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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

a result of monitoring by the University’s compliance staff and the University’s commitment to

NCAA compliance, although 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 as impermissible, 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 I 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.

Specifically, 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 also 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”).1 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

1 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.
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reasonable to conclude there is sufficient information and evidence to support the majority of the

specific information alleged, 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 alerted 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 all of their recruiting calls, the University was

unable to detect the vast majority of the impermissible phone calls. In addition, the investigation

revealed that some recruiting numbers were not listed by the coaches as recruiting numbers or
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were listed incorrectly. Even though a few 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 calls, 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 bills,

and not to the prospects’ numbers.

The coaches were aware of the sanctions and of the procedures for monitoring recruiting

phone calls. 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 specifically 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 details of the penalties 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

questions 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 majority of the

sanctions. In particular, the investigation and a thorough review of phone records revealed 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-Imposed 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, all 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 calls 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 its initial 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 allotted 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

all 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 allow the current men’s basketball coaching staff to provide two additional official

visits for the remainder of the current academic year.2 It should be noted that these penalties

were modified and not withdrawn; rather, penalties in these areas remain. 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 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 visits is

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, although 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 penalties in 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 a new 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 seriously 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 all coaches and staff.
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B. SUMMARY OF THE UNIVERSITY'S INVESTIGATION

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 (DeAndre Thomas) had been

called twice in one day. This was immediately 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 day3 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.4

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

3 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.
4 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 3 report.)
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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 majority 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.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.6

5 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 a recruiting 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.
6 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 institutions 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 an initial exchange of voicemails, an interview was not arranged when
the departure of that university’s athletics director left the university short staffed.
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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 20067 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 Senderoff8 on August

7 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 a recruiting 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 2007.9 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 individual

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

9 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

questions regarding the known phone call issues, the coaches were asked open-ended questions,

such as whether there were any other impermissible calls 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.10 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.

10 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.11

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, several additional

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

11 Most of this new information as well as some additional impermissible phone calls were discovered at this time
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 I 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 restrictions imposed on the institution, Sampson and the men's basketball
staff as penalty for Sampson's prior involvement in violations of NCAA legislation.
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:

(1) 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 agrees that 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 substantially

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

allegation 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 calls, primarily by Senderoff but also by Meyer, that exceeded the

number of phone calls allowed 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, a violation 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 all 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 legislation 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 a violation of NCAA legislation.

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 Penalty 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”12) made

three-way 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 coaches13 were reviewed to determine those that included Sampson and

concerned recruiting. Indiana University contacted the phone companies on several occasions in

an attempt to identify the phone numbers for the incoming calls, none of which were listed on the

phone 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 determining the

individuals called during the outgoing calls and, taking a conservative and strict approach,

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

callers remained unknown.

During the course of the University’s investigation, 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
calls involving Sampson, as set forth below.
13 The University also reviewed Sampson’s phone records and confirmed he did not place any three-way phone
calls.
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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.14 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, Eli Holman (“Holman”), was determined not to be a recruiting

call because Holman 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

14 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, a recruiting call.
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was subsequently released from his National Letter of Intent (“NLI”) when Sampson resigned,

as follows:

Prospect Recruiting Class Institution Attending Number of Three-
Way Calls

DeJuan 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

(released from his NLI)
1

Yancy Gates 2008 Signed with Cincinnati 1
DeAndre Thomas 2007 Indiana 2 (or 3)

Senderoff initiated all 10 (or 12) of these known recruiting calls. 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 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 always on

the same line as a local 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

questions 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

this was also 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 a written 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 IU)? 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 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

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 Three-Way 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



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

1-10
I/2147738.1

contact Sampson or that they urgently needed to speak with him.15 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 DeJuan Blair (“Blair”) and stated that, although not 100% certain, he thought

Senderoff had initiated the call.16 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, I was not aware that it was a three way call”. (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 calls.

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 It 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 individuals 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.17

He stated if the individual did not call back, he would text message18 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 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.

