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Blair, DeJuan — then proépective student-athlete.

Brinegar, Jennifer — assistant athletics director for compliance.
Eyinkley, Dan —Morris' twins high school coach.

Buford Jr., William — prospective student-athlete.

Calhoun, Grace — associate athletics director for student development and compliance, and
senior woman administrator.

Chillious, Raphael — Ayodele Coker's high school coach.
Coker, Ayodele — then prospective student-athlete.

<SRk — (hen prospective student-athlete and current men’s basketball student-
athlete. :

Daugherty, Travis — Derek Elston's coach.

Dees, Tony — Yancy Gates' father and coach.

Ebanks, Devin — prospective student-athlete.
JEEENNER - cn's basketball student-athlete.
Elston, Derek — prospective student-athlete.

Frease, Kenny — prospective student-athlete.

Gates, Yancy — prospective student-athlete.

Green, Jerry — former director of basketball operations.
Greenspan, Rick — director of athletics.

Hicks, Billy — Jonathon "Bud" Mackey's high school coach.
@ currcnt men’s basketball student-athlete.

Huminel, Robbie — then prospective student-athlete.
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Jackson, Yvonne — Devin Ebanks' mother.

Johnson, Chris - Jonathon "Bud" Mackey's AAU coach.
Jurick, Phillip — prospective student-athlete.

Mackey, Erica —Jonathon "Bud" Mackey's mother.

' Mackey, Jonathan “Bud” — prospective student-athlete.
Martin, Scott — then prospective student-athlete.
MecCallum, Ray — former assistant men’s basketball coach.
McCamey, Demetri — then prospective student-athlete.
McElroy, B.J. — Kelvin Sampson's administrative assistant.
MecClure, Keith —William Buford Jr.'s coach.

‘Meyer, Jeff — former assistant men’s basketball coach.
Morris, Marcus — prospective student-athlete.

Morris, Markieff — prospective student-athlete.

Morris, Thomasine — Morris twins' mother.

MecLaughlin, Elizabeth -- assistant office manager.

Pope, Christian — former director of compliance.

Porter, Darelle - DeJuan Blair's coach.

Sampson, Kelvin — former head men’s basketball coach.

Senderoff, Rob — former assistant men’s basketball coach.

- former men’s basketball student-athlete and then prospective student-

athlete.
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Thompson, Brett — prospective student-athlete.
Toth, Rob — prospective student-athlete Kenny Frease's coach.

Turner, Evan — then prospective student-athlete.

MAN:sme




A.

B.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Case No. M285 - Indiana University, Bloomington

Ca8€ CHIOBOIOEY . cccimreeirrerestetr st ettt s s et et en e s e s s s e e s s aenesre e 1

Allegations.

1.

Failure to comply with the penalties assessed by the NCAA Division I

CoOmMMIHEE ON INTEACHONS oottt reerrereeseneetrertetresesrssionssesossnnsossnsmrssanns 1-1
a. VB VICW e eeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeseetsrenes s yaaa s sseseesaererbbaanstsaesesssesesenssnasssanasssesesressenes 1-1
b. Remaining ISSUES ...cccveeeceecrierere e rnee e s sse s rensssssenssnessasssanas i-2

(1)  Did Sampson and Senderoff engage in telephone ¢alls that vieolated
the recruiting restriction prohibiting Sampson from being present
when members of his staff made telephone calls related in any way
to recruiting?

(2} Did Senderoff and Meyer place approximately 100 telephone calls
that violated the recruiting restrictions set forth in Penalties E and
F of Infractions report No. 2507
c. Additional matters that relate to the allegation.......o.oovvevvincnncnenine 1-13

Impermissible telephone calls to multiple prospective student-athletes or the

prospects' parents or legal guardian(s).........ccevevriireccininnnrr e 2-1
a. OVEIVIEW ceeeecree et eeveecerees e s eesr st s rs o s b s e st s s s as s e be s san s e pabesraan st b s e anrnes 2-2
b. Remaining ISSUES ...coverceriircecis et e r e ria s s ba s sens 2-3

(N Did Senderoff place impermissible telephone calls to Morris and
Blair, their parents or legal guardians?

(2) Did Meyer place impermissible calls to Hummel and Martin, their
parents or legal guardians?

(3) Are the violations detailed in Allegation No. 2 secondary or major
in nature?

c. Additional Matters that Relate to the Allegation ..., 2-8




TABLE OF CONTENTS
Case No. M285 '

Page No. 2
3. Unethical conduct and a failure to promote an atmosphere of compliance by
the former head men's basketball coach. ... 3-1
a. OVEIVIEW eevreeevverseesesesesssessseseessesaess st sasssesba s assasraess s ba s be s r e an e n s e 3-3
b. REMATNNG ISSUES 1uveeerrsrrrriisesserssses s st 3-3

(1) Did Sampson knowingly violate the comunittee's sanctions
prohibiting him from being present while a member of his staff
made telephone calls related to recruiting and, thus, violate the
NCAA principles of ethical conduct?

(2)  Did Sampson provide the institution and the enforcement staff with
false or misleading information?

(3)  Did Sampson fail to promote an atmosphere of compliance within
the men's basketball program and fail to monitor the activities
regarding compliance of one or more of his assistant coaches?

C. Additional Matters that Relate to the Allegation ........ccooeeeiiinnnnnens 3-46
4, Unethical conduct by a former assistant men's basketball coach ....ooovevrivccens 4-1
a. IVOIVIEW 1ervevrsseressersesseeasesaassesssare s hasas e m s e b s r s s RS e e 4-2
b. REMAINING ISSUES cvvverrrriiessrmssesressessss s sttt 4-3

() Did Senderoff knowingly violate the committee's recruiting
restrictions prohibiting Sampson from being present while
members of his staff placed telephone calls related to recruiting
and, thus, violate the NCAA principles of ethical conduct?

(2)  Did Senderoff knowingly submit false recruiting documentation to
the institution's compliance stafi?

5. Impermissible recruiting contact with a prospective student-athlete and the
provision of a prohibited gift t0 @ PrOSPECt ... 5-1
IV ETVIEW e evveeseesetessseesssasessssesssesasan e sesrss sabesr bR e RS F PR R e S a b b o rE s AR SRR S e e s R LR n e 5-2

Attachment A:  Interpretation from NCAA membership services regarding the application of
the NCAA telephone contact legislation as it relates to the recruitment of twin
prospects.




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Case No. M285
Page No. 3

Attachment B:

Attachment C:

Attachment D: 7

Chart summarizing-all impermissible calls referenced in Allegation No. 2.

February 6, 1991, official interpretation regarding when a prospect's parents
advise that the prospect is not available, the call is not countable.

Senderoff's cell phone records.




ENFORCEMENT STAFF CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M285 — Indiana University, Bloomington

May 29, 2008

Case Chronology

March 29, 2006 — Indiana University, Bloomington, ("the institution") hired Kelvin Sampson as
head men's basketball coach.

April 19, 2006 — Sampson and the institution executed a compliance agreement adopting and
transferring the University of Oklahoma's self-imposed penalties regarding Sampson.

May 25, 2006 — The NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions issued Infractions Report No.
250 —University of Oklahoma. .

June 9, 2006 — Sampson and the institution executed a revised compliance agreement adopting
and transferring further recruiting restrictions imposed by the committee.

July 2007 - The institution conducted an annual compliance review for all sports and initially

discovered three-way calls contrary to the committee’s penalties.

August 22, 2007 — The institution requested and was granted an extension of the August 31,
2007, deadtine for filing a report with the committee detailing the institution's implementation
and fulfillment of the penalties adopted by and transferred to the institution. '

October 3. 2007 — The institution filed a report with the committee regarding implementation
and fulfiliment of the penalties adopted by and transferred to the institution. The report
identified telephone contacts that were contrary to the assessed penalties and/or to NCAA Bylaw
13.1.3.1.2.

October 25. 2007 — The institution filed a self-report of secondary violations with the
enforcement staff identifying the violations of Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 reported to the committee in the
institution’s October 3 report.

October 26, 2007 — The institution filed a self-report of a secondary violation of Bylaw 13.12.1.3
and a student-athlete reinstatement request for prospective student-athlete Derek Elston (Tipton,
Indiana).

October 2007 — February 2008 — The enforcement staff interviewed numerous student-athletes
and prospective student-athletes or their parents, legal guardians or coaches. When permitted,
the institution participated in the interviews.
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November 13. 2007 — The enforcement staff and the institution interviewed Kelvin Sampson,
former head men's basketball coach; Jeff Meyer, former assistant men's basketball coach; and
Ray McCallum, former assistant men's basketball coach.

November 16, 2007 — The enforcement staff interviewed Rob Senderoff, former assistant men's
basketball coach.

December 13, 2007 — The enforcement staff and the institution interviewed Jerry Green, former
director of men's basketball operations.

January 17, 2008 — The institution notified the enforcement staff that it had identified additional
telephone contacts that were contrary {0 assessed penalties and/or Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2.

January 29, 2008 — The enforcement staff and the institution interviewed Jennifer Brinegar,
assistant athletics director for compliance, and conducted follow-up interviews with Sampson
and Meyer.

January 31, 2008 — The enforcement staff conducted a follow-up interview with Senderoff.

February 6, 2008 — Notice of inquiry sent to the institution.

February 8, 2008 — Notice of allegations sent to the president of the institution, Sampson,
Senderoft and Meyer.

May 8. 2008 — The institution, Sampson, Senderoff and Meyer submitted their responses to the
notice of allegations.

May 13, 2008 — The enforcement staff conducted a prehearing conference with Meyer.

May 15, 2008 — The enforcement staff conducted separate prehearing conferences with Sampson
and Senderoff.

May 16, 2008 — The enforcement staff conducted a prehearing conference with the institution.
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Violations self-reported by the institution

Allegation No. 1

1. [NCAA Bylaws 2.8.1, 2:83-and19:05:4; and NCAA Infractions Report No. 250]

It is alleged that from between March 20 threugh and 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, then head men's basketball coach; Jeff Meyer,
then 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
Infractions Report No. 250, as adopted by and transferred to Indiana).

Senderoff and Meyer placéd 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 or the prospective student-
athletes' parents or legal guardian(s) on or after June 15 of the prospect's
sophomore year in high school (Penalty E of 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 or the prospective student-athletes’
parents or legal guardian(s) on or after August 1 of their senior year in
high scheo! (Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250, as adopted by and
transferred to Indiana).

Overview: The institution and the enforcement staff are in substantial agreement to the facts of
this allegation and that they constitute violations of NCAA legislation.

. Concerning Allegation No. 1-a, Sampson did not specifically respond to this allegation
because of misinformation provided to his legal counsel by the enforcement staff
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regarding his risk and the enforcement staff's expectations regarding his response. This
matter was clarified Monday, May 19, after the pre-hearing conference between the
enforcement staff and Sampson's counsel Thursday, May 15. The enforcement staff has
advised Sampson's counsel that Allegation Nos. 1-a and 3-a concern the same alleged
impermissible calls and that by responding to Allegation No. 3-a, Sampson’s response
may be incorporated into Allegation No. 1-a. The enforcement staff does not believe that
Sampson was prejudiced by this error. In his response to Allegation No. 3-a, Sampson
denies engaging in telephone calls that violated the committee's recruiting restrictions
prohibiting him from being present when members of his staff placed telephone calls
related to recroiting.

° Concerning Allegation No. 1-a, Senderoff makes the procedural argument that this
allegation does not satisfy the requirements of Bylaw 32.6.1.2 in that it does not
sufficiently provide the details of cach allegation. However, without waiving his
procedural objection, Senderoff incorporated his response to Allegation No. 4-a into
Allegation No. 1-a. By incorporating his response {0 Allegation No. 4-a, Senderoff
denies engaging in telephone calls that violated the committee's recruiting restrictions
prohibiting Sampson from being present when members of his staff placed telephone
calls related to recruiting.

. Concerning Allegation No. 1-b, Senderoff argues that the allegation also lacks the details
of the violations alleged. Senderoff disagrees that he made approximately 100 telephone
calls that violated recrniting restrictions in Infractions Report No. 250, but he
acknowledges that he did make some calls that violated the restrictions.

. Concerning Allegation No. 1-b, Meyer acknowledges his responsibility for placing four
telephone calls that violated recruiting restrictions found in penalties E and F of
Infractions Report No. 250, but argues that he did not place a total of 10 impermissible
calls as reported by the institution. Meyer argues that his involvement in the
impermissible phone calls constitutes a secondary violation.

Remaining Issues:

1. Did Sampson and Senderoff engage in telephone calls that violated the recruiting
restriction prohibiting Sampson from being present when members of bis staff made
telephone calls related in any way to recruiting?

2. Did Senderoff and Meyer place approximately 100 telephone calls that violated the
recruiting restrictions set forth in Penalties E and F of Infractions Report No. 2507
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ISSUE NO. 1. Did Sampson and Senderoff engage in telephone calls that violated the recruiting
restriction prohibiting Sampson from being present when members of his staff made telephone
calls related in any way to recruiting?

Position of Institution: The institution agrees the information set forth in Allegation No. 1 is
substantially correct and that the conduct described was contrary to the listed sanctions imposed
by the committee. The institution understands that the impermissible conduct referred to in this
allegation includes: (1) three-way recruiting phone calls (involving three phones) that included
Sampson, and (2) use of a speakerphone or passing of the phone by Senderoff to include
Sampson in recruiting calls (involving two phones).

Position of Sammpson: In his response to Allegation No. 3-a, Sampson disagrees that he
knowingly violated the recruiting restrictions imposed by the committee and that he violated the
principles of ethical conduct.

Position of Senderoff: In his response to Allegation No. 4-a, Senderoff disagrees that the facts
alleged arc substantially correct, that he knowingly violated the committee's sanctions and that

he violated the principles of ethical conduct.

Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff believes that
‘both Sampson and Senderoff knowingly violated the committee's recruiting restrictions
prohibiting Sampson from being present while members of his staff made calls related to
recruiting. The enforcement staff relies on the information detailed in its discussion of
Allegation Nos. 3-a and 4-a to support its position.

ISSUE NO. 2: Did Senderoff and Meyer place approximately 100 telephone calls that violated
the recruiting restrictions set forth in Penalties E and F of Infractions Report No. 2507

Position of Institution: The institution agrees that approximately 100 telephone calls were made
that exceeded the number of phone calls allowed per prospect, as set forth in Penalties E and F of
Infractions Report No. 250.

Position of Mever: Meyer acknowledges placing four phone calls that violated the committee's
recruiting restrictions but disputes that he placed a total of 10 impermissible calls. Meyer argues
that his involvement in the impermissible calls should be considered a secondary violation.

Position of Senderoff: Senderoff acknowledges that he made phone calls that violated the
committee's recruiting restrictions but disagrees that he made approximately 100 telephone calls
that violated the restrictions.
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Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff believes that

Senderoff and Meyer placed approximately 100 telephone calls that violated the recruiting
restrictions. The staff relies on the following information to support its position:

1. Concerning Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250, telephone calls were reduced from
one call per month to one call every other month to prospective student-athletes or the

prospective student-athletes' parents or legal

prospects' sophomore year in high school.
information setf-reported by the institution and reviewed by the enforcement staff as
detailed in the charts below:

guardian(s) on or after June 15 of the

The enforcement staff relies on the

DEJUAN BLAIR — CLASS OF 2007

Involved Coach

Individual
Called

Time of

Date call

Duration
(Minutes)

Reason Call was Impermissible

The impermissible calls below were triggered by a 15-minute call to

Blair from Sampson’s cell phone April 24, 2006, at 9:50 p.m.

Another call could not be placed to Blair in May per

Sampson Celf Blair 05/02/06 10 p.m, 2 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.
sotmorca | T e | oam || ettt B

i;?:gf;_z:imissr‘ble call below was triggered by a six-minute call io Blair's grandmother from Senderqff's cell phone May 16, 2006, at
Sendoroff Cell Blair 06/09/06 | 5:08 pm. 18 Qggg’;‘gﬂ fﬁiﬂggﬁ:;‘;ﬁ;&dﬁ Blair in June per

The impermissible calls below were tri gpered by an 18 minute call to Blair from Senderoff's cell phone June 9, 2006, at 5:08 p.m.
Sendoroff Cell Blair 018006 | 8:47 pam. i Q:;ﬁ;‘gﬂg’gﬁ“;g;gﬂfﬁg;ﬁg‘ ;‘;‘g per
Senderoff Cell Blair 07/18/06 | 8:48 pm. 2 g:}f;}‘;’gﬁﬁgf:;ﬁgﬁﬁdﬁpﬁnﬁ‘{ﬁ July por
Sendoroff Cell Blair 07/18/06 | 8:49 pam. 1 ?gﬁﬁ;‘gi’i;j&ﬂ:ﬁ;ﬁmﬁd{gﬁ;? July per
Sendoroff Cell Blair 07/18/06 | 8:50 pm. 3 Qgﬁ;ﬁgﬂ}?&‘fiﬁ;ﬁgﬁﬁ;ﬁ‘;ﬂm July per
Senderoff Cell Blair 0719006 | 8:15pm. 2 1’}:;’;?;’;‘;’},;%}f;ﬁg:gﬁzﬁgpﬁﬂzg‘ July per
Senderoff Cell Blair 07/22/06 | 4:51 pm. 2 Q:;’;g}“ﬁﬁ’gﬁ“{;ﬁ:gﬁfig;}jﬁf ;‘;‘3’ per

KENNY FREASE — CLASS OF 2008

Invelved Coach Ingia\;iltjgal Date Tig:;;f (I;&ljl:lﬂz; Reason Call was Empermissible

The impermissible calls below were iri gered by a four-minute call to Frease from Senderoffs cell phone June 17, 2006, at 4:23 p.m.
Senderoff Cell Frease 07/02/06 | 6:47 pm. 2 Q;’;;};;r}g‘ﬁ ;‘E:i t‘:g;;’;‘;;ajf};g‘;eg“ in fuly per
Senderoff Cell Frease 01846 | 9:16 pm. 1 gﬁ;‘giﬂﬂiﬁgﬁ;ﬁ’?gg%ﬁ“ in July per
Senderoff Celi Frease 07/18/06 | 9:16pm. 1 Q;’;f;"gﬁ ;‘:Efigg;;’;‘;ﬁffﬁg?;g“ in July per
Senderoff Cell Frease 07N8R6 | 9:17pm. 1 g:;‘gﬂﬁ‘igg;fgﬁfgﬂﬁ“ in July per

The impermissible August calls below were triggered by the calls ma
and another call could not be placed to Frease in August per Penalty B of Infractions Report Ne. 250.

de to Prease in July, as there was no requisite one month without a call

. Another call could not be placed to Frease in August per

Senderoff Cell Frease 08/13/06 £:40 p.m. 2 Penalty E of Infractions Report Ne. 250,
Another catl could not be placed to Frease in August per

Senderoff Cell Frease 08/14/06 9:33 p.m. 38 Penalty E of Infractions Repori No. 250.
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KENNY FREASE — CLASS OF 2008

Involved Coach

Individuzl
Called

Date

Time of
Call

Duration

(Minutes)

Reason Call was Impermissible

The impermissible calls below were iri

gered by a 38-minute call to

Frease from Senderoff’s cell phone August 14, 2006, a1 9:33 p.m.

