an outside agency per institutional policies and

~ procedures. -

Additional Facts:

Institution Action:

Institution will reduce the amount of summer aid awarded to its SAs in the
O summers of 2006 and 2007 by the amounts of $20,952.63 and $6,127.10, which




represent the total amount of summer aid that was over-awarded to currently
enrolled SAs during the summers of 2004 and 2003. In addition, staff members

- from the compliance, academic services and financial aid offices will be required

to attend a financial aid educational session conducted by the conference office
and will also attend the conference spring workshop scheduled for April 2006 and
the 2006 NCAA Regional Rules Compliance Seminar. The internal auditing

_procedures have been amended to include an annual review of the summer

financial aid awarding procedures for at least the next five years after which the
institution will evaluate whether to return to the one-in-four years audit. Letters of
reprimand would have been placed in the files of those responsible for the
oversight of the financial aid process between 1995 and 2004; however, those
individuals no longer are employed by the institution. As a result of a
comprehensive investigation to determine how the violations could have occurred,
the institution has made several changes relative to the process for awarding
athletically related summer financial aid. The compliance office will also increase
educational efforts for its SAs relative to financial aid with emphasis placed on
the calculation of summer athletically related aid.

Enforcement Action:

Although the enforcement staff is concerned regarding the length of time over

-which the violations occurred and the number of SAs involved, 1t was determined

that the case should be classified as secondary. The decision to process the case as
secondary primarily was based on the following factors: (1) The violations were
the result of ‘a misinterpretation of only one area of the financial aid legislation;

. (2) only one of the student-athletes with eli gibility remaining needed summer

school courses to be eligible; and (3) during the summer of 2004 (which involved
the vast majority of the impermissible funds) the institution could have paid for
the summer courses through the Student-Athlete Opportunity Fund. In addition, it
was determined that no further action should be taken in the matter.

Eligibility Action:

STAFF: Eligibility reinstated for 24 SAs who did not need summer school hours.
Eligibility reinstated based on repayment of impermissible aid for the one SA who
required the courses.

Rationale:

STAFF: Based on the totality of the circumstances. The staff provided relief in
this case based on the institutional error. SAs made decision to take summer
school classes based on information provided by institution regarding the amount
of aid they would receive. Further, the staff noted the classes were not needed for
eligibility purposes. In this case, the staff felt the high institutional involvement in
arranging, encouraging and incorrectly informing SAs of amount of aid for which
they were eligible was more appropriately addressed through actions against
institution than through requiring repayment of SA's who did not need the class.
Repayment was required for the SA who needeed the classes to be eligible.

0
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Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

O From:

Sent:
To:

Ce:
Subject:

Brinegar, Jéniiifer L
 Tuesday, June 13, 2006 3:47 PM

Barbara JMcelroy; Fitzpatrick, Timathy Martin (tmfitzpa@indiana.edu); Green, Jerry;
Greenspan, Richard I (rgreensp@indiana.edu); Kelvin Sampson; McCallum Jr, Ray Ray
{rmccallu@indiana.edu); Meyer, Jeffrey Dennis {(jedmeyer@indiana.edu); Senderoff, Robert
A.; Tim CGarl

Calhoun, M. Grace; Jaffee, Bruce L.; Pope, Christian Dean
Clarification of COl Penalties

Attachments: Clarification COl Sanctions.doc

Please see the attached memo which provides the committee on infractions (“COI"} responses (in italicized red
font) to the questions we had regarding the application of the penalties set forth by the COL :

A brief summary:

1.
2.

6.

The COI holds U strictly liable if any prospects are in attendance at any off campus speaking
engagement.

Coach Sampson’s local radio show should either be broadcast from an on-campus site (e.g., Yogi's,
Lennie’s) of at a site off-campus that is secure and closed to the public (to ensure that no prospects
are present).

Coach Sampson (nor any of his assistant ooaches) can text message (or call, in the case of an
assistant) a prospect and tell him to call Coach Sampson. Given the wording of the COI reply to this
specific question, it appears to be okay for the text message {o provide his number (which a text
message does automatically anyway) and say words to the effect, “You can call me anytime at your
convenience.”

The assistant coaches may not bring Coach Sampson in ona 3-way calt with a prospect parent or
coach, even if the call originated from the prospect, parent or coach.

If a2 prospect, parent or coach calls Coach.Sampson and the call is dropped {e.g., bad cell
connection), the prospect, parent or coach must caII back. Coach Sampson is not allowed to refurn
dropped calls.

Indiana is still allowed to have. our maximum limit of coaches on the road at any one time.

t will send out a copy of the letter from the COI to everyone listed in this email. in the meantime, please let me
know if you have any further questions.

Thanks.

Jennifer Brinegar

Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance
Indiana University

812-855-0451

O

9/27/2007




COMPLIANCE MEMORANDUM

To:  MBB Coaching Staff
From: Jennifer Brinegar
Date:  June 13, 2006

Re: Clarification of COI Sanctions

Below, please find answers from the committee on infractions to our questions fegarding the
application of the sanctions assessed Coach Sampson and the Indiana basketball program.

1. We would like clarification regarding the prohibition on outside speaking engagements.
Specifically, what is the institution’s obligation to monitor attendance at the few speaking
engagements Coach Sampson may make during the next year on behalf of our
institution?

Regarding -questions 1-4, the COI considers this to be an issue of “strict liability" for
Indiana, that is, if Coach Sampson chooses to attend an event (or if the institution allows
him to attend an event) and prospects happen to be present, he runs the risk of being in
violation of the committee’s sanction. If he or the institution chooses to assume that
certain functions will not be attended by prospects, it is done with the same
understanding (we will be held strictly liable for violating the sanction if'a prospect-aged
individual happens to show up.

2. For example, Coach Sampson was previously scheduled to speak at a local black tie
fundraiser for the American Heart Association this weekend. What happens if an attendee

brings his or her son or daughter in place of a business associate who cancels at the last
minute?

We would be held strictly liable for violating the restriction against being off-campus in
the presence of prospects.

Is the intent of this restriction aimed at recruiting only? No. If so, is it possible to look at
the target audience and then not hotd Coach Sampson or the institution responsible if
there happen to be a few prospect-aged individuals in the audience (using perhaps a
reasonable person standard for determining in advance who the target audience is)? No

. (really not applicable since the answer (o the first question was “no”).




What about at our YU booster/donor events? We typically schedule the majority of these
in the summer — around golf outings — they are aimed at the boosters/donors, but what
happens if they bring along their children or grandchildren?

Again, we would be strictly liable for violating the sanctions imposed by the COI if a

prospect was present at any off-campus speaking engagement, regardless of the “target”
audience.

. Coach Sampson has a long-standing speaking engagement at the 20 year reunion of the
movie “Hoosiers” which is taking place in Knightstown, Indiana, where much of the
movie was filmed. Is it okay for him to fulfill his obligation even though this event is
open to the public and there may be prospect-aged individuals in the audience?

He should not attend any speaking engagement or function if there is any chance a
~ prospect-aged individual could be present.

. What about his local radio show during the season - it is broadcast from a local restaurant
and he does take questions from the audience (actually, the host, Don Fisher, acts as the
moderator and he is the one who takes the calls/questions)?

Again, see above. IU needs to have Coach Sampson’s local radio show on campus if
it’s open to the general public.

What happens if prospect-aged individuals are eating at the restaurant during the show?

See-above.

‘What happens if there are prospect-aged females in attendancc at a speaking
engagement?

See above. The committee did not limit the restrictions to male prospects The restrictions
apply to all prospects.

. Tt doesn’t appear that the COI limited the number of IU coaches who could be on the road
at any one time except for the fact that Coach Sampson can not be out at all. Is this an
accurate statement?

The limitation on the number of coaches permitted on the road is not reduced by Coach
Sampson's removal from the road. Of course, all other coaches must be certzf ed to
recruit off-campus per NCAA rules.

. Exactly who can Coach Sampson call? He is restricted from “making any phone calls that
relate in any way to recruiting or being present when members of his staff make such
calls.” The restriction certainly applies to prospects, their coaches, and their parents. We
can’t think of anyone whom he should be permitted to call that has a relationship to high
school, JC, or AAU basketball. Is our interpretation too restrictive? Does it violate the




10.

1.

12.

spirit of the penélties if the assistants make a recruiting call and tell the person to call
Sampson at some specific time that Sampson has arranged?

We are accurate and not too restrictive in our interpretation. As Is stated in the
committee’s report, Coach Sampson cannot make ANY calls that relate in any way to
recruiting, including calls to the individuals mentioned above. Also, yes, the committee’s
order is violated if Coach Sampson has one of his assistants tell a prospect to call Coach
Sampson at a specific time arranged by the coaches.

Can Coach Sampson text message a recruit and type: “Call me at 1-800-TUBBALL” (or
whatever his phone number is)? No.

If an AAU or HS coach calls one of the IU assistant coaches and then adds a prospect in

on a 3-way call, can the assistant coach add in Coach Sampson at that time (since the
original call was initiated by the AAU or HS coach and not by anyone at [U)? No.

Once a prospect signs an NLJ, is it possible for Coach Sampson to call him and to have
off-campus contact with him (can he make a home visit to a current NLI signee)? No.

What happens if Coach Sampson receives a call from a prospect (or coach or parent), but
loses the connection (common problem with cell phones)? The prospect, parent or coach
must call Coach Sampson back. Can he call back or must he wait for the prospect (or
coach or parent) to call him back? No, he cannot call them back. He must wait for the
prospect, coach or parent to call him back.

Can Coach Sampson call high school and/or AAU coaches about basketball related
issues, such as talking about our offense, defense, etc.? No.

If the institution determines we will not be appealing or contesting any findings made by
the committee, do we need to notify you of that decision or is notification only necessary
if we did decide to appeal or contest any findings? Once the time for perfecting an appeal
has run, none can be filed. Therefore, if the NCAA does not receive the notice of appeal
in a timely fashion, the NCAA will be aware that no appeal has been taken.

Rick Greenspan
Tim Fitzpatrick
Grace Calhoun
Bruce Jaffee
Jerry Green
Christian Pope
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Indiana athletic director Rick Greenspan and head basketball coach Kelvin Sampson took
teleconference questions for over a half hour today from reporters following a news release
outline self imposed sanctions on impermissible phone cails. Read the first half of what was
sald.

QB&A session with Greenspan, Sampson, Grace Calhoun Associate Athletic Director-Compliance
and Student Development, Robin Green Harris- Ice Miiler

Two things that jumped out here....that Kelvin will forego a $500,000 raise in ‘07-08 and that
Rob Senderoff is not allowed to recruit for a year. If you could just expand on both of those
points, obviously on the severity of both of those. The figure is certainly very high and with
Rob not being able to recruit for a full yvear, that is pretty serious as well, ‘

Greenspan: Let me start with coach. Coach was scheduled to receive a significant
increase this year and I as well as members of the administration reviewed these
matters and it became very clear that while the majority of the issues involved are
all sanctions, he should take responsibility for those that were in the basket. TI think
it shows a rather strong statement and willingness to cooperate with that voluntary
reduction of compensation. It is a significant amount for everyone.

The second is with an assistant coach we disciplined. Again I share {(inaudible). I
think it is significant for any of you that follow college basketball to take an
assistant coach off the road and off the phones for a period of a year. Again it was
the institution's recommendation that we put this on the coaching staff to show our
expectations on compliance or how seriously we take these matters.

Can you tell us how much money the university paid for the Ice Miller invest igation? -

Greenspan: I can't because I don't know yet (more comments were made but no details
given on costs).

Rick, when Kelvin was hired you said that if there were future problems that you would

potentially be able to terminate his contract. Is this a fireable offense? Something you
considered?

Greenspan; We have had is what we think we have done is a very, very thorough
investigation. Very broad participation with those on campus who we think are
important. To and including the President. We determined that these sanctions were
significant, they were severe and they were appropriate. We also had discussions
with legal counsel on contractual issues and that is probably the only thing I can say
at this point.

When you participated in the three-way calls that Rob set up, at that moment did you stop
and think whether those were allowed under your sanctions?

Sampson: All the three way calls were made to me. My assistant coaches did a great
job of saying Coach can't call you because of the sanctions, will you call him? And
that is what they did. After we looked at the records and found out there were some
three way calls made we found out that Rob, after the kid could not reach me on my
cell phone because of cell service or whatever, they would call Coach Senderoff and
say Coach Sampson is unavailable. So what Rob was doing was patching the calls
into me after Rob had made the connection. So Rob was basically an operator. This
was 10 calls out of thousands and it is disappointing. We are trying to get 100%
compliance here. If we had 10 out of thousands then that is 10 too many.



Grace Calhoun: Most of the probiems we are dealing with in our report to the NCAA
are problems of the sanctions, not NCAA violations.

Coach, what do you say to fans that feel betrayed by this news and feel hurt by more types of
these violations coming down?

Sampson: Disappointed. We have been dealing with these sanctions from May 25th to
May 25th. When it was over we were under the impression that the thing was over.
We were confident that we had followed all the rules. I want togo back to what
Andy asked about the three-ways. Other than one call, I was not aware that it was a
three way call. There was one call and I don't want to get into the specifics of that.
But we are disappointed. Needless to say we apologize. We are dedicated to 100%

~compliance. We had an issue with the phone calls and we have some things worked
out and think that this is something that we can be 100%, not 99% or 99.5%, but
that we can be 100% compliant on this as we move forward.

Can we'get a clarification of when these 10 (three way) calls were made?

Grace Calhoun: The phone calls were made over a several months period. Throughout
the period of the sanctions. As Mr. Greenspan described a routine audit conducted in
July identified some irregularities and upon further investigation we did find what
we believe to be about 10 of these phone calls. A very small portion of all the
permissible calls that were made.

Robin Harris: Just to reiterate what Grace said these were 10 calls that were spread
out and averaged out to one per month. From May to May but they really were
spread out. :

How will you handle Rob's position on the staff now that he is not able to make phone calls or
recruit off campus?

Sampson: That is not something that I am prepared to answer right now. He is at
practice everyday, he is doing a lot of the administrative things. Rob has a lot of -
talent in other areas. The area where Rob made his mistakes....you have mistakes of
omission and mistakes of commission. I don't think there was an intention here to
circumvent the rules. There are different ways you can identify certain things but
Rob is on the floor everyday, doing individual workouts, participating on our staff
the way that he normally does except that he is not making phone calls or traveling
‘for recruiting. We'll just have to figure this out as we go.

If you are a man down are you allowed to substitute?
Calhoun: We are a man down.

Greenspan: We will not take those sanctions off on Senderoff till July even if Rob
were to leave that position. That position would continue to incur those sanctions.



Now you ¢an read the transcript highlights of the second half of today's IU teleconference on
the men's basketball sanctions.

Participants: -

Rick Greenspan - IU athletic director

Kelvin Sampson - IU men's basketball head coach

Grace Calthoun - IU Associate Athletic Director-Compliance and Student Development
Robin Green Harris- Legal counsel, Ice Miller

Transcript Highlights Part Two
Are you sure you have the legal right to terminate with just cause?

Greenspan: That would be a question that needs to be posed to our legal counsel. I
don't know that that is a question that Robin Green Harris, who is a lawyer, but I
‘think that is a question better posed to our legal counsel. I can tell you that we
looked at a variety of actions and sanctions and this was the recommendation made
and accepted by the university.

We received legal advice throughout the process. We received legal advice from
Dottie Frapwell who is our in-house counsel, we received consultative and legal
advice from Robin Green Harris and the firm of Ice Miller. It is my understanding
that Dottie Frapwell, our legal counsel, also counseled with other attorneys. I think I
received advice on these from senior administrators, Dottie being one of them.
Certainly our President, Vice President of Administration as well as others. Obviously
these decisions and recommendations are not independent

Grace Calhoun: I can add that we certainly were advised by Ice Miller and others that
our sanctions are quite severe for the problems that were identified. So we fed very
comfortable that we have imposed severe sanctions and as you heard Mr, Greenspan
say we have a very long and very proud tradition of rules compliance at Indiana and
do intend to send a strong message that is what we fully expect going forward.

Is the loss of a‘scholarship for the Clasé of 2008 or the Ciass of 2009?
Grace Calhoun: It is for the next incoming class. The Class of '08-09.

At this point Kelvin, how does this (scholarship loss) affect you---does that affect anything
that is already going on?

Sampson: We'll just have to wait and see. We are in our '07-'08 and still need to sign
a class for this season. That is just something we will have to plan for as we go
forward.

Kelvin, with the spotlight that was on you after that sanctioned period, how can something like

this happen? Do you think the perception will be that you are above the law when something
like this happens?

Sampson: I certainly don't think so. There was certainly no intent to think that we
were above the law. The rules that we broke were mistakes but not mistakes where
we are hitting our chest and thinking we don't need to worry about this. Itis a
mistake and we take full responsibility for what happened. A lot of these were
sloppiness or maybe a clerical error, not something that we were out front trying to do
purposely.




Grace Calhcoun: The coaches I would add have been incredibly cooperative throughout
the course of the review. We do want to point out again we found these problems
ourselves as Coach Sampson alluded to and a lot of which can be attributed to some
poor record keeping. But we did find the problems ourselves, the coaches were very
cooperative with the review including the step of disclosing their home records to us
so we could aiso review those.

What is the next step?

Robin Green Harris: We have submitted a report to the Committee on Infractions,
which is the group that has to look at (inaudible). And we are awaiting to hear back
from that committee. There are also other phone calls that violated NCAA rules and
there will be a second report to the enforcement staff indicating the university
believes these to be secondary and those will need to be processed by the
enforcement staff. So there are two reports, two processes, but it is important to
emphasize the penalties cover all the issues we have reviewed.

Do these penalties mean Coach Sampson is prevented from going off campus to recruit?
Grace or Robin: He is not prohibited from off campus recruiting.

Rick, how worried are you about the public's perce ption of you going forward? You toock a
chance on hiring Kelvin to begin with and now something like this happens, are you at all
worried about that?

Greenspan: First and foremost I think my responsibility as the athletic director is to
try to run this organization in the best way that I can. That incorporates a lot of
things. It incorporates personnel in making hopefully wise and valued personnel
decisions. It involves fiscal matters. It involves academic matters. It involves a lot of
things. So I accept my responsibility for the position that I am put in, but the actions
that I contribute to and decisions that I make. I am certainly not going to judge
myself. It is for others to judge.

I would like to think that despite our significant and profound disappointment, a
-couple things come through here. One is that the work that Coach Sampson has
done in so many areas to be very significant and very meaningful to our fan base.
And the work that he has done in terms of good and effective recruiting, coaching
and teaching of our young people. I think in terms of his outreach to our fans. His
charitable work and other things that will go on for a long time.

As for me I understand the responsibilities of my position. I am very, very
disappointed to be in the position that I am in but I don't in any way absolve myself
from the responsibility of being athletic director at Indiana.

With the echo earlier, it was really hard to follow with the three way calling explanation. I am
" hoping Coach Sampson could once again tell us what happened with the three way calling and
why is that a violation of the sanctions?

Sampson: Under NCAA rules you are allowed to make three way calls. That is not
against the NCAA rules. The sanctions that were put on us stated that I was not
allowed to receive three way calls. Because of the way the calls were placed to me,
outside of one of the 10 calls, I wasn't aware that they were three way calls.
Without getting into too many specifics when someone calls your phone, especially
when you are under phone call restrictions, you answer the phone and a kid is
talking, you start talking to him. The going through the investigation and seeing
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Message _ Page 1 of 2

McCaw, Carrie

From: Harris, Robin Green

Sent:  Monday, May 05, 2008 10:22 AM
To: McCaw, Carrie

Subject: FW: D-l Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 question

From: Neyland, Mark [mailto:mneyland@ncaa.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2008 9:25 AM

To: Tompsett, Scott; Harris, Robin Green; Jones, Mark
Cc: Najjar, Ameen; Comley, Susan

Subject: FW: D-I Bylaw 13.1.3.1,2 question

Good morning all. Below you wili find analysis from NCAA Membership Services regarding the
application of Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 as it relates to the recruitment of twins.

Mark A. Neyland
Assistant Director of Enforcement

National Collegiate Athletic Association
P.O. Box 6222, Indianapolis, IN 46206-6222

Office: 317/917-6274 / Mobile: 317/966-9354 / Fax: 317/917-6055

ﬁ% Please consider the environment before printing this email.

From: Hostetter, Brad

Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2008 4:57 PM
To: Neyland, Mark

Subject: RE: D-I Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 question

Mark

The interpretation below confirms that the recruiting regs apply separately. However, if one phone
call incorporated discussion on both prospects, that counts as the school’s one call per month for EACH
prospect. In other words, they get one call for each kid and they used it at once since they discussed
both kids.

Member institution recruits twin prospective student-athletes

Date Issued: Oct 11, 1991
Type: Staff Interpretation
Item Ref: a

Interpretation: Generate Archive Request

a. Member Institution Recruits Twin Prospective Student-Athletes: Reviewed NCAA Bylaws 13.1.4 (permissible number of
contacts) and 13.1.6 (limitations on number of evaluations -- all sports} and confirmed that the recruiting regulations (e.g.,

permissible number of contacts and evaluations) would apply separately to each twin prospective student- athlete who is

5/6/2008
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Message Page 2 of 2

being earnestly recruited by a member institution.

From: Neyland, Mark

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2008 10:20 AM
To: Hostetter, Brad

Subject: D-T Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 question

Brad,

I have a question regarding the application of the “one call per month” rule in Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2, as it
relates to multiple psa’s living in one home. Specifically, | have an instance where a set of twins were
being recruited by an institution as a “package deal”. My understanding is that in this circumstance, an
institution may-make one call per month to each of the twins individually. My question is whether that
also applies to calls made to the relative(s), even if it is clear that the call to the relative was for the
purpose of recruiting both twins. | have a situation where an institution was calling the mother of
twins and when interviewed, the mother said that all calls were for the purpose of recruiting both
twins. My instinct tells me that the institution would be able to place two calls per month to the mom
(one per son) regardless of whether they discussed both sons in each call, but | wanted to confirm this
with you. ' '

Your assistance is greatly appreciated.
Thanks,

Mark A. Neyland
Assistant Director of Enforcement

National Collegiate Athletic Association
P.O. Box 6222, Indianapolis, IN 46206-6222

Office: 317/917-6274 / Mobile: 317/966-9354 / Fax: 317/917-6055

5—% Please consider the environment before printing this email.

This email and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the
intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by return email, delete this message and destroy
any copies. Any dissemination or use of this information by a person other than the intended recipient is
‘unauthorized and may be illegal. :
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Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker é»‘( g/( /ﬁ(a /
i,

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L

Sent:  Monday, May 01, 2006 10:29 AM
To: Senderoff, Rabert A.

Cc: Pope, Christian Dean

Subject MBB Questions

Hi Rob,

Maybe we can meet face-to-face today!

Anyway, just a few quick clarifications:

You can begin sending out written correspondence to so‘phomores (2008 graduates) beginning June 15 at the
conclusion of their sophomore year (not at the conclusion of each prospect's sophomore year). Until June 15, you
can send out a generic cover letter for questionnaires. | am checking with the Big Ten to see about generic cover

letters for camp brochures (didn't find anything on point in the database or our camp/clinic guide regarding this
issue).

Also, for the 2007 graduates, currently in their junior year, you may:

1. Call them once every other month (per 1U’s and UQ’s self-imposed penalties regarding 13.1.3.1.2.

MBB may NOT call juniors once a month until after June 30, 2007}
2. Send recruiting correspondence per 13.4.1. Please be sure to carefully review this bylaw as it was

changed last year! But, you can definitely include a personalized cover letter for camp brochures and
questionna:res

As for 2006 graduates, we can only call them once a week (again per the self-imposed penalties), unless they
have signed an NLI with 1U.

I'll forward on the Big Ten's response regarding generic cover letters as soon as | get it. Also, in the future, please
contact Christian Pope (856-6074 or cdpope@indiana.edu) as he is our point person on recruiting and
interpretations.

-

- Finally, we need to schedule an orientation (regarding IU’s compliance policies and procedures) with you and

o

Jerry Green as soon as possible,
Thanks and locking forward to meeting you!

Jennifer

Jennifer Brinegar

Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance
Indiana University

812-855-0451

1/28/2008
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Impermissible Three-Way Calls

The calls listed below were impermissible because the three-way calls involved Sampson

in violation of Penalty L of NCAA Infractions Report No. 250.

Date

Involved Individual Called’ Time Duration
Coach (minutes)

Senderoff unknown (incoming) 5/31/2006 3:11 pm. 7
cell ' :

Senderoff DelJuan Blair’s “Influential Person” 5/31/2006 6:15 pm. 1
cell (Darelle Porter) .

Senderoff DeJuan Blair’s “Influential Person” 5/31/2006 6:18 p.m. 8
cell (Darelle Porter)

Senderoff unknown® 6/1/2006 7:58 p.m. 9
cell

McCallum unknown (incoming) 6/1/2006 11:07 p.m. 5
cell .

McCallum unknown (incoming) 6/6/2006 7:54 p.m. 5
cell .

‘Senderoff DelJuan Blair’s grandmother 6/9/2006 5:11 p.m. 15
cell '

Senderoff unknown (incoming) 6/19/2006 10:09 p.m.. 2
cell )

Senderoff Wil Buford’s “Influential Person” 6/19/2006 10:25 p.m. 10
cell _(Keith McClure) .