17 However, the prospects interviewed by the NCAA Enforcement Staff did not report such dropped calls.
18 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 allowing 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 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.19 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
calls including 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 individuals 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 calls, reported that Senderoff was involved in

the respective conversations, as well as Sampson. The University was careful to clarify with

both individuals – DeAndre Thomas (“Thomas”) (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 individuals 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. 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 (“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 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 thus counted all 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,20 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,

Thomas did 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), Thomas reported in his January

20 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 Thomas in the summer of 2007, 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 it is reasonable to conclude that Thomas was

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

conversation apparently did not occur during a three-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.

Specifically, 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,21 that he recalled speaking with both coaches on a

phone call after he decided he did not want to take an official visit to Indiana University. He

thought the call occurred on the day his official visit was supposed to have occurred. 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 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

21 Blair declined to allow the University to participate.



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

1-16
I/2147738.1

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.22

Further, another prospective student-athlete, Buford, remembered one phone call 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

call 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 2007.23

In addition, in a December 19, 2007 interview with the NCAA Enforcement Staff,24

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

22 It 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.
23 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 a three-way call.
24 McCamey declined to allow the University to participate in this interview.
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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 believes it 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 3 report.) Regardless of whether this call is

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

counted the call as impermissible.

Review of the Impermissible Use of a Speakerphone 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. 250.25 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

(Thomas, Marcus 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, Thomas, 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 actual phone records or events where

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

25 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 all 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 individuals reported the following:

 Thomas 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. Thomas recalled at least one time

where both Senderoff and Sampson were talking by speakerphone and Senderoff

stated that he (Senderoff) was on speakerphone. Thomas also remembered that

on two occasions when Senderoff was visiting him, Senderoff called Sampson

and Thomas then spoke to Sampson on Senderoff’s cell phone.

 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

a follow-up interview on April 16, 2008.

 Coker recalled 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.

Erica recalled 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 called 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 also

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

Thomas as well. 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
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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 Impermissible Phone Calls that Exceed the Sanction Limits
(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, 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 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 Penalties 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 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.

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

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, 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

did not fall 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 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 questionable calls 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 is the maximum number of potentially impermissible calls and the actual number of

impermissible calls may in fact be lower.

The majority 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, previously permissible, calls to become impermissible. Attachment 7 contains

charts summarizing the impermissible calls for each prospect in alphabetical 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 alter 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 Meyer26, from their

home phones resulted in a total of 128 phone calls that were contrary to the sanctions or NCAA

rules. Of these calls, 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 sanctions27). 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
Calls

Contrary to
Sanctions

NCAA Violations

Senderoff 112 110 36
Meyer 10 10 6
Sampson28 2 2 0
Undetermined 4 4 0
Total 128 126 42

The following chart summarizes this information for each prospect:

26 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’s involvement – 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.
27 These two calls related to Yancy Gates, whose father is his AAU coach and assistant high school coach. The calls
occurred prior to the first permissible phone call date (June 15 of his sophomore year). According to Senderoff, the
calls in question were with the father, but recruiting was discussed. Thus, consistent with its conservative approach,
the University determined these calls to be contrary to NCAA rules.
28 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
Student-Athlete

Coach Total
Impermissible

Calls

Contrary to
Sanctions

NCAA
Violations

Yancy Gates Senderoff 11 9 2
DeJuan Blair Senderoff

Sampson
9
1

9
1

2
0

Demetri McCamey Senderoff 8 8 3
Marcus and Markieff
Morris29

Senderoff 24 24 1

Evan Turner Senderoff 1 1 1
Kenny Frease30 Senderoff 10 10 0
Phillip Jurick Senderoff 8 8 3
Jonathon “Bud”
Mackey

Senderoff
Sampson31

Undetermined

31
1
2

31
1
2

22
0
0

Jordan Crawford Meyer 2 2 0
Scott Martin Meyer 2 2 1
Ayodele Coker32 Senderoff 8 8 2