Another call could not be placed to Frease in September

F 43 pm. .
Senderoff Home Tease 09/04/06 %43 pm. 1 per Penalty E of Infractions Repott No. 250.
. Another call could not be placed to Frease in September
Senderoff Home Frease 09/04/06 9:45 p.m. ! per Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250,
Seaderoff Home Frease 09/05/06 9:45 p.m. 31 Another call could not be placed to Frease in September

per Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.

The mpermissible call below was triggered by a 31-minute call to Frease from Se

nderoff's cell phone September 5, 2006, at $:43 p.m.

Another call could not be placed to Frease in Cetober per

Senderofl Cell Frease 10/11/06 8:54 p.m. 41 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.
YANCY GATES — CLASS OF 2008
Involved Coach Ingvlllg;al Date Tlg;e“of (1;11::::2:) Reason Callwas ImEermissihlc

The impermissible

calls below were iriggered by a 16-minute call to Gates fom Senderofl’s cell phone June 28, 2006, at 4:27 p.m.

Another call could not be placed to Gates in July per

Senderoff Cell Gates 07/11/06 2:28 p.m. 2 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250,

N Another call could not be placed to Gates in July per
Senderoft Cell Gates 0106 5:16 p.m. 2 Penalty E of Infractions Repoit No, 250.
Senderoff Cell Gates 07/18/06 728 pom. i Another call conld not be placed to Gates in July per

Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.

The impermissible calls below were triggered by a 13-minute call fo Gates from Senderoff's home phone September 5, 2006, at 8-58 p.m.

“Another call could not be placed to Gates in October per

Senderoff Cell Gates 10/09/06 925 pam. 1 Penalty E of Infractions Report No, 250.

. Another call could not be ptaced to Gates in October per
Senderoff Cell Gates 10/22/06 6:01 pan, 1 Penalty E of Infractions Report No, 250.

i Another call could not be placed to Gates in October per
Senderoff Cell Gates 10/23/06 9:12 p.m. 1 Penally E of Infractions Report No. 250.

. Aunother call could not be placed to Gates in October per
Senderoff Cell Gates 10/24/06 8:40 p.m. 2 Penalty E of Infiactions Report No. 250,

. Another call could not be placed to Gates in October per
Senderoff Cell Gates 10/25/06 720 p.m. 1 Penalty E of Ifiactions Report No. 250,

. Another call could not be placed to Gates in October per
Senderoff Cell Gates 10/26/06 %34 pm. i Penalty E of Infractions Report No, 250.

ROBBIE HUMMEL — CLASS OF 2007
Involved Individual Time of Duratien -
Coach Called Date Call (Miinutes) Reason Call was Impermissible

The impermissible calls below were triggered by a four-minute call to Hummel

from Meyer's cell phone June 29, 2006, at 2:1 1pm.

Another call could not be placed to Hummet in June per

Meyer Cel} Hummet 06/29/2006 | 5:46 p.m. 1 Penalty E of Infractions Repost No. 250.

. Another call could not be placed to Hummel in June per
Meyer Cell Hummel 06/29/2006 | 5:54 p.m. 3 Penalty E of Infractions Repost No. 250,
Meyer Cell Bummel 07/10/2006 | 5:38 p.m. g Another call could not be placed to Hummel in June per

Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.

The impermissible calls below were triggered by an

eight-minute call to Hummel from Meyer's cell phone July 10, 2006, at 5:38 p.m.

Meyer Cell

Hummnel

7/10/2006

5:46 p.m.

1

Another call could not be placed to Hummel in July per
Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250,

Meyer Cell

Hummetl

7/10/2006

5:58 p.m.

3

‘Another call could not be placed to Hummel in July per
Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.

1-5
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PHILLIP JURICK — CLASS OF 2008
Individual Ti i
Involved Coach nCI:g‘i]le:a Date 1(1;; !;;)f (];;jl;‘aj:g?) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible call below was triggered by a 15-minute call to Jurick from Senderoff's cell phone August 21, 2006, at 6:22 p.m.
. , “Anather call could not be placed to Jurick in September per
H k 4 :51 p.m.
Senderoff Home Fuaric 090/04/06 9:51 p.m 18 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.
The impermissible cails below were triggered by an 18-minute call to Jurick on Senderoff's homs phone September 4, 2006, at $:51 p.m.
. ] ‘Another call could not be placed to Jurick in Octeber per
Senderoff Cel} Jurick 10/08/06 717 p.m. 2 Penalty E of Infractions Repost No, 250,
. . Another call could not be placed to Jurick in Getober per
Senderoff Cell Jurick 10/09/06 9:03 p.m. 1 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.
. . Another call could not be placed to Jurick in October per
Senderoff Cell Turick 10/18/06 10:06 p.m. 13 Penalty E of Infractions Report No, 250.

The impermissible calls below were

triggered by a 29-minuie call to Jurick's mother from Senderoff's home phone March 4, 2007, at 9:55

p.m.
Sendoroff Homo | 1eXS | 032607 | 9:55pm. 1 f;‘g’;ﬁ;rgiﬂf iﬁ;i‘igﬂ;?;‘;{,ﬁdﬁ;’ﬁ?&k in March per
Senderoff Home Jurick 0326007 | 10pm. 18 ﬁ:ﬁ:{grgﬂ; ;g’f‘;ﬁt‘;g;:;g;‘fﬁ:g Jz“gfk in March per
Senderoff Cell Hurick 04/10/07 | 9:57 pm. 10 l‘}::;{‘t;rgﬁ ;’j‘:}ﬁgg;:;‘;;fgd};gfz‘ls";kmM““h per
Senderoff Home ':::Bi[;kells_ 04/15/07 9:28 p.m. 1 Q::;ﬁ;rﬁcf; ?g};ﬁgﬁ;:;ﬁ;ﬁﬁd};& Jzusr{I;: k in March per
JONATHAN "BUD" MACKEY - CLASS OF 2008
Involved Coach Ingi:l(:;a! Date Tig;}"f (?\:]?‘:i:; Reason Call was ¥mpermissible

The impermissible call below was triggered by a threg-minute call to Mackey fram Senderoff’s cell phone December 24, 2006, at 13:52 a.m.

Mackey 01707 10:01 p.m. 8 Another call could not be placed to Mackey in January per

Senderoff Home Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.

The impermissible call below was triggered by an eight-minute call fo Mackey from Senderoff's home phone January 17, 2007, at 10:01 p.n.

Mackey 02/12/07 9:30 pm. 1" Another call could not be placed to Mackey in February per

Senderoff Home Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.

The impermissible calls below were Iriggered by an 11-minute call to Mackey from Senderoffs home phone February 12, 2007, ai 9:3 0 p.m.

Another call could not be placed to Mackey in March per

Senderoff Home Mackey 03/01/07 £:41 p.m. 1 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250,

. “Another call coutd not be placed to Mackey in March per
Sendercff Home Mackey 03/01/07 8:49 p.m. 1 Penalty  of Infractions Report No. 250.

] : Anuther call could not be placed to Mackey in March per
Senderoff Home Mackey 03/01/07 g:58 p.m. 17 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.
Senderoff Home Mackey 03/01/07 9:16 p.m. 5 “Another call couid not be placed o Mackey in March per

Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.

The impermissible calls below were triggered by an 18-minute call from Senderaffs home phone March 1, 2007, at 8:58 p.m.

“Another call could not be placed to Mackey in April per

Senderoff Cell Mackey 04/08/07 8:05 p.m. 2 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250,

Senderoff Cell gﬁg‘;:t{;r 04716007 | 5:09 pm. 4 Q:If;}’;’ga;; %ﬁgﬁg;ﬁfgﬁgggkw in April per
cenderffHome | Mackey | 0472307 | 9:24pm. 1 é:;;ﬁ;rgﬂ ﬁigﬁﬁ;ﬁﬁ;ﬂ”g‘;‘g"“ in April per
Senderoff Home Mackey 04/23/07 9:26 p.m. 2 “P}:::;r E'ﬂ. g&iég&:;&fﬁﬁ;l\gg S.key in April per
Senderoff Home Mackey 04/23/07 9:28 p.m. 5 ‘Another call could not be placed to Mackey in April per

Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.

The impermissible calls below were triggered by a Sfive-minute call to Mackey from Senderoff’s home April 23, 2007, a1 9:28 p.m.

‘Another call could not be placed fo Mackey in May per

Senderoff Home Mackey 05/02/07 9:49 p.m. 16 Penalty E of Infractions Report No, 250.

. Another call could not be piaced to Mackey in May per
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/07/07 9:16 p.m. i Penaity E of Infractions Report No. 250.
Senderofl Home Mackey 05/007 9:16 p.mm. 1 Another call could not be placed to Mackey in May per

Penalty E of Infiactions Report No. 250.
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JONATHAN "BUD" MACKXEY — CLASS OF 2008
Involved Coach In(d:i;;il::al Date Tig:i;)f (I;;l:;:z;]) Reason Call was Impermissible
Senderoff Home | Mackey | 050707 | 9:17pm. 1 ;;fﬁ;’gﬂé %ﬁﬁgﬁ;ﬁfﬁ;ﬁg@ in May per
Senderoff Home | Mackey | 050707 | 9:53pm. B e
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/20/07 10:40 pm. 1 ;?ﬁ;i’;réil}, ﬁigﬁg;&?ﬁ;& 1\24;3_1@ in May per
Senderoff Home | Mackey | 052007 | 10:43pm. 2 Q:;’;f;rgﬁ could t’:g;:;‘;;fg"}}g“;;gkw in May por
SenderoffHome | Mackey | 052307 | 9:12pm. 6 ‘;:If;i‘t;rgf; ﬁiﬁﬁ;?;ﬁfbﬂ%‘gm in May per
Senderoff Home | Mackey | 052707 | 8:36pam. 1 Q:g};;’gf;fggﬁ t‘l‘g:l;’;'é;fr‘:"h}gf;gk“ in May per
SenderoffHome |  Mackey | 052707 | 929pm. 1 ?;‘;;:’t;fgﬂ ﬁ;’;‘iﬁg;:;ﬁf‘;ﬂ;ggggkw in May per
Senderoff Home | Mackey | 052707 | 9:30 p.m. 7 Q:;’;ﬂ;‘gﬁ ;ﬁ?&igﬁ;ggﬁfﬁ%&kﬂy i May per
SenderoffHome | Mackey | 052707 | 10:03 pm. 7 gg:;ﬂ;‘g‘g; ;ﬁ;ﬁ t[:g;:;];r:fﬁghz’?sm in May per
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/28/07 6:46 p.m. 3 gf;;ﬁ;réﬂ}. :SE::; g;:;l;::ffb}t; ];d;(z):ﬁkey in May per
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/25/07 943 p.m. 14 ;::;R;r];‘: ﬂ. ﬁigg;g;g?:ﬁ;g l;&;(():‘key in May per
The impermissible cails below were iriggered by alb-minnte call to Mackey from Senderaff's home phone May 2, 2007, e! 9:49 p.m.
SenderoffCell | Mackey | 06/0B07 | 10pm. 4 g:;ﬁgﬁﬁ‘iﬂﬁ;:;‘;ﬁ:fgg1;_45"(‘;’“3’ in June per
SenderoffHome |  Mackey | 06/13/07 | 8:50pm. 1 ‘P}:];’;’t;rgﬂi ﬁ;ﬁgﬁ;ﬁ%‘;ﬁ;fggg‘;&kﬂy in func per
Sonderoff Home | Mackey | 06/13/07 | 10:12p.m. 8 ﬁgﬁ;rg§} ﬁigﬁg;‘;ﬁ‘:ﬁdﬁgﬁ‘g@ in June per
Senderoff Cell g?ﬁ;‘;lt‘.;ﬁr 06271067 | 627 pm. 2 3;‘;;1;‘15‘2} conld t’jg]‘];’ ;&ff;g;‘;&kﬂy in Jung per

The impermissible call below was triggered by a four-minute catl

to Mackey from Senderoff's cell phone June 8, 2007 at 10 p.m.

Mackey's

“Another call could not be placed to Mackey in July per

Senderoff Bome | o qee, | OV1707 | 852pm. 4 Penlty E of Infractions Report No. 250.
SCOTT MARTIN — CLASS OF 2007
Individual Time of Duration -
Involved Coach Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible

The impermissible calls below were

triggered by a 15-minute call

1o Martin from Meyer's cell phone June 26, 2006, at 2:08 p.m.

Another call conld not be placed to Martin in July per

Meyer Home Mariin 07/17/06 8:58 p.m. 9 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.
Meyer Home Marin | 07/18/06 | 1:26pm. 8 Q:gg;rgﬁ oo l‘i:i‘g;:;‘;;a:ﬁ;g Dastinin July per
DEMETRI McCAMEY — CLASS OF 2007
Involved Individual Time of Duration .
Coach Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible

The impermissible calls below were

triggered by @ 16-minute call

to McCamey from Sampson's cell phone May 2, 2006, at 10:51 p.m.

SenderoffCell | McCamey | 05/07/06 | 7:56pan. 2 Q:;;ﬁ;rgf; ::;;iggi:‘;‘;;a:;dgg‘hggamy in May per
Senderoff Cell | McCamey | 05/09/06 | .10:56 p.m. 20 ;;f;}“;’gf},g&iﬁgﬁ;ﬁfﬁfg&mﬂ in May per
SenderoffCell | McCamey | 0530/06 | 11:24pm . f};’gﬁ%ﬁ ;’Sj‘i’;"c t‘i‘g;l’;?;:}a{fr‘i‘;}‘g_“;;game” in May per
Senderoff Home McCamey 06/22/06 10:38 pm. 1 ;::;;;rgf; ;?éigg;?;g;?;d};g ?50{? amey in May per
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DEMETRI McCAMEY — CLASS OF 2007
Iag;}i:;d Ingisvlilgzal Date Tig::i:f (]?\(lilj;a‘:iz:) Reason Call was Impermissible

SenderoffHome | McCamey | 062206 | 11:02p.m. i ;‘::;:‘;‘E"f}'; ﬁ;;igg;:;‘;f‘:}:db};hfggamcy in May per
Senderoff Home | McCamey 06/22/06 | 11:06 p.m. 1 ]‘i‘:;’atilt;rgﬂ; g&iﬁ;g;ﬁ?gfﬁg I\Z/I;(Samey in May per
SenderoffHome | MoCamey | 06/22/06 |.112pm. i ’I}:lf;ﬁ;’g?f fﬁg;igg;g;g;ffg;"z’lgga‘m in May per
Senderoff Home | McCamey | 0622106 | 11:13pm. 37 ?:ﬁ;}lt;‘giﬁ ;‘]’E;‘l:g;:;l;;‘;f]jg e ey in May per

MARCUS AND MARKIEFF MORRIS — CLASS OF 2007

Invelved Coach lng:'li;::al Date Ti(l:n;]of (I;“;;ﬁ:;z?) Reason Call was Impermissible

grf;ﬁfne-rmissible calls below were triggered by an eight-minute call 1o the Morris' mother from Senderoff's cell phone April 24, 2006, at
sonrtcan | oM [ asios | sonm | 2 | e Rt 30,
semotrcan | TEMOT | sy | wocam | 1| e
SonderoffCell | oS | 052307 | 6:07pm. 2 ﬁi‘:;’};z ol could oL be placed ﬁg&“@i"gg‘bmmﬁ in

Sendoroff Cell Mores | o306 | 701 pm 1 gg‘;zi;ﬂ;&;‘g ‘;‘;‘ﬁ;f:;‘ﬂ?;;‘:fﬁ:“;‘;g.bmth“ n
SenderoffCall | ol 0523106 7:02 p.m. 1 ﬁ;‘i:;ﬂi:ﬁ;lg ’;?‘]:Efi:‘ifﬁ‘}‘;;m”N“{f_“g;bmﬂm in
Senderoff Coll | woct® | 0s/23106 | 832 pam. 1 &‘;‘;}i’;‘;ﬂ;ﬁ;ﬂg ot be placed ‘E:;(‘E;"N“:"gg.b“’m“ in
st | T | oy | wasom |10 | s R 250

The impermissible calls below were triggered bya

10-minute call to Markieff Morris from Senderoff's cell phone May 23, 2006, at §:33 p.m.