McCallum unknown (incoming) - 6/22/2006 9:22 p.m. 22
cell

Senderoff DelJuan Blair 8/22/2006 10:55 p.m. 34
cell

Senderoff DeJuan Blair 10/4/2006 9:51 p.m. 4
cell

Senderoff Ayodele Coker 10/4/2006 10:47 p.m. -5
cell :

Senderoft U 172972007 | 10:27 p.m. I
cell _

Senderoff i 1/29/2007 10:30 p.m. 9
cell . —

Senderoff Yancy Gates - 2/7/2007 9:28 p.m. 12
cell

Senderoff DeAndre Thomas 4/5/2007 6:38 p.m: 6
cell _

Senderoff Devin Ebanks’ Mom " 5/1/2007 9:49 p.m. 26
cell

' All incoming calls (the numbers remain unknown) that include Sampson were assumed to be recruiting calls for
the purposes of assessing the scope of the sanction issues and the appropriate penalties.
% This call was to a Detroit phone number. The University has not been able to identify the individual using that
number as the number has been disconnected and reassigned. However, after consultation with Senderoff, the
University is fairly certain the phone number was used previously by the AAU coach of a prospective student-
athlete from Detroit. The call was thus likely, and is presumed to be, a recruiting call.
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Indiana University

Report to the Committee on Infractions
August 1, 2006

This report is filed in compliance with the Committee on Infractions report dated May 25, 2006,
that contained the findings and penalties imposed against Coach Kelvin Sampson. The report is
organized as follows:

<EET

Review of Penalties.
Monitoring of the Men’s Basketball Staff by Indiana University.

Rules Education Program for the Men’s Basketball Staff by Indiana University.
Appendices.




L

Review of Penalties:

A,

The University of Oklahoma self-imposed a number of penalties on its men’s
basketball program. Indiana University believes that when violations occur,
regardless of the intent, appropnate penalties must follow. Therefore, Indiana

. University adopted those penalties that related directly to Coach Sampson and

placed additional requirements on the men’s basketball program. The following
are the original penalties Indiana imposed on Coach Sampson and the men’s
basketball program:

1.

The director of compliance will meet, on a weekly basis, with the head
coach or the director of men’s basketball operations to review men’s
basketball recruitment activities and documentation for the previous and
upcoming weeks. Furthermore, Indiana University will file a written .
report with the NCAA not later than August 31, 2007, detailing the
implementation and fulfillment of the penalties which were transferred to
Coach Kelvin Sampson upon his-employment at Indiana University.

Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching
staff to prospects on or after June 15 of the prospect’s sophomore year in
high school through July 31 of the prospect’s junior year in high school
from one call per month to one call every other month for a period

- commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June 30, 2007. Exceptions

to this penalty will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of
NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of

‘Intent Signing Date Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to

National Létter of Intent Signing or Other Written Commitment).

Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching
staff to prospects on or after August 1 of the prospect’s senior year in high
school from two calls per week to one call per week for a period
commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June 30, 2007. Exceptions
to this penalty will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of
NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of
Intent Signing Date Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to
National Letter of Intent Signing or Other Written Commitment).

Restrict the number of days which Coach Kelvin Sampson may recruit
off-campus to a maximum of 4 during the period of March 29, 2006,
through June 30, 2006. (Coach Sampson used 15 of the 19 recruiting-
person days he was permitted pursuant to the University of Oklahoma’s
self-imposed penalties while still employed at the University of
Oklahoma).

Impose similar base and bonus compensation restrictions on Coach Kelvin
Sampson, for the period beginning March 29, 2006, and concluding June
30, 2007, that were self-imposed by the University of Oklahoma.



These restrictions were addressed in a compliance agreement that was signed by
the athletics director, faculty representative and head coach (see Appendix A for a

draft of this document).

After the Committee on Infractions report dated May 25, 2006, the original
compliance agreement dated April 19, 2006, was revised and noted that although
Indiana University adopted and transferred Oklahoma’s penalties regarding Coach
Sampson, further recruiting restrictions were required. Therefore, we amended the
earlier agreement to develop a revised compliance agreement that was executed .
on June 9, 2006 (see Appendix B). The complete list of corrective actions is now
as follows:

1.

The director of compliance or the assistant athletics director for
compliance will meet, on a weekly basis, with the head coach or the
director of men’s basketball operations to review men’s basketball
recruitment activities and documentation, including telephone records.
Coach Sampson will work with the compliance staff to establish effective
monitoring systems and regular and effective rules education sessions.

Indiana University shall submit a report to the Committee on Infractions
by August 1, 2006, detailing our monitoring of, and rules education

-sessions for, Coach Kelvin Sampson and his staff. The report will also

include documentation of Indiana University’s compliance with all other
penalties adopted and transferred to IU. Furthermore, Indiana University
will file a written report. with the NCAA not later than August 31, 2007,
detailing the implementation and fulfillment of the penalties which were
transferred to Coach Sampson upon his employment at Indiana University,
as well as those assessed by the committee on May 25, 2006.

Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching
staff to prospects on or after June 15 of the prospect’s sophomore year in
high school through July 31 of the prospect’s junior year in high school
from one call per month to one call every other month for a period .
commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June 30, 2007. Exceptions -

to this penalty will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of
NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of
Intent Signing Date Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to
National Letter of Intent Signing or Other Written Commitment). '

Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching
staff to prospects on or after August 1 of the prospect’s senior year in high
school from two calls per week to one call per week for a period
commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June 30, 2007. Exceptions
to this penalty will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of
NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of
Intent Signing Date Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to
National Letter of Intent Signing or Other Written Commitment).



é IL

5. Restrict the number of days which Coach Kelvin Sampson may recruit
off-campus to a maximum of four during the period of March 29, 2006
through May 24, 2006. Coach Sampson used 15 of the 19 recruiting-
person days he was permitted pursuant to the University of Oklahoma’s
self-imposed penalties while still employed at the University of Oklahoma
and used the final four as the head coach at Indiana University prior to
May 24, 2006 (see Appendix C).

6. Impose similar base and bonus compensation restrictions on Coach Kelvin
Sampson, for the period beginning March 29, 2006 and concluding June
30, 2007, that were self-imposed by the University of Oklahoma.

. Coach Kelvin Sampson is prohibited, for a period of one year beginning

May 25, 2006 through May 24, 2007, from making any phone call$ that
relate in any way to recruiting or being present when members of his staff
make such calls.

8. Coach Kelvin Sampson is prohibited, for a period of one year beginning
May 25, 2006 through May 24, 2007, from engaging in any off-campus
recruiting activities. The prohibition on off-campus recruiting activities
shall apply to all off-campus appearances at which prospects may be in
attendance, including banquets, booster functnons and exceptions provided
by Bylaw 13.1.9.

Monitoring of the Men’s Basketball Staff by Indiana University:

A.

Each week the director of compliance meets with the director of basketball
operations. The agenda includes a review of the committee’s sanctions on Coach
Sampson and the men’s basketball program and monitoring of schedules,
speaking engagements, phone call logs, and contact and evaluation logs. The
meetings also include rules education sessions and question and answer
opportunities (see Appendix D). This weekly meeting also provides a necessary
conduit for both the men’s basketball office and the compliance office to express
concerns and voice questions for consideration by each staff. The following topics
are reviewed at each weekly meeting:

1. Review of sanctions.
2. Handwritten phone logs from each coach (see‘Appendix E).

3. Cybersports phone call reports signed by each coach (see Appendix F).

4, Handwritten contact/evaluation logs from each coach (see Appendix G).
5. Cybersports contact/evaluation reports signed by each coach (see
: Appendix H).




6.

Coach Sampson’s personal schedule for the month as well as the coming
month (see Appendix I).

7. Rules education supplement (see Section III).

The primary focus to date in the monitoring of recruiting records has been that of

phone logs.

1. Each month the coaching staff produces a statement indicating what
phones they have utilized for recruiting purposes (see Appendix J).

2. Indiana University utilizes a software program (Cybersports) in which

' each recruiting coach inputs his handwritten recruiting records.

3. A report is produced weekly by an administrative assistant in men’s

: basketball from the Cybersports data and then those reports as well as the
coaches’ handwritten records are forwarded to the compliance office (see
Appendix K). :

4. Additionally, each month each coach produces a personal cell phone bill
which is itemized and cross referenced with his handwritten records to
assure compliance with NCAA rules, as well as the current sanctions
being imposed.

5. Un‘iQersity phone logs which are forwarded to the compliance office by

the business office monthly are also cross checked to assure that NCAA
rules and COI restrictions are being met.

Contact and evaluation logs are currently the secondary focus for recruiting data:

1.

The coach produces handwritten records for the administrative assistant to
input to the Cybersports software.

The Cybersports report is generated and signed by each coach monthly
(see Appendix H).

Both the handwritten records as well as the software reports are collected
by the compliance office.

Those reports are reviewed to assure that NCAA rules and COI
restrictions are being met.

Any and all clarification can and does precipitate further meetings during the
week, both at the discretion of the compliance office as well as the basketball
staff. Every effort is being expended to assure full and complete compliance on
all levels.
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III. Rules Education Program for the Men’s Basketball Staff by Indiana University:

A.

Indiana University has and will continue to take advantage of each opportunity to
educate thoroughly every coaching staff member. As this applies to the men’s

 basketball staff, the weekly meetings have proved to be opportune times to broach

timely subjects in an effort to be proactive and avoid potential future infractions.
Moreover, the meeting provides the opportunity to address supplemental data.
This gives the staff a chance to review and become familiar with new or relevant
information, as well as providing the staff the opportunity to ask questions and
attempt follow through on any items which may need clarification.

All such meetings occur regularly in the office of the director of basketball
operations on Tuesday mornings unless time sensitive materials need to be
addressed. The following issues have been discussed to date (see Appendix L for
the handouts from all of these meetings, unless otherwise indicated):

1. MBB New Coaches Compliance Meeting (04.03.06) (see Appendix M for
the agenda and handouts). Attendees: Kelvin Sampson (head coach), Jerry
Green (director of basketball Operations, Jeff Meyer and Ray McCallum
(assistant coaches), Jennifer Brinegar (assistant athletics director —
compliance), and Christian Pope (director of compliance).

2. MBB Spring Team Meeting (04.11.06) (see Appendix N for the agenda
and handout). Attendees: All of the returning student-athletes, Meyer,
McCallum, Rob Senderoff (assistant coach), Brinegar, Pope, Anitra House
(eligibility and systems officer), Chip Armbruster (assistant compliance

. and eligibility officer), Kathy Arnold (assistant compliance and financial
aid officer). -

3. Men’s Basketball, Administration and Compliance Staff Meeting
(05.30.06) (see Appendix O for the agenda and handouts).
Attendees: Sampson, Green, Meyer, McCallum, Senderoff, Rick
Greenspan (athletics director), Bruce Jaffee (faculty representative), Grace
Calhoun (associate athletics director — academic services), Mary Ann
Rohleder (senior woman administrator), Tim Fitzpatrick (associate
athletics director and liaison for the AD to MBB), Brinegar and Pope.

4, Indiana University Official Visits procedures and NCAA regulations
(06.07.06). Attendees: Green, Meyer, Senderoff, McCallum, Armbruster
and Pope.

5. Camps and Media Activities (06.13.06). Attendees: Green, Sampson and
Pope. '

6. Camp Initial-Eligibility Education Component (06.20.06)
Attendees: Green, Senderoff and Pope.
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7. Camip Initial-Eligibility Education Component (06.27.06)
Attendees: Sampson and Brinegar

8. Noninstitutional/ Private Camps Restnctmns 06.27 06)
Attendees Green and Pope.

9. July Dead and Evaluation Periods (06.30.06). Attendees: Green, Meyer,
Senderoff, McCallum, Armbruster and Pope.

10.  Dead Periods and July Evaluatlon Clarifications (07 11.06)
Attendees: Green and Pope.

11. Contact Restrictions and Recruiting Coordination Functions (07.18. 06)
Attendees Green and Pope.

12.  Bylaw 13.1.7.2.2 and July 24, 2006 Educational Column update
" (07.25.06). Attendees: Green and Pope.

13.  Bylaw 13.1.8.8 — Evaluation Days (08/01/06). Attendees: Green and Pope.

B. Moreover, Coach Sampson and his staff have been to and paruc1pated at each.
monthly compliance meeting since their arrival at IU.

C. Finally, Coach Sampson took and passed the NCAA coaches’ certification exam
on June 5, 2006, despite not being able to recruit off campus until May 24, 2007.
All of the other coaches also took and passed the exam on June 5, 2006. The
men’s basketball staff averaged 38 points out of a possible 40 on the 2006-07
exam. .

Appendices

A. Compliance Agreement dated April 19, 2006.

B.  Compliance Agreement dated June 9, 2006.

C. Coach Sampson’s statement of recruiting dates utilized while representing Indiana
University and declaration of cessation of off campus recruiting.

D. Weekly monitoring meeting agenda (July 18™ only — sample) and assistant
coaches’ statements of understanding concerning infractions penalties.

E. Handwritten phone logs record (sample).
F. Cybersports phone log (sample).

G. Handwritten contact/evaluation log record (sample).
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- Cybersports contact/evaluation log (sample).

Coach Sampson monthly calendar printout

Monthly phone declaration from coaches (June only).
Cybersports phone log (countable calls).

Rules education items listed in section III.

New coaches meeting agenda and handouts.

MBB spring team meeting agenda and handout.

Men’s basketball, administration and compliance staff meeting agenda.
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To:

From:

Date:

Re:

podt

Memorandum

Coach Kelvin Sampson

Rick Gree‘nspan
Bruce Jaffee

April 19, 2006

Compliance Agreement

We. agree, in light of the circumstances of which we are aware, that the
University of Oklahoma imposed a number of significant penalties on its
men’s basketball program. Like Oklahoma, Indiana University believes that
when violations occur, regardless of the intent, appropriate penalties must

follow.
to you,

Therefore, it is our plan to carry out those penalties that relate directly
as well as to place a few additional requirements on your program.

Accordingly, the following corrective action will be implemented:

L

The director of compliahce will meet, on a weekly basis, with the head
coach or the director of men’s basketball operations to review men’s
basketball recruitment activities and documentation for the previous
and upcoming weeks. Furthermore, Indiana University will file a
written report with the NCAA not later than August 31, 2007, detailing
the implementation and fulfillment of the penalties which were
transferred to Coach Kelvin Sampson upon his employment at Indiana
University. ' '

Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball
coaching staff to prospects on or after June 15 of the prospect’s

- sophomore year in high school through July 31 of the prospect’s junior

year in high school from one call per month to one call every other
month for a period commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June
30, 2007. Exceptions to this penalty will be permitted in accordance
with the provisions of NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit
Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of Intent Signing Date Exception) and
13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to National Letter of Intent Signing
or Other Written Commitment).

Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball
coaching staff to prospects on or after August 1 of the prospect’s
senior year in high school from two calls per week to one call per
week for a period c;omméncing March 29, 2006, and concluding June

q-1\



30, 2007. Exceptions to this penalty will be permitted in accordance
with the provisions of NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit
Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of Intent Signing Date Exception) and
13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to National Letter of Intent Signing
or Other Written Commitment).

4. Restrict the number of days which Coach Kelvin Sampson may recruit
off-campus to a maximum of 4 during the period of March 29, 2006,
through June 30, 2006 (Coach Sampson used 15 of the 19 recruiting-
person days he was permitted pursuant to the University of
Oklahoma’s self-imposed penalties while still employed at the
University of Oklahoma). '

5. Impose similar base and bonus compensation restrictions on Coach
Kelvin Sampson, for the period beginning March 29, 2006, and
concluding June 30, 2007. '

It is understood that any additional sanctions imposed on you or TU by the
NCAA and/or the Big Ten Conference will be followed as well.

By signing and dating this memo, all parties agree to abide by the penalties set
forth above.

Kelvin Sampson’ ' (date)

Rick Greenspan (date)

Bruce Jaffee (date)
2
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DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
ATHLETICS

o

FFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Hloomington, Indiana
A 47408-1590

5-1966
-855-0448
itthoosiers.com

CONFIDENTIAL

) Memorandum
. To: Coach Kelvin Sampson
From: Rick Greenspap/ | |
Bruce Jaffee
Date: June 9, 2006
Re: Revised Compliance Agreement

This memorandum replaces the April 19, 2006, compliance agreement signed by
all the parties listed above. The Committee on Infractions report dated May 25,
2006, noted that although Indiana University adopted and transferred the penalties
listed below, further recruiting restrictions were warranted. Section 4.08
of your Employment Contract, dated April 20, 2006, states in part, "If the NCAA
imposes sanctions against the Employee...or if the NCAA requires that the
Employee’s prior employer’s (University of Oklahoma) sanctions against him be
enforced, Indiana University . shall impose those same sanctions against the
Employee." Therefore, we have amended paragraphs 1 -and 4, and added
paragraphs 6 and 7 to this compliance agreement. The complete list of corrective
actions is as follows:

1. The director of compliance or the assistant athletics director for
compliance will meet, on a weekly basis, with the head coach or the
director of men’s basketball operations to review men’s basketball
recruitment activities and documentation, including telephone records.
Coach Sampson will work with the compliance staff to establish effective
monitoring systems and regular and effective rules education sessions.

2. Indiana University shall submit a report to the Committee on Infractions
by August 1, 2006, detailing our monitoring of, and rules education
sessions for, Coach Kelvin Sampson and his staff. The report will also
include documentation of Indiana University’s compliance with all other
penalties adopted and transferred to IU. Furthermore, Indiana University
will file a written report with the NCAA not later than August 31, 2007,
detailing the implementation and fulfillment of the penalties which were
transferred to Coach Sampson upon his employment at Indiana Umversnty,
as well as those assessed by the committee on May 25, 2006.

VRS




3. Reduce the number of pérmissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching
staff to prospects on or after June 15 of the prospect’s sophomore year in
high school through July 31 of the prospect’s junior year in high school
from orle call per month to one call every other month for a period
commencing March 29, 2006, and concludmg June 30, 2007. Excephons
to this pen:uity will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of
NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of
Intent Signing Date Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to
National Letter of Intent Signing or Other Written Commitment).

R o

4. Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coachmg
staff to prospects on or after August 1 of the prospect’s senior year in high
school from two calls per week to one call per week for a period
commencing March 29, 2006, and concludmg June 30, 2007, Exceptlons
to this penalty will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of
NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of
Intent Signing Date Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to
National Letter of Intent Signing or Other Written Commitment).

5. Restrict the number of days which Coach Kelvin Sampson may recruit

off-campus to a maximum of 4 during the period of March 29, 2006

through May 24, 2006 (Coach Sampson used 15 of the 19 recruiting-

B _ person days he was permitted pursuant to the University of Oklahoma’s

[} , self-imposed penalties wh11e still employed at the University of

, o | QOklahoma).

6. Impose similar base and bonus compensation restrictions on Coach Kelvin
. Sampson, for the period begmnmg March 29, 2006 and concluding June
- 30, 2007 :

7. Coach Kelvm Sampson is proh;bltcd for a period of one year beginning
May 25, 2006 through May 24, 2007, from making any phone calls that
relate in any way. to recruiting or being present when members of his staff
make such calls. :

8. Coach Kelvin Sampson is prohibited, for a period of one year beginning
May 25, 2006 through May 24, 2007, from engaging in any off-campus
recruiting activities,” The prohibition on off-campus recruiting activities
shall apply to all off-campus appearances at which prospects may be in
attendance, including banquets, booster functions and exceptlons provided
by Bylaw 13.1.9.

Itis understood that any additional ‘sanctions imposed on you or IU by the NCAA
and/or the Big Ten Conference will be followed as well.

(0-2-




By signing and dating this memo, all parties agree to ablde by the penalties set
forth above.

Qﬁ@@

Kelviil Sampson (date)

| b/f/.s_c
(date)

y &I fiafos
Bruce Jaffee Q {date) :
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Kelvin Sampson 3/29-5/25

4/18 Eric Gordon Evaluation
Lance Stemler Contact

425 Scott Martin Evaluation
Robbie Hummel Evaluation
E’Twaun Moore Evaluation

" 4/23  Pitt Jam Fest All Evaluations

Pitt Jam Fest |

Dejuan Blair
Matt Howard
Jyjuan Johnson
Eric Gordon .

Dar Tucker
Dallas Lauderdale

4/30 King James Tournament - Al evals per. U €sten 6-20-06

King James Tonrnament

Manny Harris
Gary McGhee
Josh Southern
Evan Turner
Demetri McCamey
Robbie Hummel
Scott Martin
Derrick Rose
Malcolm Delaney
Laval Lucas Perry
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY

o(@]

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOILEGIATE

ATHLETICS
June 19, 2006

This is to confirm that I have not recruited off campus since May 25, 2006 (including no off-
campus contact with any high school, junior college or AAU coach).

Kol Scupson.
Kelvin Sampson

. MEN'S BASKETBALL

Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, [ndiana

47408-1590

'de-855-2238

Fax: 812-855-7051
mbasket@indiana edu

\-2
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eekly Compliance Meetings

E . , g uly 18, 2006 (10:00-

‘&  Review of Sanctions
Reduction of phone calls
e Coach Sampson is precluded from making phone calls nor can he be in the presence of an assistant coach

who is making recruiting phone calls.
« From June 15 of the PSA’s sophomore year through July 31* of the prospects junior year, IU coaches
may make one call every other month concluding July 31%, 2007.
» From August 1" of the prospects senior year through July 31“ 2007 IU coaches may call a prospect only
once per week.
Exceptions include bylaw 13.1.3.3.2 {Official visit exception); 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter o Intent signing date
exception); and 13.1.3.3.4 ( Telephone calls subsequent to the national letter or intent signing or other
written commitment) -

Reduction of days off campus

s The head coach is precluded from making any off-campus appearance at which prospects ay be
in attendance including exceptions provided by bylaw 13.1.9.

2. Indiana University’s adoption of COI penalties review e
o Indiana University will require weekly meetings to be conducted between the director of: hasketball '.5 s
operations and the compliance office on a weekly basis. i

e Indiana University will provide to the committee on infractions a written report by August 1 2006 detalls
of the aforementioned meetings, rules education sessions conducted to include topics covered, recruiting: .
data cellected to date by the compliance office as well as monitoring methods utilized by .+ Ttk x‘r

é Review of Coach Sampson’s current monthly calendar and dates of speaking engageinents - -

a) New dates for approval: ..

b) All engagements must be cleared by compliance prior to going on Coach Sampson’s calendar.

Review of assistant coaches contact and evaluatwn logs to date (sign off statement)

Review of assistant coaches hone logs for the ast week

N R

" Rules education sessions review & Topic of the week

s Topic of the week (Bylaw 13.1.7.2.2 Contact Restriction at Specific Sites)

8. Recap & gquestions session

| a)  Compliance needs Jeff Meyer cell bills: (Hire until May 25 from MO)
b) Compliance needs Senderoff’s cell bills from May 26 to the present.
c) Compliance needs McCallum’s cell bills from June 10 to the present.
d) Q&A '

f2-1



DEPARTMENT OF

INTERCOLLEGIATE

: ATHLETICS S

| June, 2006

t This is confirmation that I know, and understand, all of the sanctions imposed on Coach
' ' Sampson and the Indiana University men’s basketball program by the COI, including those

carried over from Oklahoma.
/2 N\« GOy

Ray M allum

MEN'S BASKETBALL

Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana
47408-1590

2-855-2238
Fax: 812-855-7051

mbasket@indiana.edu | - | | |

|2-2
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1 DEPARTMENT OF
{{  INTERCOLLEGIATE |
ATHLETICS ' "~ June, 2006

This is confirmation that I know, and understand, all of the sanctions imposed on Coach
Sampson and the Indiana University men’s basketball program by the CO], including those
carried over from Oklahoma.

MEN"S BASKETBAIL

Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana

7408-1590

812-855-2238
Fax: 812-855-7051
mbasket@indiana.edu

\.->




[NDIANA UNIVERSITY

s

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE

. June, 2006 -

This is confirmation that I know, and understand, all of the sanctions imposed on Coach
Sampson and the Indiana University men’s basketball program by the COI, including those

carried over from Oklahoma. :

Rob Selm-off

MEN'S BASKETRALL

Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana

408-1590

-855-2238
Fax: 812-855-7051
mbasket@indiana.edu

e REESD




INDIANA UNIVERSITY.

DEPARTMENT OF -
INTERCOLLEGIATE
@ June, 2006

This is confirmation that I know, and understand, all of the sanctions imposed on Coach
Sampson and the Indiana University men’s basketball program by the COIL mcludmg those
camed over from Oklahoma.

L

MEX'S BASKETBALL

Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana

qﬂlﬂ& 1590

. 812-855-2238
Fax: 812-855-7051

mbasket@indiana.edu
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RECRUITING PHONE LOG
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RECRUITING PHONE L.OG
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Indiana University
ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

o TELEPHONE LOG FORM
~ SPORT: Men's Basketball Coach: Coach Sampson
. ded Prospect Called : Phone No. Comments
oa/132006 01345 (D Y
04/2372006 09:38:23 E'Twaun Moore 2193976010 called from Coach Sampson's cell
04/24/2006 12:00:00 DeJuan Blair - 4122518981 - Called from cell 219-5620
04/26/2006 12:00:00 Dar Tucker 989-754-3309
04/2712006 12:00:00 Dallas Landerdale ” 4403499837 Called from 855-9550
04/27/2006 12:00:00 Scott Martin 2194649671 Phone Numbered called from 855-9550
%?mm +f+Fiashoetn Thibeet -3, ~ T || 2817552208 . | Called fom cel! 219-5620
05/0172006 09:36:16 S .
05/02/2006 12:00:00 -Ec—j;m Blair 4122518981 Called from cel) 219-5620
05/02/2006 12:00:00 Matt Howard 7658258940 Called from celi 219-5620
05/02/2006 12:00:00 Demetri McCamey ' | 708-544-0915 Called from cell 219-5620
0.510?}2006 12:00:00 Evan Tumer 773-557-8446 Called from cell 219-5620
05/03/2006 12:00:00 Evan Tumer 3174464174 Recicved call from prospect - 3174464174

==

W o @#\ W&fﬁw

1 certify that | have reported all telephone calls with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. I centify that 1 fully coraplied
with all NCAA, Conference and institutional rules during ~~ my recruitment of the above fisted prospects and prospects’ parents.