29 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 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, 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. Calls in
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.)
30 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).
31 Due to the failure of Senderoff to record in Cybersports calls made from his home phone, Sampson believed he
had a recruiting call opportunity.
32 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
Student-Athlete

Coach Total
Impermissible

Calls

Contrary to
Sanctions

NCAA
Violations

Brett Thompson Senderoff
Undetermined

2
2

2
2

0
0

Robbie Hummel33 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 minutes in duration34 and almost 80% were ten minutes or less:

Length of Call
Contrary to Sanctions

Number of Calls Percentage of Calls

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 calls 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 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 1, 2007 phone call to Jackson, the

33 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.
34 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,
it is likely 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 his relatives, 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 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 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. 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 a bad job in not logging all of his calls. 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 calls 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 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 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. 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 majority 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 calls” 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 actual 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 calls 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. 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
impermissible.

See Attachment 11 for the impermissible three-way call chart.

See Attachment 7 for the chart outlining the other impermissible recruiting calls.

b. 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 3 report.

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

As a result of the continued review of issues related to the impermissible phone
calls, 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 rules in the October 3 report.

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

 Due to a typo 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 a result, all 11 of the calls
regarding him were counted as junior calls when in fact two calls occurred
when he was a senior.

 Three calls (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 also 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 all of his
calls in Cybersports were recorded as “left message”, several 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 previously 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 also 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.

c. A copy of the institution's report to the Committee on Infractions, dated
August 1, 2006, which detailed the institution'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.

d. 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 generally related to
rules compliance.

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

See the response to the Allegation above.

f. 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 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 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.



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

2-1
I/2147738.1

2. [NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2]

It was reported that from May 7, 2006, through July 17, 2007,35 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 was reported that:

a. From May 31, 2006, through June 7, 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.

b. 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):

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

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

(3) On June 29, 2006, Senderoff placed an impermissible call to
prospective student-athlete Markieff Morris, the prospective
student-athlete's parents or legal guardian(s).

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

(5) From March 1 through July 17, 2007, Senderoff placed 22
impermissible calls to prospective student-athlete Jonathan "Bud"
Mackey, the prospective student-athlete's parents or legal
guardian(s).

35 It is the 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 this revised
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).

c. Meyer 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):

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

(2) From June 29 through July 17, 2006, Meyer placed six36

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 legislation occurred, please indicate whether the
institution believes the violation to be a major or secondary violation. Submit
evidence to support your response.

Overview of the University’s Position

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

correct and a violation of NCAA legislation 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

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

36 It is the 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.
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inducement or extra benefit. In addition, there is case precedent to support finding this violation

to be secondary.37

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 calls in 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.38 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 a thorough 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 a result of his limited involvement in this violation.
38 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 as improper. As detailed 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 all 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 also 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 a relative 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

questionable calls 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). 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
Contrary to NCAA Rules

Number of Calls Percentage of Calls

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

this information for each prospect:
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Prospective Student-Athlete Coach Total NCAA
Violations

3 Minutes or
Longer

Yancy 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 Coker39 Senderoff 2 1
Robbie Hummel Meyer 5 3

There are circumstances attached to the phone calls for three of the prospects – Yancy

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 also 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

39 See the discussion above and in footnote 32 regarding the discovery of these two calls involving 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.40 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 calls to Hummel were considered to be impermissible under NCAA

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

40 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 left, 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 is more likely than

not that a recruiting call occurred, although it is feasible there was no such recruiting

conversation.41 Without these four (or five) calls, there would only be two (or one) call contrary

to NCAA rules involving 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 19th and 22nd 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 as impermissible.

Explanation Regarding Why the Violation Is 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.

41 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 as it 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.42 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 alone, the [more than 20] impermissible calls after September 22, 2005,
are a major violation that occurred within five years of the start of the penalties in
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 seriously reevaluated its determination that the

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

42 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.43

The calls in this case were isolated as they involved only one sport and one bylaw.