The Morris' Amnother call could not be placed to either Markieff or the
Senderoff Cell 06/01/06 738 pm. 2 Meoris’ mother in June per Penalty E of Infractions Report
mother No. 250,
The Mormis' Another cali conld not be placed to either MarkiefT or the
Senderoff Cell 06/21/06 12:12 pm. 9 Morris' mother in June per Penalty E of Infractions Report
mother No. 250
Markicft Anather cail could not be placed to either Markicif or the
Senderoff Home . 06/25/06 8:17 pm. 6 Morris' mother in June per Penalty E of Inftactions Report
Maorris No. 250,
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a six-minute call to Markieff Morris from Senderoff s home June 25, 2006, at 8:17 p.m.
The Morris' Another call could not be placed to the Markieff or the
Senderoff Home 07/ 17/06 9:13 pm. i Morris' mother in July per Penalty E of NCAA Infractions
mother
Report No. 250.
The Morris' Another call cosld not be placed to the Markieft or the
Senderoff Cell 07/18/06 4:13 pm. 1 Mormis' mother in July per Penalty E of NCAA Infractions
mother
Report No. 250.
The Morzs’ Another call could not be placed to the Markieff or the
Senderoff Cell 07/18/06 7:26 p.m. 1 Mormis' mother in July per Penalty E of NCAA Infractions
mother
Report No. 250.
The Morris' Another call could not he placed 1o the Markieff or ihe
Senderoff Cell 07/18/06 9:05 p.m. 1 Morgis' mother in July per Penalty E of NCAA Infractions
mother
Repoit No. 250,
The Mormis' ‘Another call could not be placed to the Markieff or the
Senderoff Cell 07/15/06 6:15 p.m. 2 Morris' mother in July per Penalty E of NCAA Infractions
mother
Report No. 250,
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MARCUS AND MARKIEFF MORRIS — CLASS OF 2007
Individual Time of Duration .
Involved Coach Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The Morris' Another call could not be placed to the Markieff or the
Senderoff Cell 07/19/06 8:30 pm., 20 Morris’ mother in Tuly per Penalty E of NCAA Infractions
mother
Report No. 250.
BRET THOMPSON — CLASS OF 2008
Individnal Time of Duration -
Invelved Coach Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible call below was triggered by an 18-minute call to Thompson from Senderoff's cell phone March 6, 2007, at 8:50 p.m.
i ‘A call could not be placed to Thompson in April per Penalty
Senderoff Cell Thompson 04/35/07 | 9:52 pm., 2 E of Infractions Report No. 250,
The impermissible call below was triggered by a two-minute call o Thompson from Senderoff's cell phone_April 15, 2007, af 9:32 p.m.
There was no requisite one month without a eall and another
Senderoff Home Thompson 05/08/07 | 10:35 p.m. 21 calt could not be placed to Thompson in May per Penalty E
of Infractions Report No. 250,
EVAN TURNER — CLASS OF 2007
Individual Time of Duration : -
Involved Coach Called Date Cail (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible call below was triggered by dn 11-minute call to Turner from Senderoff's cell phone May 8, 2006, af 9:55 p.m.
. Another call could not be placed to Turner in May per
Senderoff Celt Tamer 05/11/06 , 11:01 p.m. 14 Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250,

Concerning Penalty F of Infraction's Report No. 250, telephone calls were reduced from

two calls per week to one call per week to prospective student-athletes or the prospective
student-athletes’ parents or legal guardians on or after August 1 of their senior year in
high school. The enforcement staff relies on the following information self-reported by
the institution and reviewed by the enforcement staff, as detailed in the charts below:

DEJUAN BLAIR — CLASS OF 2007

mother

Individual Time of Duration Lo
Involved Coach Caled Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible call below was triggered by a Seven-minule call fo Blair from Senderoff's home phone Sepiember 13, 2006, at 10:22 p.m.
: ] Another call could not be placed to Blair in that same week
Senderoff Celt Blair 09/15/06 | T:.17pm. 6 per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250,
— CLASS OF 2007
Individual Duration o
Involved Coach Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a 15-minute call to Crawford’s mother from Meyer's cell phone September 26, 2006, at
12:25 p.m.
Another call conld not be placed ic 1 his mother
Meyer Home 09/30/06 | 3:49p.m. 14 in that same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No.

250,

The impermissible

call below was iri;

cgered by a nine-minute call to Crawford from Meyer's cell phone October

Meyer Cell

mother

10/02/06

1:52 pm.

4

1, 2006, at 9:13 p.m.
Another call could not be placed 1o WPor his mother

in that same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No.
250.
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MARCUS AND MARKIEFF MORRIS — CLASS OF 2667

Individual Time of Duration e
Invelved Ceach Called Date Cali (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a nine-minule cail 10 the Morris' mother from Senderaff's cell phone August 22, 2006, at
8:52 p.m.
Markieff . Another call could not be placed to either Morris brother in
Senderolf Cell Morris 82206 | :34pm. 2 that same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250
. . Another call conld not be placed to cither Morns brother in
Senderoff Cell Marcus Mortis | 82206 | 9:36 p.m. 2 that same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250.
The impermissible cails below were triggered by an eight-mimute call o the Morris’ mother from Senderoff's cell phone September 6, 2006, at
8:32 pm.
. . Another call could not be placed to either Motris brother in
Senderoff Coll | Marcus Morris | 09/06/06 | 9:04 p.m. 2 that same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250.
Markieff . Another call could not be placed to either Marris brother in
Senderoff Cell Moiris 09/06/06 | 9:06 p.m. ! that same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250.
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a three-minute call to Marcus Morris from Senderoff's cell October 9, 2006, at 9:08 p.m.
The Morris' . Another call could not be placed to Morris' mother in that
Senderoff Cell mother 10/9/06 ) 9:12 p.m. 2 same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250.
The Morris' ) Another call conki not be placed to Morris’ mother in that
Senderoff Cell mother 1013/06 | 5:07 pm. 2 same week per Penaliy F of Infractions Report No. 250.

Enforcement Staff Position on Refuting Information:

On Page Nos. 1-3 to 1-5 of his response, Senderoff argues that the reporied impermissible
calls to prospective student-athletes and twin brothers Marcus and Markieff Morris have
been overstated by the enforcement staff and the institution. In making his argument,
Senderoff states that the enforcement staff has taken the position that any call to the
twins' mother constitutes the single permissible call for both prospective student-athletes
"regardless of whether both brothers were discussed." This statement is inaccurate
because during a January 23, 2008, interview of Markieff Morris conducted by the
enforcement staff and the institution in which the prospects’ mother, Thomasine Morris,
participated, Ms. Morris was asked about her telephone contact with Senderoff and
- provided the following information:

January 23. 2008 — Page No. 14

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.

TM: Thomasine Morris, mother of Marcus and Markieff Morris.

MN: Uh, in terms of what you do remember, uh, just the couple times that you, you
think you might've talked to him, was it, was coach Senderoff talking to you
about both Marcus and Markieff, or was he talking about one or the other?

TM: No, both of the boys.

On March 10, 2008, the enforcement staff requested an interpretation from membership
services regarding the application of the NCAA telephone contact legislation as it relates
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to the recruitment of twin prospects. On March 13, the enforcement staff forwarded
membership services' inferpretation and analysis to Senderoff's legal counsel and to legal
counsel for the institution (Attachment A). The membership services analysis stated the
following:

The interpretation below confirms that the recruiting regs apply separately.
However, if one phone call incorporated discussion on both prospects, that
counts as the school's one call per month for EACH prospect. In other
words, they get one call for each kid and they used it at once since they
discussed both kids.

The enforcement staff's position is the position found in the interpretation and analysis
obtained from membership services and forwarded to Senderoff's legal counsel. The
interpretation was forwarded to Senderoff's legal counsel in its entirety, and the
enforcement staff made no statements that it was taking any position other than that
contained within the interpretation itself. The interpretation and the enforcement staff's
position are clear. If a telephone call to the twins' mother involved discussion of both
prospects, then the call counts as two calls. Ms. Morris reported that the conversations
she had with Senderoff involved discussion of both her sons. DBach twin had an
individual cell phone number, and Ms. Morris' number was separate from those of her
sons. Recognizing that it is possible that Senderoff may have called Ms. Moris' number
and talked to only one of the twins, when Senderoff documented a call to Ms. Morris as
having talked to or left a message for only one of the twins, then the call was only
counted as one call. Therefore, the number of impermissible calls to the Morris twins is
not overstated.

° On Page No. 1-4 of Senderoff's response 1o the notice of allegations, Senderoff references
language in the enforcement staff's tequest for an interpretation from membership
services in an attempt to justify his impermissible calls to the Morris twins. In the
request, the enforcement staff member stated that he thought it would be permissible to
make two calls per month to the parent of twin prospects regardless of whether both
prospects were discussed in each call. The interpretation from membership services
confirmed that this analysis was incorrect. Senderoff argues that because of the
enforcement staff's inaccurate presumption in its request for an interpretation, that it was
reasonable for Senderoff to have made the telephone calls under the same mistaken
belief. The enforcement staff does not fault Senderoff for arriving at the same incorrect
interpretation of the rule; however, a critical distinction exists between Senderoff's
actions, or lack thereof, and those of the enforcement staff -- the enforcement staff
requested an interpretation from membership services, the appropriate anthority regarding
the issue. NCAA bylaws governed Senderoff’s actions; however, there is no evidence in
the record or in Senderoff's response that he requested an interpretation from the
institution's compliance staff, the appropriate authority for athletics staff members.
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Regardless of how reasonable Senderoff's mistaken belief may have been, it was his
responsibility to make sure that his interpretation was correct. If violations occurred as a
result of this failure, Senderoff is responsible for those violations. Although Senderoff
argues that the institution’s compliance staff never informed him that the calls to the
Mormis twins' mother could count as a recruiting cail for both twins, the institution's
compliance staff cannot be blamed for not answering a question that was not asked.

. On Page Nos. 1-5 and 1-6 of his response, Senderoff argues that the institution did not
inform him of the committee’s sanctions until May 30, 2006; therefore, he should not be
held accountable for calls made in violation of the sanctions prior to that date. However,
in its response to the notice of allegations, the institution provided copies of a May 1,
2006, e-mail exchange between Senderoff and the assistant director of athletics for
compliance in which Senderoff was informed of the sanctions (Institution's Response,
Attachment No. 9).

. On Page Nos. 1-6 to 1-9 of Senderoif's response, Senderoff argues that the calls the
institution reported with respect to prospective student-athlete Yancey Gates are not
impermissible because they were made to Gates' father, who is also his coach. The
enforcement staff reviewed Senderoff's documentation of phone calls to Gates. In his
documentation, some calls are documented as conversations with and/or messages for the
prospect. Other calls to the same number are documented as conversations with and/or
messages for the prospect's father/coach. The enforcement staff has eliminated any calls
that Senderoff documented as going to the prospect's father/coach from the list of
impermissible calls. '

o Senderoff and Meyer both dispute the institution’s method of counting calls logged as
messages as "trigger" calls. [Senderoff's response, Page Nos. 1-9 and 1-10; Meyer's
response, Page Nos. 1-3 to 1-8]. The enforcement staff recognizes the importance the
committee has placed on contemporaneous documentation of phone calls in Infractions
Report No. 281 - Texas Christian University. It is the enforcement staff's position that
although contemporaneous documentation is important, it is not dispositive and the
documentation should provide a plausible account of the call. The documentation and the
duration of the call should be taken together to determine whether the call should be
counted as a recruiting call. The staff recognizes that calls of three minutes or more are
of sufficient duration and likely contain statements beyond an exchange of a greeting. As
an example, the enforcement staff notes that one of the calls at issue with respect to
Meyer is an eight-minute call that was logged as a message (Institution's Response, Page
Nos. 2-7 and 2-8; Meyer's response, Page No. 1-5). The enforcement staff believes it is
unreasonable to conclude that absent further explanation, an eight-minute call logged as a
message would only contain a greeting, It is implausible that such a call did not involve
recruiting-related discussions. Regardless of whether Meyer talked specifically about the
prospect's recruitment, he established contact with someone in the prospect's life. The
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fundamental premise of recruiting is based on relationships established through sustained
contact with the prospect and his family.

. In his response to the notice of allegations, Meyer argues that his involvement in calls
that violate the committee's sanctions, as detailed in Allegation No. 1-b, should be treated
as a secondary violation. Although the enforcement staff recognizes that Meyer was not
responsible for the bulk of the impermissible calls alieged, the staff views Allegation No.
1 in its entirety as a major violation.

Additional Matters that Relate to the Allcgation:

. In his response to the notice of allegations, Senderoff argues that eight of the calls that
the institution reported as impermissible were the result of logging errors and that there
were no actual records of the calls. The enforcement staff's position is that only calls for
which there are actual phone records should be counted as impermissible; all calls for
which there are no phone record have been removed from the charts that appear in this
document.

. Concerning Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250, telephone calls reduced from one
call per month to one call every other month to prospective student-athletes or the
prospective student-athletes’ parents or legal guardian(s) on or after June 15 of the
prospect's sophomore year in high school, the following chart summarizes impermissible
calls discovered by the institution as a result of information obtained during the
enforcement staff and the institution’s interview of then prospective student-athlete
Ayodele Coker. The institution accepts responsibility for the impermissible calls;
however, the enforcement staff and the institution arc in agreement that Senderoff has not
had an opportunity to respond to this information.

AYODELE COKER ~ CLASS OF 2007

Involved Individual Time of Duration .
Coach Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible calls below were i goered by a six-minute call to Coker - from Senderaff’s cell phone July 2, 2006 at 6:21 p.m.
. Another call could not be placed to Coker or his nncle in July
Senderoff Cell Coker's uncle | 07/17/06 | 5.05 p.m. 1 per Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.
Senderoff Cell Coker's uncle | 07/17/06 | 624 p.m. 14 ‘Another call could not be placed to Coker or his uncle in July

per Penalty E of Infractions Report No. 250.

The impermissible call below was triggered by a

T3-minute call fo Coker's uncle from Senderoffs cell phone August 6, 2006, at 8:30 p.m.

SenderofT Cell

Coker

08/07/06

5:03 pm. 12

Another call coutd not be placed to Coker in that same week
per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250.

The impermissible call below was lriggered by a

T6minute call fo Coker's uncle from Senderoff's cell phone August 28, 2006, at 9:05 p.m.

Another call could not be placed o Coker or his uncle in that

Senderoff Celil Coker'suncle | 08/28/06 | 9:24pm. 1 same week por Penalty F of Infractions Repart No. 250,
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a_nine-minute call to Coker from Senderoff's cell phone September 4, 2006, ai 6:09 p.m.
Another call conld not be placed to Coker or his uncle in that
. l .
Senderoff Cell Cokersuncle | 09/05/06 | 6:41pm. 2 same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250.
Senderoff Cell Coker's uncle | 09/06/06 | 2:44 pm. 9 “Another call could not be placed 16 Coker or his uncle in that

same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250,
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AYODELE COKER — CLASS OF 2007
Involved Individual Time of Duration -
Coach  Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible calls below were friggered by a three-minute call to Coker from Senderoffs cell phone September 26, 2006, at 9:07 p.m.
. Another call conld not be placed to Coker or his uncle in that
Senderoff Cell Coker's uncle | 09/29/06 | 9:33 p.m. 2 same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250,
) . Another call could not be placed to Coker or his uncle in that
Senderoff Cell | Cokersuncle | 09/29/06 | 9:35pm. 19 same week per Penalty F of Infractions Report No. 250,
. Concerning Allegation No. 1-a, Senderoff makes the procedural argument that this

allegation does not satisfy the requirements of Bylaw 32.6.1.2 in that it does not
sufficiently provide the details of each allegation. However, without waiving his
procedural objection, Senderoff incorporated his response to Allegation No. 4-a into
Allegation No. 1-a (Allegation No. 4-a).

Procedural issue raised by Senderoff. The enforcement staff believes that the notice of
allegations was sufficient for the following reasons:

1. Senderoff received notice of impermissible three-way and sanction calls before
the enforcement staff obtained the information - he received a copy of
institution's self-report and was interviewed regarding them.

2. With respect to new information developed (phone passing and actual three-way
conversations), Senderoff was informed of and questioned about the new
information during a January 31, 2008, follow-up interview with the enforcement
staff. Senderoff was informed and questioned specifically regarding the new
information reported by each individual when the enforcement staff summarized
the information reported and asked him for his response.

Regarding the approximate dates and times of three-way conversations, there was
no reason to believe that the enforcement staff was inquiring about calls other
than those reported by the institution because when questioned in the follow-up
interview, Senderoff was only presented information regarding the individuals
whom the institution had reported three-way calls, with the exception of incoming
three-way call information provided by McCamey and phone passing information.

3. The enforcement staff could not provide phone records to show phone passing of
speakerphone calls, as such information is not identified by a phone record. It
should also be noted that Allcgation Nos. 3-a~(1) and 4-a-(1), concerning
speakerphone calls, have been withdrawn.

4. Immediately following Senderoff's January 31 follow-up interview, the
enforcement staff informed Senderoff's legal counsel that a notice of allegations
was pending and that it would be based on the institution's self-report and the new
information about which Senderoff had recently been interviewed. Furthermore,
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in advance of the issnance of the notice of allegations, the enforcement staff
offered all parties access to the enforcement staff case file, including access to the
recordings and transcripts containing new information obtained after the initial
interviews of the coaching staff. Senderoff and his legal counsel refused to sign
the confidentiality agreement required for access to the case file via a secure Web
custodial. Although Bylaw 32.3.10.2 states that involved individuals may review
the enforcement staff case file in the national office or through a secure Web-
based custodial site (emphasis added), the enforcement staff set up two physical
sites to assist Senderoff and his legal counsel in accessing information on which
the notice of allegations was based.
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2. [NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2]

It was reported that from May 7, 2006, through Fely-17 June 27, 2007, J eff Meyer, then
assistant men's basketball coach, and Rob Senderoff, then assistant men's basketbail
coach, placed at least 25 impermissible telcphone calls to multiple prospective student-
athletes and the prospective student-athletes' parents or legal guardian(s). Specifically, it
was reported that:

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
pemnitied 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-athiete Evan Turner and the prospect’s parents or legal
guardian(s).

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

3) On Fane-29,-2006, June 25, 2006, Senderoff placed an impermissible call
to prospective student-athlete Markieff Morris and the prospect's parents
or legal guardian(s).

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

(5 From March 1 through July-17 June 27, 2007, Senderoff placed 22 19
impermissible calls to prospective student-athlete J onathan "Bud" Mackey
and the prospect's parents or legal guardian(s).
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(6) From March 26 through April 15, 2007, Senderoff placed three
impermissible calls to prospective student-athlete Philip Jurick and the
prospect'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):

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

(2) From June 29 through July 40 17, 2006, Meyer placed six four
impermissible calls to then prospective student-athlete Robbie Hummel
and the prospect's parents or legal guardian(s).

Overview: The institution and the enforcement staff are in substantial agreement as to the facts
of this allegation and that violations of NCAA legislation occurred. The institution believes the
violations to be secondary in nature.

. Concerning Allegation No. 2-b-(1), Senderoff agrees that on May 11, 2006, he placed an
impermissible call to Turner and the prospect's parents or legal guardians.

. Concering Allegation No. 2-b~(2), Senderoff agrees that during May 2006, he placed
three impermissible calls to McCamey and the prospect's parents or legal guardians,

. Concerning Allegation No. 2-b-(3), Senderoff disagrees that on June 25, 2006, he placed
an impermissible call to prospective student-athlete Markieff Morris and the prospect's
parents or legal guardians.

. Concerning Allegation No, 2-b-(4), Senderoff disagrees that during July 2006, he placed
two impermissible calls to Blair and the prospect's parents or legal guardians.

. Concerning Allegation No. 2-b-(5), Senderoff agrees that from March 1 through July 17,
2007, he placed 19 impermissible calls to Mackey and the prospect's patents or legal
guardians.