Signature of Coach Y- Date: 0612312006

O




Indiana University
ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

. TELEPHONE LOG FORM
O SPORT: Men's Basketball Coach: Ray

= Called . Prospect Called Phone No. Commnents
X6 12:00:00 Hasheem Thabect 832-715-6027 Called from cell
04/23/2006 12:00:00 Hasheem Thabect 281-664-0217 Called from cell
04/23/2006 08:33:38 Dreandre Jordan 832-473-0129 Called from cell
05/0172006 12:00:60 Josh Southen 989-213-3914 Called from cell
05/01/2006 08:35:13 Deandre Jordan 713-521-8110 Calleg from Cell
05/01/2006 08:36:36 Deandre Jordan 832-473-0129 ~ Called from cell
05/0172006 10:40:10__| Mike White -281-660-2923 | Called from cen
- (OEnRme 0608 o Hasbeom Toabert. ), o HERSORT. o | Called Som el
0S/01/2006 10:5725 | Josh Southemn T 9893996078 | Called from cel

05/02/2006 11:48:17 Gary McGee 765-356-0262 Called from
06/15/2006°12:28:25 Julius Mays 765-251-4084 Called From cell
06/15/2006 12:31:54 Jay Edwards Jr. 765-651-0456 Called from eell

G ]4 -

1 centify that ! have seported all telephone calls with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. I eenify that 1 fully cornptiad
with all NCAA, Confcrcr@:'m,- tional rulgs du my recruitment of the gbove listed prospects and prospects’ parents.
Signature of Coach CL (..l h (, )] b Date: 06/232006 -




Indiana University

ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

- : TELEPHONE LOG FORM
Q SPORT: Men's Basketball Coach: Jeff
ate Called Prospect Called Phone No. Comments
006 03:46:48 | Juvar Johnson 3175251679 ‘Called from cell
32473008 12:0000 Jarryd Cole 913-593-5723 Called from cell
0512512006 03:45:27 Matt Howard 765-414-3169 Called from cell

O -3

1 certify that 1 have reported all tefephone calls with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. 1 certify that 1 fully comeiied

with all NCAA, Conferen d institutional rules during my recruinment of the above listed prospects and prospects’ parcnts.
Signature of Coach_gftﬂh_b M""r“ Date: ‘/' P 0672372006
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" 1ng1ana vmversity
ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

el

Lokl a
5'7, Law! Lacss  Pufy Ch.'!; ")

TELEPHONE LOG FORM
o SPORT: Men's Basketball Coach: Rob
Date Called Prospect Called Phone No. - Comments
2006 09:28:47 Dante Jackson 9379813726 Called from cell

0412472006 120000 | Jerai Grant 2406034536 Called from cell
0412472006 04:44:15 Jeff Robinson 609-977-4673 Cailed from cclt
04/24/2006 04:45:04 Marcus Morris 215-520-3318 Called from celt
04/24/2006 04:46:03 Markieff Morris 215-520-3318 Called from cell
04/2472006 04:47:03 Malcolm Defaney 443-278-6032 Called from ceit
05/02/2006 12;60:00 Loon Frecman 734-480-0581 Called from cell
0570212006 04:41:04 Lavel Lucas-Pery - Ja k€0 ,:] pud 989-239-1623 Called from cell
05/07/2006 12:00:60 Manny Harris 3135921980 Called from cell
05/08/2006 12:00:00 Evan Turner 773-557-8446 Called from cell
05/09/2006 12:00:00 Demetri McCamey 7085440915 Called from celt
05/05/2006 12:00:00 Alex Tyus 314-837-5823 Called from cell
05/69/2006 09:31:01 Dante Jackson 9379813726 Talked to prospect during week of 05/7-13/06
05/16/2006 03:50:54 DeJuan Blair 412-913-9473 Called from cell
05/16/2006 03:52:53 Brandon Wood 765-438-9994 Called from cell
05/23/2006 03:48:50 Markieff Morris 215-606-8782 Called from cell
06/0172006 11:03:221 Delvon Roe - 216-404-0374 Called from cel! s‘K-
06/092006 12:19:15 Jason Washbumn 269-209-5197 Called f5om cell

[ dosn't oot~ [ Aaked o)

, o 35 A A couch
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I centify that | have reported afl tefephone calls with prospects or prospects’ pareats during the indicated time period. I certify that I fully complied

with all NCAA, Conference and institutigqal rules during my recruitment of the above listed prospects and prospects’ parents.
Signature of Coacrﬁe Date: 06/2372006




o_ SPORT: Men's Basketball

Indiana University

ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM
TELEPHONE LOG FORM

Coach: Coach Sampson

. .alled Prospect Called Response Phone No. Comments
o706 Lefi Mossage — . 2
0412312006 ETwaun Moore Talk to Prospect 2193976010 called from Coach Sampson’'s cell
0472472006 DeJuan Blair Talk to Prospect 4122518981 Called from cell 219-5620
047262006 Dar Tucker Talk to Prospect 989-754-3309
0472712006 Dallas Lauderdale Left Message 4403499837 Called from 855-9550
Mother called back, left retumn # - Mother has MS
042772006 Scott Martin Left Message 2194649671 Phone Numbered called from 855-9550
04/3012006 Hasheem Thabeet 281-755-2208 Called from cell 219-5620
7'3" Kid from Houston
05/01/2006 Talk 10 Prospect Called from cell, 219-5620
Very Good Conversation
05/02/2006 DeJuan Blair Left Message 4122518981 Called from cell 219-5620
05/02/2006 Matt Howard Talk to Prospect 7658258540 Called from cell 219-5620
Very good conversation
05/02/2006 Demetri McCamey Talk to Prospect 708-544-0915 Called from cell 219-5620
o Talked to Demitri and his mom, very good conversation
. 2006 Evan Tumer Left Message 773-557-8446 Called from cell 219-5620
Called 4-5 times/ no answer
05/03/2006 Evan Tumer Talk 10 Prospect 317—446-‘.1174 Recieved call from prospect - 317-446-4174

O

it

M-5

I certify that 1 have reported all telephone calls with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. | centify that I fully complied

with all NCAA, Conference and institutional rules during

Signature of Coach

Date:

my recruitment of the above listed prospects and prospects’ parents.

07/10/2006




« - inaiana Ul]lVCI'Slty
m _ ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM
- ‘ TELEPHONE LOG FORM
0 SPORT: Men's Basketball Coach: Ray
Date Called Prospect Called . Response Phone No. Comments
0200 Greg Foster Talked 10 Other 317-833-8311 cafled from ccli, Talked to John , Greg's brother about
- SUMMmET SChedule -
0472372006 Hashecm Thabect Talked to Other 832-715-6027 Called from cell
Talked 10 Al JONES, Sprmg events
0472312006 Hashe¢n Thabeet -| Talked to Other 281-664-0217 * [Called from cell
Talked (6 Mark McClanahan, Cypress Chnstran H.S. Coach, |
about academics
04/23[1006- Deandre ;lordan Talked to Other 8324730129 Called from cell
Talked 10 Byton Smilh aboul best ol Texas scheaule |
0472312006 Phil Jones Talked to Other 917-306-2307 called from cell, Talked to Rodrey Black, AAU Coach
0472372006 Phil Jones Talked to Other 631-764-8024 called from cell, Talked to Billy Reid about transcript, called
coaches cell
0472372006 Josh Southem T_a.lkcd to Other 989-213:3914 called from cell, talked to Lou Dawkins, coaches cell about
! . getting Josh onan unoihcal visist
04/2372006 Mike White Talked to Other 281-664-0217 called from cell, talked to Roy Chamagne about academic
PIGEIESS
04/23/2006 Gary Johnson H.S. COACH 713-480-9771 called from cell, talked 1o Zeke Smith, H.S. Coach, Aldine
wmierst i 10
04/23/2006 Rashaud Woods Talked to Other 281-660-2922 called from cell, Talked to Jum Wilson, Coach at Lee Colicge
aG0uT Wodds comimng [0 Lee
047232006 Frantz Dorsainvil COACH 812-890-1427 called from celi, Talked to Everick éul livan, Head Coach at
Vincennes, about 2 visit 1o 10U :
. 2006 Tommy Bracuax COACH 281-989-7705 called from cell, talked to Steve Spurling about academic
) PTOgIESS
04/30/2006 Herbent Terry Talk to Prospect 317-308-1002 called from cell, Interesied in TU
05/01/2006 Josh Southern Talked to Other 989-213-3914 Celled from cell, Talked to Lou Dawkin about being
- nierestéd 1 Josh
.05101/2006 Deandre Jordan H.S. COACH T13-512-8110 Called from Cell .
' TalKed 10 Bobby Snaers, Figh bghool Coach
05/01/2006 Deandre Jordan Talked to Other 832-473-0129 Called from celi .
T2Iked 10 ByTon Smilh aooul DeAndic being mileresied m 10U |
05/012006 Talked to Other Called from cell
[Talked 10 Ping W00 aboul Acadennc projecls
05/01/2006 Hasheem Thabect Talked to Other 832-715-6027 Called from cell
0 AT Jones - oach, Wesiside S
05/01/2006 Josh Southem Talked to Other 989-399-6078 Called from cell, Talked to Lou Dawkins- Tra.nsbripl
05/01/72006 Phil Jones Talk to Prospect 917-306-2307 called from cell, official visit to [U
05/01/2006 Phil Jones Talked to Other 631-764-8028 called from cell, Talked to Billy Reid about needing 2
Transcripl
05/01/2006 | Talked to Other
05/0172006 Craig Anderson Talked to Other 270-779-9851 called from cell, talked 10 Coach Anderson about son that is a
_ U7 Z guard
N0 006 Gary McGee Talked to Other 765-356-0262 Calied from
o Talked to Dad, Gary Sr. , talked about the Elite Camp
s
1o (2

I certify that | have reported all lelephone calls with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. I certify that | fully complicd

with all NCAA, Co! 4 an«nsﬁluliona] I3 during my recrpitment of the above listed prospects and prospects’ parents.
Signature of Coach , N‘- C;QQ*’ 1 ﬁ 7/ 1A Date: 07/1012006




g

AnuIANA URIVETSITY

ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

: TELEPHONE LOG FORM
050672006 Herbert Tomry Tatked 10 Other 260-662-4904 catled from cell, spoke to Exic Vangh aboul recruiting interest
o 06/07/2006 Phil Jones Left Message 917-306-2307 called from cell
‘7/20_06 Cameron Carlton Talked 10 Other 317-261-2070 called from office phone, spoke to Ron Carlton, father,
inJormed me aboul his son
06/10/2006 Orlando Williams Talked to Other 513-266-0965 called from cell ,Talked to Orlando Sr. -
ReTom call eboul camp-doesn T count
06/15/2006 Julivs Mayes Talk to Prospect '765-25!-4084' Called From cell, Talked to about coming to Elite Camp
06/152006 Jay Edwards Jr. Talk to Prospect 765-651-0456 Called from _oéll
j Ydlked 10 aboul sunmmes
» 06/1572006 Phil Jones Left Message 917-306-2307 called from cell _
0671572006 Chad Sater’ Talked to Othes 812-322-3980 called from cell, Tatked to Mark ebout D-1 Baksetball
osnzzoos | (NN LeR Message ? Calied fom cell
. — SR
06/1872006 Left Message Called from cell
06/1872006 Left Message Called from cel!
06/1872006 Gary Mcdhce Talk 1o Prospect 765-356—_0261 called from celf, Retumed call about Elite Camp
06/18/2006 Eushante Jor;cs Talk 10 Prospect 260-715-0269 Called from cell, we are in top 3
06/1872006 Keenan Ellis Talk to Prospect 317-258-1087 called from cell, he will reclassify 2008
06/182006 Julivs Mayes Left Message 765-251-4084 calied from cell, voicemail about camp
06/132006 Tyler Kitche! Lefl Message i’;l 7-319-7667 Called from cell, Icft voicemail about camp
06/25/2006 Mike Dunigan Left Message 7736021047 caited from cell
6612572006 Lo Message F
N6/25/2006 Na_tc'Milcs Left Message 419-779-6581 called from cell, feft message with ex girlfirend and got new #
2006 Nate Miles Talk to Prospect 419-779-6581 called from cell, ex-girlfriend transfered me lo Nate, talked
aboul Sommer schedule. NIKe, Peach Jam, vVegas
V852006 Left Message called from cell
06/302006 | Gary McGhee 765-356-0262

O

.}

,'t“ 7

t certify that | have reported all iclephonc calls with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. ] certify that | fully complied

with all NCAA, Conference and institutional rules during

Signature of Coach

Date:

my recruitment of the above listed prospects and prospects’ parents.

07/10/2006




10012R3 UBIVErsity
' ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM
- TELEPHONE LOG FORM

SPORT: Men's Basketball - Coach: Jeff
Mate Called Prospect Called Response Phonc No. . Comments
To08 Juuan Johnson Talked to Other 3175251679 Called from cell
|l visit campus in May
| J5/24/2006 JYarryd Cole Left Message 913-593-5723 Called from cell
0572512006 Matt Howard Talked to Other 765-414-3169 Called from cell
4 Talked to Dad for 2 minutes

06/232006 Anthony Crater No Answer 810-836-5750 called from ceil

06/23/2006 . Anthony Crater Left Message 810-836-5750 lcalled from cel}
06/25/2006 Scott Martin Left Message 2194649671 . |called from cell @ 8:56pm
06/25/2006 Sc(;n Martin Lef Message 219-928-8760 °  |called from cell @ 8:57pm
06/25/2006 Scott Martin Left Message 219-928-8760 . [called from cell @ 8:58pm

06/26/2006 Anthony Crater Left Message 810-836-5750 calied from cell

06/26/2006 Scott Martin Left Message 219-928-8760 called from cell @2:07pm
067262006 | Scott Martin . Talk to Prospect 2194649671 called from cell, Talked to Scott about Elite Camp on 8/5 @ ’
. IU8pm

' 06/29/2006 Robbie Hemmel Left Message 219-362-7086 called from cell

06/29/2006 Robbie Hummel ) Left Message 219-241-8810 ‘ called from -ccll

06/29/2006 - Rabbie Hummel Left Message 219-241-8810 called from cell

9/2006 Robbie Hun.1mel Left Message 219-241-8810 - catled from cell N

106 ETwaun Moore Left Message 219-796-4595 called from cell

0612912006 Robbie Huommel Left Message 219-241-8810 called from cel!

06/29/2006 ' Left Message called from cell

06/29/2006 Robbie Humm‘cl Left Message 219-241-8810 . " called from cell

- 06/29/2006 E'Twaun Moore . ) Talk to Prospect 2!939760!6 calied from cell, Talk 10 E'Twaun about Elite camp on 8/5
06/29/2006 Robbic Hummel Talk to Prospect 21 9-362-7086 Robbie called Coach Meyer
06/30/2006 Jeff Teague Talked 1o Other 317-_985-5125 . calied from cell, Talked to Shawn Teague, Jeff's dad

© .

1 ’_.
| I S 4
1 cenify that I have reported all ielephone calls with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. | centify that | fully complied

with all NCAA, Conf@ d institutional rule:.%ing M:miuncm of the above listed prospects and prospects’ parents.
] f ) iy # Date: 07/10/2006
Signature of Coach q& &“\‘ - \‘ .




indiana Universitj' _ .
ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

- TELEPHONE LOG FORM
SPORT: Men's Basketball ' Coach: Rob
Q)Nc Called Prospect Called Response Phone No. Comments
2006 Dante Jackson Talk to Prospect 9379813726 Called from ccll
Introduction
04/2412006 Jer i Grant Talk to Prospect 240-603-4536 Called from cell
0472412006 Jeff Robinson NONE 609-9774673 . [Called from cell
04/2412006 Marcus Mormis Talked.to Other 215-520-3318 Calfed from cell
Talked to molher —ATngel
0472412006 | Markieff Morris Talked to Other 215-520-3318 Calted from cell LEPT m é %H@é
Talked to mother -Ange!
0412472006 Malcolm Delaney Talked to Other 443-278-6032 Called from cefl
. Talked 10 Dad-Vince, tafked about IU
05/02/2006 Leon Froeman Talked to Other 734-480-0581 Called from cell
Talked to Mrs. Freeman
0510272006 Laval Lucas-Perry Talked to Other 989-239-1623 Called from cell
Talked 16 Mr_ Lucas-Perry who 15 an AALU Coach
05/07/72006 Manny Harris Talked to Other 3135921980 Called from cell
Talked to Mom
05/08/2006 Evan Tumer Talked to Other 773-557-8446 Called from cell
Tatked to Iris Turner, Mom
05/09/2006 Demetri McCamey Talk 1o Prospect 7085440915 Called from cell
05/092006 Alex Tyus Talked to Other 314-837-5823 Called from celt
Talked 10 dad
05/09/2006 Dante Jackson Talk to Prospect 9379813726 Talked to prospect during week of 05/7-13/06
0571672006 DelJuan Blair Talked to Other 412-913-9473 Calied from celf
Talked to Grandmother Donna, only talked for 2 minutes,
DeJuan wasn't home
05/16/2006 Brandon Wood Talk to Prospect 765-438-9994 Called from cell
05/23/2006 Markicfl Morris Talk to Prospect 215-606-8782 Called from cell
06/01/2006 Delvon Roe Talked to Other 216-404-0374 Called from cel!?
Talked 16 Dlvon St., he 15 a H.5. Assislan AAU Coach
06/0972006 Jason Washbum Talked 1o Other 269-209-5197 . Called from cell, Talked to Bob, who is Jason's father
vefurii of camp call
06/1512006 Darius Miller Lefl Message 606-584-4656 called from cel!
06/15/2006 Melquan Bolding Talk to Prospect 845-857-0158 called from office
06/15/2006 Nick Fruendt Talk to Prospect 630-406-0979 called from office
06/15/2006 Detvon Roe Left Message 216-404-0374 called from cell
! 5 Delvon Roe Talk to Prospect 216-965-4630 called from ¢cll
William Buford br. Talked to Other 419-243-6635 called from cell, Talked to Will Sr,

ez\}%

1 certify that § have reported all telephone calls with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. 1 certify that T fully complied

with all NCAA, Confegs V d in:
Signature of Coach

pnal rulgs during

itment of the above listed prospects and prospects’ pareats.

1{-9 077102006

Date:
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Indiana University
ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

- TELEPHONE LOG FORM
1512006 Luke Babbitt Left Message 775-750-5044 called from cell
0641572006 Laval Lucas-Perry Talked to Other 989-239-1623 called from cell, tafked 10 Laval Sx., he is an AAU Ceach
{DocsnT Count]
06/15/2006 Sylvan Landesberg Talk to Prospect 917-337-0376 called from office, talked to Sylvan and Dad
06/15/2006 Justin Bond Taiked 1o Other 317-525-7389 called from cell, Tatked to Mrss. Bond aboul camp, does not
counl
0671672006 Kenny Frease Left Message 330-309-6730 called from cell
06/1712006 Kenny Frease Left Mcssage 330-309-6730 calied from cell
06/1712006 chny Frease \bcﬂ Message 330-309-6730 called from cell
06/11/2006 Yancy Gates Left Message 513-699-3192 called from celi
06/18/2006 Josh Cridle Left Message 708-415-4866 called from ccll, left message
06/18/2006 Tyler Storm Left Message 309-945-8265 called from cell
06/19/2006 Josh Cntile Talked to Other 708-493-0705 called from cell, spoke with mom
06/19/2006 Luke Fabrizius Talk to Prospect 847-736-1285 called from celt
06/1972006 Sean Mosely Lcﬂ'Mcssagc' 443-224-4445 called from cell
06/1972006 Angel Garcia Talk to Prospect 787-504-3795 called from cell
06/20/2006 Jason Washbum Left Message 269-209-5197 calied from cell
06/20/2006 Scan Mosely Talked to Other 443-983-4675 called from cell, talked to Dad
06/22/2006 Rob Wilson Talk to Prospect 440-945-6313 called from cell, was at our Elite camp and got hust, checked
T o1 him
[omsnooa Tyrone Nash Talk to Prospect 646-642-2865 called from cell
62006 Laval Lucas-Perry Talk to Prospect 8 I.0-69lr0245 catled from cell
: eﬂ X6 Yancy Gates Left Message 513-699-3192 called from cell, No cal}
0672712006 Yancy Gates Left Message 513-699-3192 called from cell, no call .
06/28/2006 Laval Lucas-Perry Talked to Other 989-239-1623 called from celi, tafked to Laval Peery Sr., Laval’s father, He
. 15 an AAUToach i
067292006 Yancy Gates Talk to Prospect 513-699-3192 called from cell
06302006 Darius Miller Talk to Prospect 606-584-4656 calied from ceil

1 certify that | have reported all
with all NCAA, Conferg

Signature of Coach

J"{‘IO Date:

ts* parents during the indicated time period. 1certify that [ fully complied
itment of the above listed prospects and prospects’ parents.

07/10/2006
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Name of - C=Conuct Day/ Time/ Persons Present School Administrator
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Indiana University
w ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM
- RECORD OF CONTACTS AND EVALUATIONS

o Coach: Jeff Spont: Basketball
) Location of Contact/Evaluation
Name of Contact Persons Present (i.c., home, other)
Prospect/Parent or Event Bvaluation Date (Contacts Ouly) ) Provide City & State
[Bryan Bouchic " Evaluation 04/05/2006 HS - Washington, IN j
Tyler Zeller Evaluatiop 04/052006 HS - Wa hington, IN
Takais Brown Contact 04/06/2006 Takais Brown, Coach Todd Other - Hamisburg 11,
Desmond Hendrix Evaluvation 04/06/2006 Other - Mt. Carmel, v
h Evaluation 0471572006 Ober - Fayericilc W ARKARSAS
Matt Howard Evaluation 04/15/2006 Other - Fayencvmc.‘gi 1)
JuJuan Johnson Evaluation 04/15/2006 Other - Fayetteville, N u
DeAndre Liggins Evaluation 04/15/2006 Other - Fayetteviile, ;( Y
Stephen VanTreese . Evaluation 04/15/2006 - QOther - Fayetteville, N Y
Tyler Zeller » Evaluation 04/1572006 Other - Fnycn.cvillc,w ’ ti
_ Evaluation 04/1872006 HS - Indianapolis, IN
_ Contact - 04/18/2006 -Co. Senderoff, Co. —
\_laughnb Duggins Contact 04/19/2006 Vaughn & Co. Joe Buck HS - Pendelton, IN,
Juuan Johnson Evaluation 0412072006 : HS - Indianapolis, IN
Jeff Teague Evaluation 04/20/2006 Y-HS - Indianapolis, IN
John Bradenburg Evaluation 0472212006 _ * | HS - Houston, MO
Tyler Griffey . Evaluation . 04/22/2006 " {HS - Houston, TX,
obbie Hummel Evalazation 04/2212006 ; I[HS - Houston, IN
e artin Evaluation 04/222006 = HS - Houston, IN
Gary McGhee ’ Evaluation 04/22/2006 | HS - Houslon, TX, TN
ETwaun Moore . Evaluation 04/2272006 ‘| HS - Houston, IN
Armon Bassett . Evaluation 04/25/2006 . ~Fometisstort-Clacd-han VA
ETwaun Moore _ Evaluation 04/25/2006 HS - East Chicago, IN
Desn’mnd Hendrix Evaluation 04/26/2006 HS - Conoersville,
Matt Howard Evaluation 04/2112006 . HS Coanommllori M" C“RMQL hu O
Stepben VanTreese Evaluation T 0472772006 HS - Lawreoce North, IN
JuJuan Johason Evaluation 04/29/2006 HS - lndianapolis, IN
Julius Mayes " Evaluation 047292006 ~ | HS - ladianapolis, IN, IN
'_l"ylcr Zeller | Evaluation 04/29/2006 HS - Indianapolis, IN
Vaunghn Duggins Eveluation 04/30/2006 _ HS - Indianapolis, IN,

ny that 1 have all contacts and evaluations with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. | certify that I fully complicd with 211
CAA, Confercnce and institutional rules during my recruitment of the above listed prospects and prospect’s parents.

1-(
SIGNATURE OF COACH g‘k‘wﬂ—b M P Date: 07/17/2006

N M '




¥

Indiana University
" ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM
RECORD OF CONTACTS AND EVALUATIONS

' Coach: -Ra.y Sport: Basketball
O Location af Contact/Evaluation
" Nameof Contact Persons Present (i.c., bome, other)
Prospect/Parent or Event Evaluation Date {Contacts Only) Provide City & State
Contact 04/05/2006 mom

Tony Branx Coatact 04/06/72006 College Coach Other - Blinn, TX,

Johnson Aaron Evaluation 04/152006 Other - Fayettville,
Evaluation Q47152006 Other - Fayetteville, IN

Aaron Johnson Evaluation 04/15/2006 Other - Fayettville,

DeAndre Liggins Evaluation 04/15/2006 Other - Faycttville, IL
Evaluation 04/15/2006 Other - Fayeuville, [L.