Moreover, the vast majority of the calls 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.44 Of the remaining 20 calls to nine other prospects, only nine calls presumably

resulted in a recruiting 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 calls 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 left and no conversation occurred during these one or two minute calls.

43 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.
44 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-athlete,

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 all likelihood has inflated

the number of calls reported as violations. Therefore, the context of these calls should be

evaluated 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 also a high school and AAU coach.45

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 individual

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 issue in 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

45 It 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 majority 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.46 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

calls while traveling.

46 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. 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 the interpretation.)
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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.47 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 majority 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 individual 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 calls and the mitigating circumstances, Meyer’s

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

47 See Page No. 2-7 for the discussion of the calls to 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 all 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 allegation, 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 calls reviewed. Regardless, 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.

Procedures for 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 calls 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:

 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.)

 Each Monday morning, the director of basketball operations collected these

handwritten logs and gave them to the men’s basketball administrative assistant.

 The men’s basketball administrative assistant entered each coach’s countable

recruiting phone calls into Cybersports after receiving the handwritten logs.

 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 a report of recruiting phone calls generated by Cybersports.)

 The Cybersports reports as well as the coaches’ handwritten logs were then forwarded

to the compliance office on a weekly basis.

 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.

 In 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 the director of basketball operations.)

 Each month, the director of compliance was then responsible for cross-referencing the

calls listed on the 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 sanctions. This review included checking phone records for phone calls to

any known recruiting number. 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.

 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 the review of phone records are also 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 calls. (See the October 3

report, Attachment 1, pp. 8-12 for a listing 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 several occasions, including May 25 and June 16, 2006, the potential 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

as a whole. In fact 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
impermissible.

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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b. A copy of the institution'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 a result 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 all of his
calls in Cybersports were recorded as “left message”, several 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.

 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.

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

See the response to the Allegation above.



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

2-21
I/2147738.1

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

15. 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 Ian 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, McCallum, 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-athletes.
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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
questions 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 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.

d. An overview of the institution'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 calls 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 I 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 rules not necessarily related to the sanctions.)

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

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

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

See the response to the Allegation above.

g. 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 his resignation 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 legislation; (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 more 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 conversations
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 conversations between himself, Senderoff, and
then prospective student-athletes DeJuan Blair, Demetri McCamey and
DeAndre Thomas. 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 Infractions that 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:

(1) Sampson participated by speakerphone in recruiting calls placed by
Senderoff to Thomas 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.



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

3-2
I/2147738.1

(3) While Senderoff was in the presence of then prospective
student-athletes Blair, Ayodele Coker and Thomas, 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 parents or legal guardian(s).

(4) Sampson spoke with Erica Mackey, mother of prospective
student-athlete Jonathan "Bud" Mackey, via Senderoff's cell phone,
while Senderoff was in the presence of Ms. Mackey.

Concerning Sampson's provision 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 unaware 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 conversations 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 conversation between himself, Senderoff and Buford. In
addition, Sampson participated in speakerphone conversations involving
himself, Senderoff and prospective student-athletes, the prospective
student-athlete's parents or legal guardian(s), as set forth in this allegation.

b. 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 legislation 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 this notice.
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Please indicate whether this information is substantially correct and whether the
institution agrees that 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 substantially

correct, and a violation of NCAA legislation has occurred. As with most allegations of unethical

conduct, the review of this allegation involves an assessment of credibility as well as

documentary evidence. As detailed below, 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 and that included statements by Senderoff that would have alerted 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:

 Knowingly violated recruiting restrictions imposed by the Committee on

Infractions;

 Provided the University and NCAA Enforcement Staff with false or misleading

information; and

 Failed 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 a timely report to the Committee after receiving an extension to the report that

was originally due August 31, as well as the fact that a number of the individuals ultimately

interviewed were enrolled at other NCAA institutions.48 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 allegation 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 Knowing Violation of Recruiting Sanctions
(Allegation No. 3-a)

The University incorporates all 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

48 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 an initial exchange of voicemails with that institution, an interview was unable to be arranged due to
the University’s tight timetable for the submission of the report.