. Concerning Allegation No. 2-b-(6), Senderoff agrees that from March 26 through April

15, 2007, he placed three impermissible calls to Jurick and the prospect's parents or legal
guardians.
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. Concerning Allegation No. 2-¢-(1), Meyer disagrees that on July 18, 2006, he placed an
impermissible call to Martin and the prospect's parents or legal guardians. Meyer
maintains that if the call he placed was impermissible, then it constitutes a secondary
violation.

) Concerning Allegation No. 2-c-(2), Meyer disagrees that from June 29 through July 17,
2006, he placed four impermissible calls to Hummel and the prospect's parents or legal
guardians. Meyer maintains that if the calls he placed were impermissible, then they
constitute a secondary violation.

Remaining Issues:

1. Did Senderoff place impermissible telephone calls to Morris and Blair, their parents or
legal guardians?

2. Did Meyer place impermissible calls to Hummel and Martin, their parents or legal
guardians?

3. Are the violations detailed in Allegation No. 2 secondary or major in nature?

ISSUE NO. I: Did Senderoff place impermissible telephone calls to Morris and Blair, their
parents or legal guardians?

Position of Institution: The institution believes the calls to Moris and Blair were impermissible.

Position of Senderoff: Senderoff believes that the alleged impermissible call to Morris' mother
was permissible for the reasons set forth in his response to Alegation No. 1-b. Concerning
Blair, Senderoff believes that the two alleged impermissible calls were permissible because their
alleged impermissibility was triggered by a three-minute message call that should not have been
considered a countable call.

Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff relies on the
following to support its position that the violations constitute a major violation:

1. The call concerning Morris was impermissible for the reasons set forth in the discussion
of calls to the Morris twins in Allegation No. 1-b of the enforcement staff case summary.

2. Regarding the calls to Blair, it is the enforcement staff's position that calls of three
minutes or more in duration are likely to contain statements beyond an exchange of a
grecting; thus, the documentation of the call and the duration of the call should both be
considered in order to determine whether the call should be counted as a recruiting call.
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Relevant Information Reported/Obtained:

[NOTE: See Attachment B for a chart summarizing all impermissible calls referenced in this
allegation.]

1. Concerning the alleged impermissible call to Morris, the enforcement staff incorporates
the relevant portions of Allegation No. 1-b of its case summary regarding the Morris
twins, particularly the portions related to Ms. Morris' statement that calls she received
from Senderoff involved discussion of both twins and the relevant membership services
interpretation regarding the recruitment of twin prospects.

MARCUS AND MARKIEFF MORRIS — CLASS OF 2007
Involved Individual Time of Duration Lo
Coach Calied Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible call below was triggered by a nine-minute call fo the Morris’ mother from Senderoff's cell June 21, 2006, at 12:12 p.m.

Sonderoff Cell | Markieff Momris | 06/25/06 | 8:17p.m. ! 6 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.

2. Concerning the alleged impermissible call to Blair, as previousty stated, the enforcement
staff recognizes the importance the committee has placed on contemporaneous
documentation of phone calls, as discussed in Infractions Report No. 281 — Texas
Christian University. However, it is the enforcement staff's position that although
contemporaneous documentation is important, it should not be dispositive. Rather, the
documentation and the duration of the call should be taken together to determine whether
the call should be counted as a recruiting call. The enforcement staff believes that calls
of three minutes or more in duration are likely to contain statements beyond an exchange
of greeting and a request for a return call.

DEJUAN BLAIR — CLASS OF 2007

I]'g:alzleld Ing;\illggal Date Tl(l:n:“of (Dl\;jl;::]tz:) ' Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a Tiree-minute call 1o Blair from Senderoff's cell phone July 18, 2006, at 8:50 p.m.
Senderoff Cell Blair 07/19/06 | 8:15p.m. 2 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Cell Blair 07/22/06 | 4:51 pm, 2 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.

ISSUE NO. 2: Did Meyer place impermissible calls to Hummel and Martin, their parenis or
legal guardians?

Position of Institution: The institution takes the position that the calls concerning Hummel and
Martin were impermissible.

Position of Meyer: Concerning the calls to Hummel, Meyer believes that the calls to Hummel
were permissible because their alleged impermissibility was triggered by a four-minute call
logged as a message and an eight-minute call logged as a message. Concerning the call to
Martin, Meyer believes the call was permissible because its impermissibility was triggered by a
nine-minute call that he contends was a non-countable message.
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Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: Tflf: enforcement staff relies on the

following to support its position that the calls to [Tummel and Martin were impermissible.

1.

The alleged impermissible call to Martin was impermissible because the nine-minute
"message" call was a countable call.

Concerning the alleged impermissible calls to Hummel, the enforcement staff believes
that the eight-minute "message" should be a countable call; thus, the subsequent calls
triggered by that call were impermissible.

With respect to the alleged impermissible calls triggered by the four-minute "message"
call, the enforcement staff belicves a four-minute call logged as a message is sufficient to
be considered a countable call, thus, triggering impermissible calls.

Relevant information obtained:

The nine-minute call to Martin that Mever logged as a message was a countable call. At
Page No. 2-2 of Meyer's response, Meyer discussed the nine-minute call to Martin that
was logged as a message. In Meyer's discussion, he referenced his November 13, 2007,
interview with the enforcement staff and the institution where he gave details of the nine-
minute "message” call. Meyer stated that he spoke briefly with Martin's brother during
the call and then spoke to Martin's mother. Meyer stated that he introduced himself to
Martin’s mother, mentioned that he had seen Martin play and that he would like to speak
with Martin. Meyer stated that Martin's mother told him that Martin was not home,
followed by a brief discussion as to what would be the best time to reach Martin, and then
the call ended.

The enforcement staff believes that a call of this length should be presumed to be a
recruiting call regardless of whether the call is logged as a message. Furthermore, the
enforcement staff's position is that the call, as described by Meyer, was sufficient to
trigger a countable recruiting call. Meyer correctly notes in his response that a February
6, 1991, official interpretation (Attachment C) states that when a prospective student-
athletes' parents advise that the prospect is not available, then the call is not countable
provided that a conversation in excess of a greeting does not occur. ‘The enforcement
staff submits that the nine-minute call during which Meyer spoke briefly with both
Martin's younger brother and mother, and during which Meyer mentioned seeing Martin
play, was sufficient to trigger a countable recruiting call.
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SCOTT MARTIN — CLASS OF 2007
Involved Individnal Dat Time of Duration R Call 1 ssibl
Coach Called i Call (Minutes) eason (all was Impermissibie

“The impermissible calls below were triggered by a nine-minute

call to Martin from Meyer's home phone July 17, 2006, at 8:58 p.m.

Meyer Home | Martin__| 07/18/06 | ? | 2 | Ouly allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
ROBBIE HUMMEL — CLASS OF 2007
Tnvolved Individual Time of Duration . .
Coach Called Date Call {(Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible

The impermissible calls below were triggered

a four-minute call {o Humm

el from Meyer's cell phone June 29, 2006, at2:11 p.m.

Meyer Cell

Hummel

06/29/06

5:46 p.m.

1

Only attowed one call per month to junior prospects.

Meyer Cell

Hummel

(6/29/06

5:54 pm.

3

Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.

The impermissible calls below were triggered by an eight-minu

te call to Hummel from Meyer's cell phone July 10, 2606, at 3:38 p.m.

Meyer Cell

Humme!

07/10/06

5:46 p.m.

1

Only allowed one call per month to junior prospeets.

Meyer Cell

Hummel

07/10/06

5:58 pn.

3 Only altowed ong call per month to jonior prospects.

The eight-minute call that Meyer logged as a message should be considered a countable
recruiting call. The enforcement staff rejects the notion that a call lasting eight minutes
should be counted as a message. Rather, the call should be presumed to be a countable
recruiting call. The enforcement staff believes that a message call consists of a brief
introduction or gresting and a request for a return call. Itis nnreasonable io believe that a
call lasting eight minutes did not involve an actual conversation with the individual on
the other end and also unreasonable to believe that during the course of an eight-minute
call involving a conversation that no statements in excess of an exchange of greetings or
concerning recruitment occurred.

3. For the same reasons stated in the discussion of Senderoff's calls to Blair above, the
enforcement staff believes a four-minute call logged as a message is sufficient to be
considered a countable call,

ISSUE NO. 3: Are the violations detailed in Allegation No. 2 secondary or major in nature?

Position of Institution: ‘The institution belicves the violations are secondary in nature.

Position of Mever: Meyer belicves that if he committed violations, then those violations are
secondary in nature.

Position of Senderoff: Senderoff believes that the committee should consider the length of the
calls in determining whether the calls constitute a secondary or major viclation and whether the
calls resulted in a significant recruiting advantage.

Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff relies on the
following to support its position that the violations constitute major violations:
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19.02.2.1 Violation, Secondary. A secondary violation is a violation that is
isolated or inadvertent in nature, provides or is intended to provide only a minimal
recruiting, competitive or other advantage and does not include any significant
recruiting inducement or exira benefit. Multipie secondary violations by a
member institution may collectively be considered as a major violation. (Revised:
1/11/94)

Bylaw 19.02.2.1 creates a three-pronged test to determine whether violations are secondary:
1. Are the violations isolated or inadvertent;

2. Do the violations provide or are they intended to provide more than a minimal recruiting,
competitive or other advantage; or :

3. Do the violations provide a significant recruiting inducement or extra benefit.

Tf a violation fails any one of the three prongs of the test, then the violation is not secondary and,
thus, major per Bylaw 19.02.2.2, which states that all violations other than secondary violations
are major.

The enforcement staff believes the violations as detailed in Allegation No. 2 are major for the
following reasons:

1. The violations are major because the impermissible phone calls were neither isolated nor
inadvertent.

2. The violations provided a significant recruiting advantage.

3. The multiple secondary violations should be considered major.

Relevant Information Reported/Obtained:

1. The impermissible calls were neither isolated nor inadvertent. The impermissible calls
were not isolated because they were placed by two coaches (Senderoff and Meyer) to
eight different prospects during a period of time covering at least one year. The majority
of the calls were not inadvertent because they were intentionally placed to Mackey by
Senderoff, who knew the calls exceeded permissible limits.

2. The violations provided a significant recruiting advantage (i.e., an advantage over the
committee's sanctions). The enforcement staff believes that the violations, as detailed in
this allegation, must be viewed in the context of the committee's sanctions. The sanctions
imposed were intended to reduce the number of permissible calls allowed by the men's
basketball staff to a level below (half) that of the number allowed by Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2.
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The calls made in violation of Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 not only disregarded the committee's
sanctions but also were violations of rules governing all member institutions. It is the
enforcement staff's position that the calls made .in violation of the sanctions only, as
detailed in Allegation No. 1, constitute a major violation because they provided a
significant advantage in that they nullified those sanctions. Likewise, to the extent that
the calls detailed in Allegation No. 2 not only violated the committee's sanctions but went
beyond them to violate Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2, it is the enforcement staff's position that the
advantage gained over the sanctions was extensive and that those violations should be
considered major.

3. The multiple secondary violations should be considered major.  Although the
enforcement staff strongly asserts that collectively the violations, as detailed in
Allegation No. 2, constitute a major violation, the staff argues that even- if the committee
were {o determine those violations individually as secondary, multiple secondary
violations would exist. The enforcement staff believes that given the heightened
awareness that should have existed due to the sanctions imposed, multiple secondary
violations in this context should be considered a major violation.

Enforcement Staff's Position on Refuting Information:

. In its response to the notice of allegations, the institution argues that the impermissible
phone calls are secondary because they are isolated to one sport and one bylaw. The
enforcement staff believes this argument is fundamentally flawed. If the institution's
reasoning were used, then an institution could make an unlimited number of
impermissible calls and argue that the calls were isolated so long as the violations were
limited to one sport and one bylaw. This is not the intended application of the term
isolated within the context of the definition of a secondary violation.

. The institution, Meyer and Senderoff all argue that the duration of the phone calls should
be considered in determining whether a recruiting advantage was gained by the
impermissible calls. However, as the enforcement staff noted in the analysis of Bylaw
19.02.2.1, the more appropriate analysis is of the contact made despite the committce's
sanctions.

Additional Matters that Relate to the Allegation:

. Consistent with the position that calls, for which there is no actual record, should not be
included among the list of impermissible calls, one call from Meyer to Hummel, which
had been reported as impermissible by the institution, have been removed, leaving four
alleged impermissible calls to Hummel.




CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M285
May 29, 2008

Page No. 9

. Late in the investigation, the institution reported the following additional impermissible
calls discovered as a result of new information developed during an interview with
prospective  student-athlete Ayodele Coker. Although the institution accepts
responsibility for the impermissible calls, Senderoff has not had an opportunity to
respond to this information.

AYODELE COKER -- CLASS OF 2007

lrg:::;d ]ng:;i:; al Date TIE::HM 3;:;3323 Reasen Call was Impermissible
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a six-minute call to Coker from Senderoff's cell phone July 2, 2007, at 6:21 p.m.
Senderoff Celt | Coker'suncle | 7/17/06 | 5:05 pan 1 Only atlowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Cell | Cokersuncle | 7/17/06 | 6:24pm. 14 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
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Allegation No. 3

3. [NCAA Bylaws 10.1, 10.1<(d) and 11.1.2.1]

It is alleged that (2) during the period of time beginning May 25, 2006, through May 24,
2007, Kelvin Sampson, then head men's basketball coach, acted contrary to the NCAA
principles of ethical conduct when he knowingly violated recruiting restrictions imposed
by the NCAA Division T 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 enforcement staff false or misleading information; and (¢} 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,
Bloomingion. [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 Yancy 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 ST
Furthermore, Sampson participated in three-way conversations between himself,
Qenderoff and Yvonne Jackson, mother of prospective student-athlete Devin
Fbanks. 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 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:

3-1
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(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.

(3)  While Senderoff was in the presence of then prospective student-athletes
Blair, Ayodele Coker and &, :nd the prospective student-athletes’
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-athletes’ 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 Ms. Mackey's presence.

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's recruiting restrictions.
[NCAA Bylaw 10.1-(d)] '

iz

Specifically, during a November 13, 2007, interview with the institution and the
enforcement staff, Sampson stated that he was unaware Senderoff was using
three-way calls to allow him to speak with prospective-student athletes the
prospective student-athletes’ parents, legal guardian(s) or coaches at the time of
the violations. Sampson further stated that he did not engage in three-way
conversations with prospective student-athletes or their relatives during the pertod
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 or the prospective student-athletes’ parents or legal
guardian(s), as set forth in this allegatjon, including a June 19, 2006, three-way
telephone conversation between himself, Senderoff and Buford. In—additien;

S arpontnark cinatad-in crnaslcarmmhone-eofns rarcot anaanvalyane hirnoalt S o doraft
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c. Concerning Sampson's failure to promote an atmosphere for compliance within
the men's basketball program and failure to monitor the activities regarding
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compliance of one or more of his assistant coaches, Sampson (1) failed to
promote compliance with the recruiting restrictions imposed by the committee,
(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's failure is evidenced by the facts and circumstances set
forth in Allegation Nos, 1 and 2 of this case summary.

Overview: The enforcement staff and the institution are in substantial agreement as to the facts
and that violations occurred, as set forth in Allegation No. 3. .

Concerning Allegation No. 3-a, Sampson disagrees that he knowingly violated recruiting
restrictions imposed by the committee and that he violated the NCAA principles of
cthical conduct.

Concerning Allegation No. 3-b, Sampson disagrees that the allegation is substantially
correct and disagrees that he provided the institution and the enforcement staff with false
or misleading information.

Concerning Allegation No. 3-¢, Sampson disagrees that he failed to promote an
atmosphere of compliance within the men's basketball program and disagrees that he
failed to monitor the activities regarding compliance of one or more of his assistant
coaches. '

Remaining Issues:

1.

Did Sampson knowingly violate the commitiee’s sanctions prohibiting him from being
present while a member of his staff made telephone calls related to recruiting and violate
the NCAA principles of ethical conduct?

Did Sampson provide the institution and the enforcement staff with false or misleading
information?

Did Sampson fail to promote an atmosphere of compliance within the men's basketball
program and fail to monitor the activities regarding compliance of one or more of his
assistant coaches?
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ISSUE NO. 1: Did Sampson knowingly violate the committee's sanctions prohibiting him from
being present while a member of his staff made telephone calls related to recruiting and violate
the NCAA principles of ethical conduct? ’

Position of the Institution: The institutions believes that there is sufficient information and
evidence to support the majority of the specific information alleged, as well as the general
allegations that Sampson knowingly violated recruiting restrictions imposed by the committee.

Position of Sampson: Sampson's position is that he did not knowingly violate recruiting
restrictions imposed by the committee primarily because he lacked knowledge of Senderoff's
involvement in the calls that are the subject of the allegation. Sampson also contends that he
complied with the terms of the original restrictions put in place and intended to comply with the

related interpretations of those restrictions.

Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff relies on the
following to support its position that Sampson knowingly violated the committee's sanctions
prohibiting him from being present while members of his staff made telephone calls related to
recruiting:

1. Sampson knew that he was prohibited from being present while members of his staff
made calls related in any way to recruiting and that three-way telephone calls were also
prohibited.

2. Six individuals reported that Sampson had engaged in three-way conversations between

themselves, Sampson and Senderoff, or that Sampson had been alerted to their presence
on a three-way call by Senderoff.

3. One prospective student-athlete and his coach reported that the prospective stodent-
athlete had spoken to Sampson after Senderoff handed the telephone to Sampson.

4, Three individuals reported that while Senderoff was with them during an off-campus
recruiting contact, Senderoff called Sampson and allowed them to speak with Sampson.

5. One individual reported that Senderoff was on his cell phone and speaking to Sampson
when Senderoff approached her, handed her his phone and allowed her to speak with

Sampson.

Relevant Information Reported/Obtained:

1. Sampson knew that he was prohibited from being present while members of his staff
made calls related in any way to recruifing and that three-way telephone calls were also
prohibited.

34
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When the committee issued Infractions Report No. 250, May 25, 2006, Sampson
was put on notice that pursuant to Penaity L of the report, he would be prohibited
from making recruiting calls or from being present while members of his staff
made such calls. Pursuant to the committee's procedure, Sampson was provided
with a copy of the infractions report prior to its public release.

The institution reported that during a May 30 meeting between the compliance
staff, athletics administrators and the men's basketball coaching staff, the
coaching staff raised a number of questions regarding the application of the
committee’s sanctions, including the permissibility of three-way calls. The
institution reported that a decision was made to seek clarification of the penalties
from the committee and that the coaching staff was instructed-to not make any
three-ways calls pending clarification from the committee (Institution's Response,
Page No. 1-8). The institution submitted a request for clarification to the
committee May 31 (Institution's Response, Attachment 28).