Stephen VanTrecse Evaluation 04/15/2006 Other - Fayettville, IN

Fyler Zeller Evaluation 04/15/2006 Other - Fayetteville, IN

BJ Holmes Evaluation 04/16/2006 - Houston, TX

Deandre Jordan Evalustion 04/1672006 Other - Houston, TX, TX
Evaluation 04/18/2006 g

Phil Jones Contact 0412112006 : [ - Brooklyn, NY,

BJ Hohm_s Evaluation 04/222006 ; | - Houston, TX

Deandre Jordan Evaluation 04/2212006 1| - Houston, TX, TX

0 ] Mayo . Evaluation 0412272006 | - Houston, OH

Josh Southern Evaluation 04/24/2006 ‘| - Saginaw, M1, M1

Dar Tucker Evaluation 04/24/2006 '] - Saginaw, MI

Mayes Evaluation 04/2672006 i 1| HS - Marion, IN
wouuae Hummne! Evaluation 04/29/2006 ' it - Akoon, IN
Gary McGhee Evaluation | 04/29/2006 " HS - Akron, OH, IN
| Derrick Rose Evaluation 042972006 | - Aloon, IL

Josh Southern Evaluation 04/25/2006 - Algon, OH, Ml

Deandre Jordan Evaluation 04/30/2006 - Austin, TX, TX

Nate Miles Evaluation 04/30/2006 ] - Austin, TX

Qﬁfy that | have all contacts and evaluations with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. 1eertify that 1 fully complicd with all
NCAA, Conference and institutional rules during my recruitment of the above listed prospects and prospect’s parcots.

SIGNATURE 01-; COACHf\z\'NJq' C—QJQ\- ’” (4| / 0

|~ 2

£, Date: 07/17/2006




‘Indiana University
w : ATHLETICS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM
- RECORD OF CONTACTS AND EVALUATIONS

Coach: Rob Sport: Baskethall
O Location of Contact/Evaluation
Name of Cootact Persons Present (i.c., bome, other)
Prospect/Parent or Event Evaluation Date {Contacts Oaly) Provide City & State

[Solomon Alabi Evaluation 0411972006 Other - Montverde, FL
Joscph Katuka Evaluation 04/19/2006 Otber - Montverde, FL
Kosta Koufas Evaluation 04/2012006 - Akron,

Dallas Lauderdale ] Evaluation 0472172006 Other.~ Solor, OH

Dcluan Blair Evaluation 04/2272006 ‘ - Pittsburgh, PA
- : Evaluation 0412272006 — Otber - Pitisburgh, IN

Jerai Grant Evaluation 04/2272006 o Other - Pittsburgh, MD
Mett Howard Evaluation 04/22/2006 Other - Pittsburgh, IN ‘
Dante Jackson Evaluation 04/22/2006 : Other - Pittsburgh, OH
Juluan Johnson Evaluation 041222006 Other - Pittsburgh, IN
Marcus Morris . Evaluation 04/2272006 Other - Pittsburgh,

Markicff Morris Evaluation 041222006 - Pittsburgh,

Earl Petis' _Evaluation 0412212006 | Owber - Pinsburgh,
DarTucll;éx Evaluation 04/22/2006 : 1§ Otber - Pittsburgh, Mi
Demetri McCamcy Evilustion | 042572006 i '| Other ~ Chicago, IL

Evan Turncr Evaluation 042512006 | . ' ":| other - Chicago, T

Manoy Hams Evaluation 04/26/2006 ‘ §{. - Detroit, MY

Malcolm Delancy . _ Evaluation 0472972006 1 1 - Akron, MD

e— - Hairis Evaluation 0412972006 | : - Aron, M1

Z.o. :.c Hummel . Evaluation 04/29/2006 )| + Adaos, 8

Laval Lucas-Perry © Evaluation 0472972006 |- Alros,MI

Scott Martin Evaluation 0412912006 |- Akron,

Demetri McCamey ' Evaluation 04/29/2006 - Akron, OH, IL

Gary McGhee Evaluation 04/29/2006 Other - Akron, OH, IN
Dertick Rosc Evaluation 0412972006 - - Akgon, IL

Josh Southern Evaluation 04/29/2006 " - Akron, OH, Ml

Evan Turner Evaluation- ' 04/29/2006 Other - Akron, OH, IL

Qnify that | have all contacts and cvaluations with prospects or prospects’ parents during the indicated time period. ¥ certify that 1 fully complicd with al}
CAA, Confercnce and institutional rules during my recruitment of the gbove listed prospects and prospect's parents. :

G-

ate: 07/17/2006

SIGNATURE OF COACH
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May 2006 June 2006
S M T W T F 5 § M T W T F $
17 3 4 5 & 12 3
7’8 § 0 on o2 4 4 s 6 7T & 3 10
1415 16 17 1B 1% 2D 112 13 14 15 16 17
A B B N B BT 18 19 20 2 2 1B N
¥ B BN u 3B % 27 W BN XN

Hoosier Rm

Brian Piecuch's B/D

Evening Reception in _:%-A.Eﬂm

]

A5y

002m:BB Staff w/ Kevin
. Clark, ADs conf 303%

ONpmiiMtg w/Marty Clark
re: practice gear

OpiDinner w/Pres
Herpart & Trustees

mmm<mm\1m

pELunch-Varsity Club
Natl 84 of Dir., BB
Press Room

iead Coaches zma.

‘00amiMeet z\,r.mma in

Om_&rm\ D

, Leave for OK

6:00 53. Renzi's Wedding

 press room

_ dim Delaney .
QiVC Louisville event ¥

MiMtg w/Tom Martin,
car dealer

iGroup Coaches call
with Delarey

Return from 0x

Karen back from OK

Leave for 9_.8.00

g 10 nomn_._mm zmme

ng, Chlcago

11:55 Leave Chicago

mm:ncm" IMU (Mrs.
Fitzpatrick)

Wit
Garls’ Anniversary

Matt's B/D

12:00nmi-Men's Golf Outing, &

Chris' 8/0

Rob & Lauren's Ann

xmmmmP

t, with Heather at ;

C Pope and )
Brinegar

w/Rick, our BB staff,

m_,mmjmvm:

FR00AMIGOH w/Criss Beyers,
Blgtn. CC

McElroy, Barbe

7120, 0 1AM
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. June 2006 Iuly 2006
June 2006
1 ¥l 3 1
¢« 5 6 272 8 9 10 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
NGB LBk dEa BB
2 w“ ’ mw ww We 30 23 M 2w 6 BB
003
ﬂsc@ Friday Sat/Sun
June 1 A -
Jim's 8/D [7.30pm-Bigtn, Heart Gala {(Rink 10-12 DJ Byrd visit
4
L - 5 6 : . 7] 8 9 14
9-11 Coaches Certification Exam, |  8:30am Mtg w/Tim Garl 8:30am Mtg. w/Rick .10:00am Don Fischer, U
6:30pm Dinner w/3 Cohen = .| 10:00am Compliance Greenspan Course
group at Gray res. in Mtg,Hoosier Room 11:00am Mtg w/Terry
Carmel Hutchens — 1l
2:00pm Mtg w/Doug Wilson - Overnight Camp
HT Angie's B/D
3:00pm NABC Conference Call j
12| 13 14 15 16 17
Qvernight Cam| HAPPY ANNIVERSARY!
Lil' Ray's B/D 8:30am Head Coaches Mtg, N Mayors,Evansvilie, plane 7pm| 10:30am Pres. Herbert-Foun.
- E. Conf. Rm . 8d, @ Foundation
9:30am Apt. @ College Mall 6:30pm Distinguished Alumni ~ g
Pain Clinic/Garl Service Award dinner Kellen's B/
.. 2:00pm Blgtn Airport, 1zz0, to
Elkhart, Air Force eve
- o 19| 20 21 22 23 24
9:00am Speak at Ray . Errek's B/D Elite Camp Team Camp
Tolbert's camp in 9:30am Mtg. with Bob Kraviz .00 am - Pete DiPrimio interview Nancy's B/D
Indy _ Jeff's B-day
12:30pm Lunch mtg w/ Pres, . - >
Herbert and Lacy Jo
. Team Camp_
. 2:00pm Ellerbe Becket -
Interview Karen corming to Blgtn.!
. 26] . 27] 28 29
10-2 Luncheon in Indy, Greenspal 9:00am Mtg w/Kelly Reed, Int Day Camp
Des, :3G-8:30 speak to North Centra
10:30am Mtg w/lennifer
Brinegar -

McElroy, Barbai

O

7720 4-0)

AM

(-2



July 2006

July 2006

M T W T F s
1

3 4 5 § 7 8
0 11 12 13 14 1§
17 48 19 20 2 2
4 2% 26 27 B 9

S M T W T F s

1 2 3 4 5
& 7 8 9 1 1 12
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Monday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Tuesday

RRmiLunch w/Bob Oze _%..m

group (Itr)

e gy i

mu
Evaluation Period

Mark Adams-Golf

1

Evaluation Period

More Items...

m<mEmn_o: Period

Gmma vmnoa

oom?o.m:m Crider
STIVC Donors-The

amiGary Wofford Phone
Int

honm_mmmmnm?___m Banquet

G0

110 .om_ﬂ.mﬁ ,9033.03 L

erry Hutchens

ey

oomahvmnm Rhoda
ary Parrish, €8S

HIN BB Hall of Fame Celeb Golf T

Coach & Karen in NC

nomn: & _GE: 5 zn

Evaluation Pericd

TSRk

Evaiuatiol

n Period

#&

11;30-Bob Hammel, CO Steakhou7:30 a.m. Speak at Chamber of szﬁ w/Bob Menke, VC, Hunting

9am Scott Dolson

Rob's B/D

30AMIML. w/Rick i

Greenspan

m<m_cmao: Period

m<m_cmao: vm:oa

McEiroy, Barbar

ol

7720, 1 AM
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
ATHLETICS

©

MEN'S BASKETBALL

Assernbly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana

47408-1590

| QSS-ZZ‘.’)S

Fax: 812-855-7051
nbasket@indiana edu

Month/Year {%w}\\ ;&bbkz

I did e my home phone for recruiting purposes.

(circle™one

Kj’m’r\ Sam}oéow
Print name

Signature |

19~




NMMmUMwmmY

O Il[l

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
ATHLETI_(S

Month/Yeaf (\{\&\{ Actle
J

1 d1d @se my home phone for recrultmg purposes.

(circle

o | | K elvin S[} mpSor.
o Print name

_ m §Wé¢-‘
Slgnature

MEN'S BASKETRAIL

Assembly Hall

1001 East 17th Street

loomington, Indiana

- A74(}8_1590

- Nofls5-2238

Fax: 812-855-7051

1basket@indiana.edu

19-2




DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
ATHIETICS

I used my

for the month indicated abo¥e.

=t

MEN’s BASKETBALL

Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana
47408-1590

| 45924355-2238
Y §12-855-7051

mbasket@indiana edu

£,

o Home Phone

Month/Year June %

for recruiting purposes

o Office Phone
o Cell Phone
o Additional Phon

Print Name

9(/.,&,; 5%/:&*"

_ Signature

18-3



NDIANA UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLIEGIATE
ATHLETICS

Montth ear -P\p?\\ Qpc =N
L —

-1 did/ did not use my home phone ‘for' recruiting purposes.

(circle one)

o o e Moy

Print nam

MEN'S BASKETBAIL

Assernbly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
3loomington, Indiana

903'1 590
-855-2238

Fax: 812-855-7051
. nbasket@indiana edu

84



INDIANA UNIVERSTTY

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
- ATHLETICS

Month/Ye.ar ma,q A (=
')

MEN'S BASKETBALL

Assernbly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana

gu& 159
12-855-2238

Fax: 812-855-7051

mbasket@indiana.edu



ol

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
ATHLETICS
Month/Year Jwne DDOK
1 used my o for recruiting purposes

o Home Phone

e Office Phone
© - e Cell Phone | 1
' o Additional Phone | :

for the month indicated above.

"Ser Mo

Print Name

MEN’S BASKETBALL

Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
loomington, Indiana

47408-1590 ' A

5-2238.
55-7051
tbaskei@indiana.edu

g

(8-



INDIANA UNIVERSITY

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
. ATHLETICS

Month/Yea;j ‘A&%‘%‘Lr abbka

I did/ @ use my home phone for recruiting purposes.

{circle one

Q QaS wrDRor F
Print name
Slgr%ture
MEN's BASKETBALL
Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana
0474_03-1590
812-855-2238
Fax: 812-855-7051
mbasket@indiana.edu

(3-7




IM)IANAUNIVERSITY

oW

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
 ATHLETICS

Month/Year TN\ :!- 'gb Oe

-1 did use my home phone for recmiting purpdses.
(circlg one) )

" O | o Q"%S?g *IO{IMEP -

Print name

ignajure—

S

MEN'S BASKETBALL

Assernbly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana
g 47408-1590
Qﬂ2-855-2233
Fax: 812-855-7051
mbasket@indiana edu

(B-G




#ANA UNIVERSITY

o

DEPARTMENT OF

 INTERCOLLEGIATE
ATHIETICS |
MonttheaxQ(Y,..g_QOQ .
_, ' L
I used my for recruiting purposes

o Home Phone

| - & Office Phone

e . o Cell Phone

o Additional Phone

for the month indicated above.

wl-

?@3 FOltse

Print Name
MEN'S BASKETBALL Signature
Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana _ y

47408-1590

o
0812 855-2238 '

Fax: 812-855-7051
mbasket@indiana.edu

[

13-



o

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLEEGIATE
ATHIETICS

Month/Year PY Q Q\\ \@\OO -

(circle

o BT R

Print n me

:%ﬁ;l\w&;

1 did / @e my home phone for recruiting purposes.

MEN'S BASKETRALL

-Assernbly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana

7408-1590

T B12-855-2238
Fax: 812-855-7051
mbasket@indiana.edu




* INDIANA UNIVERSITY

o

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
ATHIETICS

I did/ dj

(circle one

MEN'.S BASKETBALL

Assernbly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Boomington, Indiana

,o47408-1590

812-855-2238
Fax 812-855-7051
. mbasket@indiana.edu

~ Month/Year /Y\,D\{ e e ©
/—

@ use my home phone for recruiting purposes.

AT

Signai}u‘re




AUNIVERSITY

o ¥

DEPARTMENT OF
INTERCOLLEGIATE
ATHLETICS

I used my

Month/Year \0‘,.. a Do b
. 7 _

for recruiting purposes
o Home Phone
o Office Phone -
& Cell Phone
o Additional Phone

for the month indicated above.

=t

MEN'S BASKETBALL

Assembly Hall
1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, Indiana

47408-1590

02-855-2238

Fax: 12-855-7051
mbasket@indianz edu

¥ 1\

Iza\/ ,MQQ% “n -

Print Name

Do @

Signature

|A-(2
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ok Jke Babbltt

e e Memme— e st tmme me ot

Men's Basketba]l

Pr0§Pect Contact Phone Number List (Countable)

2008 &b codiroll”

Mother's Phone #s:/H: 775-853-0901 W: 775-848-8208 C:
Father's Phone #s: H: 775-853-0901 W:775-530-7843 C:
Guardian's Phone #s: H: W: C: :
, Prospect‘s Phone #'s: H: 775-853 0901 C: 7‘75-‘750-5044'

[06/15/2006 Prospect Mobile. T75-750-5044_ " Left Message .
Melquan Bolding 2008 44 s‘,,,.lmﬁ
Mother's Phone #s: H: w: C
"Father'sPhone#is: H: W: C;
Guardian's Phone #:H: W: C:
Prospect's Phone #'s; H: C: 845-857-0158 _
[06/1572006 ~ Prospect Mobile $45-857-0158 . ~Talk to Prospect
William Buford Ir. 2008 . ﬂ.‘ g‘,,[,m _ _
' ‘Mother's Phone #s: H: ' W: C:419:870-0299 - .5#
Fathersl’hone #s: H: W: C:419-574- 1337_
Guardian's Phone #s: H: W: C:
Prospect's Phone #'s: H: 419-243-6635 C: o
106/ 25/2006 _Prospect Phone - 419-243-6635 _ Talked to Other '
Anthony Crater 2008 1.4 m.,y o R
N " Mother's Phone fis: H: W: C: e
/ Father's Phone's: H:.W: € - -
Guardian's Phone #s: H: W:. C: -
. ) Prospect's Phone #'s: H: 810—836—5750 C :
0612312006 Prospect Phone- 810-836-5750 No Answer N
06/23/2006 Prospect Phong_ " $10-836-5750 ' Lef Message I
[06126/2006 Prospect Phone 810-836-5750 Left Message o
Josh Crittle 2008 - Ro. é u«/eoff T
' "Mother's Phone fisz H: - W: C-
" Father'sPhone#s: H: W:.C:~
Guardian's Phone #s: H: W: C:
. Prospect's Phone #'s: -H: 708-493-0705 C: 708-415-4866 . A
(0671812006 Prospect Mobile 708-415-4866 Left Message }
l06/ 19/2006 Prospect Phone 708-493-0705 . Talked to Other |
Mike Dunigan 2008 Ram MeGallm ' ' |
) ' Mother's Phone #s: H: W: C:
Father's Phone #is: H: W: C:
Gaardian's Phone #s: H: W: C:
Prospect's Phone #'s: H: 7736021047 C: _
| 06/25/2006 Prospect Phone 7736021047 Left Message |

®

lLH_
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£ 7. 66
mH. @ 9io°

iCi 1S1 - J‘fp ) ﬂ&atl’“ a ’ G&’Inoﬂ q—c‘.F

Pre-Approval
1. Documentation of Official Visit

2. A copy of Everything in Recrultmg Folder
3. Business Office

~ Visit -
1. Transportation, without delay
2. 48 hours
3. :Lodging
4. Meals
5. Hosts and Host Money
6. Complimentary Admissions
7. Parking

Post Visit

1. Post Visit Paper Work
a. Official Visit Paid Itinerary
b. Meals and Receipts
c. Student Host Form
d. Prospective Student Athlete Form

2. Business Office
a. Returned Revolving Fund Money
b. Travel Re-imbursement (Not part of
recruiting).

20- |




SAMPLE
OFFICIAL VISIT NOTIFICATION LE'ITER

Date

Dear (name of PSA),

We are pleased that you have made the decision to make an official visit to Indiana University.
IU is committed to conducting all recruiting activities within applicable NCAA and Big Ten
rules and is committed to the highest standards of behavior and practices in all areas, including
recruiting. IU seeks to provide you, during your official visit, with a comprehensive and
realistic look at what your experience could be like should you choose to attend IU.

Recruiting visits are intended to determine whether you and Indiana University are a good fit
for each other in terms of educational, athietic, and social expectations. The primary
consideration, therefore, in selecting activities for these visits must be to provide information

- that will assist you and your family in making that decision. As such, all official visits at
Indiana University include a review of academic expectations and a meeting with an academic
advisor from student-athletc services and/or a college or school advisor or faculty member.

In accordance with NCAA regulations, a prospective student-athlete is permitted to make a
maximum of five official visits (expense-paid visits), with no more than one such visit
permitted to any single institution. Your official visit to Indiana University, which is
tentatively scheduled for [ counts as your one
official visit to our campus.

Furthermore, NCAA regulations require that prior to making an official visit, a prospective
student-athlete must present the institution with a score from the SAT, PSAT, ACT or

. PACT Plus test and a high school transcript. If you have not done so already, please make
arrangements to send us this documentation as soon as possible. Additionally, although not
required for an official visit, we strongly encourage you to register with the NCAA Initial
Eligibility Clearinghouse, www.ncaaclearinghouse net as soon as possible.

Please carefully review the attached Official Visit Information for Prospective Student-Athletes
which provides important information regarding NCAA, Big Ten and institutional regulations
and expectations of appropriate behavior during official visits.

We are looking forward to your visit to our campus. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

‘Si-ncerely,

Coach ___

(Attach a copy of the letter to the pre-approval fdrm)

20- 2




.

INDIANA UNIVERSITY ATHLETIC DEPARTMENT
OFFICIAL VISIT INFORMATION FOR PROSPECTIVE STUDENT-ATHLETES

The foliowing list contains important informalion regarding your official visit to Indiana University:

10.

11,

12,

You are permitied to receive one official visit (expense paid) to Indiana University and this visit counts as your one such visit.
Additionally, this visit counts as one of your five permissible official (expense paid) visits during your senior year.

Your visit should not last longer than 48 hours. This includes lime spent on campus only, not travel time, unless a ¢uach drives
you, in which case the 48-hours begin when the coach firsi makes contact with you.

Appropriate conduct and adherence 10 applicable rules (university, Big Ten and NCAA) is required of all prospects, their
parentsflegal guardians, fricnds and relatives, TU student-athictes, coaches and staff during the official visit. Some examples of
activities that are considered to be inappropriate during your official visit include, but are not limited to the following: Participation
in any illegal activily (violation of NCAA, Big Ten, or institutional rules, or federal or state laws); possession or the use of alcohol,
illegal drugs or substances; participation in hazing activities; participation in gambling activities, and participation in activities
which visit a common nuisance upon the community.

The coaches and student host(s) must entertain you within a 30-mile radins of Indiana University Bloemington campus.
Strip clubs, gambling/gaming venues, or other such establishments are “off limits” during official visits.

Student hosts and prospects are prohibited from using alcoholic beverages and illicit drugs in conjunction with officia} visits. .
Prospects found to be in vioJation of university, city, state, or federal rules and laws (including alcohol use, licit drug use and
criminal activities) will be subject to disciplinary review.

Hotel or dorm accommodations for you and your parentsflegal guardians or spouse are permissible. Brothers/sisters,

coaches or other people accompanying you must pay for their own room accommodations. We are not permitted to pay {or
incidental expenses (e.g., telephone calls, movies) that you incur during your visil. These types of expenses are your responsibility
and must be paid upon check-ont.

Coaches and student-athletes are expected to return you to your roon at a time that is consistent with the schedule of activities
during the visit and provides you with sufficient sleep time in order 1ake advantage of the academic, athletic, and student life aspects
of your visit,

Meals [or you and your parents/legal guardians or spouse are permissible during the official visit. Brothers/sisters, your coach or
other people accompanying you must pay for their own meals. Your siblings may receive a dessert or after-dinner snack at the home
of an institutional staff member (e.g., the director of athletics, coach, faculty member or the institution's president) at no additional
charge.

The student host, if one is assigned to you, may be given no more than $30 per day to use for enterlainment purposes. Itis not
permissible to use this money to purchase souvenirs (e.g., t-shirt, hat, etc.) or other merchaundise for you, only for
enterlainment and food.

Any recreational or physical activity that you take part in during your visit cannot be organized or observed by members of the
coaching staff and cannot be designed to test your athletic ability for recruiling purposes. Any workouts must be initiated by you
and the coach can in no way be involved.

The coaching staff and student host(s} should make every effort to svoid cootacts with representatives of our athletics interests
{“reps™) during your visit. NCAA rules prohibit reps from being involved in the recruitment process. If you happen to meet a rep
during the course of your visit, you must keep the conversation to an exchange of pleasantries (i.e., “hello™) and make every effort
not io discuss your recruitment with them.

We are permitted to provide complimentary admissions (o a campus athletics eveni to-you and any two people accompanying you
on your official visit to [U. These complimentary adntissions must be issued through a pass tist only (no “hard tickets” may be '
issued).

This informnﬁou is provided in order to give you a better knowledge and appreciation of NCAA, Big Ten and Indiana Universily
rules, regulations and policies regarding your official visit to our campus. Indiapa University does not want to jeopardize your
eligibility and making you aware of the rules is important in this effort.

O

1 have read the above statements and agree to abide by all applicable rules and regulations
governing my official visit at Indiana University .

(PSA Signature )

20-25



‘ Indiana University
O Compfiance
Official Visit Pre-Approval Form (Bylaw 13.6.2.2.2 and 13.6.3)

*Must be submitted to the compliance office at least two weeks prior to the scheduled visit

Partl: TO BE COMPLETED BY COACH

PSA Name: Sport:
SS# . Telephone:
Home Address:

HS/IC/University: : JC Gradualtion Date:
H.S. Graduation Dale: Date of Birth:
Aurrival Date & Time: : Departure Date & Time:

Official Visit Information Sheet: (date sent-to prospect):

Part lI: REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION

IU Clearinghouse List Core Test
or
Transcript High School College/)C Test Scores
c Eligible to Visit? . Yes No Notes:
Signature of Compliénce Coordinater Date:

*Must be taken on a national testing date under national testing condition. The score must be
' presented through an official high school or testing agency document.