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

3-5
I/2147738.1

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” calls initiated by Senderoff, which

were referenced in Allegation No. 1-a and 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 official 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 information regarding this three-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, I 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 a three way call”, 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 . . . a kid was [canceling] his visit, the kid tried to call, couldn’t
get in touch, and the call was transferred and I tried to clear some matters for him.

(See Attachment 6 for a transcript of the press conference at 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 Senderoff 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 all was on the phone.” (December 11, 2007 Blair Interview Transcript at p. 14, located

on NCAA custodial website.) In his interviews, 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 also 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 call 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 several 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 a fairly 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 general 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.49

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

Way Calls. 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, DeAndre Thomas (“Thomas”), a 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 Thomas.) The University was

careful to clarify that Thomas 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 Thomas, as reported by

Thomas in his January 29, 2008 interview conducted by the NCAA Enforcement Staff and

attended by the University, and only knew about the three-way call, 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 Thomas

did not recall during his January 29 interview a three-way call with Sampson and Senderoff and

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

49 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 Thomas 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 Thomas’s memory. Nonetheless, the University notes Thomas’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 Thomas.

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, although 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 unofficial 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 unofficial 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.50 In his January 31, 2008 interview with the NCAA,

Senderoff stated he did not remember a three-way call 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 also possible the calls involved phone passing or the use of a

speakerphone rather than the use of three-way technology. In short, although 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.

50 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 a result 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 a call that was initiated by a high school or AAU coach who then included

a prospect via three-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 calls 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 majority 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 call 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, “I knew I could not accept a three-way call. If I had thought

that was a three-way call I 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 Speakerphone Recruiting Calls (Allegation

No. 3-a-(1)). The University has determined it is reasonable to conclude Sampson participated

in two phone calls initiated by Senderoff in which he and Senderoff talked to a prospect via

speakerphone.

DeAndre Thomas. As noted above, when Thomas 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

allegation, he recalled one phone call when Senderoff called him and told him he was on

speakerphone with Sampson. Thomas 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 also did not recall any such conversation. The University finds the

testimony from Thomas regarding this phone call to be credible, particularly given that Thomas

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 a recruiting call

with Senderoff and Thomas and that he would have been aware this phone call was

impermissible due to Senderoff’s involvement, as evidenced by the conversation that Thomas

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



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

3-16
I/2147738.1

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 Morris Interview 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 Impermissible 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 a time, which is consistent with his understanding the phone

was passed from Senderoff to Sampson. In a follow-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 also 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 a three-minute call on September, 11, 2006 at 11:43 a.m. 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 calls to Toth, it is reasonable to conclude that one or more of these calls occurred

and that Sampson would have been aware Senderoff had initiated his involvement 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 calls in

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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Ayodele 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

details in 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 a.m. 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 a.m. 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



INDIANA UNIVERSITY
RESPONSE TO THE NCAA
NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS

3-19
I/2147738.1

are not listed on his cell phone records, it is impossible 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.

DeAndre Thomas. In his January 29, 2008 interview, Thomas also 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 Thomas to use his

phone to speak to Sampson. Thomas reported he and his roommate spoke to Sampson on the

phone for approximately five to ten minutes. Thomas 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 Thomas at his junior college. On

October 7, 2006, the date of an evaluation, 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 Thomas. In addition, on October 18, 2006, the date of another evaluation, 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., all to

Sampson’s cell phone. Any of these calls could have been the calls Thomas describes,
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particularly the ones in the afternoon. When Sampson was asked during his January 29, 2008,

interview about calls with Thomas, 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 Thomas

when his junior college coach called Sampson. Senderoff stated in his January 31, 2008

interview that, although 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 calls, as incoming

phone numbers are not listed on his cell phone records, and given that Senderoff’s cell phone

records support Thomas’s recollections that calls to Sampson occurred on the dates of two of

Senderoff’s visits to the junior college, the University believes it 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, I 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 this interview 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 recalled

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 Misleading Information

(Allegation No. 3-b)

The University incorporates all 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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Specifically, 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 call 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 a few 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:

MN51: It’s my understanding that you said that you did not know that these were three-
way phone calls?