Sampson and the institution executed a revised compliance agreement adopting
and transferring the restrictions imposed by th committee in Infractions Report
No. 250, Tune 9, 2006 (Attachment B to the institution's October 3, 2007, report to
the committec).

The committee issued its clarification of the sanctions to the institution June 12,
including a clear response that three-way calls were prohibited (Institution's
Response, Attachment 3). The institution’s compliance staff communicated the
committee's clarification to the men's basketball coaching staff via e-mail and
written memorandum (Institution's Response, Attachment 4, ltem No. 8).

2. Six individuals reported that Sampson had engaged in three-way conversations between
themselves, Sampson and Senderoff, or that Sampson had been alerted to their presence
on a three-way call by Senderoff.

Yvonne Jackson, mother of prospective student-athlete Devin Ebanks. The
institution reported a May 1, 2007, three-way telephone call involving Sampson,
Senderoff and Jackson {Attachment N of the October 3, 2007, report and
Attachment 11 of the Institution's Response). The institution further reported that
it had interviewed Jackson in late summer of 2007 and that Jackson bad reported
her specific recollection that Sampson and Senderoff had engaged in an actual
three-way conversation with her (Institution's Response, Page No. 3-8).

During a November 27, 2007, interview with the enforcement staff, Jackson
corroborated this information:
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 MN:

November 27, 2007 —Page Nos. 2-5

MN:

YT

Y

YT

Y

YJ:

Y

Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
Yvonne Jackson, mother of prospective student-athlete Devin Ebanks.

Well, uh, uh, tell me, uh, tell me about this threc-way call that you
described.

Uh, the three-way call that I had received that one time was, I spoke,
spoke to coach, coach Senderoff initiated the, the call and then coach
Sampson, uh, came on. But that's pretty much how it went.

And so tell me, tell me what coach Senderoff said to you when he first
contacted you before he added coach Sampson in?

Uh, you know, we had our, you know, regular, routine call, he's checking
in to sce how | was doing and how Dev was doing, and then, uh, you
know, the hold on, uh, with coach Sampson on the line, you know, line
with you. And that's pretty much how, how it went. And at that point, the
conversation was between myself and the coach, Sampson.

Okay and so what did coach, once coach Senderoff added coach Sampson
into the call, uh, what did coach Senderoff say?

Uh, he, at that point, it was just coach Sampson and I having a
conversation.

Okay. Did you, uh, at any time during this conversation was, wcre all
three of you talking sort of at the same time? 1 guess —

Oh, in, in the very beginning of the conversation we were, and then after
that, uh, you know, it was just coach Sampson and I on the phone.

So, uh, during that period of time in the conversation where all of you
were talking, uh, tell me what you talked about,

Uh, basically you, you know, there was, they, you know, tatked about how.

Dev was doing in school, uh, uh, was he gonna go to summer school or
was he gonna be going out on the circuit. Uh, 'cause that time like was
around summertime and I, you know, basically T said, no, Dev was gonna
go to summer school. He was only gonna be able to participate in I think
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like two or three events and then that would be it, then he would be in
summer school. And, uh, basically, you know, that was the extent of the
conversation, you know, just find out how he was doing academically and,
uh, you know what, what his summer was gonna look like.

MN:  So if you could, uh, you know, estimate for me how long it was that the
conversation, the portion of the conversation where coach Senderoff,
coach Sampson and you were all three sort of talking at the same time in
an actual three-way conversation? Can you €8 -

Yh  I--
MN: --how long --

Y]:  --1, 1 would have to say it was approximately between maybe five but no
more than 10 minutes.

MN: And do you recall when this phone call occurred?

YJ:  Uh, I believe this call happened, uh, two, 1 believe it might've been
around, around May. ‘

MN:  And, uh, do you remember roughly what time of day?
YJ:  Uh, it was around, uh, would say mid, mid-day to close to afternoon.

MN: And how certain are you about the portion of the call where there was an
actual three-way conversation?

YJ:  Oh, I'm, I'm certain, I'm very certain of that.

MN: And so, uh, tell me what happened at the, at the point where the three-way
conversation stopped or, or where, where you stopped actually having a
conversation with both coach Senderoff and coach Sampson at, at the
same time. Uh, tell me how it became just 2 conversation with you and
coach Sampson.

YJ:  Uh, with just, with, uh, uh, hmm, ‘cause we spoke a little bit about Dev
and then coach said, you know, he, uh, was gonna let coach Sampson
speak. And I, like I said, that was possibly, you know, between five to 10
minutes, no more than 10 minutes. And, you know, after that point, it was
just a conversation between myself and coach Sampson.
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MN: And so how long did you speak, was it that you spoke with, with coach
Sampson?

YJ:  Ispoke with coach I would say anywhere from maybe after, after the, afler
coach, with the three of us, T would say maybe about 10 minutes ot so, no
* more than 15.

MN: And let me ask you this, When, when coach, uh, Senderoff first added
coach Sampson into the call, what did coach Senderoff say to coach
Sampson?

YJ:  Uh, he just let, let him know that [ was on the line.

MN: And, and did you say, when, when that, when the call first started, did you
say anything once, when coach Senderoff let coach Sampson know that
you were on the line? Uh, did you sort of say hello or anything like that?

YJ:  Yeah. Isaid hello. Yes, Idid.

MN: Uh, was, to your knowledge was, was coach Sampson aware that this call
was a three-way call?

YJ:  Uh, 1, I, T would have to think that he might've known that he was being
attached to, uh, onto me. Uh, now how they did it, I can't really, I don't
really know. But], I, I believe so.

MN:  And so tell me how the, the phone call ended.

YJ:  Uh, you know, uh, basically he just said that, uh, you know, he would be,
you know, that they would be, uh, in touch, they will call, uh, you know,
when they could again, uh, you know, and just, you know, and tell Dev
that they called and asked about him.

MN: Did, did coach Senderoff come back into the conversation at the end?
YJ:  Uh, he said, bye. All, both, uh, you know, both of them said bye. Uh, |
don't know if he, you know, I don't, if that meant that he was listening in

on the whole conversation, 1 don't know. But we all did, did say, you
know, bye, take care.
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MN: And so when you all said, bye, was that sort of all at the same time, all
three of you saying bye to each other?

YF  Pretty much, yes.

William Buford Jr., prospective student-athlete. The institution reported a June
19, 2006, three-way phone call between Sampson, Senderoff and Buford's coach
(Attachment N of the October 3, 2007, report and Attachment 11 of the
Institution's Response). During a January 28, 2008, interview with the
enforcement staff, Buford reported that Senderoff called the coach's phone, spoke
with Buford and then connected Buford to Sampson via a three-way call.

January 28, 2008 — Page Nos. 6 and 7

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
WB: William Buford Jr., prospective student-athlete.

MN: Coach McClure? Is that, uh, Keith McClure?
WB: Yes.

MN: Okay. Uh, and so tell me what you remember about, uh, talking to
coaches on Keith, coach McClure's phone.

WB: Uh, it was, it was nothing much. You know, we were just talking and he
was talking about, uh, my style of play, how they liked the way [ play.

MN: Okay. And do you remember, uh, if you talked to more than one Indiana
coach?

WB: Yes.

MN: Uh, how many coaches did you talk to?

WB: Like, two.

MN: Okay. And, and was this at the same time?

WB: Yes.

MN: Okay. Uh, well, tell me as much as you can remember about, uh, about

that phone call. Like, uh, how did you end up getting on the phone and,
and, you know, who was saying what?
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WB: Well, the assistant coach, I was talking to the assistant coach at first, and
he called the head coach and put him on three way.

MN: Okay. And when the assistant coach called the head coach and put him on
threc way, uh, tell me what the assistant coach said.

WB: Uh, I really don't remember.

MN: Okay. Do you, when, when the assistant, when the head coach came int on
three way, did the assistant coach, uh, say anything to the head coach?

WB: Yes, He let him know who, who I was.
MN: Okay. And so how long do you think you were on the phone? .
WB: Uh, it was probably about five, 10 minutes.

MN: Okay. And so how, how certain are you that the assistant coach and the
head coach were on the phone with you at the same time?

WB: I'm positive.

January 28, 2008 — Page No. 8

MN: All right. So, and, and how certain are you that the assistant coach let the,
let the head coach know that you were on the phone?

WB: I'm positive.

DeJuan Blair, then prospective student-athlete. The institution reported an
October 4, 2007, three-way phone call between Sampson, Senderoff and Blair
surrounding Blair's cancellation of an official visit (institution's October 3, 2007,
report, Page No. 18; and Institution's Response, Page Nos. 3 through 8). The
institution also reported three additional three-way phone calls (May 31, June 9
and August 22, 2006) between Sampson, Senderoff and Blair's grandmother, and
between Sampson, Senderoff and Blair's coach (Attachment N of the October 3,
2007, report and Attachment 11 of the Institution's Response).

During a December 11, 2007, interview with the enforcement staff, Blair recalled
a conversation that he had with Sampson and Senderoff on the day he cancelled
his official visit.
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December 11, 2007 — Page No. 14

MN:
DB:
DC:

DC:

DB:

DB:

DB:

Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
Deluan Blair, then prospective student-athlete.
Dennis Coleman, Blair's legal counsel.

Yeah. I just wanted to be clear. The second call that, on that day where
you decided you weren't going to visit, who orig, as best you can
remember, who originated that call? Was it coach Senderoff or coach
Sampson or don't you recall?

Uh, 1 really don't rec, re, recall who, uh, called me. 1 don't wanna give you
misinformation but, uh, vh, uh, T would believe that Senderoff called me,
you know, and they, that's when they started to flop phones, so.

Let me ask you this. How certain are you that when you say flop phones,
how certain are you that both of, that both coach Senderoff and coach
Sampson were present during these phone calls to you?

1, [ am not certain at all. They could've been on three way at that time,
you know.

But in terms of, when 1 say, so how certain are you that they were both
involved at the same time in the phone call whether it be they were
together in person together or whether it be on three way, how certain are
you that they were both involved in the actual call?

They both were on the phone, I'm, they both was on the phone talking, we
all was on the phone. And it could've been, like I said, it could've been,
uh, uh, a speakerphone. You know, I don't, I, I was at my house so 1 can't
say what was, what was going on at Indiana, so.

Blajr also recalled additional conversations during which he, Sampson and
Senderoff were on the phone at the same time.

December 11, 2007 - Page Nos. 9 through 11

MN:

DE:

Well, describe to me, uh, as best you can how those phone calls went
down. Like, what did coach Senderoff say to you before coach Sampson
got on the phone?

Like —
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MN: Did coach Sampson say or did coach Senderoff say anything to coach
Sampson when coach Sampson came into the conversation?

DB: Uh, he was, uh, he, he called, started, started the conversation, see how 1
was doing, see how my family was doing. Then, uh, he would try, he
would say, I want, uh, see if I can get coach Sender, Sampson on the line,
you know. And, I, T, T don't know what he meant by that, you know. He
could've said three way or he could've went in his office and gave him the
phone, uh.

MN: So when coach Sampson came on the line, describe to me what coach
Sampson said.

DB:  He said that, like, like, he, he said, yo, like yo, big fella -- that's what they
called me. He said, yo, uh, uh, what's up? Like, he knew, I never call, 1
never, uh, made any calls to coach Sampson. 1 made it to Senderoff, and
he, he, he didn't have my number so he was aware that T was on the phone.
Like, Senderoff had to tell him, I guess.

MN: Do you recall hearing coach Senderoff ever, while you were on the phone,
tell, talk to coach Sampson and say, hey, I, whatever, Fve got Defuan on
the line, anything similar to that?

DB: Yeah It was, it was, it was a couple times when, uh, I guess both of 'em
was on the, on the line. But I can't, like, recall, like, the, you know, it was

MN: Well, and, and without having to recall specifically what they said, tell me
what, what you do remember about them both being on the, on the line at
the same time?

DB: Uh, like, you know if coach Sampson would say something funny, coach
Senderoff would laugh; or he would ask a question and coach Senderoff
would answer; or coach Senderoff would ask a question and he would
answer about Indiana, they'll tatk about Indiana to me.

MN: How many times do you recall that happening where you were on the line

with both of them at the same time, all three of you talking at the same
time?
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DB: U, that was, that was only a, uh, a couple times, I'd say five or six times
throughout the whole recruitment, you know, 'cause it was, it, it was a lot
of times when he would call, coach Senderoff will call and just get coach
Sampson on the phone, and coach Senderoff would disappear. And it was
only like, like five or six times when they both would just stay on the
phone, yeah,

MN: So, tell me about the ones where you say coach Senderoff would
disappear. Describe to me how that phone call went down, how those
types of phone calls went down. When you say disappear, what do you
mean?

DB: 1 don't know if he pressed mute, he would leave the room, uh, like I said,
uh, it, it, he would, vh, he would start the conversation off and coach
Sampson would get on, then he'll finish it, coach Senderoff would finish
the conversation,

MN: And when you say start the conversation off are you, you referring to start
it off with you or would he start it off with you and coach Sampson?

DB:  Start it off with me. He will say, how, like I said, how you doing, how
your family, uh, how's school been? Then he'll say, then he'll say, hold
on, let me get coach Sampson on the line. Then he would, uh, coach
Sampson would just come on, like he would give him the phone I guess
and coach Senderoff would disappear.

MN: Now when you said he finished the conversation --
DB: Uh-huh,

MN: - describe to me how coach Senderoff came back and finished the
conversation.

DB: Uh, like he would, uh, coach Sampson, we would end our conversation,
it'd be like all right, Tl see you later; and then, uh, coach Senderoff would
get on the phone, like, DeJuan are you there, uh, 'l call you later and see
how you're doing in school and that's, that's how it, that's how most of 'em,
uh, was all,

MN: So we wanna be really clear on this on the calls that you say all three of
you were on the phone at the same time having an actual three-way
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conversation. Estimate again for me how many times you think that
happened?

DB: Five or six.

MN: And how certain are you that that actually happened, that all three of you
were actually on the phone at the same time?

DB: 100 percent.

d. Yancy Gates, prospective student-athlete. The institation reported a February 7,
2007, three-way call involving Sampson, Senderoff and Gates (Attachment N of
the October 3, 2007, report and Attachment 11 of the Institution's Response).
During a January 9, 2008, interview with the institution and the enforcement staff,
Gates recalled a three-way conversation between himself, Sampson and
Senderoff.

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
YG: Yancy Gates, prospective student-athlete.
MJ:  Mark Jones, Ice Miller, outside counsel to the institution.

MN: So teli me again and, and describe to me how the call started. You know,
1 knew, you've already mentioned that coach Senderoff called you and
then, you know, he talked to you. So what, what did you talk about with
coach Senderoff first of all?

YG: Bas, basically the same thing, just in a different way really. Basketball,
how, how they was looking for a forward to replace a forward once, the,
the year I was coming in one would be leaving. And that was really it.
Then --

MN: So how, how long did you talk to coach Senderoff do you think, and, and I
know it's hard to remember but can you just estimate how long you think
you were talking to coach Senderoff before --

YG: It wasn't too long, probably, maybe five-10 minutes. Not too long,

MN: So, and you, you mentioned that coach Senderoff then said that coach
Sampson wanted to talk to you.
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YG: Uh-huh.

MN: So tell me exactly as best you can recall what happened then after, you
know, after he told you that coach Sampson wanted to talk to you. What
did coach Senderoff do?

YG: Uh, he said hold on, and then it was like I heard another line pick up and
then I heard coach Sampson say how are you doing? Then he started
talking to me a little bit.

MN: When, when coach Sampson picked up, did coach Senderoff say anything
to coach Sampson?

YG:  Yeah. He told him that [ was on the line.

MN: Coach Senderoff told coach Sampson that you were on the line?
YG: | Uh-huh,

MN You, you remember, as best you can recall what he said?

YG: He, uh, he said, I think he said coach Sampson, Yancey's on the line with
me.

MN: And so, so then what did, what did coach Sampson say to you?

YG: He asked me how I was doing and he was, he was telling me how he was
interested in getting a chance to see me play during, when the season
started. And, uh, 'cause he said he ain't never seen me play yet and how,
it's cool how coach Senderoff was telling him about me and stuff like that.

MN: Now during, during the time when you were talking to coach Sampson,
did coach Senderoff say anything?

YG: Uh, not really, not too much, He would add in something like if coach
Sampson would say something and ask me, like coach Sampson would ask
me something about my game and I would tell him. And coach Senderoff
would kind of, uh, cosign on it, like, yeah, he can or I seen it and stuff like
that.
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MN: So in terms of, of this phone conversation, was, were all three of you, both
you, coach Senderoff and coach Sampson having a conversation between
the three of you?

YG: Yes. Hejust, yeah.
MJ:  Your answer was yes?
YG:  Yes.

Demetri McCamey, then prospeciive student-athlete, The institution reported a
May 31, 2006, three-way call between an unidentified incoming number,
Senderoff and Sampson (Attachment N of the October 3, 2007, report and
Attachment 11 of the Institution's Response). During a December 19, 2007,
interview with the enforcement staff, McCamey reported that he had a three-way
conversation with Sampson and Senderoff. There was some confusion during the

December 19 interview as to whether McCamey called Senderoff or Senderoff

called McCamey prior to Sampson being added to the call via three-way.
However, during an April 28, 2008, interview conducted by Sampson's legal
counsel in which the institution and the enforcement staff participated, McCamey
clarified that he had called Senderoff's cell phone and that Senderoff then added
Sampson via three way. During the April 28 interview, McCamey also clarified
that the call took place a couple of weeks after the King James Classic tournament
as opposed to the Spiece Indiana tournament as was initially reported. Relevant
portions of the December 19 interview transcript appear below.

December 19, 2007 — Page Nos. 7 and 8

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
DM: Demetri McCamey, prospective student-athlete.

MN: Okay. So he called you on the cell phone that you had during high
school?

DM: Yes.

MN: Okay. And, okay, so tell me and, and it's, it's important, 1 wanna get as
much detail about this as possible. When, when coach Senderoff said, told
you that he was gonna call coach Sampson and when he called coach
Sampson, tell me exactly what coach Senderoff said when coach Sampson

picked up the phone.

DM: U, he was, like, hey, coach, uh, [ have Demetri on the phone.
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MN: And are, are you sure that he talked to coach Sampson first and told him
that you were on the phone?