Part III: Admissions and Eligibility Concerns

Transcript reviewed by: Date:

Potential Admission or
Eligibility Concerns: Yes No

Comments:

*Completed form and transcript evaluation will be returned to coach upon approval.
P D pon app
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Indiana University Unofficial Transcript Evaluation Form

> 05

| Name: [ Sport: j
Course Name and Nowber Grade/Polats X Units Quality Points
o 4) ENGLISH '
( ) X =
( ) X =
( ) X =
{ ) X =
{ ) X =
{ ) X =
{ ) X =
Unit Totak: [_—_: Qual Pt Total | ]
Course Name and Number Grade/Points X Units Quality Peints
{2) MATH
E ( ) X =
( ) X =
{ ) X =
( ) X =
Unit Total: I::] Qual Pt Totat [ J
Course Name and Number Grade/Points X  Units Quality Points
(2) NAT. & PRHYS. SCIENCE
( ) X =
{ ) X =
( ) X =
( ) X : =
Unit Total: ] Qual Pt Total | 1
: Course Name and Number Grade/Points X Units Quality Points
° " dditional year ENGLISH, MATH,
ar NATURAL & PHYSICAL
SCIENCE (1U Admissions Wanlts 3 Yrs)
( ) X =
- ) X =
Uit Total: :: Qual Pt Tolal r |
Course Name and Number Grade/Points X Units " Quality Points
(2) SOCIAL SCIENCES
{ ) X =
( ) X .=
( } X =
UnitTota: [ ] Qual Pt Total | 1
Course Name and Number Grade/PPoints X Units Quatity Points
(3) ADDITIONAL COURSES
(FORLANG, CP, PHIL, or REL) .
( ) X =
( ) X =
( ) X =
( ) X =
Uit Tost: || Qual Pt Total [ — ]
Total Qual. Pis. Total Core Course Units NCAA GPA (To 3 Decimals, No Rounding})
: TEST SCORES
) SAT:
o Eng. Math Reading Sci. Reas. Sum Toial Verbal Math Total
CT: . SAT:
: Eng. Math Reading Sci. Reas. Sum Total Verbal Math Total
ACT (68 Minimum) .
Best Sum Best Sum



Indiana University

Official Paid Visit Itinerary (Bylaws 13.4; 13.5; 13.6; 13.7)

*To be completed by the appropriate IU coach at the conclusion of the prospect’s visit and
submitted to the business office with all receipts within one week afier visit.

Name of Prospect: . Sport:
"Coach: _ _.
Official Visit Began: ~ Official Visit Ended:
: Date - Time Date. Time
Name(s) of person(s) ' :
accompanying PSA: - Relationship:
Site of Lodging: Cost: §.

Persons Receiving Accommodations:

o Mode of Transportation: Cost: §
Departure City: ' Return City:
Mode of Transportation on campus: ] Driver:
Name(s) of Student Host: |
Student Host Entertainment Funds: $ Parking: §
Miscellaneous (Describe): : $
Total Meal Cost and Direct Bills _*Use the meals worksheet on the second page § $
o Cash DB
Names of athletic personnel who met with prospect during the official visit (other than sport coaches):

Name Title . Date

Non-athletic personnel (Admissions, I'aculty, etc.) who met with prospect during official paid visit:
Name - Tille Date

~vmplimentary Admissions
Event Number of Admissions Dale

zo- b
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Allowable materials provided to prospect durtag visit (per NCAA Bylaw 13.4.1):

Others served at own expense: (e.g. student-athletes, brother/sister of the prospect)
Location

Name

Date

Media Guide or Recruiting Brochure Yes No

Game Program Yes No

NCAA Educational Video Yes No

Pre-enrollment information Yes No

Academic, Admissions material Yes No

Questionnaire Yes No

Summer Camp Brochure Yes No

Meals

Day One ‘Date Location Who Ate Cost
Breakfast $
Lunch 3
Dinner $
Snack 3
Day Two Date Location Who Ate Cost
Breakfast $
Lunch $
Dinner 3
Snack $
Day Three Date } Location Who Ate Cost
Breakfast ' $
Lunch $
Dinner $
Snack 3

Total Visit Meal Cost $

Coach’s Signature

O Compliance Coordinator’s Sigeature

11/2/04

Date

Date



Indiana Athletics Compliance Manual

4.14 Official Visit Chart of Permissible Activities:

Permissible Otficlal Visit Activities_{as of Aprif 2006)

Participate in OV

Alrport Complimentary Complimentary
Transportation Meals* Entertainment Admission
: Activities
Head/Asslstant Coach | Yes [13.52.4} Yes (includes Yes Yes, if available
o spouses & per (U ticket office
chlidren) policy
113.1.2.2(e)] :
Volunteer Coach Yes [S 10/14/98] Yes [11.01.5(c)] No [11.01.5] No [11.01 S(b)]

Student Coach Yes [S 10/14/98] No unless serving | No unless serving | No unless serving
&s student host as student host as student host
Manager No (BT 12/2/04] No [13.6.6.5] No [Proposal No [13.6.6.5]
2004-96 Ef. 8/04)
Student Host No [S 8/13/91] Yes [13.6.6.5(b}] Yes {13.6.6.5(a)} Yes [13.6.6.5(c) &
: Only one student Big Ten 16.2.1.3
host per prospect Al
Other SA No [9/13/91] No [13.6.65.2] May | Yes [13.6.6.5.2] No
attend and pay for :
own meal
Other Athletic Staff Yes [13.52.4] Yes [S 10/12/88] Yes [10/23/92] Yes, If avaltable
per U ticket office
| policy
U Faculty No (13524 & Yes-{1 3.1.2.3(a)j] Yes-[13.1.2.3(a)] Check with IU
13.1.2.3(a)) athletics
administration for
approval, ______
Enrolled SA's NO CONTACT NO CONTACT NC CONTACT NO CONTACT
ParenyBooster/Alumnl | WiTH PSA! WITH PSAI WITH PSAI WITH PSA!

*GA coach In the sport of football may receive a meat with a PSA during the ofticial visit within a 30-mile
radius of the institution’s campus. [S 10/114/98]

Section 4: Recruiting

7/‘7—-03
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DOBO meeting Supplement

13.12.2.3.2 Institutional/Noninstitutional Prlvately Owned Camps/Cllmc --
Basketball

In basketball, an institution's basketball coach and noncoaching staff members with
responsibilities specific to basketball may be employed only at their own
camps/clinics. Participation in such camps or clinics is limited to the months of June,
July and August or any calendar week (Sunday through Saturday) that includes days of
those months, unless such activities meet the provisions regarding developmental clinics
set forth in Bylaw 13.11.3.1. It is not permissible for a basketball coach or noncoaching
staff member with responsibilities only in basketball to be employed at other institutional
camps or clinics or at noninstitutional privately owned camps or clinics. [Adopted:
4/28/05 effective 8/1/05 - women's basketball; immediate - men's basketball. Contracts
signed prior to July 20, 2004, may be honored, provided the camp or clinic is operated in
accordance with restrictions applicable to institutional camps (e.g., open to any and all
entrants, no free or reduced admissions to or employment award winners.)]

Employment of Basketball Student Managers at Camps and Clinics (I)

Date Issued: Jul 13, 2005
Type: Official
Item Ref: 1

Interpretation:

The committee determined that student managers who are full-time students and have
responsibilities specific to basketball may be employed at institutional or
noninstitutional camps or clinics other than their own institution’s camps or clinics.
[References: NCAA Bylaw 13.13.2.3.1 (institutional/noninstitutional privately owned
camps/clinics -- basketball)]

2.0-9



Page 1 of 1

Pope, Christian Dean

From: Pope, Christian Dean
‘Sent:  Wednesday, June 14, 2006 10:50 AM

To: Rob Senderoff; Barbara JMcelroy (bjmcelro); Fitzpatrick, Timothy Martin (tmfitzpa @indiana.edu);
Greenspan, Richard | {rgreensp @indiana.edu); Jeff Meyer; Jerry Green; Ray McCallum; Sampson,
Kelvin Dale; Tim CGarl (tgarl)

Subject: July recruiting/ DEAD period

Coach, .
Please be aware of the parameters of the NCAA concerning July recruiting periods. The specifics are as
~ follows
May 1 through July 5, 2006, except for (1) below: ' Quiet Period.
(1) NBA Predraft camp: Evaluation Period
July 6-15, 2006: : -Evaluation Period
July 16-21, 2006, [except for (1) below]: Dead Period

o

(1) Itis permissible for an institution to have
contact with a prospect who is enrolled
in the institution's summer term
(i.e., summer session or summer bridge
program) and has signed a National Letter
of Intent or other written commitment to
attend the institution. (Adopted: 4/25/02)

buly 22-31, 2006: _ . Evaluation Period

| know I need not remind you that this apphes only to the assistant coachcs as Coach Sampson must not
be off-campus for any purpose concerning recruiting.
Please do not hesitate to contact my office with any concems or questions. Thanks.

Christian D. Pope

Director of Compliance
Indiana University

1001 East 17th Street
Bloomington, IN 47408-1590
812-856-6074

Go Hoosiers!

6/30/2006 2o -10



'DOBO meeting Supplement — (07.10.06)
13.02.4.4 Dead Period

A dead period is that period of time when it is not permissible to make in-person recruiting
contacts or evaluations on or off the member institution's campus or to permit official or
unofficial visits by prospective student-athletes to the institution's campus. The provision of
complimentary admissions to a prospective student-athlete during a dead period is prohibited,

~ except as provided in Bylaw 13.7.2.5 for a prospective student-athlete who visits an institution as
part of a group. During such a dead period, a coaching staff member may not serve as a speaker
at or attend a meeting or banquet at which prospective student-athletes are in attendance, except
as provided in Bylaw 13.1.9.1, and may not visit the prospective student-athletes’ educational

institutions. It remains permissible, however, for an institutional staff member to write or
telephone prospective student-athletes during such a dead period.

2005 Division I Hot Topic No. 6 - Basketball Summer Recruiting Restrictions
Date Issued: Jun 29,2005 Type: Ed. Colufnn Item Ref: 1 : S P

Interpretation: Institutions should note that July 6-15 and July 22-31 are evaluation periods
for basketball. As such, it is not permissible to have recruiting contacts with prospective
student-athletes during these periods. In addition, institutions should note that pursuant to .
NCAA Bylaw 11.7.4, there is a limit of three coaches who may evaluate prospects at any 'one
time during the evaluation perlods aIe

Institutions should note that pursuant to Bylaw 13.1.7.2.2-(b), all communication with a
prospect, the prospect’s relatives or legal guardians, the prospect's coach or any individual
associated with the prospect as a result of the prospect’s participation in basketball, directly or
indirectly, is, prohibited during the time period in which the prospect is participating in the
summer certified event. However, printed materials (e.g., letters, recruiting brochures,
questionnaires) may be sent via regular mail (see Bylaw 13.4.1) to a prospect's home while the
prospect is-participating in a certified event. Pursuant to Bylaw 13.1.7.2.2.1, an institutional
coaching staff member may have telephone contact with a prospect's high-school coach (or high-
school administrator) while the prospect is participating in a summer certified event, provided
the high-school coach or administrator is not in attendance at that summer certified event.

The following questions and answers are intended to clarify the application of Bylaw 13.1.7.2.2.

1. Question. If a prospect is participating in a tournament that occurs on consecutive days and at the
same site, at what point may a coach initiate communication with a prospect, the prospect's relatives
or legal guardians, the prospect's coach or any individual associated with the prospect as a result of
the prospect's participation in the certified event?

Answer. A coach may only communicate with such an individual after the prospect's team has been
eliminated from the event and the appropriate authorities have released the prospect, except for
telephone contact with a prospect’s high-school coach (or administrator) as permitted in Bylaw
13.1.7.2.2.1.

A —11




2. Question. If a prospect is participating in extended competition (i.e., traveling directly from one
competition site to another on an extended road trip), at what point may a coach initiate
communication with a prospect, the prospect's relatives or legal guardians, the prospect's coach or any
individual associated with the prospect as a result of the prospect's participation in the certified
events?

Answer. Once a prospect reports on call to travel with his or her team at the beginning of the
extended road trip, it is not permissible for an institutional coaching staff member to have any type of
communication with the prospect, the prospect's parents or legal guardians, the prospect's coach or
any individual associated with the prospect as a result of the prospect's participation in basketball
[except for telephone contact with a prespect’s high-school coach (or administrator) as permitted in
Bylaw 13.1.7.2.2.1] until completion of the team’s final competition of the road trip and the prospect
has been released by the appropriate authorities. This restriction on communication should reinforce
that collegiate coaches' attendance at events during the July evaluation period should be for
observation only and not a venue whereby contacts with outside influences are designed to be made
in an effort to recruit paxt_icular basketball prospects.

3. Question. A certified event is scheduled to take place July 8- 10. Is it permissible for coaches to
meet w1th a prospect s coach the evemng prior to the event?

Answer. A coach could not comsnunicate with a prospect's coach on the evening prior to the certified
event if the team is in the locale of the event (i. e., team has traveled to the event) and the prospect has
reported on call.

4. Questlon Is it permissible for a coach to evaluate a prospect who is participating in an orgamzed
high school practice during the July evaluation period?

Answer. It would be permissible for an institutional coaching staff member to evaluate a prospective
student-athlete participating in a high-school practice (as opposed to a nonscholastic team practice),
provided the ability to have organized practice is approved or sanctioned by the appropriate state
high-school athletics governing body and the practice is held at the direction and under the
supervision of the high school coach. It remains impermissible to attend nonscholastic practices in
preparation for a certified event unless that practice time has been designated as part of the certified
event. :

5. Question. Is it permissible for a coach to have contact with a prospect who has signed a National
Letter of Intent with the coach’s institution?

Answer. Pursuant to a 8/13/03 official interpretation (reference: Itern No. 1) it is not permissible for
an institutional coaching staff member to communicate in any way with a prospect who is
participating in a summer—certified event under any circumstances, including contact with a prospect
who has signed a National Letter of Intent. However, it would be permissible for an institutional
coaching staff member to communicate with a prospect who is in attendance at a summer-certified
event only if the prospect is not participating in the event and is not associated with any team
participating in the event (e.g., prospect travels to event at his or her own expense, prospect is not
under the authority of the coach at any time, prospect does not participate in team functions).

2 —2_
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DOBO meeting Supplement — (07.18.06)

13.1.7.2.2 Additional Restrictions - Men's Basketball Effective Date: Aug 01,
2006

In men's the following additional restrictions shall apply:

¢ Inmen’s basketball, contact shall not be made with a prospective student-athlete at
any basketball event during the academic year that is not part of a prospective

student-athlete's normal high school, preparatory school or two-year college season, -

or any event that is not approved, sanctioned, sponsored or conducted by the applicable
state high school or two-year college association, National Federation of State High
- School Ass_ociations or the National Junior College Athletic Association.

¢ In men's basketball, all communication with a prospective student-athlete, the
prospective student-athlete's relatives or legal guardians, the prospective student-
athlete's coach or any individual associated with the prospective student-athlete as a
result of the prospective student-athlete's participation in basketball, directly or:. -
indirectly, is prohibited during the time period in which the prospective student--
athlete is participating in a summer certified event or a nonscholastic event during
the April contact period. However, printed materials {e.g., letters, recruiting brochures,
questionnaires) may be sent via regular mail (see Bylaw 13.4.1) to a prospective student-
athlete's home while the prospective student-athlete is participating in a certified or.
nonscholastic event. ' t

11.7.12 Recruiting Coordination Functions Effective Date: Aug 01,2006

All recruitin'g' coordination functions (except routine clerical tasks) must be performed by
the head coach or one or more of the countable assistant coaches (see Bylaw 11.7.4). Such

" functions include:

(a) Activities involving athletics evaluation and/or selection of prospects.

(b) Telephone calls to prospective student-athletes (or prospective student-athletes' parents,
legal guardians or coaches).

(c) Preparatioh of general recruiting correspondence to prospéctive student-athletes (or
prospective student-athletes' parents or legal guardians).




~Weekly Compliance Mectings

Jirector of Basketball Opéreiﬁdns |
< July 25,2000 (2:00-3:00 pm)

NS A

Review of Sanctions

Reduction of phone calls

e Coach Sampson is precluded from making phone calls nor can he be in the presence of an assistant coach
who is making recruiting phone calls.

e From June 15 of the PSA’s sophomore year through July 317 of the prospects junior year, IU coaches
may make one call every other month concluding July 31%, 2007,

o From August 1% of the prospects senior year through July 31*%, 2007 TU coaches may call a prospect only
once per week. :

Exceptions include bylaw 13.1.3.3.2 (Official visit exception}; 13.1.3.3.3 {Letter of Intent signing date
exception); and 13.1.3.3.4 {Telephone calls subsequent to the national letter or intent s:gnmg or other
written commitment)

Reduction of days off campus

e The head coach is precluded from making any off-campus appearance at which prospects may be
in attendance including exceptions provided by bylaw 13.1.9.

Indiana University’s adoption of COI penaliies review

« Indiana University will require weekly meetings to be conducted between the director of basketball
operations and the compliance office on a weekly basis.

» Indiana University will provide fo the comnittee on infractions a written report by August 1, 2006 details
of the aforementioned meetings, rules education sessions conducted to include topics covered, recruiting
data collected to date by the compliance office as well as monitoring methods utilized by TU.

Review of Coach Sampson’s current monthly calendar and dates of speaking engagements

a)  New dates for approval:

b) All engagements must be cleared by compliance prior to going on Coach Sampson’s calendar. .

Review of assistant coaches contact and evaluation logs to date (sign off statement)

Review of assistant coaches phone logs for the past week

Review of prospective student-athlete listing on Cybersports and written logs

Rules education sessions review & Topic of the week
e Topic of the week (Bylaw 13.1.7.2.2 & July 24, 2006 Education Column update)

Recap & questions session

a) Compliance needs Jeff Meyer cell bills: June 26-Present.

b} Compliance needs Senderoff ceil bills: June 26-Present.

c) Compliance needs McCallum cell bills: June 10-Present.

d) Compliance needs Sampson cell bills: June 10-present.

e) Compliance needs McCallum’s handwritten phone logs May 29 —June 6.
) Q& A session

204
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DOBO meeting Supplement - (07.25.06)

13.1.7.2.2 Additional Restrictions - Men’s Basketball Effective Date: Aug 01, 2006
| In men's the following additional restrictions shall apply:

| » In men's basketball, contact shall not be made with a prospective student-athlete at any basketball

event during the academic year that is not part of a prospective student-athlete's normal high school,
preparatory school or two-year college season, or any event that is not approved, sanctioned, sponsored
or conducted by the applicable state high school or two-year college association, National Federation of
State High School Associations or the National Junior College Athletic Association.

| « Inmen's basketball, all communication with a prospective student-athlete, the prospective student-

athlete's relatives or legal guardians, the prospective student-athlete's coach or any individual
associated with the prospective student-athlete as a result of the prospective student-athlete's
participation in basketball, directly or indirectly, is prohibited during the time period in which the
prospective student-athlete is participating in a summer certified event or a nonscholastic event
during the April contact period. However, printed materials (e.g., letters, recruiting brochures,
questionnaires) may be sent via regular mail (see Bylaw 13.4.1) to a prospective student-athlete's home
while the prospective student-athlete is participating in a certified or nonscholastic event.

UPDATED - 2006 Educational Column -- NCAA Division I Proposal No. 2004-124 --
| Communication with Basketball Prospects During the July Evaluation Periods (1)

Date Issued: Jul 12,2006. Type: Ed. Column  Item Ref: 1

Interpretation: NCAA Division I institutions should note that NCAA Division I Bylaw 13.1.7.2.2 specifies
that, during the July evaluation periods in men's basketball, while a prospect is participating in a certified
basketball event, all communication with a prospect, the prospect's relatives or legal guardians, the
prospect's coach or any individual associated with the prospect as a result of the prospect's participation in
basketball, directly or indirectly, is prohibited. This provision prohibits all forms of communication, including
in-person contact, general correspondence (e.g., letters, faxes, text messaging, instant messages, e-mail) and

i

telephone calls. In men's basketball, institutional staff members (limited to only a countable coach beginning

August 1, 2006) may send general correspondence (except for text messages) to the prospect during the time
period in which the prospect is participating in a noncertified event, provided it is sent directly to the prospect
(e.g., front desk of hotel, the prospect's persenal fax machine) and there is no additional party (e.g., camp
employee, coach) involved in disseminating the correspondence. Text messaging is akin to the passing of
notes, which is not permissible during the time period a prospect is participating in an athletics event.

Finally, pursuant to Bylaw 13.02.11.1, those prospects who are enrolled in an institution's summer term

and receiving athletics aid prior to initial full-time enrollment are no longer considered prospects for the
purpose of applying contact restrictions and communication with such individuals is permissible.

[References: Division | Bylaws 13.02.11.1 (application), 13.1.7.2.2 (additional restrictions -- men's and

women's basketball)].
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Weekiy Compliance Meetines

iDirector.of Ifa'skéllmtl‘l ()[ié?‘uii.(ills
~FAugust 01, 2006 (14:00-11:00 any)

Review of Sanctions

Reduction of phone calls

+ Coach Sampson is precluded from making pbone calls nor can he be in the presence of an assistant coach
who is making recruiting phone calls.

« From June 15 of the PSA’s sophomore year through July 31 of the prospects Jumor year, IU coaches
- may make one call every other month concluding July 31%, 2007.

* From August 1% of the prospects senior year through July 31,2007 YU coaches may call a prospect only
once per week,

Exceptions include bylaw 13.1.3.3.2 ( Oﬁ‘icial visit exception); 13.1.3.3.3 {Letter of Intent signing date

exception); and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone calls sub sequent to the national letter or intent signing or other

written commitment)

Reduction of days off campus

¢ The head coach is prectuded from making any off-campus appearance at which prospects may be
in attendance including exceptions provided by bylaw 13.1.9.

Indiana University’s adoption of COI penallties review

» Indiana University will require weekly meetings to be conducted between the director of basketball
operations and the compliance office on a weekly basis.

« Indiana University will provide to the committee on infractions a written report by August 1, 2006 details
of the aforementioned meetings, rules education sessions conducted to include topics covered, recruiting
data collected to date by the compliance office as well as monitoring methods utilized by IU. -

Review of Coach Sa@pson ’s current monthly calendar and dates of speaking engagements

a) New dates for approval:

b) All engagements must be cleared by compliance prior to going on Coach Sampson’s calendar.

Review of assistant coaches contact and evaluation logs to date (sign off statermnent)

Review of assistant coaches phone logs for the past week

Review of prospective student-athlete listing on Cybersports and written logs

Rules educﬁtion sesstons review & Topic of the week
* Topic of the week (Bylaw 13.1.8.8 Evaluation Days -Page 97 2006-07 NCAA Manual)
Recap & questions session |

a) Compliance needs Jeff Meyer ceil bills: June 26-Present.
b) Compliance needs Senderoff cell bills: June 26-Present.
c) Compliance needs McCallom cell bills: June 10-Present.

d) Compliance needs Sampson cell bills: June IO—presént.

e¢)  Request Sprint list phone calls by number called
) Q & A session '

2.0-(6




(1) Fall Contact Period.
Evaluations at sites other than the prosp ective student-athlete's educational institution are prohibited
during the fall contact period. Lwe prospective student-athlete's educatnonal msmunon shall bej

ractices and recular scholastic activities involving prospective student-athletes enrolled onlv at that institutionB

(2) Academic Year Evaluation Period.

All evluatlons -during the academic year evaluation period shall be limited to regularly. scheduled high-
schooly py:eparateri scheai and two-year college contestsltournaments, practices and regular scholastic]
activities involving student—athletes enrolled only at that institution)

(3) April Contact Period.

(i) Evaluations at Nonscholastic Events. Evaluations at nouscholastic events during the April contact
period are limited to events that are approved. sanctioned, sponsored or conducted by the

applicable state high school= preparatorg school or two-year college association, National
Federatlon of High School Assocatlons or the Natmnal unior Colle € tc Association.

regardless of where the event occurs. If an approved nonscholastic event occurs at a high school,
preparatory school or two-year college, it is not necessary to have a contact with a prospective student-
athiete who attends the educational institution.

(ii) Evaluations at a Prospective Student-Athlete's Educational Institution (Other Than Nonscholastic
Events). Evaluations are permissible at a prospective student-athlete’s educational institution shall be
limited to regularly scheduled preparatory school or two-year college contests/tournaments, practices
EL B OBl W ERRTE G GE i nvol ving prospective student-athletes enrolled only at that institution
and only in conjunction with an off-campus contact.

{4) Summer Evaluation Period.

During the summer evaluation period, 4 member of an institution's basketball coaching staff may attend
noninstitutional nonorganized events (e.g., pick-up games), institutional basketball camps per Bylaw 13.12.1.1
and noninstitutional organized events (e.g., camps, leagues tournaments and festivals) that are certified per Bylaw
30.16.

(5) Predraft Camp Exception.

Evaluations conducted at National Basketball Association (NBA) official [IySul el iRe:1in) R (=R 101 Q{8 [T BI}]
the 130 evaluation davs.

2.0-1"7
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‘New Coaches Compliance Meeting
April 3, 2006

Brief overview

No major violation since late 50s

Average of 20-30 violations over last 5-7 years

2004 ~38 - 2005 ~ 25

No one is immune to breaking the rules

Ask before acting

Shared responsibility

Self-reporting ~ looked upon more favorably by NCAA/Big Ten

Qe A TP

Ways to learn

a. Annual coaches certification exam

b. Monthly All-Staff/Compliance Meetings (mandatory)

c. QOTW via email (notify us of your email address)

d. Monthly ICN (Indiana Compliance Newsletter)

e. Emails/memos from the compliance office (please read!!})

Compliance Office set-up
a. Jennifer’s primary responsibilities include:

1. Overseeing institutional compliance with NCAA, Big Ten, and TU

rules and regulations (including student-athletes, U Athletics
staff, TU faculty/staff, boosters and merchants)

2. Rules Education for coaches, athletics staff, [U staff, student-
athletes, parents of student-athletes, and representatives of IU
athletics interests (including local merchants)

3. Irivestigating allegations of rules violations and reporting
violations to the NCAA and/or Big Ten

b. Christian’s primary responsibilities include:
1. Issuing rules interpretations .
2. Monitoring (w/assistance from his intern) and providing rules
. education in the following areas:
Recruiting
Camps and clinics
Local sports clubs
Playing and practice seasons, including ARA logs
Volunteer coaches
Complimentary tickets
SA outside competition
SA promotional activities

T@ om0 AaDn TR

(over)
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c. Anitra’s primary responsibilities include:
1L Developing, monitoring and maintaining in-house computer
database system that tracks eligibility and financial aid for student-
athletes
2 International student-athlete initial eligibility

3. Continuing eligibility — men

4 Transfer eligibility EERAERGIYS

5 NCAA reports

Chip’s primary responsibilities include:

i Initial eligibility, NCAA Clearinghouse and housmg issues
2. Continuing eligibility - Women

3 Official visits (MBB — at 5 for'the 05-06 recruiting cycle)
4 Transfer releases and permission to contact

e. Kathy’'s primary responsibilities mcl de .