KS: Absolutely.
MN: I wanna be specific about this. Is that, 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 via a
three-way call?

KS: Both. My first knowledge of the three-way call was in July, uh, when I went into,
uh, Mr. Greenspan’s office.

51 MN refers to 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 denials 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 a three-way call and that

if he had received a three-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 calls. 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 I 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 several

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, specifically regarding the phone calls involving three-way

conversations (e.g., Thomas, 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 denials provided by Sampson are not credible or

supported.
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Discussion of Sampson’s Failure to Promote an
Atmosphere for Compliance or to Monitor Compliance

(Allegation No. 3-c)

The University incorporates all 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 calls

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 Thomas,

Erica Mackey, Frease).

Failure to Promote Compliance with NCAA Legislation. The fact the violations listed

in Allegation No. 2 occurred, particularly during a time when the men’s basketball staff should

have been especially attentive to rules compliance is evidence of this failure to promote

compliance with NCAA legislation. 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.52 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 calls 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, I guess the question becomes it’s, in, in looking at that, the, the
very first call on there is dated May 31, 2006. It is my understanding from talking
to Ms. Brinegar that your assistant coaches were specifically told on May 30th,
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.

52 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 calls; 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. 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 this inquiry. 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 Sampson describing the disciplinary
actions taken.

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.

b. 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

c. 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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4. [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 Senderoff, 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
legislation; 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. 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 DeAndre
Thomas, 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, Senderoff knowingly participated in three-way telephone conversations
between himself, Sampson, and Gates and Buford. Senderoff also
participated in three-way conversations between himself, Sampson and then
prospective student-athletes Blair, Demetri McCamey and Thomas.
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
receiving 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
Senderoff:
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(1) Senderoff allowed Sampson to participate by speakerphone in
telephone calls he placed to prospective student-athlete Marcus
Morris and Thomas.

(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 Thomas, 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 parents or 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 Senderoff's cell phone.

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

Specifically, Senderoff provided the institution 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 one recruiting 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
were violations of the recruiting restrictions imposed 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 legislation, as set forth in Allegation No. 2.

Please indicate whether this information is substantially correct and whether the
institution agrees that 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 that the information set forth in Allegation No. 4 is substantially

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 Senderoff’s Knowing Violations of Recruiting Sanctions
(Allegation No. 4-a)

The University incorporates all 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 almost 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 majority 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 several interviews, it is apparent that Senderoff knowingly used

three-way telephone calls to impermissibly connect Sampson to Blair, Coker, Thomas, 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 his initial 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 area” 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 I made.” (November 16, 2007 Senderoff

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 call 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 Three-Way 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 also 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 Staff,

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

questioning, 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 denials, 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

Thomas).

Knowing Participation in Impermissible Speakerphone Recruiting 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 Thomas, the

University has determined that it is reasonable to conclude that Senderoff knowingly participated

in the calls.

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 calls 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, Thomas and Erica), called Sampson so

that he could speak to the prospects and relatives. The University has also determined that it is
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reasonable 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 Senderoff’s
Provision of False and Misleading Information

(Allegation No. 4-b)

The University incorporates all 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 misleading 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 also

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 call (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 a bad job in not logging all of his calls.

Although Senderoff used his cell phone for the vast majority 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 all 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. 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 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 any disciplinary actions were taken and submit copies
of all correspondence from the institution to Senderoff describing the
disciplinary actions taken.

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.

b. A statement indicating Senderoff s dates of employment at the institution and
positions held by Senderoff at the institution.