DM: Yeah. I, 1 guess so 'cause, uh, he just, I don't know if he called him
particularly to tell him that I was gonna, uh, he's gonna call me but, uh, he
just called on three way and coach Sampson picked up the phone. He's
like, we've got Demetri on the phone. And then he was just talking about
cooking greens and all that with the, vh, players.

MN: Okay. And who was talking about cooking greens?

DM: Uh, Sampson, uh, for his new house.

MN: Now, how long were you on the phone with coach Sampson?
DM: For a good, like, 15-20 minutes.

MN: And while you were talking to coach Sampson during that phone call, did
coach Senderoff say anything?

DM: Uh, well, yeah, they, it was like a, like a regular three-way conversation
'cause, ub, I, they was, was asking about like the types food T like to eat
and stuff 'cause I was a little bit bigger in high school so they was asking
me the type of food and coach Sampson said how he, when he used to stay
down south how they used to cook and all that so just a regular, normal
conversation.

MN: And so how certain are you that it was actually three-way conversation
with all three of you on the phone at the same time talking?

DM: Uh, the, it was, like I said, like a regular three, 'cause there's only three
people on the phone. There was no more of the coaches or nothing.

MN: But you're sure all three of you were on the phone at the same time?
DM: Yes.

MN: And are you sure that coach Sampson was talking to coach Senderoff
while you were on the phone, too?

DM: Yes.
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December 19, 2007 — Page Nos. 12 and 13

MN: Okay. Now when you had, let's go back to that, the, the conver, the phone
call that yon talked about, the, the actual three-way conversation that you
had.

DM: Uh-huvh.

MN: Was anyone else with you when you had that phone call?

DM: No. It was just us three.

MN: Did you, did you tell anybody else about it?

DM: No. Uh, actually I was, uh, we was, uh, leaving the AAU tournament, the,
uh, that coach couldn't, uh, go to and I called coach 'cause I was, uh, riding
back from, going home with my AAU coach. So that was the reason why
T called him. I decided to call, uh, coach Senderoff to talk to him. And

then he, uh, put, that's when I told you about the barbeque and stuff and he
put him on the phone.

MN: Okay. So, so, let me, let me, let me be clear. When he told you about the
barbeque and all that stuff, was that an actual three-way conversation?

DM: Yeah, that's, yeah, that's the same when I was talking about, about the first
time with, uh --

MN: Okay.
DM: -- barbeque.

MN: Okay. Now tell me anything else you can remember about what coach
Sampson said during that.

DM: Uh, that was, that was pretty much it. We just, uh, talked about school
and, uh, trying to get the visit 'canse that was before the visit 'cause they
wanted me to come down to see the school.

MN: And you said you were with your AAU coach when --

DM: Yeah.
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MN: -- you made that call?

DM: 1was, yeah, I was in the car in the back seat on our way back home from a
tournament.

MN: Okay. And that was with coach Mullins?

DM: Yes, Mike Mullins. |

MN: Do you remember which toumament you were on your way back from?
DM: Uh, Spicce Indiana.

MN: T just wanna be sure I, I got the details absdlutely correct on that. You
called coach Senderoff -- :

DM: - Yes.

MN: - and then you said cbach Senderoff called coach Sampson on three way?

DM: Yes.

MN: And coach Senderoff told coach Sampson when coach Sampson answered
the phone, coach Senderoff told coach Sampson that you were on the
phone?

DM: Yeah, he was like this here is Demetri.

MN: And then you said all three of you were on the phone at the same time?

DM: Yes.

MN: Okay. How did that phone. call end?

DM: Uh, I just, I said, bye, and everybody hung up.

MN: Okay. Did anyone else say bye?

DM: No. It was just, I just said bye and all, both of the coaches said bye.
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MN: Is there any doubt in your mind that all three of you were actually on the
phone at the same time, all three having a full three-way conversation?

DM: Yes.
MN: Ts, is there any doubt in your mind that that happened?
DM: No. Uh, that's exactly what happened.

. then prospective_student-athlete. The institution reported
January 29 and April 5, 2007, impermissible three-way calls between Senderoff,
Sampson and W (Attachment N of the October 3, 2007, report and
Attachment 11 of the Institution's Response). The institution further reported that
during the institution's interview of SR he reported that he had participated
in an actual three-way conversation with Sampson and Senderoff as opposed to
Senderoff speaking only during the first portion of the call and then remaining
silent while Sampson was on the phone. The institution reported that SN was
specific in his recollection that Senderoff was involved during the entire call.

3. One individual reported that he had spoken to Sampson after Senderoff had handed the
telephone to Sampson.

Kenny Frease, prospective student-athlete. During a January 14, 2008, interview with the

enforcement staff and the institution, Frease reported speaking to Sampson on his high
school coach's cell phone after Senderoff had first spoken to the coach and asked the
coach to put Frease on the phone to speak with Sampson. The high school coach
confirmed this information during the same January 14 interview.

January 14, 2008 — Page Nos. 12 through 14

MN:
KF:
RT:
ME:

MN:

RT:

Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
Kenny Frease, prospective student-athlete.

Rob Toth, Frease's coach.

Marge Frease, Frease's mother.

Uh, and since you mentioned, uh, coach Toth that I believe you said once or
twice, uh, they asked or, or, or told you that coach Sampson wanted to talk to
Kenny --

Yeah.

—- uh, did Kenny, did you ever talk to coach Sampson on coach Toth's phone?
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KF: Yeah, I, yeah, I did.
RT: One time was right outside your, uh, 'cause I can remember specific --

KF:  Yeah, 'cause we, we don't --

RT: --'cause we couldn't get good reception downstairs so we had to come up here -
KF: -~ wehad come out, yeah.
RT: -- Iremember to --

KF:  Iwas talking to him out, I think on the (unintelligible).
RT: --talking to them.

MN: Okay.

RT: Yeah

MN: Do you recall roughly when that might've occurred?

RT: I'm guessing it would've been in the fall of, oh, it was junior year so that's gonna
be what, '06, right, fall of ‘06 I think.

MF: Fall of '06, yeah.

RT: '06.

KF: Yeah

RT: Twice that I remember. I only remember twice where coach Sampson, where |
handed the phone to Kenny and they gaid it was gonna be coach Sampson. |
never talked to coach Sampson personally.

MN: Uh, so you said two times?

RT: Two times.

MN: They said coach Sampson would be on the phone?
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RT:

RT:

RT:

ME:

MF:

ME:

Yeah.

And let me ask you this, who told you that coach Sampson --

Coach Senderoff would be on with me and said, can, you know, get the phone to
Kenny and I'm gonna have coach Sampson talk to him (unintelligible). I, I just
remember that twice happening,

And did both of those occur in the fall of '06?

T believe so, believe so. I can't be sure about that though.

Kenny, let me ask you what you recall about the times that you talked to, to coach
Sampson on coach Toth's phone. Uh, what did coach Sampson say to you?

Uh, you know, it, it was mostly just stuff like, uh, uh, just wondered like, 'cause,
uh, if it, I, I can't, it was, that was after the visit, right? After?

Yes.

Yeah, 'cause, I mean, I remembér him, like, just telling me more and more stuff
about the facilities they were gonna get and stuff like that and, uh, uh, 'cause at
the time they were telling, they were, when we, when we first went down there,
uh, they were telling us about the new, uh, weight room and all the different --

Oh, yeah.

- stuff that they were getting.

They were building a bunch of stuff.

And, uh, he was telling me, vh, stuff about that and then just, you know, just
basic, you know, the sales pitch, so, I mean.

And how many times did you talk to coach Sampson on coach Toth's phone?

Uh, it wouldn't've been more than two or, two 1 think. Two sounds right because I
remember one time T was, one time 1 was laying down in the middle of the floor
and one time I was outside. So, I remember those two but I don't really remember

if anything else was.

And, and how certain are you that you --
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KF:  (Unintelligible).

MN: -- spoke to coach Sampson on coach Toth's phone?

KF: Yeah. I'm pretty certain that it, that we talked, that I talked to coach Sampson at
least two or three times.

4, Three individuals reported that while Senderoff was with them during an off-éampus
recruiting contact, Senderoff called Sampson and allowed them to speak with Sampson.

a. DelJuan Blair, then prospective student-athlete.  Blair reported that while

Senderoff was with Blair and his family during an in-home visit, Senderoff used
his cell phone to call Sampson and then Senderoff used the speakerphone function
on his cell phone to allow Sampson to speak with Blair and his family.

December 11. 2007 — Page Nos. 6 through 8

MN:
DB:

MN:

DB:

DB:

DB:

Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
DeJuan Blair, prospective student-athlete.

Tell me, vh, about the, the next, the next phone call you recall recetving,

Uh, I don't recall getting any, ub, like big phone calls until he comes,
coach Senderoff comes to see my family, me and my family at my house
and we all was around the, the kitchen table and he calls coach Sampson
from my house and that's the, the other big one. He, he could've, of course
he called me in between, you know, little, uh, little like conversations but 1
can't, can't recall them. 1 just know the big ones that, that stood out.

Let me, uh, and I'll come back to the, to the little ones and see if I can help
you --

Okay.

-- refresh your memory at all. But let me, let me talk about this, this visit
that you mentioned that coach --

Uh-huh.

_. Senderoff made this home visit. Do you remember when that was?
And 1, I know it's difficult to, to do time frames so if perhaps you could
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recall in the context of your high school year, was it during basketball
season, after basketball season, anything you can do to sort of narrow the
time frame?

DB: Uh, uh, af, I recall, I mean, after basketball season because, uh, yeah, it
was on a, uh, Friday and I didn't have nothing to do. Yeah, after our,
yeah, | remember that.

MN: Was this during your senior year of high school?

DB: Yeah, well, no, my junior year.

MN: During your junior year?

DB: My junior year, yeah.

MN: Okay. So describe to me in more detail what happened on his visit with
respect to coach Senderoff calling coach Sampson and, you know, so --

DB: Uh.
MN:  --just tell me how that went down?

DB: Uh, it, of course he was telling us about the, uh, the NCAA Clearinghouse
and, uh, talking about my grades and everything like that.

MN: Well, let, let me back you up, uh, before you get too far into that. Tell me
how the, the phone call actually went down. What did, you, you
mentioned coach Senderoff was there with you --

DB: Yeah.

MN: -- and that he then called Sampson.

DB: Oh, well, we, we all were, like 1 said, we were, uh, around the kitchen
table and, uh, he, he calls coach Sampson, put him on speakerphone so he
could talk to everybody, you know, like, coach Sampson.

MN: And did coach Senderoff use his cell phone --

DB: Yes.
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MN: --t0? And how long did you, you said it was on speakerphone, so how
long did the conversation last, if you can estimate?

DB:  Uh, it, about 45 minutes to a hour.

MN: And so then now you, you began to do that, but tell me about what coach
Sampson talked with you and your family about.

DB: Uh, he was just telling me again, uh, how much they need me, you know,
and how good of a player 1 am, and he was telling my mom and them,
like, he never seen nobody like me, play like, play like me. And, uh, he
was just trying to juice my mom and my dad, uh, you know, 1 think, to, uh,
get me to go to Indiana, 1 guess. :

MN: Now, you, you mentioned your mom and dad being there. Who else was
there?

DB: My grandmother, my little sister and my brother.

b. Avodele Coker, then prospective student-athlete. During a December 7, 2007,
interview with the enforcement staff and the institation, Coker reported that while
Senderoff was visiting him at his high school, Senderoff called Sampson and
allowed Coker to speak with Sampson.

December 7. 2007 —Page Nos. 8 and 9

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
AC:  Ayodele Coker, prospective student-athlete.
RH: Robin Harris, Ice Miller, outside legal counsel to the institution.

MN: The times that coach Senderoff called you, tell me about any times that

coach Senderoff called you when coach Sampson was there with him or
you also talked to coach Sampson.

AC: Uh, when he came, one time he came over to my, my high school, and he
called coach Sampson with his phone and I talked to him, 1 talked to him.
That was, that's like the only time. I've never been on a three way or
nothing.

MN: So, and, and do you remember when that was?

AC: No.
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AC:

AC:

AC:

AC:

AC:

AC:

AC:

AC:

:  Was it during your, were you in high school still?

Yeah.
Uh, you remember if it was during basketball scason?

Uh, I can't remember. 1 think it was. Yeah, I think it was. Maybe, uh, I'm
not sure of it. I'm not sure.

So, so tell me how it happened?

Uh, I was in class, no 1, I got out of class and my, my coach called me,
told me the Indiana coach was coming over to see me that day, and when
he came, uh -~

And this was Senderoff?

Yeah.

Okay.

-- when he came, we talked, and after we talked, then he, he said he
would, like, coach Sampson wanted to say hi. So he called coach
Sampson and I talked to him. :

What did you and coach Sampson talk about?

Nothing really. He was just talking about when I come for my visit. He
said he's gonna cook for me 'cause he likes cooking chicken.

How long do you think you were on the phone with coach Sampson?
Not for long, like, two minutes tops.

And this was, I just wanna make sure I understand. Rob called coach
Sampson on his phone and then he passed --

Yes, ma'am.

-- you his phone so that you could talk to coach Sampson?
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AC:

Yeah.

then prospective student-athlete. During a January 29, 2008,

interview with the enforcement staff and the institution, Sl reported that
while Senderoff was visiting Wl at his . Senderoff phoned
Sampson and allowed SEESEIo speak to Sampson.

January 29, 2008 — Page No. 23

L I

)

£
2

»

Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement
MRS, :ospective student-athlete.

Robin Harris, Tee Miller, outside legal counsel to the institution.

Tell me about any times when coach Senderoff was with you in person.

Uh-huh.
You were face-to-face, face-to-face with coach Senderoff when coach
Senderoff called coach Sampson and let you talk to him?

Uh, that happened, that happened 1 think twice, probably twice. We was
in the hallway of my 3, uh," gym and we was in the, it
looked like the, uh, some, something like this in our stadium, and we
could see the court. U, and 1 talked to him then on the phone.

And was that during the April time? Do you remember if it was during
the April time you mentioped?

I'm not sure. | just remember talking to him on the phone, off coach
Senderoff phone.

RH: Was if two times in the same visit? Do you remember?
@ No,it wasn't. No.
MN: So two separate times when --
@ Yeczh
5. One individual reported that Senderoff was on his cell phone and speaking to Sampson

when Senderoff approached her, handed her his phone and allowed her to speak with

Sampson.

3-27




CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M285
May 29, 2008

Page No. 28

Erica Mackey, mother of prospective student-afhlete Jonathan "Bud" Mackey. During a
February 2, 2008, enforcement staff interview of Mackey, Erica Mackey reported that
shortly after the Kentucky State High School Basketball Championship game, Senderoff
approached her, handed her his cell phone and allowed her to speak with Sampson who
was already on the line. :

February 2., 2008 —Page Nos. 18 and 19.

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
EM: Erica Mackey, Jonathon "Bud" Mackey's mother.

MN: Now, when coach Senderoff was there at this championship game, I, I just wanna
make sure this was the championship game in Kentucky, state basketball

tournament?
EM: Uh-huh.
MN: In'077?
EM: Right
MN: Uh

EM: Bud didn't see him. He was just in the stands and --

MN:  Okay.

EM: -- and I don't think he was actually coming looking for me. I think we just
happened to pass each other and we crossed, or he knows I know him he guess,
you know, you know, he spoke to me. 1don't know if he was coming to look for
me or what because I was going down to try to get to him because in the rush of
people, I seen him.

MN: Okay. So, so tell me as you were passing, uh, tell me again as --

EM: I was coming down the steps, he was coming up. So, like I said, I don't know if
he was coming to get me or what because they put all the parents in the same arca.

MN: Okay.
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EM:

EM:

EM:

EM:

EM:

EM:

EM:

EM:

So I was going down and he was coming up. And he was like, congratulations,
You know, we just started talking,

And how long would you say you talked before he called --

Two or three minutes 'cause he was on the phone, he was coming up the steps on
the phone.

And then, and so tell me then again when you met him coming up the steps on the
phone, tell me again what he did.

Congratulations, Uh, we won, you know, he pulled it out and coach is on the
phone. He wanis to congratulate you, too. So 1 got on the phone. He said,
congratulations, our boy did it. Woohceo, you know.

And, and your certain that was coach Sampson on the phone when?

Well, he told me it was coach Sampson.

Okay.

Well, he said coach, this is coach and that's all he ever referred to him as.

So you said Senderoff told you it was coach -

Uh-huh.

-- on the phone? And, and did you rec the, was the person you recognized, I
mean, when you got on the phone, did, did the person identify himself or did you?

I just assumed it was him 'cause he said coach was on the phone and coach wants
to, and I said, hey, coach. He said, hey, Frica. And our boy did it. You know, I
heard it was a great game. You know, blah, blah, blah.

Was it your understanding, I mean, after talking to him and listening to him --
Yeah, that it was coach Sampson, yes. But then I gave the phone back fto

Senderoff, you know, he got, uh, and 1 went on down to try to find him, and that
was the end of that.

3-2%




CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M285

May 29, 2008
Page No. 30

Enforcement Staff Position on Refuting Information and Mitigation:

o Sampson's cell phone practices. At Page No. 3-14 of his response, Sampson states that

because of the recruiting restrictions imposed on him, he had to presume that every
incoming call was from a prospective student-athlete; therefore, he did not look at caller
ID before he answered his cell phone. However, Sampson made the following
inconsistent statements during his interviews with the enforcement staff and the
institution that call into question the credibility and veracity of the statement in his
response:

November 13. 2007 -- Page Nos. 20 and 21

MN:
MG:

KS:

MN:

KS:

KS:

MG:

KS:

KS:

Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
Mike Glazier, Sampson's legal counsel.
Kelvin Sampson, former head men's basketball coach.

And what about in terms of caller ID? Were there numbers popping up on your
phone? '

Yes.
You could aciually sec the numbers?

Sometimes, sometimes it wouldn't matter. If it was a number that wasn't piugged
in, wh, as, uh, I would answer the phone not knowing who it was and, like, take
my sheet and see if that, uh, corresponded.

And make sure you're clear on, on between cell phone and home phone, too.

Yeah. The home phone, the caller ID didn't show up until after the second or
third ring. It only showed incoming call. There was no caller ID on my home
phone.

Now, with respect to your cell phone, is it safe to say that you would on a
consistent basis or pretty much always look at the caller ID and, and maybe iry to
figure out who it was or?