1. Financial aid issuesi8EE:
a. NLI
b. Tender issuance, renewals, nonrenewals
c. SA Special Assistance Fund

d. Squad Lists
2. - SA employment

Christian’s review:

Questions???



2C05-06 Gﬁideline’s for TU Athletics Staff Members

The following statements on ethical conduct, gambling and extra benefits summarize the NCAA rules on
these issues. For more information, please refer to the NCAA Manual, the Big Ten Handbook and the TU

Compliance Manual online at http://iuhoosiers collegesports.com/compliance/indcompliance html.
Remember: When in doubt on any rule, check with the compliance office!

Ethical Conduct - NCAA Bylaw 10.01, 10.1

As an athletics department employee you are subject to the rules and regulations outlined by the NCAA.
‘As such, you have the responsibility to act with honesty and sportsmanship at all times so that
intercollegiate athletics shall représent the honor and dignity of fair play.

As defined by the NCAA, unethical conduct may.include, but is not limited to the following:

x  Refusal to furnish information relevant to an investigation of a possible violation of an NCAA

 regulation when requested to do so;

x Involvement in arranging for fraudulent academic credit or false transcripts for a studentathlete;

% Involvement in offering or providing a student-athlete an improper inducement, extra benefit, or

. improper financial did;

x  Furnishing IU or the NCAA false or misleading information concerning your involvement o
knowledge of information regarding a possible NCAA rules violation; or

% Receipt of benefits for facilitating or arranging a meeting between a student-athlete and an agent,
financial advisor or representative of an agent or advisor (e.g. “runner”).

All institutional staff members have the responsibility to selfxeport any NCAA rules violation.

@ Gambling - NCAA Bylaw 10.3

As an athletics department employee, you are not permitted to gamble on ANY college or professional
athletics competition in a sport that is sponsored by the NCAA (including Fanta.sy Football, internet
sports wagering, and other such orgamzed sport gambling act1v1t1es)

Specifically, you are not permitted to:
x  Provide information to individuals involved in organized gambling activities concerning
. ihte;collegiate athletics competition;
x  Solicit a bet on any intercollegiate team;
% Accept a bet on any team representing the institution;
% Solicit or accept a bet on any intercollegiate competition for any item (e. g., cash, shirt, dmner) that
" has tangible value; or -
% Participate in any gambling activity that involves mtercolleg1ate athletics or professional athletics,
through a bookmaker, a parlay card or any other method used by organized gambling.

&i'Beneﬁt& Gifts and Services - NCAA Bylaw 16.12 ﬁl

General Rule: A studentathlete may not receive any extra benefit, The term “extra benefit” refers to any
special arrangement by an institutional employee (including tutors) or representative of the institution’s
athletics interests (“booster”) to provide the studentathlete, his orher relatives or friends with a benefit
not expressly authorized by NCAA legislation, unless it is demonstrated that the same benefit is generally
available to the institution’s students and their relatives or friends. Remember: Once a student-athlete,
always a student-athlete. You may not provide gifts or benefits even after a student-athlete’s eligibility has
expired! ' {OVER)
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Local Transportation [16.10.1-(e)}: IU staff members may provide reasonable local
transportation to student-athletes on an occasional basis (trips to the Indlanapohs airport or
anywhere outside Monroe County are not permissible).

Occasional Meals [16.12.1.5): 1U staff members may provide an occasional meal (at their home
or restaurant) to student-athletes on infrequent and special occasions in the locale of IU and may
provide reasonable local transportation to student-athletes to attend such meals. (Limit 34 times
per semester and 1-2 times during the summer, per institutional policy.)

Telephone Calls [16.12.1.11): Student-athletes may use institutional telephones to make long
distance calls in emergency situations if approved by an IU athletics department administrator.
Local telephone calls may be made from institutional telephones free of charge (IU policy).
Token of Support [16.12.1.11-(e)): Student-athletes may receive reasonable tokens of support
and transportation in the event of serious injury or serious illness.

® Nonpermissible Benefits, Gifts, Services ®

x

X

x

x

Typing Costs [16.3.1): Typing/word processing/editing services or costs cannot be provided to
studentathletes free of charge or at a discounted rate. They must pay the going rate.

Discounts [16.12.2.2): Student-athletes may not receive a special discount, payment
arrangement or credit on a purchase {e.g., airline ticket, clothing, food) or a service (e.g., dry
cleaning, haircut).

Telephones and Credit Cards [16.12.2.2): Use of a telephone, pager, long distance access code
or credit card for personal reasons without charge or at a reduced rate.

Entertainment Services [16.12.2.2.3): A student-athlete may not receive services {e.g., movie
tickets, dinners, use of car) from commercial agencies (e.g. movie theaters, restaurants, car
dealers) without charge or at reduced rates, or free or reduced-cost admission to professional
athletics contests from professional sports organizations, unless such services are also available to
the student body in general.

® Other Prohibited Benefits, Gifts, Services ®

x

X X % %

Cash, a loan (including Signing or cosigning a note with outside agency) or a guarantee of bond.
An automobile or use of an automobile.

Transportation {(except reasonable local transportation) even if the student-athlete reimburses the
institution or staff member for the appropriate amount of gas or expense.

Preferential treatment, benefits, or services based on the student-athlete’s athletics reputation or
skill or pay-back potential as a future professional. '

Payment or other compensation for work not performed.

Use of personal property (e.g., boats, summer homes, cars, computers, stereos).

Christmas, birthday, special occasion gifts and presents. '

Free or reduced cost professional services not available on the same basis to other students.

@ REMEMBER TO ASK BEFORE YOU ACT! @

Please contact the compliance office with any questions:

Jennifer Brinegar, Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance, 8550451, jhooker@indiana.edu
Chamele Kennedy, Assistant Compliance Coordinator, 8566074, cmkenned@indiana.edu
Anitra House, Eligibility & Systems Officer - 855-5126, ahouse@indigna.edu

Chip Armbruster, Assistant Compliance & Eligibility Officer - 8550877, carmbrus@indiana.edu
Kathy Amold, Assistant Compliance & Financial Aid Officer — 8559970, kamold@indiana.edu
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FIGURE 13-1
Division I Men's Basketball Recruiting Calendar.
August 1, 2005 - July 31, 2006
(See Bylaw 30.11.1 for Division I men's baskeiball calendar formula)

e) The rmonth of April 2006 [except for (1), {2) and (3) below]:

~ All live evaluations during the April contact period are limited toContact Period
events that are approved, sanctioned, sponsored or conducted by
the applicable state high-school, preparatory school or two-year
college association, National Federation of High School Associations
or the National Junior College Athletic Association and may occur at
sites other than the prospect's educational institution only on
Saturday and/or Sunday and not on any weekend during which the
PSAT, SAT, PLAN or ACT natlonal standardized tests
are administered. Evaluations are permissible at a prospect's
‘educational institution only in conjunction with an off-campus
contact.

(1) Aprit 1-4, 2006, (noon): Dead Period

(2) One men's basketball event certified by the NCAA (see
Bylaw 30.18) held in conjunction with, and conducted in
the host city of the NCAA Division I Men's Basketball
Championship.

.Evaluation
Period

(3) April 10-13, 2006: Dead Period

{f) May 1 through July 5, 2006, except for.(l) below: Quiet Period
(1) NBA Predraft camp: Evaluation
: : Period
(g) July 6-15, 2006: Evaluation
: ' Period
(h) July 16-21, 2006, [except for (1) below]: Dead Period

(1) It is permissible for an institution to have contact with a
prospect who is enrolled in the institution's summer term (i.e.,
summer session or summer bridge program) and has signed a
" National Letter of Intent or other written commitment to attend
" the institution. (Adopted: 4/25/02)

(i) July 22-31, 2006: Evaluation
~Period
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Page 1 of 1

Pope, Christian Dean

From: Big Ten - Chad Hawley [CHawley @ bigten.org]

Sent: - Wednesday, March 22, 2006 6:11 PM

To: Compliance Group

Ce: Big Ten - Greg Walter

Subject: Quick Tip on April Basketball Events (Men's Basketball)

What do injured dogs, large wooden horses, and “approved” April basketball events have in common? You
should approach each of them with caution...

With respect to the last item, it seems that some April events that will include high-school prospects have been
approved not by the applicable high-school association, but by a regional office of the National Junlor College
Association (see the following link:

http/imww1.ncaa.org/membershi _Q[enforcement/bkb certification/mens. ac_events?0bjectiD=10375) That’s
problematic because if we're talking about a high-school prospect, a junior-college association is notthe
applicable goveming body. Consequently, April events involving high-schoo! prospects that have not been
approved by the appropnate high-school association are off-limits.

I'm sure there will be more on this, but | wanted to give you an early wamlng Also, the lvy League’s list of
legitimate events should be up socon—T'll pass that along as soon as | getiit.

Take care and more soon,
Chad

- Chad Hawley

Director of Compliance
Big Ten Conference
1500 W. Higgins Rd.
Park Ridge, IL 60068
ph: 847/696-1010, x. 118
fax: 847/696-1150

21- L

4/3/2006



!

o

, information Related to Division I Men's Basketball Coaches' Attendance at Nonscholastic... Page 1 of 1

Pope, Christian Dean

From: Big Ten - Chad Hawley [CHawley @ bigten.org]
Sent;  Friday, March 24, 2006 6:31 PM

To: Compliance Group

Ce: Big Ten - Greg Walter

Subject: FW: Information Related to DIVISIOI’I | Men's Basketbalt Coaches' Attendance at Nonscholashc
Events During the April Con -

See the below message from Membership Services (this is the issue to which | referred in Wednesday’s email).

Again, P'll send the list the Ivy League is compiling (state-by-state listings) as soon as it's available. Have a good
weekend.

~Chad

*The staff has received numerous inquiries regarding nonscholastic events involving prospects approved by
entities other than what is considered the applicabie or appropriate body. Bylaw 13.1.8.8-(a}-(3}-(i} specifies that
during the April contact period, Division 1 men's basketbalt coaches may only atterid nonscholastic events that are
sanctioned, conducted, approved or sponsored by the_applicable (as opposed to any) scholastic
association/entity, A two-year college association is not the applicable entity to sanction, sponsor, conduct, ect a
nonscholastic event that inciudes high schoolfprep schoo! prospects in order for coaches to attend. As a result,
such events do not meet the rule and Division { men’s basketball coaches’ attendance is not permissible. There

~ has been some confusion regarding a list of nonscholastic events posted on the NCAA basketball event

@

cettification site which had provided some indication that they had received appropriate approval from a
scholastic entity. Please note that this list was being previded as a courtesy to the membership and did not
indicate that the event met NCAA Division | legislation regarding such events in order for coaches to attend. A
disclaimer to indicate such was included on the site, however, some perceived the list as a list of “approved”
events. In order to avoid any further confusion, the site has-been.removed and event operators have been
notified of the clarification.”

This email and any. attachments may contain confidential and privileged
information. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the
sender immediately by return email, delete this message and destroy any
copies. Any dissemination or use of this information by a person other

than the intended recipient is unauthorized and may be illegal.

4/3/12006 21T



5

11.01.3.1 Replacement of Graduate Assistant Coach. [I-A] The compensation or remuneration
set forth in Bylaw 11.01.3 shall be charged against an academic year. In Division I-A football, once
the amount set forth in Bylaw 11.01.3-(a) is paid to a graduate agsistant coach for that academic
year, additional funds may not be spent on a replacement until the start of the next academic year,
even though the graduate assistant coach subsequently leaves the institution&#39;s athletics pro-
gram during the academic year. (Adopted: 1/11/94) -

11.01.4 Coach, Student Assistant. A student-coach is any coach who is a student-athlete who has
exhausted his or her. eligibility in the sport or has become injured to the point that he or she ié unable to

practice or compete ever again, and who meets the following additional criteria: (Revised: 1/12/04 effective
8/1/04)

(a) Isenrolled at the msﬁmﬁm at which he or she participated in intercollegiate athletics;
@) Is participating as a student-coach within the five-year eligibility period (see Bylaw 14.2);

(c) Is completing the requirements for his or her baccalaureate degree or graduate program; (Revised:
1/12/04 effective 8/1/04)

(d) Is a full-time student (see Bylaws 14.1.8.2 and 14.1.8.2.1.4), unless during his or her final semester or
quarter of the baccalaureate program, per Bylaw 14.1.8.2.1.3; (Revised: 1/12/04 effective 8/1/04)

(e) Is receiving no compensation or remuneration from the institution other than the financial aid that
could be received as a student-athlete and expenses incurred on road trips that are received by individ-
_ ual team members; and (Revised: 1/9/96)

(f) Is not'involved in contacting and evaluating prospective student-athletes off campus or scoutmg oppo-
nents off campus. :

11.01.5 Coach; Volunteer. In sports other than football and basketball, a volunteer coach is any coach
who does not receive compensatmn or remuneration from the institution’s athletics depariment or any
organization funded in whole or in part by the athletics department or that is involved primarily in the
promotion of the institution’s athletics program (e.g., booster club, athletics foundation association). The
following provisions shall apply: (Revised: 1/10/92 effective 8/1/92, 4/26/01 effective 8/1/01)

(a) The individual is prohibited from contacting and evaluating prospective- student-athletes off campus or
from scouting opponents off campus. (Revised: 1/16/93, 1/11/94)

(b) The individual may receive a maximum of two oomphmentary tickets to home athletics contests in the
ooach's port (Remsed' 1/ 16 / 93)

1 1.01 ..6 Supplemental Pay. Supplemental pay is the payment of cash over and above an athletics
department staff member’s institutional salary by an outside source for the purpose of increasing that staff
member’s annual earnings (see Bylaw 11.3.2.2).

111 CONDUC'I' OF ATHLETICS PERSONNEL

11.1.1 Shndards of Honesty and Sporlsmanship. Individuals employed by or assoc;ated with a
member institution to administer, conduct or coach intercollegiate athletics shall act with honesty and
sportsmanship at all times so that intercollégiate athletics as a whole, their institutions and they, as indi-
viduals, represent the honor and dignity of fair play and the generally recognized high standards associat-
ed with wholesome competitive sports, (See Bylaw 10 for more specific ethical-conduct standards.)

11.1.2 Responsibility for Violations ¢f NCAA Regulations. Institutional staff members found in vio-
lation of NCAA regulations shall be subject to disciplinary or corrective action as set forth in the provisions
of the NCAA enforcement procedures, whether such violations occurred at the certifying mstlmuon or dur-
mg the mdrndual ] prenous employment at another member mstltutlon

" 14.1.3 Use of Association Name or Affiliation. Staff members of member institutions and others
serving on the Association’s committees or acting as consultants shall not use, directly or by implication;
the Association’s name or their affiliation with the Association in the endorsement of products or services.

11.14 Represenﬁng Individuals in Marketing Athletics Abifity/Reputation. Staff members of the
athletics department of a member institution shall not represent, directly or indirectly, any individual in
_the marketing of athletics ability or reputation to an agent, a professional sports team or a professional

56 ;2(_@



Agreements for Men"s and Women’s Programs, Agr. 11

2. Head Men's Basketball Coaches. All head men's basketball coaches are
' required to attend the following media events, unless approval for being
absent is granted by the Commissioner: the annual Big Ten Basketball
Media Day; the telephone news conference held prior to the postseason
Conference tournament, and postgame interviews held at the site of the
Conference tournament following their team’s participation. (Revised &
effective 5/1/95; revised & effective 5/18/98)

3. Head Women's Basketball Coaches. All head women's basketball
' coaches are required to attend the following media events, unless approval
for being absent is granted by the Commissioner: the annual Big Ten
Basketball Media Day; the telephone news conference held prior to the
postseason Conference tournament, and postgame interviews held at the
site of the Conference tournament following their team’s participation.
(Updated 6/97; revised & effective 5/18/98; revised & effective 8/6/98) -

11.2 CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENTS

11.6

11.2.2 Athletically Related Income - Equipment and Apparel Contracts. By
September 1, 1994 all future contracts for athletic equipment and apparel shall be either
between the university and vendor or a tripartite arrangement between thé university,
coach/support personnel and vendor. The university must be a party to agreements
entered into after the effective date described above between coaches and/or support
personnel and vendors. (Adopted 6/8/94, revised & effective 8/1/94)

SCOUTING AND FILM EXCHANGE

11.6.1 Scouting. The provisions of NCAA Bylaw 11.6 shall govern limitations on
scouting except as follows:

A. Women's Basketball. Verbal and written scouting reports regarding Conference
teams to other Conference teams is forbidden. (Revised & effective 11/13/91)

11.6.1.3 Film or Videotape Exchange.

A, Men'sBasketballé There shall be no film or vidéotape exchange in men's;
basketball :

B. Women’s Basketball. Videotape exchange in women's basketball may take place _
only as indicated in the Conference Game Management Manual for women's
basketball.

C. Football. The Conference has adopted a formal policy for the exchange of
football videotape as described in the Game Management Manual for Football.

138 |
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égreements for Men’s and Women’s‘Pr'Ograms, Agr. 16

entertainment purposes as permitted under NCAA legislation.
(Revised and effective 1/9/99; revised & effective 7/27/00)

Conference Championships. The Conference or host institution shall not
issue complimentary or any other form of free admission to any competitor
in a Conference championship. Championship management, press
personnel with credentials, and the participants shall be admitted without
charge. An institution may purchase admissions that may be ysed by
student-athletes consistent with Big Ten and NCAA legislation.

i’éﬁﬂﬁi&ilﬂéﬁﬁﬁnﬂ%s Home Contests in Other Sporty. A student-athlete may
receive a complimentary admission to all regular-season home athletic events as
long as tickets are availdble, g¥cprinfootball; men's basketball, -atidfimen’s ige

tivikey. (Revised & effective 7/27/00) o

A‘ X

i

Bxeeptionsy Student-athletes who are not:participants in football, mei's
© sk en’s iee hiockey may Teceive acomplimeéntary adimissiofi
forihio) snder the following:eircuittistaneds (Revised & effective

7/27/00): D .

1" Ferthe:purpose of hosting aprospect on an expense-paid visit,
(Updated 9/92) - : I
2. Fofihépuipose of beirig Feognizéd or bionored atthe contgat and
it is the institution's policy to provide complimentary admission to -
. any student of the university for this purpose. A student-athlete
may also receive a maximum of three additional complimentary
admissions to be used by the student-athlete’s parents, legal
guardians and/or spouse as permitted under NCAA legislation.
(Updated 4/93; revised & effective 10/17/00)

164 MEDICAL EXPENSES.

16.4.1 Medical Examinations. Each student-athlete shall have an initial physical = -
examination when they enter a Conference intercollegiate sports program. The extent of
the physical examination including-laboratory studies and other diagnostic procedures
will be determined by each team physician. Thereafter, an annual review of their health
status shall be performed. This may include a physical examination at the discretion of

the team physician.

A,

The final decision on physical qualification or reason for rejection shall be the
responsibility of the team physician.

The team physician shall have final authority regarding participation in practice

and competition subsequent to an injury or illness.

1 XI-10



Agreements for Men’s and Women’s Programs, Agr. 16

- 16.5 TRAINING TABLE MEALS

o 16.5.1. Permissible. The provisions of NCAA Bylaw 16.5 shall govern housing and
: meal benefits except as those noted below.

A. Training Table Meals - General Interpretations and Definitions for Football
and Men's Basketball

1. Coaches shall not give instruction in the sport during the meal.

2. The term meal is defined as a meal for a group taken together, so that
the food is of proper kind, quantity, arid quality and properly served. It is
not permissible to reimburse players or to compensate those furnishing
meals eaten elsewhere when a training table meal is offered or the
institution's dining facilities are available, and the student-athlete chooses .
to eat elsewhere. (Revised 10/91)

3. The full cost of the meal shall be defined as the actual cost to pro.vide that
meal, regardless of the source of funds.

4. Football. An institution may furnish a meal seven days a week during the
' football season (including any bowl participation) and five days a week
) : , out of season durmg the academic year. (Revised &

th season (ﬂéfﬁdmg any postseason partlc1pat10n) and fivé. dayya
"6ut of season duriig the remaifider of the-academic yeaf (Updated
8/92 8/93; 8/94; revised 5/19/97, effective 8/1/97)

16.8 TRAVEL SQUAD SIZE LIMITS & EXPENSES
16.8.1.2 Competition While Representing Institution.

A. Home and Travel Squad Limits. Only student-athletes who are eligible to

compete may dress in uniform for a game or contest. (Updated 9/92; revised &
effective 1/9/99)

1. Squad Size Limitations. The following home and travel squad limits
shall apply to all regular season (championship and non-championship
segments) competition including exhibition, scrimmages, Conference
championships, and Conference postseason tournaments (See
16.8.1.2.Chart). (Revised & eﬁ‘ecnve 1/21/92; updated 9/92; editorial

. o o revision 7/04)

142 2‘-_[/
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Agreements for Men’s and Women’s Programé, Agr. 16 |

K

16.8.1.2.A.2 c.

3)

An athlete who is not eligible for competition shall not
travel with the team in any capacity to an off-campus site,
regardless of whether or not the athlete offers to pay an
appropriate share of the travel expenses.

If fewer than the ﬁermissible number of athletes travel to a

contest, the university may transport a replacement for an
injured or ill athlete.

Football.

1}

2)

3

4)

The home team may dress as many players as it desires for
a varsity game.

For any Conference game, the visiting varsity team may
carry and dress not more than 70 eligible players (including

in that number players who may be injured and unable to

play) as the traveling squad. (Revised & effective 6/8/92;
revised & effective 5/20/04)

For any non-Conference game, the visiting varsity team
may carry and dress not more than 70 eligible players
(including in that number players who may be injured and
unable to play). '

Squad members who are not eligible for intercollegiate
competition shall not be permitted to travel to any game or
contest at the expense of the university.

The travel squad limits shall apply when the team is housed
in a hotel, motel or similar "extra cost" facility on the night
prior to any home Conférence or non-Conference game.
(Revised 10/14/91)
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Agreements for Men’s and Women’s Programs, Agr. 16

16.8.1.2.A TRAVEL SQUAD LIMITS FOR MEN'S SPORTS

)

Sport

Baseball

Cross Country

Football - Cbn ference

Regular Season

Travel

25

12

70

Football — Nonconference 70

3

Golf
Gymnastics

Soccer
Single contest
Multiple contests

Swimming
Tennis
Single contest

Multiple contests

Track - Indoor
Track - Qutdoor

Wrestling
Open

Single contest
Multiple contests

*

6
15

24

24

J4*k*

32

34

20
13
15

Home

' Unlimited
Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited
Untimited

Unlimited

Unlimited
Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited

Unlimited
Unlimited

Unlimited+

Conference Championship or
Conference Postseason Toyrnament

25 (Revised 8/1/94; 2/19/96)

15 (Revised 6/8/92, 7/1/92; 2/15/97,
effective 8/1/97) }

9 (Revised 7/24/96; revised 5/19/02)

- (Revised 6/8/92, 8/1/94, revised
5/17/03; revised 5/20/04)

(Revised 5/20/64)
20%*  (Revised 8/1/95; revised 5/20/04)

24***  (Revised 10/14/91,6/8/92, 8/9/93;
7/24/96; 2/15/97; revised 10/7/03
effective 03-04 season)

(Revised 2/24/03)
9 {Revised 2/15/97; effective 8/1/97)

32+**x(Revised 5/24/99; effective 8/1/99;
Revised 5/23/00; effective 8/1/00;
Revised 10/9/01; effective 8/1/02)
34**+*+(Revised 2/15/97; effective 8/1/97)
Revised 10/9/01; effective 8/1/02)

15 {Revised & effectivel0/17/00)

The travel squad limit shall be 70 for conference games (12° game situation no longer applicable). For preseason
q (4

or other exempted contest situations, the Directors have agreed in principle to use postseason bowl guidelines for
travel squad limits. (Revised 8/3/95; revised 5/18/03; revised 5/20/04)

For the Conference championship, the travel squad limit of 20 shall apply to all teams, except that the host

institution may dress an unlimited number (Revised 2/19/95, effective 8/1/95).

Lil]

*hig

effective 10/17/00}

Swimmers shall count as one and divers shall count as one-half. (Revised & effective 8/9/93; revised 7/24/96,
effective 8/1/96: revised 10/7/03 effective 03-04 season)

The number of patticipants from each school in any one event shall not exceed the number of ialam 10 score in
that event, and ncver more than four entries per event.

The home squad may be unlimited only. if fws conference teams are noi wmpetmg against each other (Revised &

145
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Agreements for Men’s and Women’s Programs, Agr. 17

b. Protection of Visiting Team & Officials. Host institutions must
‘ provide adequate security and protection for the visiting team and
officials and their vehicles immediately upon arrival on campus
continuing through their departure. (Refer to Football and
Basketball Game Management Manuals; Adopted & effective
5/19/02; revised 10/7/02; revised 6/23/03)

Conference competition as well as during other activities associated with

competition such as banquets, autograph sessions, press conferences, and post
game interviews, shall be prohibited. (Adopted 8/8/94)

Forfeiture Policy. See Appendix C.