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

c. 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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5. [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 impermissible benefit.

a. Concerning Sampson's and Meyer's impermissible 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 June 30 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
activities the following day, July 1, 2007.

b. 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
departure from this institutional camp. [NCAA Bylaw 13.2.2-(b)]

Specifically, after Elston had concluded camp activities July 1, 2007, but
prior to Elston's departure from the institution'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
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. 5 is substantially

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 Impermissible 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-athlete reinstatement 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 reports/reinstatement 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.

Specifically, 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 unofficial 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 leave campus after the last game on June

30, because all camp activity for the day had been completed, this would constitute dismissal

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 several 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 also 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 Eric Gordon (“Gordon”) keeping score at 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 Gordon passed by and Elston commented about

getting his autograph, Meyer commented that Gordon should be getting Elston’s autograph. He

also 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 his interview 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 material benefits, including a gift such as a tangible item bearing the

institution’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 legislation, 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 the institution 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.

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

See the response to the Allegation above.

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

See the response to the Allegation above.

d. The identities of all athletics department staff members involved in or having
knowledge of the receipt of the impermissible benefit by Elston. Also,
provide a description of this involvement or knowledge prior to, at the time
of and subsequent to the receipt of the impermissible 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.

e. 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; the institution'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 ACTIONS AND 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 also 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.53 Further, almost 80% (99 calls) were less than ten
minutes and only five calls (4%) lasted more than 20 minutes.54 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 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
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
penalties in 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.

53 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).
54 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 Penalties 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 its initial 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 allowed to recruit off campus.

The University believes, although 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 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 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 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 his resignation on October 29, 2007.]

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

e. 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.

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. Had they remained employed at the University, Sampson and Senderoff
would have been 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 would also have been required to
attend the seminar had they remained employed.

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

i. 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 also reviewed with all of the then
men’s basketball staff on October 23, 2007.

2. Self-Imposed 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.
Specifically, 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.

c. 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 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 calls for Sampson and the
subsequent head coaches].

d. The University will reduce the number of phone calls Sampson and the
subsequent head coaches are 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 and the subsequent head coaches’ 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.

f. 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 allotted
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
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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.

g. 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 all 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.55 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.

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

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

j. 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.

55 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 a new head coach is hired if the prior coach has used
75% or more of the permitted official visits.
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E. REQUESTED INFORMATION

6. 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
this regard, 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.

7. 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.

8. 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.
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9. 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, as well 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 the identified individuals.

Coach Institution Dates Position Responsibilities

Sampson Indiana
University

Oklahoma
University

March 2006-
February 2008

1994-March 2006

Head Men’s Basketball
Coach

Head Men’s Basketball
Coach

Oversaw Men’s Basketball
program

Oversaw Men’s Basketball
program

Senderoff Indiana
University

Kent State
University

April 2006-
October 2007

2002-2006

Assistant Men’s
Basketball Coach

Assistant Men’s
Basketball Coach

Recruiting; other game/practice
activities.

Recruiting; other game/practice
activities.

Meyer Indiana
University

University of
Missouri

Butler University

2006-2008

2004-2006

2001-2004

Assistant Men’s
Basketball Coach

Assistant Men’s
Basketball Coach

Assistant Men’s
Basketball Coach

Recruiting; worked with guards

Recruiting; other game/practice
activities.

Recruiting; other game/practice
activities.
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10. Please provide a short summary of every major infractions case involving the
institution or individuals named in this notice. In this summary, 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
Infractions within the last 10 years.

Indiana University Major Infractions History

Date Description of
Violations

Individuals/
Sport involved

Penalties and
Corrective

Actions

4/27/1960
Improper
recruiting
inducements and
lodging.

Football

Assistant Coach

Boosters

No NCAA voting
and committee
privileges during
probationary
period; postseason
(all); television
ban (all sports).

10/15/1957 Improper
recruiting
inducements.

Football

Head Coach

Probation.