Uh, just, just depends on how many I had in a row. Uh, uh, a lot of times when

the phone would ring, I may glance at it, but as I was going from my couch to the
front door, I'm just trying to get a connection.
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November 13, 2007 — Page No. 31

MG:

KS:

There's also an assumption in the question that you look at the, at the caller ID
each time you answer it, and you need to tell him whether that is or is not the
case.

No. I don't always look at the caller ID, wouldn't have mattered. Ihad to take the
call and ifit's a number T didn't recognize, I'm trying to search to see who it is....

Japuary 29, 2009 — Page No. 19.

RH:
KS:

KS8:

Robin Harris, Ice Miller, outside legal counsel to the institution.
Kelvin Sampson, former head men's basketball coach.

Uh, there was a lot of, uh, youknow, we're going back a year and a half now. Uh,
lot of instances when the phone rang, I, I, you know, neither paid attention to the
caller ID or it might've been a number 1 didn't recognize. Like, some of these
guys had so many different cell phone numbers, 1, 1 didn't know who it was that
would've been calling. Uh, during, Mark asked me last time, do you always look
at the caller ID? 1, I do now, and I probably did before the sanction pericd. But
during the sanction period, if the phone rang I answered it, home, home and the
cell phone ...

January 29, 2008 — Page No. 20

KS:

... uh, 1 tried to stay away, the, the, the Morris twins' AAU coach, T tried to stay
away from his calls 'cause he, he called me constantly about those kids.

January 29, 2008 - Page Nos. 24 and 25

RH:

KS:

KS:

Can I clarify one thing? Do you remember every prospect calling you or someone
related to each of the prospects mentioned calling you?

‘Both. Iremember just the, the, the only time I can, the only time, uh, time I could

talk to those guys were, [ had to wait on 'em to call. A lot of times they would
give me a list that I'd take home. Uh, they said, coach, if this number shows up
on caller ID, here, here's who it is. Problem is that it's not always the number that
showed up. It was always different numbers....

... uh, and, you know, coach Sen, Senderoff, coach McCallum, coach Meyer,

coach Senderoff called my phone more than anybody. Uh, and usually when he
called me it was to say did so-and-so call you? And I'd say, no, haven't heard
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from him yet. And he said, okay. T'l, I'll, I'l], 1 call his coach and make sure he
calls you. So, uh, hell call you in five minutes. So between, in those five
minutes, I might've had three other calls coming in. So, I'm talking to whoever's,
whoever's on that phone, and a lot of times I didn't know who it was. I'd say,
hello, and the kid would start tatking. Uh, and it might not have been the number,
it might not have been the number. 1 mean, these kids have so many different cell
phone numbers today. Uh, I didn't, uh, then usually when I'm on the phone with a
kid, kid, especially in August, September, October, November of that year, there's
just so many calls coming in to my, uh, phone that it didn't matter, If sometimes,
yeah, most of the times I look call at caller ID, uh, it's a habit, uh, we all have.
But it wouldn't have mattered. 1had to answer the phone.

. Sampson's home phone sysiem. At Page No. 3-13 of his response, Sampson argues that
his home phone system was set up to forward incoming calls to voicemail on the second
ring and that the system did not display caller ID until the second ring. Sampson argues
that because of this, he had to answer calls on the first ring in order to avoid missing a
call from a prospective student-athlete. Sampson argues that with respect to the three-
way calls he received on his home phone, he had to have answered them before the caller

ID displayed Senderoff's phone number.

Tt is impossible for the enforcement staff to corroborate this statement in Sampson's
response, but the enforcement staff notes that Sampson has provided no verification of
the statement. The enforcement staff also points out that it would have been illogical for
Sampson to have had his phone system set up in this manner because by doing so, it
would have greatly increased the chance that Sampson would miss a call from a prospect.
In his November 13, 2007, and January 29, 2008, interviews with the enforcement staff
and the institution, Sampson repeatedly stated that he could not afford to miss phone calls
from prospects because he could not call them back. Given the emphasis Sampson
placed on the necessity to answer cvery call in order to avoid missing a call from a
prospect, it seems inconsistent that he would have his home phone system set up in a way
that would substantially increase the likelihood of a call going to voicemail before he
could answer it.

. Sampson argues that three-way calls made prior to the June 13, 2006, clarification from
the committee cennot be used to determine whether he knowingly violated the
committee’s sanctions because he was not aware that he could not participate in three-
way calls before that date. However, this information is contradicted by information
provided by Jennifer Brinegar, assistant athletics director for compliance, during
Sampson's November 13, 2007, interview with the enforcement staff and the institution.
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November 13, 2007 -~ Page Nos. 23 and 24

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
JB:  Jennifer Brinegar, assistant athletics director for compliance.
KS: Kelvin Sampson, former head men's basketball coach.

KS: Uh, I think it was sometime in June, uh, that we got, what, what did we call it
Jennifer? Corrective actions? Uh, you had a memo for us about corrective
actions that --

IB: Clarification memo.

KS: Yeah, uh, clarifications and in there, uh, was about a three way. And I can't
remember which assistant coach, but someone asked if a kid calls, calls in, uh, ifa
kid calls in trying to reach me, can we transfer the call? I, I remember that
coming up and the answer as being no, that the kid had to directly call me.

MN: And if I understand correctly, and Jennifer I, 1 think you probably know this as

well, my understanding is that that was a June 13, 2006, memo that you sent out
clarifying those Committee on Infractions’ corrective actions. '

JB:  Yes.

MN: And my next question was gonna be, and I think you just, you hit on that just a
bit. Uh, what precipitated the need for clarification and, and I know that you said
maybe one of your assistant coaches had, had --

KS: Doyou remember that Jennifer? Somebody asking that question?

JB:  Uh, what happened is when we all met on May 30th to discuss the, the Committee
on Infractions' corrective actions, and going forward from that point, there were a
lot of questions that came out of that meeting.

KS: Yeah.

JB:  And I sent off a letter to Shep Cooper, who then went to the Committee on
Infractions, and we got clarification on a number of questions.

MN: So you said May 30th?

JB:  Was a meeting that we all had to cover this.
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MN: And do you remember which coach asked?
IB:  1don't remember.
MN: And, and in terms of that meeting, was, who was there?

JB:  Uh, all the coaches were there on the staff, uh, Jerry Green, Rick, Tim Fitzpatrick,
Mary Ann Rohleder, Grace, myself and Christian Pope.

MN: So in, in terms of that meeting, and T'll ask you first coach Sampson and then
Jennifer you may be able to clarify. You've got a May 30th meeting where there's
a question raised about whether it is permissible to connect a prospect via a three-
way call. Uh, did you have a sense, uh, coach Sampson, going, going out of that
meeting as to whether you should or should not connect any three-way calls
pending a clarification from the Commitiee on Infractions?

KS: 1,1 don't recall the meeting. Uh, I just knew we couldn't, 1 just remember being
clarified that, uh, we were not allowed, I was not allowed to accept three-way

calls.

MN: And was that clarified in that May 30th meeting or, or that was subsequent to the
meeting?

KS: Maybeboth, L, L.

MN: And Jennifer, well, since T have you here and, and you obviously have a, a fairly
detailed recollection of that 30th meeting, did you have a sense as to whether any
three-way calls should or should not be suspended pending a clarification from

the Committee on Infractions?

JB: My sense was that it was not permissible but we were gonna just get clarification,
make sure that we weren't being too conservative with the call.

MN: Were the assistant coaches told not to make any three-way calls until --
JB: Yes.

MN: -- you received clarification? They were specifically told that in that May 30th
meeting?

JB: Yes.
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. Yancy Gates. At Page No. 3-20 of his response, Sampson attempts to discredit Gates'
specific recollection of a three-way conversation between himself, Sampson and
Senderoff because it appears that Gates was mistaken about the month during which the
call occurred and the time of day the call was made. Because of this, Sampson argucs
that Gates is unrcliable. However, it is undisputed that a 12-minute three-way call
occurred during which Senderoff called Gates' number and then added Sampson via three
way. A review of the men's basketball staff's electronic and handwritten recruiting logs
reveals that the only two people the men's basketball staff spoke to regarding Gates were
Gates himself and Tony Dees, Gates' father and coach. Dees was present during the
January 9, 2008, interview of Gates by the enforcement staff and the institution. Both the
enforcement staff and the institution questioned Dees regarding his phone contact with
the men's basketball staff. Dees did not report being connected to Sampson via a three-
way call; therefore, the only individual with whom the known and undisputed three-way
call could have occurred was with Gates.

During his Japuary 31, 2008, interview with the enforcement staff, Senderoff stated that
he did not recall having a three-way conversation between himself, Gates and Sampson,
but Senderoff did not deny that it occurred.

January 31, 2008 — Page No. 4

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
RS:  Rob Senderoff, former assistant men's basketball coach.

MN: Okay. Uh, let me then, uh, go ahcad and get more specific, uh, since, uh, and you
mentioncd NN and, and Yvome Jackson so, uh, 1 think we've
sufficiently covered those. But in addition to that, uh, Yancy Gates, a prospective
student-athlete, uh, described to the enforcement staff, uh, a, a three-way
conversation, uh, like I've described to you today where all parties are involved
with and, and aware, uh, that the conversation was taking place. Uh, he has
described that, uh, both you and coach Sampson, uh, were on the phone, that, uh,
coach Sampson, uh, would ask, uh, uh, or, or ask some questions, uh, ab, about
his game, uh, asking him, uh, can you do certain things or do you, is there, do you
have certain elements of, ub, of games, certain skills within your basketball gamé;
wh, and he would respond, you know, yes, you know, 1, T have that and as, as he
put it, wh, uh, that you would cosign and, and say something to the affect of, uh,
yeah, coach, he's got that or, or yeah I, P've seen him do that. Uh, so if I could
have you respond to that.

RS: Mark, I'm, I'm not gonna, I, if he said that that happened, I'm not gonna, uh, say

that that didn't happen. 1, I just, I'm trying, you know, I was, I'm trying to recall
all of these things, and 1 don't recall that. But he was the one that, uh,

3-35




CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M285
May 29, 2008

Page No. 36

specifically, you know, if he, he remembered that conversation, then, Mark, I'm
not gonna say that he's, he's wrong. I just don't remember, ub, I just don't
remember doing that. I just don't.

There is no reason to believe that Gates would have fabricated his specific recollection of
the subject matter of the threc-way conversation; therefore, it is reasonable to conclude
that the conversation occurred.

. William Buford Jr. Sampson's attempt to discredit information provided by Buford is
based on information where Buford stated that the call occurred on his AAU coach's
phone after an AAU practice; the coach reported the call occurred after an AAU game.
This distinction does not support that Buford's recollection is inaccurate. In fact, the
coach's statements that he received a call from Senderoff and then handed his phone to
Buford is entirely consistent with Buford's recollection that Buford first spoke to
Senderoff and then Senderoff added Sampson to the call. This is likely the reason that
the coach had no knowledge that Sampson was cormected to the call. The coach was not
on the phone when Sampson was added via three way; Buford was. Furthermore,
Senderoff did not deny thai he engaged in a three-way conversation between himself,
Sampson and Buford.

January 31, 2008 — Page Nos. 6 and 7

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
RS:  Rob Senderoff, former assistant men's basketball coach.

MN: -- what Will Buford has, has, uh, reported is that, uh, he was with his, his, I
believe it's his AAU coach, Keith McClure.

RS: Right.

MN: And the call was placed to, to Keith McClure's phone. Uh, and I, I don't have
Will's tra, uh, uh, draft of Will's transcript in front of me, but if I recall correctly, 1
have some notes from it. Uh, he, he, uh, described that, uh, he was in the car
with, uh, Keith McClure. He thought that may have been on their way home, uh,
from an AAU practice, uh, and that, uh, he then, uh, got on the phone with you,
uh, via Keith McClure's, uh, cell phone, uh, and that you then, ub, connected
coach Sampson in on a three way that, and that when, uh, coach Sampson, uh,
came onto the phone, uh, you, you let coach Sampson know that, that, that Will
Buford was, was on the line and then the three of you engaged in, in actual three-
way conversation and, uh, he, he described being, uh, fairly positive of this.
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RS: Then, then I guess that, uh, I mean, then T guess that's what happened. Mark, I
don't remember. [ really don't. I, T didn't even, I, I, I didn't know, 1 don't think
coach, I didn't think coach, I shouldn't say I didn't think coach, 1, I didn't know if
be had even spoken with Will Buford. But, uh, apparenily he did. I, I don't
remember that.

MN: Uh

RS:  ButIunderstand --

MN: (Unintelligible).

RS: --and I, I wanna just add I'm not saying that, that, that, uh, Will Buford's lying.

. Deluan Blair. At Page No. 3-25 of his response, Sampson states that Blair's recollection
is unreliable because Blair recalled as many as "five or six" three-way calls involving
Senderoff and Sampson. Sampson claims that phone records show only two such calls
and dismisses the two other thres-way calls, one to Blair's grandmother and one to his
AAU coach, because they predated the committee’s clarification that three-way calls were
impermissible. However, the date of the committee's clarification has nothing to do with
Blair's recollection. There are as many as four three-way calls to which Blair could be
referring. The claim that Blair is not reliable because he recalled as many as five or six
calls when there were as many as four is unpersuasive.

. Demetri McCamey. Sampson argues at Page No. 3-30 of his response that McCamey is
unreliable because he was mistaken as to how soon Sampson intended to have a barbecue
for his players. Sampson argues that because McCamey mistakenly believed that
Sampson was planning to have a barbecue within close proximity of the time of the
alleged May 31, 2006, three-way call that McCamey's specific and detailed recollection
of the call cannot be relied on. It is important to note that while McCamey may have
gotten the date of the barbecue wrong (Sampson claims the barbecue did not occur until
September 2006), Sampson acknowledges that he did have a barbecue for the players.
The fact that McCamey recalled a three-way conversation during which Sampson
discussed having a barbecue for the players, combined with the fact that Sampson did
have a barbecue, adds to McCamey's credibility.

. r During his January 29, 2008, interview with the enforcement staff,
B contradicted the specific information he previously reported to the institution

regarding having actual three-way conversations involving Sampson and Senderoff.
However, the enforcement staff believes that the information @B provided to the

institution is more reliable and accurate because the institution’s inferview with
occurred in closer proximity to the time that the three-way calls appear in the records and
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before the institution's competition season began. The enforcement staff's interview with
S occurred late in the institution's season. AlthoughQillp did not report being
intimidated or coerced into changing his story, it is reasonable that he may have been
motivated to do so out of loyalty to his teammates and coaches.

. Yvonne Jackson. On Page No. 3-38 of his response, Sampson argues that J ackson may
be mistaken in her recollection of a three-way conversation between herself, Sampson
and Senderoff. However, Jackson's recollection has been consistent during the course of
three separate interviews: first with the institution, then with the enforcement staff and
finally with Sampson's legal counsel. In his response, Sampson atiempts to discredit
Jackson by ignoring her statements that corroborate her first two interviews, instead
focusing on Jackson's statement that because a year has passed since the three-way call
occurred, she cannot remember every detail of the call. Jackson expressed no confusion
when interviewed by the institution just months after the three-way call took place nor
did she express confusion when interviewed by the enforcement staff. It is also important
to note that at the time Jackson was interviewed by the institution and the enforcement
staff, her son Devin had already committed to attend the institution. It is difficult to
undersiand why Jackson would have reported an actual three-way conversation with
Sampson and Senderoff that could interfere with her son's opportunity to attend the
institution if she had had any doubt that such a conversation occurred. Given that her
interview with Sampson's legal counsel substantially corroborates her first two
interviews, it is reasonable to conclude that her recollection is credible and accurate, and
that an actual three-way conversation between Jackson, Sampson and Senderoff occurred.
Furthermore, Senderoff did not deny that a three-way conversation occurred.

January 31, 2008 — Page No. 4

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
RS:  Rob Senderoff, former assistant men's basketball coach.

RS:  Well, well, can I just ask when, when, when that, I, I, I guess I need a little bit of
clarity. Uh, explain to, when, when you say active three-way conversation, eX,
explain what, uh, uh, what that means? Is that what the, all of us are having right
now?

MN: Yes. Uh, that, that means both you and coach Sampson on the phone at the same
time, talking with the prospect, uh, with everyone aware that, uh, the other
individuals are on the phone and talking,

RS: U, I, I thought and, and again, maybe I'm wrong in saying this but when I was
interviewed last time I knew Yvonne Jackson, Devin's mom, and, ub, and I think

it was, uh, (e, SASADAIIENRY both seid that they thought that we were all
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three in the conversation. And if I'm not mistaken, I think that I said that I
wouldn't argue with that if that's what they said. T didn't recall it that way. And I
still don't recall doing that but, uh, if, if, if somebody said that I did, I, I'm not
gonna call one of these kids and say they, they're being mistruthful to you or, or,
or untruthful to you. I just don't remember doing that.

. Erica Mackey. At Page No. 3-38 of Sampson's response, Sampson reports that
Senderoff's legal counsel advised him that Mackey's AAU coach reported that he placed a
call to Sampson on the date in question so that Mackey's mother could speak with
Sampson.

“The AAU coach's alleged statement is uncorroborated. Neither Sampson nor Senderoff
have provided phone records substantiating the coach's claim nor has a transcript or
recording of this alleged statement been produced. In contrast, as Sampson correctly
notes in his response at Page No. 3-47, phone records corroborate Ms. Mackey's
statement. Furthermore, it is unlikely that Ms. Mackey would have confused Senderoff
with the AAU coach given her statement during the enforcement staff's February 2, 2008,
interview.

February 2, 2008 — Page Nos. 17 and 18

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement,
BM: Jonathon "Bud” Mackey, prospective student-athlete.
EM: FErica Mackey, Mackey's mother.

MN: So in terms of when, when you were face-to-face with coach Senderoff at, and
you said this was the championship game of the Ken --

BM: That was Meyers.
EM: That was Meyers at the championship? Are, are you sure?
MN: I'l tell you what, describe to me what he looked like.

BM: It was coach Meyers. I didn't see him, but I wanna, I wanna, I wanna say it was
coach Meyers.

EM: 1, it was Senderoff.
BM: 'Cause coach Meyers came the first game.

EM: [Ididn'tsee coach Meyers.
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BM:

EM:

EM:

EM:

BM:

EM:

BM:

EM:

EM:

EM:

I seen him.

I seen Senderoff at the championship game.

Well, you, you, describe to me what he looked like.

White guy, going bald, 1 don't wanna say his hair is red but it's reddish brown.

And, and that's, that's the person who you saw face-to-face at the championship
game?

Yeah.

Okay. That, that description sounds to be --
Senderoff.