152
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Agreements for Men’s and Women’s Progi'ams, Agr. 16

17.1.D. 2.

17.1.D.3.

17.1. D4,

17.1.D5.

17.1. D 6.

complimentary pass seats may be returned for credit after
the close of business on Friday of game week. (Revised &
effective 8/4/93)

b. Men’s Basketball. 100 tickets shall be made available for
purchase to a visiting institution. The location of 36 of these tickets
shall be behind the visiting university's bench.

¢.  Women’s Basketball. A maximum of 60 complimentary
admissions located behind the visiting team bench shall be allotted
at no charge to Conference institutions. An additional 40 tickets
shall be made available for purchase by the visiting team.
(Revised 7/24/96; revised & effective 9/29/97)

d. Women’s Volleyball. A total of 60 complimentary admissions
shall be allotted at no charge toa v1sxt1ng mstltutlon (Revised
- 5/24/99, effective 8/1/99) = - ’

e. All Other Men’s and Women’s Sports. For all other sports, a
ticket allotment shall not be made for a scheduled game or event
unless otherwise mutually agréed.

Officials. All officials may receive a maximum of two complimentary
admissions for each game officiated. Officials will be instructed to make
their own arrangements with the host institution.

BEBUAEAny individual representing a professional organization, scouting
service, or any individual evaluating team or individual student-athletes
shall not receive a complimentary admission to an event or be seated in the
section that is designated specifically for the media or press (e.g., press
box, press row, etc.). (Editorial revision 6/00) :

Press. Members of the working press may receive a press pass only.
Press Box Policies - Football

a, A standard set of credentials for visiting Big Ten football travel
parties (excluding media press box credentials) must be sent to the
visiting school two weeks prior to the first game of the season.
The standard credential set will include the following: (Revised &
ejj‘?zctzve 7/26/96 : revzsea’ and ective 5/1 9/0{)

8 V131t1ng Athletlc Dlrector Booth
8 Visiting Coaches’ Booth

4 Video
4 All Oyer
10 Parking.




WOUULLLLLLLLLLLLEILLY.

o

I RCRCR VYRV RV VRV RV RV VY VRV VEVRVEVRTRVY

Agreements for Men’s and Women’s Programs, Agr. 16

17.1.D.7.

17.1.E.

17.1.D 8.
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b. Each school shall reserve at least two radio booths for a visiting
school's regular stations. (Revised 5/10/93; 2/15/97)
M"«n
S C ; Professmnal scouts, scouting services, or any individual in
,.é attendance to evaluate team or individual student-athletes, shall not
% receive a complimentary admission to the event, and shall not be
1; : allowed in the press box.

d. The press box booth for visiting coaches should be uniform
throughout the Conference, or at least comparable for the visiting
and home teams. ~

e The public address announcer shall follow the manner prescribed

in the NCAA Football Rule Book and as further directed by
Conference bulletin with respect to excessive crowd noise.

" Hox Polivies - Mei's and Women's BasketbgliRevised &
" effective 8/5/98)

a. f Professional scouts, scouting services, or any individual in
attendance to evaluate team or individual student-athletes, shall not
ﬂ receive a complimentary admission to the event, and shall not be
i seated in the section that is designated specifically for the media or
% press {e.g., press box or press row, etc.).

seBoxPolivies: _x{@ssmnal&i; Organizatign. A professional
sports orgamzatlons management, ownersh1p, or head coach may be
present in the press box as a guest of the institution's Director of Athletics
or Head Coach provided there is no intention to conduct scouting
-activities, including the scouting of officials. (Adopted 10/27/94; updated
9/96)

Administration of Officials. In addition to the following provisions, there are

specific policies that govern football and men's basketball officials. See the Game
Management Manuals for these sports.

1.

Appointment and Assignment

a. Football and Men’s Basketball. Football and men's basketball
officials shall be appointed by the Commissioner. Officials shall be
subject to rules and regulations governing their operations and
working conditions as established by the Commissioner.

1) A person shall not be appointed or retained as an official if

the person's other employment or conditions might affect
the efficiency or quality of the person's officiating. A
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person employed by, or a student at a Conference university
shall not be appointed as an official.

) b. Women’s Sports. Conference registered officials shall be used
o for those sports in which inseason play determines the Conference
champion.

D In those sports in which inseason play determines the
Conference champion, a person shall not be appointed or
retained as an official if the person's other employment or
conditions might affect the efficiency or quality of the
person’s officiating. A person employed by, or a student at
a Conference university shall not be appointed as an official
at the university's events.

2) The Conference office shall assign, train, and evaluate
officials for basketball and volleyball competition.

2. Complimentary Admissions. All officials may receive a maximum of
two complimentary admissions for each game officiated. The basketball
officials must make their own arrangements through the ticket manager at
the host school. The football official should contact the ticket manager for

_ any additional tickets. ‘

3. Publicity. Publicity shall not be given to the assignment of officials.
' O : Names of officials are to be announced only in the press box at game time.

4. Fees and Expenses. See Appendix D.
17.1.F. Radio, Television, Press Policies. Terms and conditions of Conference

agreements govern television policies. See the Game Management Manual for
details on radio and press box policies.

o

Wiy Jewelry is defined to include all forms of body piercing and other
¢ - ornamentation that could cause injury to the wearer or other participants. Tongue
~§  studs are specifically prohibited for competition and practice in all sports.

For the following sports, no jewelry may be worn in all competition or practice,
with the exception that one pair of stud earrings may be worn by student-athletes
in women’s gymnastic. For all other sports, jewelry may be worn that presents no
hazard to the competitor or opponents. (Revised 5/24/99, effective 8/1/99; revised

& effective 10/5/99).
Basketball (Men’s & Women’s) . Soccer (Men’s & Women’s)
Baseball . Sofiball
Field Hockey Volleyball
o Football Wrestling
o : Gymnastics (Men’s & Women’s)
: 156
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Student-Athlete/Team Compliance Meeting
End of 2005-06 Academic Year

Introduction - 3™ of 3 (4™ of 4 for FB and MBB) meetings per academic year)

Summer Activities — Review Handout(s) (CP)

Financial Aid Issues (KA)

A.  Summer School — applications for athletics scholarship are due!

B. Update Summer Address

C.  Sign up for Direct Deposit -

D.  Summer Room & Board — one lump-sum payment at the beginning of

E.

the respective summer session you are attending ($1050 at the
beginning of the 1¥ summer session to last for 6 weeks and $1400 at the
beginning of the 2°* summer session to last for 8 weeks).

Fill out a FAFSA application (online) now to get Pell Grant next year!

Eligibility Issues (AH & CA)

A.

If your spring semester grades turn out less well than you expected and
you have any concems about eligibility, please contact either Chip
Armbruster (female athletes) or Anitra House (male athletes) to see if
you have influenced your eligibility negatively and need to reassess
summer school attendance, etc. Do this as soon as possible, so that
athletic academic advisors can help you register for summer school as
soon as possible, if needed. (Summer I starts on Tuesday 5/9 but spring
semester grades are not official until Thursday 5/11.)

Any changes in your major this summer before fall 2006 could make
you ineligible to meet the NCAA degree completion percentages for
eligibility 2006-07. Please discuss any major changes with both the
athletic academic advisors and the eligibility officers in athletics.
Campus advisors do not know all of the Big Ten/NCAA academic
eligibility rules and could give information that might unintentionally
make you ineligible.

Questions???

WHEN IN DOUBT, CHECK IT OUT!
CONTACT THE COMPLIANCE OFFICE!

T wrad oA
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| -__Se Activies for Enrolled Sdent-A_thl

-. o . Summer Practice _
'§  Summer practice is PROHIBITED by NCAA legislation. Practice is defined as any meeting, activity, or

. instruction mvolvmg sports-related information and havmg an athletics purpose, held at the direction of or
supervised by a member of the IU coachmg staff,

Practice has occurred if onie or more IU coaches and one or more IU student-athletes engage in any of the
following activities (either voluntary or mandatory)

- Dunng the summer, it is not perm1ss1b1e to make ANY activities mandatory for student-athletes (e.g.,
weight training, participation in camps/chmcs running, etc). All activities engaged in by student-athletes

during the summer must be VOLUNTARY and NO COACHING STAFF MEMBER MAY BE
PRESENT

It is not per_mjssiblc for.an IU coach to require student-athletes to report any information regardirig their
voluntary workout programs or to provide any expenses (postage costs, collect calls) for the purpose of
the st\idcnt~athletc reporting the progress of voluntary workout programs.

‘Strength and Condltmmng Actmtles :
It is permissible for strength and conditioning coaches to design and conduct specific workout programs

_ for student-athletes, provided such workouts are voluntary and conducted at the request of the student-
' athlcte , :

Reservmg Facilities .

It is not pcmnss1ble to reserve the use of an IU facility excluswely for student-athletes during the summer
as thls atrangcrnent would constitute practlce that is financially supported by IU.

Equipment and Aggarel
Student-athletes may retain and use institutional athletics apparel and equipment during the summer in
accordance with our institutional policy and procedures for issuance and retrieval.

Individual Sports
- In individual sports an TU coach may participate in individual workout sessions with IU studcnt-athlctcs

provided the request for such assistance is initiated by the student-athlete. -

However, in no other circumstance may a coach observe enrolled TU student-athletes in non-organized
' sport specific activities (e.g. practice). Additionally, it is permissible to reserve an IU facility for an

individual workout session, however, at no time may IU pay for the use of a facility for student-athletes

(1 ., dmnng range fees, tennic court time, pool time).




In team sports, an TU coach may not observe enrolled student-athletes in nonorganized sport-specific
activities (e.g., practice, pick-up games), in as much as such activity is considered a nonpermissible out-
of-season , countable ARA.

Safety Exception
In safety exception sports, (swimming/diving, field events in track/field, wrestling, rowing) a coach may
be present during voluntary individual workouts without the workouts being considered as countable
ARA as long as the coach is providing only safety/skill instruction and not conducting the individual’s
workouts.

Summer Participation on Qutside Teams

The NCAA places limits on the number of enrolled student-athletes from ariy one team who can
train/practice and compete with an outside team during the summer (AAU, USS, club team, etc). Please
make sure you check with your coach before participating on any outside team during the summer.

Field Hockey, Soccer & Volleyball student-athletes begin summer participation on May 1, 2006

The limit for each is no more than 5 student-athletes form U may participate in Field Hockey or soccer
on any one team. Volleyball may have just 2 student-athletes on any given team. Classes cannot be
missed and the director of athletics must provide written consent.

Promotional Activities

All TU student-athletes are required to receive preapproval from the compliance office prior to
participating in any promotional activity even during the summer. Please contact your coach or the
compliance office if you are invited to participate or interested in participating in a promotional activity -
(e.g., hometown parade, fundraiser, speaking engagement, etc)

Summer Employment

There are no restrictions on the amount of compensation that a student-athlete may receive for summer
employment (even if the SA is enrolled in summer school) provided the student-athlete is paid the going
rate for work actually performed and may not be paid based upon athletics reputation or ability.
Additionally, student-athletes may work in the athletics department or at a job arranged by an IU staff
member. :

Summer Camps

Enrolled TU student-athletes (except Football) may work at JU camps or clinics as long as they receive
preapproval for their employment from the compliance office. Student-athletes’ duties should be of a
general, supervisory nature in addition to any coaching or officiating assignments.

For questions please contact the compliance ofTice:

Jennifer Brinegar Christian D. Pope
Assistant Athletics Director "~ Director of Compliance
812.855.0451 812.856.6074
jhooker@indiana.edu cdpope @indiana.edu
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Men’s Basketball Staff and Compliance Staff Meeting

Agenda
May 30, 2006

. Introductory Remarks (RG)

. NCAA and Self-Imposed Restrictions (JB)

. Identification of Issues that need Clarification (all)
. Monitoring Requirements (JB and CP)

. Weekly Meetings (CP)

. Monthly Meetings (JB)

. Summer Activities — both currently enrolled and prospective student-
athletes (JB) '

. Sunshine (JB)

. _QuestiOnS/Concerns (all)

R3]



Summer Activities

Summer Practice
Summer practice is PROHIBITED by NCAA legislation. Practice is defined as any meeting, activity, or
instruction involving sports-related information and having an athletics purpose, held at the direction of or
supervised by a member of the IU coaching staff.

Practice has occurred if one or more IU coaches and one or more YU student-athletes engage in any of the
following activities (either voluntary or mandatory)

Team Conditioning Activities

Activities on the playing or practice. field/court/pool/course

Setting up offensive or defensive alignments

Chalk talk

Lecture on or discussion of strategy related to the sport

Activities using equipment related to the sport

Discussions or review of game films, motion pictures or videotapes related to the sport; or
Activities conducted under the guise of physical education class work.

00 NN RN

During the summer, it 1s not permissible to make ANY activities mandatory for student-athletes (e.g., weight
training, participation in camps/clinics, running, etc). All activities engaged in by student-athletes duning the
summer must be VOLUNTARY and NO COACHING STAFF MEMBER MAY BE PRESENT.

1t is also not permissible for an IU coach to require student-athletes to report any information regarding their
voluntary workout programs or to provide any expenses (postage costs, collect calls) for the purpose of the
student-athlete reporting the progress of voluntary workout programs, nor may any other institutional staff

o- member (S & C coach, athletic trainer, administrator) report any information regardmg the SA’s participation in
voluntary workouts back to a member of the coaching staff! :

NO COACHES ARE ALLOWED IN THE WEIGHT ROOM WHEN MEMBERS OF YOUR TEAM ARE
PRESENT.

Individual Sports Additional Guidelines

In individual sports, an 1U coach may participate in individual workout sessions with TU student-athletes,
provided the request for such assistance is initiated by the student-athlete. Additionally, it is permissible to
reserve an IU facility for an individual workout session, however, at no time may U pay for the use of a facility
for student-athletes (i.e., driving range fees, tennis court time, pool time).

However, in no other circumstance may a coach observe enrolled TU student-athletes in non-organized sport
specific activities (e.g. practice).

Team Sports Additional Guidelines

In team sports, an IU coach may not observe enrolled student-athletes in non-organized sport-specific activities
{e.g., practice, pick-up games), in as much as such activity is considered a Nonpermissible out-of-season ,
countable ARA.

Safety Exception Sports

In safety exception sports, (swimming/diving, field events in track/field, wrestling, rowing, wrestling) a coach
may be present during voluntary individual workouts without the workouts being considered as countable ARA
~s long as the coach is providing only safety/skill instruction and not conducting the individual’s workouts.

o Exception: Local Sports Club Participation during the Summer

2.5~ 2.




Coaches who have submitted the required LSC information to the compliance office may operate local sports
clubs that involve enrolled TU student-athletes provided the student-athletes have patd the established
membership fees for the organization.

Strength and Conditioning Activities
It is permissible for strength and conditioning coaches to design and conduct specific workout programs for
student-athletes, provided such workouts are voluntary and are conducted at the request of the student-athlete.
Prospects who have signed an NLI may participate in voluntary weight lifting/conditioning activities with the S
& C coach present provided there is no prearrangement by the institution, and the strength coach is performing
his/her normal duties in supervising the weight room and may not work directly with the prospect.
PROSPECTS WHO HAVE NOT SIGNED AN NLI (incoming walk-ons) MAY NOT USE OUR WEIGHT
ROOM BECAUSE IT IS NOT OPEN TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC. In the sport of football, see Proposal
2002-84 for specific S &C guidelines for enrolled and prospective student-athletes.

Reserving Facilities
It is not permissible to reserve the use of an IU facility exclusively for student-athletes during the summer as
this arrangement would constitute practice that is financially supported by IU.

Equipment and Apparel
Student-athletes may retain and use institutional athletics apparel and equipment during the summer in
accordance with our institutional policy and procedures for issuance and retrieval.

Medical Expenses
We may ONLY provide medical expenses (including rehabilitation and physical therapy expenses) for student-
1letes who sustain injuries while participating in voluntary conditioning activities during the summer that are
conducted by the strength and conditioning staff or for on-going medical treatment/medication for athletically
related injuries that occurred during the academic year. Prospects who have signed an NLI and are enrolled in
summer school may use the training room facilities.

Summer Participation on Outside Teams
The NCAA places limits on the number of enrolled student-athletes from any one team who can train/practice
and compete with an outside team during the summer. Not more than the following number of IU student-
athletes may participate (practice/compete) on an outside, amateur team: Baseball/Softball 4; Field
Hockey/Soccer 5; Football 0; Volleyball 2. For all other sports there are no restrictions for other sports. All
BASKETBALL STUDENT-ATHLETES MUST RECEIVE PERMISSION FROM THE COMPLIANCE
OFFICE PRIOR TO PARTICIPATING ON ANY SUMMER LEAGUE.

Promotional Activities
Al TU student-athletes are required to receive preapproval from the compliance office prior to participating in
any promotional activity (e.g., hometown parade, fundraiser, speaking engagement, etc). even during the

summer.

Summer Employment
There are no restrictions on the amount of compensation that a student-athlete may receive for summer
~mployment (even if the SA is enrolled in summer school) provided the student-athlete is paid the going rate for

ck actually performed and may not be paid based upon athletics reputation or ability.
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Summer Camps

Currently enrolled U student-athletes (except Football) may work at IU camps or clinics as long as they receive
preapproval for their employment from the compliance office. Student-athletes” duties should be of a general,
supervisory nature and any coaching or officiating assignments cannot represent more than one-half of the
student-athlete’s work time.
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Summer Activities for Enrolled IU Student-Athletes

Summer Practice .
Summer practice is PROHIBITED by NCAA legislation. Practice is defined as any meeting, activity, or
instruction involving sports-related information and having an athletics purpose, held at the direction of or
supervised by a member of the IU coaching staff.

Practice has occurred if one or more IU coaches and one or more IU student-athletes engage in any of the
following activities (either voluntary or mandatory)

During the summer, it is not permissible to make ANY activities mandatory for student-athletes (e.g.,
weight training, participation in camps/clinics, running, etc). All activities engaged in by student-athletes
during the summer must be VOLUNTARY and NO COACHING STAFF MEMBER MAY BE
PRESENT.

It is not permissible for an IU coach to require student-athletes to report any information regarding their
voluntary workout programs or to provide any expenses (postage costs, collect calls) for the purpose of
the student-athlete reporting the progress of voluntary workout programs.

‘Strength and Cond itioning Activities

It is permissible for strength and conditioning coaches to design and conduct specific workout programs
for student-athletes, provided such workouts are voluntary and conducted at the request of the student-
athlete.

R&ervfng Facilities .
It is not permissible to reserve the use of an IU facility exclusively for student-athletes during the summer
as this arrangement would constitute practice that is financially supported by IU.

Equipment and Apparel .
Student-athletes may retain and use institutional athletics apparel and equipment during the summer in
accordance with our institutional policy and procedures for issuance and retrieval.

Individual Sports
In individual sports, an IU coach may participate in individual workout sessions with TU student-athletcs
provided the request for such assistance is initiated by the student-athlete.
However, in no other circumstance may a coach observe enrolled IU student-athletes in non-organized
sport specific activities (e.g. practice). Additionally, it is permissible to reserve an IU facility for an
individual workout session, however, at no time may FU pay for the use of a facility for student-athletes
(i.e., driving range fees, tennis court time, pool time}).




- Team Sports
In team sports, an IU coach may not observe enrolled student-athletes in nonorganized sport-specific

activities (e.g., practice, pick-up games), in as much as such-activity is considered a nonpermissible out{
of-season , countable ARA.

Safety Exception
In safety exception sports, (swimming/diving, field events in track/field, wrestling, rowing) a coach may
be present during voluntary individual workouts without the workouts being considered as countable
ARA as long as the coach is providing only safety/skill instruction and not conducting the individual’s
workouts.

Summer Participation on Outside Teams

The NCAA places limits on the number of enrolled student-athletes from any one team who can
train/practice and compete with an outside team during the summer (AAU, USS, club team, etc). Please
make sure you check with your coach before participating on any outside team during the sumimer.

Field Hockey, Soccer & Volleyball student-athletes begin summer participation on May 1, 2006

The limit for each is no more than 5 student-athletes form IU may participate in Field Hockey or soccer
on any one team. Volleyball may have just 2 student-athletes on any given team. Classes cannot be
missed and the director of athletics must provide written consent. :

Promotional Activities

All TU student-athletes are required to receive preapproval from the compliance office prior to
participating in any promotional activity even during the sumumer. Please contact your coach or the
compliance office if you are invited to participate or interested in participating in a promotional actmty
(e.g., hometown parade, fundralser speaking engagement, etc)

Summer Employment

There are no restrictions on the amount of compensation that a student-athlete may receive for summer
employment (even if the SA is enrolled in summer school) provided the student-athlete is paid the going
rate for work actually performed and may not be paid based upon athletics reputation or ability.
Additionally, student-athletes may work in the athletics department or at a job arranged by an U staff
member.

Summer Camps

Enrolled IU student-athletes (except Football) may work at JU camps or clinics as long as they receive
preapproval for their employment from the compliance office. Student-athletes’ duties should be of a
general, supervisory nature in addition to any codching or officiating assignments.

For questions please contact the compliance office:

Jennifer Brinegar Christian D. Pope
Assistant Athletics Director Director of Compliance
812.855.0451 812.856.6074
ihooker@indijana.edu cdpope @indiana.edu
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Page 1 of 2

Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L

Sent:  Wednesday, April 12, 2006 9:35 AM
To: McElroy, Barbara J

Cc: Pope, Christian Dean

Subject: FW: Coach Sampson

BJ — please print this off and give it to Coach Sampson - he IS allowed 1o go and visit with any one of our signees
AND as long as he doesn’t do ANY other recruiling aclivities on that trip, it will NOT count against his 19 days he
gets this academic year. See below where | have highlighted the response from the Big Ten. Thanks! JB

Jennifer Brinegar
Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance
Indiana University

"812-855-0451

From: Pope, Christian Dean
Sent; Tuesday, April 11, 2006 5:22 PM

To: 'Big Ten - Greg Walter’

Cc: McElroy, Barbara J; Brinegar, Jennifer L
Subject: RE: Coach Sampson

Grep,

You are correct. The penalties statement specifically states, “head men’s basketball coach will engage
in off campus recruiting activities for a maximum of 19 days” and references Bylaw 13.1.9 so ] believe
we are talking about the 130 recruiting days. Thanks for the information.

Christian
Go Hoosiers!

P.S. BJ please make certain thlS is forwarded to Coach Sampson Thanks

From: BJg Ten - Greg Walter [mallto gwalter@bsgten org]
Sent: Tuesday, April 11, 2006 4:57 PM

To: Pope, Christian Dean

Cc: Big Ten - Chad Hawley

Subject: RE: Coach Sampson

CP:

When you say 19 days, | infer that we are talking about 19 of the institution’s 130 “recruiting-person days” as
defined by 13.02.7. Is this correct? if so, a coach whose only off-campus recruiting activity on a parlicular day is
contact with an NLI signee would not utilize a recruiting-person day.

Hope this helps,

Greg

1/28/2008
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Page 2 of 2

From: Pope, Christian Dean [mailto:cdpope@indiana.edu]
Sent: Friday, April 07, 2006 11:04 AM

To: Big Ten - Greg Walter

Subject: Coach Sampson -

Greg,

To further our conversation the other day, I do now have a copy of the penalties self-imposed by OU and
we do plan to see those penalties through.

The one area we have a question about is the reduction to 19 days from August 1, 2005 through June 30,
2006, that Coach Sampson himself may utilize for off campus recruiting. He has 5 days left and is
curious if visiting a PSA off campus who has previously signed a NLI with U will utilize one of those
days. The specific language states that “this prohibition shall apply to all off-campus appearances at
which prospects may be in attendance including exceptions provided in Bylaw 13.1.9.”

Any help is most appreciated in this area. Thanks again.

Chnistian D. Pope
Go Hoesiers!

1/28/2008



, c > Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

From: Rohleder, Mary Ann
Sent:  Thursday, Apnil 27, 2006 3:14 PM
To: Brinegar, Jennifer L
Subject: RE: Weekly Update

Thanks....

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L
Sent: Thursday, April 27, 2006 3:03 PM
To: Rohleder, Mary Ann

" Subject: Weekly Update

Christian has continued with April team compliance meetings. He reviewed and edited compliance portion for 06-07

SA Handbook/academic planner inclusion; wrote a SA newsletter arlicle regarding camps & clinics as well as smalt

piece regarding summerfacademic year employment; edited 05-06 volunteer coaches’ materials lo reflect new

academic year and sel up 06-07 Volunteer coaches’ materials for automatic dispersal in August; and mel with Gerry ¥
Green, Men’s Basketball director of Basketball operations regarding recruiling and process review for future

handling. He continues rules education efforts concemning interpretation requests from various coaching staffs.

Kathy bas been very busy with changes to renewal tenders, initial tenders and non-renewal of aid (this means
issuing, monitoring and posting changes to data base). She is currently posting summer aid; working with financial
aid on campus to obtain official figures for tuition and fees and cost of attendance for the 2006-07 school year; and
working with the business office on verification of balance for the special assistance fund and Summer school aid

issues.

@ -nip is working on his general weekly tasks as far as updating the IRL, checking admission status and
communicating this information to the coaching staffs so that they can follow up and have these students take care
of these lingering issues. He.is also working with Buck Walters on some logistics as far as housing is concerned
along with gathering information from coaches on the number of beds needed for '06-07. He processed a Rowing
Addendum for the Big Ten Championships; met with a representative from the physical plant 1o discuss integrated
computer system that will enter student-athletes eligible for equipment; discussed degree completion percentage
requirements with several female student athleles who stopped by after compliance meetings because they are
education majors (which can be problematic); and he continues to deal with transfer release requests (coming and

going).