Kelvin Sampson Major Infractions History

Date Description of
Violations

Individuals/
Sport involved

Penalties and
Corrective

Actions

5/25/2006

(See Attachment
24 for the public
infractions
report)

Violations of
NCAA legislation
governing
impermissible
telephone contacts
with prospective
student-athletes.

Basketball

Men's Basketball
coaching staff
(head coach and
two assistance
coaches)

Penalties imposed
on Sampson by
the committee
were: show cause
order for a period
of one-year for the
former head men's
basketball coach;
and a restriction
on recruiting
phone calls and
contacts.
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11. 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 this notice. Also, please include the applicable bylaws for each
violation, and then indicate the number of secondary violations involving just the
sports team(s) named in this notice for the same five-year time period.

See Attachment 25.

12. 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 sponsored by the institution.

Indiana University

Division: Division I – Bowl Championship Subdivision
Conference: Big Ten Conference
Total Enrollment: 38,990 (Fall 2007)
Men’s Sports: 11
Women’s Sports: 13

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 all 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 institutional and NCAA
regulations for its athletics department employees. Extensive rules education has been
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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 eligibility and
systems, the director of eligibility and program planning, the financial aid officer, and the
initial eligibility 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
Institutional 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 professional and clerical support personnel.
Further, the compliance office sends out an email update weekly, and produces a monthly
compliance newsletter, both distributed to all departmental employees.

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

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

Grants-in-aid: Men’s Basketball

Year 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

Year 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 a result of an APR contemporaneous penalty.
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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 eligibility 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 years of remaining enrollment to complete that year.

Projections for Four Years of Eligibility Remaining as of fall 2008-0956:

Four Years of Eligibility in Five years as of fall 2008-09 (If NCAA Qualifiers)
Incoming Freshmen 2008-09 who have signed the National Letter of Intent57:

1. Thomas Pritchard
2. Matthew Roth
3. Nick Williams

Three Years of Eligibility in Four Years as of fall 2008-09:

1. Jordan Lee Crawford
2. Brandon K. McGee

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

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

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

1. Kyle Alexander Taber (redshirt walk-on 2004-05; 2005-06; 2006-07.
Received athletics aid in 2007-08. Aid undetermined for the 2007-08
academic year.)

56 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.
57 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.
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d. 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
is not in session).

Average number of student-athletes redshirted over four previous years: 0.75
Number of student-athletes redshirted during current year 2007-08: 0

e. 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 eligibility.

Year No. of Athletes

2007-08 4

Number is not final

2006-07 3

2005-06 2

2004-05 3

2003-04 1

f. 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.

Year 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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g. The average number of official paid visits provided by the institution to
prospective student-athletes during the past four years.

Year 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.

Year Tuition Room Board Books Total

2007-08 In-State: $7,837

Out of State: $22, 316

$4,179 $3,360 $400 In-State: $15,775

Out of State: $30,255

2006-07 In-State: $7,460

Out of State: $20,472

$3,891 $3,328 $400 In-State: $15, 079

Out of State: $28,091

2005-06 In-State: $7,112

Out of State: $19,508

$3,649 $3,328 $400 In-State: $14,489

Out of State: $26,885

2004-05 In-State: $6,777

Out of State: $18,590

$3,523 $3,200 $400 In-State: $13,900

Out of State: $25,713
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i. Copies of the institution's squad lists for the past four academic years.

See Attachment 27.

j. Copies of the institution's media guides for the past four academic years.

Please see the media guides enclosed.

k. 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
institutions – 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 all 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 institutions 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 a limit of eight or nine such appearances. The Big Ten Tournament
is televised 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 all, 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
as follows:

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

l. A statement indicating whether the provisions of NCAA Bylaws 31.2.2.3 and
31.2.2.4 apply to the institution as a result of the involvement of
student-athletes in violations noted in this inquiry.

The provisions of NCAA Bylaws 31.2.2.3 and 31.2.2.4 do not apply in this case.

m. 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 this inquiry.

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


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