Jennifer is planning for the May and June ICN and compliance meetings, researching and responding to various
compliance issues/interpretations, continding to conduct team meetings, and trying to catch up after dealing
wivaricus MBB issues, three self reports and the semester-long fight to get Heather Chapman’s waiver for an
additional season of competition (lots of filing and catching up on little issues/fires to put out).

Anilra completed Big Ten Survey for Bruce Jaffee; completed w/ Ron Edge open records request from Minneapoiis
Star Tribune (aggregate academic background info. on selected leams); shared notes from Big 10 Compliance
Meetings with J.B. & C.A; and collected information on possible faculty sponsor candidates al request of Bruce
Jaffee. She is evaluating transfers for M. Basketball, M. Swimming, elc; working se {multiple
issues and petitions) with Big Ten and Tory; and, attending compliance year-end ieehin eams when
possible.

Jennifer Brinegar
Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance
Indiana University

2-855-0451

2/5/2008



-

. interpretations.

Vs fitsti o1 ot Cob oas

it it b call b s

Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

Frosn:  Brinegar, Jennifer L
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Sent: Monday, May 01, 2006 10:29 AM
To: Senderoff, Robert A.

Cc: Pope, Christian Dean

Subject: MBB Questions

Hi Rob, -

Maybe we can meet face-lo-face foday!

Anyway, just a few quick crarifiéations:

You can begin sending out written correspondence to sophomores (2008 graduates) beginning June 15 at the
conclusion of their sophomore year (not at the conclusion of each prospect’s sophomore year). Until June 15, you
can send out a generic cover letter for questionnaires. | am checking with the Big Ten to see about generic caver
felters for camp brochures (didn't find anything on point in the database or our camp/clinic guide regarding this
issue).

" Also, for the 2007 graduates, currently in their junior year, you may:

1. Call them once every other month (per IU's and UO's self-imposed penalties regarding 13.1.3.1.2.
MBB may NOT call juniors once a month untit after June 30, 20071
2. Send recruiting correspondence per 13.4.1. Piease be sure to carefully review this bylaw as it was

changed last year! Bul, you can definilely include a personalized cover lelter for camp brochures and
questionnaires. ’

As for 2006 graduates, we can only call them once a week (again per the self-imposed penalties), unless they
have signed an NLI with 1.

I't forward on the Big Ten's response regarding generic cover letters as soon as’'l.get it. Also, in the future, please
contaet Christian Pope (856-6074 or cdpope@indiana.edu} as he is our point person on recruiting and

Finally, we need to schedule an orientation (regarding IU's compliance policies and procedures) with you and
Jerry Green as soon as possible.

Thanks and looking forward to meeting you!

Jennifer

Jennifer Brinegar

Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance
Indiana University

812-855-0451

1/28/2008
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Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L

: Monday, May 01, 2006 11:09 AM
(v, Senderoff, Robert A.
Subject: RE: MBB Queslions

No problem - we have a compliance meeting tomorrow at 10 over in the Hoosier Room. We will

be doing the annual review for the coaches certification exam.

make it over for that meeting (60 minutes or less)!

Jennifer Brinegar .
Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance Indiana University
812-855-0451 -

————— Original Message-----

From: Senderoff, Robert A,

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2006 10:44 AM
To: Brinegar, Jennifer L

Subject: Re: MBB Questions

today is bad...i will -be in all day on Tuesday

-----Original Message-----

From: "Brinegar, Jennifer L" <jhooker@indiana.edu>
Subj: MBB Questions

Date: Mon May 1, 2006 10:28 am

Size: 2K
To: r"Senderoff, Robert A." <rsendero@indiana.edu>

ple "Pope, Christian Dean" <cdpopeRindiana.edu>
Hi Rob,
Maybe we can meet face-to-face today!

-Anyway, just a few quick clarifications:

Hopefully, all of you can




Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L
Sent:  Friday, May 26, 2006 12:24 PM

To: Greenspan, Richard |
Cc: Robhleder, Mary Ann; Calhoun, M. Grace
Subject: RE:

Rick,

This is definitely a high priority for my office. Prior to yesterday's repori, | already had Christian documenting each week’s
meetings with the DOBO, as well as his monitoring efforts regarding the self-imposed-sanctions. | will change the
Compliance Agreement (signed by you, Kelvin and Bruce) to reflect the additional sanctions and 1 will develop specific
guidelines, acceplable standards, follow-up, logs and reporting mechanisms as well. 1 have set aside next Tuesday
morning to accomplish these tasks. :

| just spoke with BJ and Coach Sampson and his staff would be available to meet with us at 2:00 p.m. on Tuesday
afternoon. | checked with Terri and she said you were open and we could use your conference room. Around that
meeting, we will need to have you and Kelvin sign off on the amended Compliance Agreement (I can get Bruce's
signature later).

Would you like for me to contact the NCAA staff regarding clarification on the recruiting restrictions, or should i wait untit
after this preliminary meeting to see if our coaching staff has additional questions? Either way works for me. As for your
question below, I don’t think the intent of the sanction was to hurt itJ, so | think it’s pretty clear that 3 coaches can be out —
just nodr Coach Sampson. But, | can certainly get that clarified if you think it's necessary.

Thanks,

'ennifer

Jenmifer Brinegar-

Assistant Athletics Director - Comphance
Indiana University

812-855-0451

From: Greenspan, Richard I
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2006 10:26 AM.

To: Brinegar, Jennifer L

Cc: Rohleder, Mary Ann; Calhoun, M. Grace
Subject: .

Jennifer,

Itis very imporiant that you develop specific guidelines, acceptable standards, follow-up, logs and reporting mechanisms
in order for us lo adequately fulfill the NCAA sanctions as they relate to Coach Sampson and Men’s Basketball. We do not
want to have any ambiguity as to his restrictions and responsibilities/capabilities. § would suggest a meeting with Coach
and his entire staff as soon as he returns. 't might be helpful to have me involved to reinforce the strong institutional
commitment to doing this correctly. | believe there remain some areas of clarification that NCAA staffers will need to
answer for us such as the number of coaches on the road at one time ( ! assume it is still 3 but not Sampscon), elc.

-

Please make this a high priority for fult and faithful completion.

1/28/2008
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Men'’s Basketball Staff and Compliance Staff Meeting
~ Agenda
May 30, 2006

| 1. Introductory Remarks (RG)
2. NCAA and Self-Imposed Restrictions (JB)
3. Identification ofissues that need Clarification (all)
4. Monitoring Requirements (JB and-CP)
5. Weekly Meetings (CP)
6. Monthly Meetings (JB)

7. Summer Activities — both currently enrolled and prospective student-

G athletes (JB)

8. Sunshine (JB)

9. Questions/Concerns (all)
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Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

From:- Brinegar, Jennifer L

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2006 9:34 AM
To: Greenspan, Richard |

Subject: Amended Compliance Agreement

Attachments: Men's Basketball Amended and Highlighted Corrective Aclion 05-30-06 Memo.doc; Men's
Basketball Corrective Action 04-19-06 Memo.doc

Good Morning Rick,

I amended the compliance agreement based upon the COI report and additional penallies. | have copied both —in
case you want to look al the 4/19 version when reading the amended memo (I also highlighted the
amendments/changes in the 5/30 version for your convenience).

Please let me know if the 5/30 version needs any changes. When you have given your finat approval, | will
remove the highlights and send it to Terri Jo to print out on your letterhead.

A Thanks!

Jennifer

Jennifer Brinegar

Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance
Indiana University

312-855-0451

1/28/2008




To:

From:

Date:

1.

Memorandum

Coach Kelvin Sampson

Rick Greenspan
Bruce Jaffee

The director of compliance will meet, on a weekly basis, with the head
coach or the director of men’s basketball operations to review men’s
basketball recruitment activities and documentation for the previous and
upcoming weeks.

H Bl Furthermore, Indiana
University will file a written report with the NCAA not later than August
31, 2007, detailing the implementation and fulfillment of the penalties
which were transferred to Coach Sampson upon h
University, § ; S Colni

Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching
staff to prospects on or after June 15 of the prospect’s sophomore year in
high school through July 31 of the prospect’s junior year in high school
from one call per month to one call every other month for a period
commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June 30, 2007. Exceptions to
this penalty will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of NCAA
Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of Intent
Signing Date Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to National
Letter of Intent Signing or Other Written Commitment).



3. Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball coaching
staff to prospects on or after August 1 of the prospect’s senior year in high
school from two calls per week to one call per week for a period
commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June 30, 2007. Exceptions to
this penalty will be permitted in accordance with the provisions of NCAA
Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of Intent
Signing Date Exception) and 13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to National
Letter of Intent Signing or Other Written Commitment).

4. Restrict the number of days which Coach Kelvin Sampson may recruit off—
’campus to a ma)umum of 4 during the period of March 29, 2006 '

was penmttd pursuant to the University of Oklahoma’s self-imposed
penalties while still employed at the University of Oklahoma).

5. Impose similar base and bonus compensation restrictions on Coach Kelvin
Sampson, for the period beginning March 29, 2006 and concluding June 30,
2007,

It is understood that any additional sanctions imposed on you or IU by the NCAA
and/or the Big Ten Conference will be followed as well.

By signing and dating this memo, all parties agree to abide by the penalties set

forth above.

Kelvin Sampson (date)

Rick Greenspan (date)
O Bruce Jaffee (date)




To:

From;

Date:

Re:

Memorandum

Coach Kelvin Sampson

Rick Greenspan
Bruce Jaffee

April 19, 2006

Compliance Agreement

We agree, in light of the circumstances of which we are aware, that the
University of Oklahoma imposed a number of significant penalties on its
men’s basketball program. Like Oklahoma, Indiana University believes that
when violations occur, regardless of the intent, appropriate penalties must

follow.

Therefore, it is our plan to carry out those penalties that relate directly

to you, as well as to place a few additional requirements on your program.
Accordingly, the following corrective action will be implemented:

1.

The director of compliance will meet, on a weekly basis, with the head
coach or the director of men’s basketball operations to review men’s
basketball recruitment activities and documentation for the previous
and upcoming weeks. Furthermore, Indiana University will file a
written report with the NCAA not later than August 31, 2007, detailing
the implementation and fulfillment of the penalties which were
transferred to Coach Kelvin Sampson upon his employment at Indiana
University. '

Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball
coaching staff to prospects on or after June 15 of the prospect’s
sophomore year in high school through July 31 of the prospect’s junior
year in high school from one call per month to one call every other
month for a period commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June
30, 2007. Exceptions to this penalty will be permitted in accordance
with the provisions of NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit
Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of Intent Signing Date Exception) and
13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to National Letter of Intent Signing
or Other Written Commitment).

. Reduce the number of permissible calls by the men’s basketball

coaching staff to prospects on or after August 1 of the prospect’s
senior year in high school from two calls per week to one call per
week for a period commencing March 29, 2006, and concluding June



30, 2007. Exceptions to this penalty will be permitted in accordance
with the provisions of NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.3.2 (Official Visit
Exception), 13.1.3.3.3 (Letter of Intent Signing Date Exception) and
13.1.3.3.4 (Telephone Subsequent to National Letter of Intent Signing
or Other Written Commitment).

4. Restrict the number of days which Coach Kelvin Sampson may recruit

off-campus to a maximum of 4 during the period of March 29, 2006,

+ through June 30, 2006 {Coach Sampson used 15 of the 19 recruiting-

person days he was permitted pursuant to the University of

Oklahoma’s self-imposed penalties while still employed at the
University of Oklahoma).

5. Impose similar base and bonus compensation restrictions on Coach
Kelvin Sampson, for the period beginning March 29, 2006, and
concluding June 30, 2007.

It is understood that any additional sanctions imposed on you or IU by the
NCAA and/or the Big Ten Conference will be followed as well.

By signing and dating this memo, all parties agree to abide by the penalties set
forth above.

Kelvin Sampson (date)
Rick Greenspan _ (date)
Bruce Jaffee | (date)
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Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L

Sent:  Tuesday, May 30, 2006 8:50 PM
To: Senderoff, Robert A. '
Subject: RE: Coach Sampson Question

Let me get clarification — b/c my instinct would be that the COl would question why he would be making these
calls, but 1 would hope they would allow him to accept calls from coaches wanting to learn {professional
development as opposed to recruiling conlacts) from Coach Sampson and how he runs the.Indiana
offense/defense/practices/etc. | will add this to our list of questions.

Jennifer Brinegar

Assistant Athletics Director - Complance
Indana University

812-855-0451

From: Senderoff, Robert A.
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2006 8:18 PM
To: Brinegar, Jennifer L

‘Subject: Coach Sampson Question

Jennifer-

his is something we thought about after our meeting loday. Can Coach Sampson calt High School coaches
aboul baskeltball refated issues, such as lalking about our offense, defense, etc. Whatis the policy on this?

‘Please let me know.

Rob Senderoff

Indiana University

Men's Basketball, Assistant Coach
Oft 812-855-2238

1/28/2008
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O Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2006 9:03 PM

To: jelworth@ncaa.org'
Subject: Queslions ¢
Hi Jim,

‘Thanks for returning my call. | ended up in meetings from 2 until 6:30, sc | wasn’t able to get back with you this
afternoon. Please let me know if | have the correct email address. | am working on a list of questions or issues
that need clarification, but don’t want o send them to you until | am sure | have the right email account.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Thanks,

Jennifer
Jennifer Brinegar
Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance

Indiana University
812-855-0451

o

3/31/2008
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Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

O S

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 12:48 AM
TJo: Jaffee, Bruce L.

Subject: RE: Sampson F’énalties

Attachments: Clarification Letter - Chair of COl 5-31-06.doc

If possible, can you review for revisions/edils before | send il to the NCAA to forward to the Chair? This was the
procedure that Jim Elworth at the NCAA indicated in a voice mail he left for me yesterday (Tuesday) afternoon
while | was in meetings for 4 ¥z hours!

Jennifer Brinegar

‘Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance

Indiana University
§12-855-0451

From: Jaffee, Bruce L.
Sent: Sunday, May 28, 2006 6:18 PM
To: Brinegar, Jennifer L

Subject: Sampson Penalties

Jennifer,

read the Infractions Commitlee report carefully. | have a couple of questions thal relate 1o our monitoring and
enforcement: . .

1. Exactly who can Coach Sampson call? He is restricted from "making any phone calls that relate in any way to
recruiling or being present when members of his staff make such calls.” The restriction certainly applies 1o
prospects, their coaches, and their parents. | can't think of anyone whom he should be permitted lo calt that has
a relationship to high school, JC, or AAU basketball. Canyou? Ithink il violales the spirit of this restriction if the
assistanls make a recruiting call and tell the person 1o call Sampson at some specific time that Sampson has
arranged. '

2. Whal off campus appearances are ckay? | suspect the Big Ten tip-off lunch is okay, but what about
Varsity Club oulings, or other places where prospects are not the focus but might attend?

A monitoring and rules education plan is due by August 1. |1 would be happy to discuss and review anything that
you come up with. Needless to say, a regular monitoring to phone records is a must.

Bruce

1/28/2008



May 31, 2006

Mr. Thomas E, Yeager

Acting Chair of the NCAA Division |
Commuttee on Infractions

Colonial Athletic Association

Dear Mr. Yeager,

Our administrative and compliance staffs met with the men’s basketball staff yesterday (the
first opportunity after Coach Sampson’s return from Kuwait on Memorial Day) to discuss the
additional penalties and our procedures for implementing those restrictions, as well as
monitoring full compliance with all penalties assessed during this process.

We would like to get the committee’s input on a number of questions or concerns that have
come up during our discussions of the recruiting restrictions placed on our coaching staff as a
result of the violations that occurred at Oklahoma. 1 have tried to number the questions, but
there are several that are multi-faceted. As of my last count, I think there were 21 specific
questions in the following 12 paragraphs (the highlighted questions in paragraph 1 are the
only extremely time-sensitive questions as they involve a previous commitment regarding a
speaking engagement scheduled for this weekend):

What about at our U booster/donor events? We typically schedule the majority of
these in the summer — around golf outings — they are aimed at the boosters/donors, but
what happens if they bring along their children or grandchildren?

2. Coach Sampson has a long-standing speaking engagement at the 20 year reunion of
the movie “Hoosiers” which is taking place in Knightstown, Indiana, where much of
the movie was filmed. Is it okay for him to fulfill his obligation even though this event
is open to the public and there may be prospect-aged individuals in the audience?



10.

11.

12.

. What about his local radio show during the season — it is broadcast from a local

restaurant and he does take questions from the audience (actually, the host, Don
Fisher, acts as the moderator and he is the one who takes the calls/questions)?

‘What happens if prospect-aged individuals are eating at the restaurant during the
show? '

‘What happens if there are prospect-aged females in attendance at a speaking
engagement? '

It doesn’t appear that the COI limited the number of IU coaches who could be on the
road at any one time except for the fact that Coach Sampson can not be out at all. Is
this an accurate statement?

Exactly who can Coach Sampson call? He is restricted from “making any phone calls
that relate in any way to recruiting or being present when members of his staff make
such calls.” The restriction certainly applies to prospects, their coaches, and their
parents. We can’t think of anyone whom he should be permitted to call that has a
relationship to high school, JC, or AAU basketball. Is our interpretation too
restrictive? Does it violate the spirit of the penalties if the assistants make a recruiting
call and tell the person to call Sampson at some specific time that Sampson has
arranged?

Can Coach Sampson text message a recruit and type: “Call me at _ 1-
800-IUBBALL” (or whatever his phone number is)?

. If an AAU or HS coach calls one of the IU assistant coaches and then adds a prospect

in on a 3-way call, can the assistant coach add in Coach Sampson at that time (since
the original call was initiated by the AAU or HS coach and not by anyone at IU)?

Once a prospect signs an NLI with IU, is it possible for Coach Sampson to call him
and to have off-campus contact with him {can he make a home visit to a current

signee)?

‘What happens if Coach Sampson receives a call from a prospect (or coach or parent),
but loses the connection (common problem with cell phones)? Can he call back or .
must he wait for the prospect (or coach or parent) to call him back?

Can Coach Sampson call high school and/or AAU coaches about basketball related
issues, such as talking about our offense, defense, etc.?

If the institution determines we will not be appealing or contesting any findings made

" by the committee, do we need to notify you of that decision or is notification only

necessary if we did decide to appeal or contest any findings?



Thank you for allowing us to seek clarification of these issues as we strive to follow the letter
and intent of both the assessed and self~imposed penalties.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Brinegar

Assistant Athletics Director — Compliance
Indiana University
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| Brinegaf, Jennifer Hooker

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L

7 sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 3:20 PM
To: 'ielworth@ncaa.org’
Subject: Questions for the COI

Attachments: Clarification Letter - Chair of COl 5-31-06.doc
Hi Jim,
Could you please forward the attached list of questions to Mr. Yeager? The first question deals with a pre-existing
speaking engagement that is scheduled for tomorrow evening. So, if possible, we would like to know how to
proceed (what we need to tell the event organizers). With Coach Sampson’s goodwill trip to Kuwait and the
holiday weekend, this has quickly become (unfortunately) an urgent matier. The rest of the questions (and there
are many!) are not as urgent, but we hope tc have a response to #1 as soon as possible. .
Thanks,

Jennifer
Jennifer Brinegar
Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance

Indiana University
812-855-0451

o

2/4/2008



May 31, 2006

Mr. Thomas E, Yeager

Acting Chair of the NCAA Division I
Committee on Infractions

Colonial Athletic Association

Dear Mr. Yeager,

Our administrative and compliance staffs met with the men’s basketball staff yesterday (the
first opportunity after Coach Sampson’s return on Memorial Day from a 10 day trip to
Kuwait) to discuss the additional penalties and our procedures for implementing those
restrictions, as well as monitoring full compliance with all penalties assessed during this
process.

We would like to get the committee’s input on a number of questions or concerns that have
come up during our discussions of the recruiting restrictions placed on our coaching staff as a
result of the violations that occurred at Oklahoma. 1 have tried to number the questions, but
there are several that are multi-faceted. As of my last count, I think there were 21 specific
questions 1n the following 12 paragraphs (the highlighted questions in paragraph 1 are the
only extremely time-sensitive questions as they involve a previous commitment regarding a
speaking engagement scheduled for this weekend):

We would like clarification regarding the prohibition on outside speaki
— e O s

What about at our U booster/donor events? We typically schedule the majority of
these in the summer — around golf outings — they are aimed at the boosters/donors, but
what happens if they bring along their children or grandchildren?

2. Coach Sampson has a long-standing speaking engagement at the 20 year reunion of
the movie “Hoosiers” which is taking place in Knightstown, Indiana, where much of
the movie was filmed. Is it okay for him to fulfill his obligation even though this event
15 open to the public and there may be prospect-aged individuals in the audience?



10.

11.

12.

What about his local radio show during the season — it is broadcast from a local
restaurant and he does take questions from the audience (actually, the host, Don
Fisher, acts as the moderator and he is the one who takes the calls/questions)?

What happens if prospect-aged individuals are eating at the restaurant during the
show?

What happens if there are prospect-aged females in attendance at a speaking
engagement?

It doesn’t appear that the COI limited the number of IU coaches who could be on the
road at any one time except for the fact that Coach Sampson can not be out at all. Is
this an accurate statement?

Exactly who can Coach Sampson call? He is restricted from “making any phone calls
that relate in any way to recruiting or being present when members of his staff make
such calls.” The restriction certainly applies to prospects, their coaches, and their
parents. We can’t think of anyone whom he should be permitted to call that has a
relationship to high school, JC, or AAU basketball. Is our interpretation too
restrictive? Does it violate the spirit of the penalties if the assistants make a recruiting
call and tell the person to call Sampson at some specific time that Sampson has
arranged?

Can Coach Sampson text message a recruit and type: “Call me at 1-
800-TUBBALL” (or whatever his phone number is)?

If an AAU or HS coach calls one of the JU assistant coaches and then adds a prospect
in on a 3-way call, can the assistant coach add in Coach Sampson at that time (since
the original call was initiated by the AAU or HS coach and not by anyone at IU)?

Once a prospect signs an NLI with IU, is it possible for Coach Sampson to call him
and to have off-campus contact with him (can he make a home visit to a current NLI
signee)?

What happens if Coach Sampson receives a call from a prospect (or coach or parent),
but loses the connection (common problem with cell phones)? Can he call back or
must he wait for the prospect (or coach or parent) to call him back? -

Can Coach Sampson call high school and/or AAU coaches about basketball related
issues, such as talking about our offense, defense, etc.?

If the institution determines we will not be appealing or contesting any findings made
by the committee, do we need to notify you of that decision or is notification only
necessary if we did decide to appeal or contest any findings? :



Thank you for allowing us to seek clarification of these issues as we strive to follow the letter
-and-intent of both the assessed and self-imposed penalties. I look forward to hearing from
you. '

Sincerely,

Jennifer Brinegar

Assistant Athletics Director — Compliance
Indiana University

812-855-0451 (0)

812-327-0071 (C)

812-856-5155 (F)

jhooker@indiana.edu



r
-

o

l'J\JDOUB\.&

- mearis

Brinegar, Jennifer Hooker

From: ‘Brinegar, Jennifer L
Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 5:53 PM
To: Greenspan, Richard t

Subject: FW: Queslions for the COl
Importance: High

Rick,”

Jim Elworth says that the COl may want to address our list as a whole {rather than just the chair), so it may take a
while to-get their response to our questions. So, he suggests that if there’s any chance that a prospect might be
present at the American Heart Association event, he should cancel his appearance.

" )haveto Ieave,' but you can reach me on my cell phone, if necessary: 327-0071.

Please let me know if you would like to tell Coach Sampson or if you prefer that f doit.

Thanks,

Jennifer

Jennifer Brinegar

Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance
Indiana University '
812-855-0451

From: Elworth, Jim [mailto:jelworth@ncaa.org)
Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 3:28 PM

To: Brinegar, Jennifer L

Cc: Cooper, Shep; Tom Yeager

Subject: RE: Questions for the COI

Jennifer,

} am forwarding your questions to acting chair Yeager right now. He may want me to get input from the full
committee which might take awhile. In the meantime, my suggestion (and please note that | am not the authority)
is to plan on Coach Sampson cancelling his appearance if that appearance would viclate the commiltee’s
directive. The order is in effect as of the release of the report and for him to make such an appearance, whether -
previously scheduled or not, may well run him afoul of the committee’s sanction. As for what o tell the event

organizer, that is up to you guys.

Again, | am sending this on right now and will get back to you as,sbon as | get something in return.
Jim Elworth

From: Brinegar, Jennifer L [mailto:jhooker@indiana.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 3:20 PM '

To: Elworth, Jim

Subject: Questions for the COI

Hi Jim,

2/412008
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Could you please forward the attached list of questions to Mr. Yeager? The first question deals wilh a pre-
existing speaking engagement that is scheduled for tomorrow evening. So, if possible, we would like 1o
know how lo proceed {(whal we need to tell the event organizers). With Coach Sampson’s goodwill trip to
Kuwatil and the holiday weekend, this has quickly become (unfortunately) an urgent matler. The rest of the
questions (and there are many!) are not as urgent; but we hope 1o have a response lo #1 as soon as
possible.

Thanks,

Jennifer

Jenmifer Brinegar

Assistant Athletics Director - Compliance
Indiana University

812-855-0451

This email and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged
information. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the
sender immediately by return email, delete this message and destroy any
copies. Any dissemination or use of this information by a person other
than the intended recipient is unauthonzed and may be illegal.

2/4/2008