-- sounds fo be Senderoff.

'Cause I, T used to get a, what's the other name, see I used to, I just, I know
Senderoff like the back of my hand. I've seen him and talked to him.

Coach Mac.
Did you --

Yeah. Coach Mac is who I used to get confused with, uh, Meyers. And I, one's
black and one's white ‘cause I never seen them that much., But I know Senderoff.

Now when coach Senderoff was there at this championship game, I, I just wanna

make sure this was the championship game in Kentucky state basketball
tournament?

Uh-huh.
In'07?
Right.
Uh.

3-40




CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M285
May 29, 2008

Page No. 41

EM: Bud didn't see him. He was just in the stands and --
MN: Okay.

ISSUE NO. 2: Did Sampson provide the institution and the enforcement staff with false or
misleading information?

Position of the Institution: The institution agrees that Sampson provided false and misleading
information to the institution based on numerous inconsistencies found in his five interviews in
which the institution participated and conducted, as well as his direct contradiction of credible
statements by individuals who had no motivation to provide inaccurate information regarding the
calls described in Allegation Nos. 1 and 3-a.

Position of Sampson: Sampson argues that at no time during the investigation did he provide
information contrary to what he believed to be truthful and accurate.

Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff believes that
Sampson provided false and/or misteading information to the institution and the enforcement
staff. The staff relies on the following information to support its position.

. The enforcement siaff incorporates the discussion of Sampson's cell phone practices in
Allegation No. 3-a of the enforcement staff case summary, particularly the multiple
inconsistent statements Sampson made regarding his use of caller ID.

. Based on the information obtained from enforcement staff interviews as detailed in
Allegation No. 3 of the enforcement staff case summary and information reported by the
institution, the enforcement staff believes the following information provided by
Sampson was false or misleading:

November 13, 2007 — Page No. 25

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
MG: Mike Glazier, Sampson's legal counsel. .
KS:  Kelvin Sampson, former head men's basketball coach,

MN: Well, it's my understanding, uh, in looking at the, the self-report from, uh, 1U that
the majority of those three way, the, of the impermissible three-way calls occurred
subsequent to that June 13th Committee on Infractions clarification that
specifically prohibited three-way calls. Do you have an explanation as to why
that happened?

KS: As what, what happened?
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MN: As to why you and your assistant coaches received direct clarification from the
Committee on Infractions and from compliance that three-way calls were
impermissible on June 13, 2006, yet the majority of impermissible three-way calls
happened after you specifically received clarification.

KS: 1, 1wasn't aware I was receiving three-way calls.

November 13, 2007 — Page No. 26

MN: What, what did coach Senderoff --
MG: -- yeah, what did he tell you?

KS: Yeah. He just said that, uh, ub, these, these kids would call him a lot of times and
say, uh, I was on the phone coach, uh, Sampson, uh, and he was putting 'em in
because I think he rat, I think he rationalized that because they were on the phone
with me, it was just a, uli, he patched 'em in 'cause they were already on, already
on the phone with me to begin with. And he was acting as an operator. But there
was never, there was never an instance where I was on the phone with a kid where
Rob Senderoff talked {(emphasis added).

November 13, 2007 — Page No. 29

MN: It's my understanding that you said 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 conmecting you to a prospect or connecting a prospect to you viaa
three-way phone call?

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

November 13, 2007 — Page No. 30

KS:  Rob Senderoff called me a lot as did all my other assistant coaches. When that
cell phone rang, uh, regardless of when it was, I would answer. If, if I had even
looked at Rob's number and said this is Rob, uh, Senderoff calling, and I said

3-42




CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M285

May 29, 2008
Page No. 43

hello and it was a prospect calling, it would not have registered with me one
minute that this was Rob Senderoff calling me with a prospect and I'm involved in
a threc-way call. At no point would I have thought that 'cause I knew that 1 could
not accept a three-way call. If1 had thought that was a three-way call, I would
have hung up and reported it.

January 29, 2008 - Page No. 4

MN:
KS:

MN:

KS:

MN:

KS:

Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
Kelvin Sampson, former head men's basketball coach.

Okay. The information I've received, or that the enforcement staff has reccived is
that, uh, a number of individuals, uh, have indicated to us that they recall, uh,
engaging in an actual three-way conversation with you in which coach Senderof,
uh, first called them and then patched you in on the phone with them and then
engaged in an actual three-way conversation where you and coach Senderoff were
both actively talking and the prospect was also involved. So, uh, tell me, ub, if

could just have you clarify or get your response to that information?
Who was the individual?

Well, uh, first let me ask you, do you, what would be your response to, uh, the
enforcement staff receiving that type of information? '

1, 1 was not involved in a, uh, conversation with a recruit with coach Senderoff.

January 29, 2008 - Page No. 5

MN:

KS:

Were there ever any conversations in which you, Yvonne Jackson and coach
Senderoff were on the phone at the same time in a three-way conversation?

No.

January 29, 2008 — Page Nos. 8 and 9

MN:

KS:

Will Buford, Information I've received is Will Buford received a telephone call
from assistant coach, from an assistant coach, he did not recall the assistant
coaches' names. Our records indicate that it was coach Senderoff who was, uh,

recruiting Will Buford. So do you recall who was recruiting Will Buford?

Uh, 1, I would guess it would've been coach Senderoff.
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KS:

KS:

KS:

KS:

KS:

Okay. Information I've received is that, uh, he received a call from an assistant
coach, who then, uh, called you, put you on three way, that when you picked up,
coach Senderoff let you know that you had Will Buford on the phone and then an
actual three-way conversation was, oc, occurred between you, coach Senderoff
and Will Buford. The information I've received is that, uh, student-athlete when
asked how certain he was stated he was positive of this.

Was that, was that one of the calls on the, uh, phone call sheet? The 10 three
ways?

Actually it was one of the calls on the 10 three ways was a call to Keith McClure.
And the information I've received is that this conversation, when coach Senderoff
called and spoke to Will Buford, it was on Keith McClure's phone.

I don't recall that. Idon't recall ever talking to Will Buford.

That was ponna be my next question because in your interview with the
enforcement staff on November 13th, 2007, uh, and Mike, this would be on page
34 of the enforcement staff's, uh, copy of the transcript. Uh, coach Sampson, you
stated to me at that time that you never talked to Will Buford. Uh, what is your
explanation for or, or how --

1 don't know.

-- how do you reconcile the statement that you never spoke to Will Buford with
the information that T've received that you engaged in an actual three-way
conversation with Will Buford?

Uh, I know who Will Buford is. Uh, never saw him play. Don't ever recall
having a conversation with him. The only thing 1 could say to that is, uh, uh, I'm
not sure what I can say. 1 mean, uh, uh,

And 1 just wanna be clear on this because your, your, your statement in a previous
interview wasn't that you didn't recall. Your statement was, I never saw Will,
Will Buford, never talked to him.

Right. I, I don't ever recall talking to will Buford. Iknow we, uh, sometimes our
assistant coaches were recruiting kids and then under my sanctions, I could not go
out. Uh, so T've never secen Will Buford play. Uh, and there were so many calls
coming into me that my assistant coaches were having to describe who, this is
who you're talking to. Uh, and if T recall about that kid, the only thing I know
about him is he committed to Ohio State, uh, early. I know who he is. Uh, he's
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one of the best high school players in the state of Ohio. But I never saw him play
and 1, and there may some, be some other kids that I talked to that I don't recall
talking to that we, we may've, that might've been the only I talk with them. So in,
uh, the recruiting process didn't go any further than that. Buat I'm, I'm sure the
only kids 1 talked to were the kids that my assistant coaches were having call me.

I certainly don't recall a conversation, three-way conversation between me and
Will Buford.

MN: Can you think of any reason why Will Buford would say that he was positive that
he had a three-way conversation with you if it did not occur.

KS: No.

Enforcement Staff Position on Refuting Information and Mitigation:

Sampson references his credibility and integrity at Page No. 3-54 of his response. Sampson cites
language from Infractions Report No. 250 and a message sent to him by a member of the
enforcement staff early in the Oklahoma University investi gation after his initial interview with
the enforcement staff, Neither is relevant to whether Sampson provided false and/or misleading
information during the investigation of this case.

ISSUE NO. 3: Did Sampson fail to promote an atmosphere of compliance within the men's
basketball program and fail to monitor the activities regarding compliance of one or more of his
assistant coaches?

Position of the Institution: The institution agrees that Sampson failed to promote an atmosphere
of compliance with the committec's recruiting restrictions and that he failed to monitor the
activities regarding compliance of one or more of his assistant coaches.

Position of Sampson: Sampson disagrees that he failed to promote compliance with the
recruiting restrictions imposed by the committee, that he failed to promote compliance with
applicable NCAA legislation concerning telephone recruiting calls and that he failed to monitor
the documentation of recruiting calls by the men's basketball staff required to ensure compliance.

Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff believes that
Sampson failed to promote an atmosphere of compliance within the men's basketball program
and that he failed to monitor the activities regarding compliance of one or more of his assistant
coaches for the following reasons.

L. Sampson failed fo promote an atmosphere of compliance with the committec's
restrictions by virtue of his knowing involvement in violations of the committee's
sanctions as detailed in Allegation Nos. 3 and 4.
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2. Sampson failed to monitor the activities of one or more of his assistant coaches with
respect to the documentation of recruiting calls, as evidenced by the numerous
impermissible calls made in violation of both the committee's recruiting restrictions and
NCAA telephone recruiting legistation and by the failure of one or more members of his
men's basketball staff to properly document recruiting calls.

Relevant Information Reported/Obtained:

I. The enforcement staff incorporates the relevant portions of Allegation Nos. 3 and 4 of the
enforcement staff case summary concerning Sampson's and Senderoff's knowing
involvement in telephone calls that violated the committee's recruiting restrictions.
Additionally, relevant portions of Allegation No. 4-a are also incorporated regarding
Senderoff's explanation that he was acting as an "operator” with respect to three-way
calls. Senderoff believed that this was a "gray area” in regard to the committee's
prohibition of three-way calls. This is indicative of Sampson's failure to promote an
atmosphere of compliance.

2. The enforcement staff incorporates the relevant portions of Allegation Nos. 1 and 2 of the
enforcement staff case summary regarding telephone calls made by the men's basketball
otaff in violation of Penalties E and F of NCAA Infractions Report No. 250 and in
violation of Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2,

Enforcement Staff's Position on Refuting Information and Mitigation:

At Page No. 3-59 of his response, Sampson states that Beth McLaughlin, assistant office
manager, recalled a staff meeting in which Sampson began requiring his staff to maintain daily
call logs instead of weekly call logs. However, Sampson's response fails to put McLaughlin's
statement in the proper context. McLaughlin made this statement during an April 14, 2008,
interview with Sampson's legal counsel, the institution and the enforcement staff. McLaughlin
reported that when the institution's October 3, 2007, report to the committee came out, Sampson
made changes to the forms, making them daily, and created monthly lists to avoid duplicate calls.
The changes Sampson made were corrective actions after the institution had discovered the
aumerous calls made in violation of the committee's sanctions and NCAA bylaws.

Additional Matters that Relate to the Allegation:
During a December 13, 2007, interview with the enforcement staff and the institution, Jerry

Green, the former director of basketball operations to whom Sampson delegated much of the
responsibility for monitoring the recruiting activities of the coaching staff, stated the following:
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December 13, 2007 — Page Nos. 18 and 19

MN: Mark Neyland, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.
JG:  Jerry Green, former director of basketball operations.

MN: Now, it's, uh, Indiana University has reported a, a number of phone calls, uh, that, uh,
they believe have violated the Committee on Infractions' sanctions that were in place. 1
guess the, the, the question I, 1 have to ask you, uh, as being sort of overseeing the
compliance of that, in your mind, how, how could that have happened?

JG: In my opinion, I don't, I don't, I, I see absolutely, uh, no way, uh, that, that that could've
been an accident, that they, it had to have been done purposefully because there was too
much information that was given to the coaching staff, uh, in my opinion, to keep them
from making a major mistake. That they were informed, maybe not the first day, maybe
not the first month, but after it got going, everybody, in my opinion, knew the process,
what we needed to do and 1, I don't see any way possible that it could have happened, uh,
legally ...
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4, [[INCAA Bylaws 10.1 and 10.1-(d)}

It is alleged that () during the period of time beginning May 25, 2000, 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 Division I 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’s 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. INCAA

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 (N X
the prospective student-athletes' parents, legal guardian(s) or coaches; and to
prospective student-athletes William Buford Jr., Devin Ebanks and Yancy Gates,
the prospective student-athletes' 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 Nl Furthermore, Sampsen Senderoff
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 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:




CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M285

May 29, 2008
Page No. 2

(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 @, the prospective
student-athletes' 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-athletes' 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.

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 Jaly May 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 cach 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, 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.

Overview: The institution and the enforcement staff are in substantial agreement as to the facts
of this allegation and that violations of NCAA legislation occurred.

. Concerning Allegation No. 4-a, Senderoff disagrees that he knowingly violated the
committee's rtecruiting restrictions prohibiting Sampson from being present while
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members of his staff placed telephone calls related to recruiting and denies that violations
of ethical-conduct legislation occurred.

. Concerning Allegation No. 4-a-(2), Senderoff disagrees that he placed one or more
recruiting calls to prospective student-athlete Kenny Frease, then handed Sampson the
phone and allowed Sampson to speak with Frease.

. Concerning Allegation No. 4-2-(3), Senderoff agrees that on some occasions he called
Sampson in order to allow prospective student-athletes and their families or coaches to
speak directly to Sampson because Senderoff did not understand that he was prohibited
from doing so. Senderoff disagrees that he initiated such calls involving Coker and

. Concerning Allegation No. 4-a-(4), Senderoff disagrees that while in the presence of
Erica Mackey, he used his cell phone to allow Mackey to speak with Sampson.

. Concerning Allegation No. 4-b, Senderofl agrees that he submitted false recruiting call
documentation to the instituiion's compliance staff as detailed in Allegation Ne, 4-b as
amended but denies that he did so knowingly and therefore denies that violations of
ethical conduct legislation occurred.

Remaining Issues:

1. Did Senderoff knowingly violate the committee's recruiting restrictions prohibiting
Sampson from being present while members of his staff placed telephone calls related to
recruiting and, thus, violate the NCAA principles of ethical conduct?

2. Did Senderoff knowingly submit false recruiting documentation to the institufton's
compliance staff?

ISSUE NO. 1: Did Senderoff knowingly violate the committee's recruiting resirictions
prohibiting Sampson from being present while members of his staff placed telephone calls
related to recruiting and, thus, violate the NCAA principles of ethical conduct?

Position of the Institution: The institution believes that there is sufficient information and
evidence to support the majority of the specific information alleged in this allegation and that it
is reasonable to conclude that Senderoff knowingly violated the committee's sanctions as
detailed in this allegation.

Position of Senderoff: Senderoff argues that he did not knowingly violate the committec’s
sanctions because the evidence does not suggest that he knowingly disregarded the clarification
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received from the committee and that he did not know that some of the conduct alleged was
impermissible at the time. :

Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff believes that
Senderoff knowingly violated the committee’s sanctions for the same reasons detailed in
Allegation No. 3-a of the enforcement staft case summary and incorporates the relevant portions
of Allegation No. 3-a of its case summary, including the enforcement staff's positions on refuting
and mitigating information.

The enforcement staff also notes that it is undisputed that Senderoff used his cell phone to
connect Sampson to three-way telephone calls. It is also undisputed that as of fune 13, 2006, the
institution's compliance staff gave notice to the men's basketball coaching staff that the
committee had clarified its sanctions to specifically prohibit the use of three-way calls to connect
Sampson to recruiting calls. Furthermore, it is undisputed that the majority of the impermissible
three-way calls occurred after the committee had issued its clarification of the sanctions, In fact,
the impermissible three-way calls occurred during seven of the 11 months from the time the
committec issued its clarification through the end of the sanction period.

Tn addition, the institution reported the following information regarding Senderoff's explanaﬁon
of the three-way calls, at Page Nos. 18 and 19 of its October 3, 2007, report to the committee:

By using this technique, Senderoff reported that he intended to serve only as an
"operator” by allowing two people to have a conversation. Senderoff stated that
he thought this was a "gray" area in regards to the committee's sanction and
that he never intended to put Sampson or the University in a difficult position. He
also noted that he used poor judgment and that he probably should have asked
the compliance staff whether his actions were permissible. Senderoff further
stated that he did not think the spirit of the rule was broken ... (emphasis added)

Senderoff's statements manifest his knowledge and understanding at the time he placed the calls
that the sanctions were in place and that the calls he was making were problematic. It is apparent
from his statements that Senderoff knew that making three-way calls violated the letter of the
committee's sanctions but that his actions would be justified if he abided by the "spirit" of the
sanction.

Enforcement Staff Position on Refuting Information and Mitigation:

. Senderoff acknowledges receiving a June 13, 2006, e-mail and memorandum explaining
the commitiee's sanctions but argues that he "only received one motice" from the
compliance staff that three-way calls were prohibited and that he "does not remember
reading it or making a mental note of its content” (Senderoff's response, Page Nos. 4-4
and 4-5). The institution disputes Senderoff's claim that there was no other discussion

4-4




CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M235
May 29, 2008

Page No. 5

_ with the coaching staff regarding the impermissibility of three-way calls. However, even
if Senderoff's claim is true, the enforcement staff argues that no institutional staff
member who is subject to sanctions imposed by the committee should have to be told
more than once that the commitiee has specifically clarified its sanctions to prohibit
certain conduct, nor should an institutional staff member be allowed to escape liability for
violations because that staff member either ignored or did not pay adequate attention to
the information provided to him by the compliance staff. It is vital to the enforcement
process that institutional staff members not be able to avoid liability for knowing
violations of rules by simply remaining willfully ignorant of those rules.

. Concerning the alleged impermissible calls involving Frease, Senderoff argues that the
facts do not support Frease's and Rob Toth's, Frease's coach, recollection that he believed
the calls occurred in the fall of 2006. Senderoff argues, "The only calls to Toth's cell
phone of greater than two minutes in length were made in July 2006." This statement is
false. As the institution states in its response at Page No. 3-17, Senderoff's cell phone
records reveal three calls to Toth's cell phone that could be the calls in question: a three-
minute call September 11 at 11:43 a.m., an eight-minute call October 23 at 7:04 p.m. and
a 17-minute call January 29 at 6:58 p.m. (Attachment D). The phone records support the

allegation that "one or more” impermissible calls were placed.

K Concerning the alleged impermissible call involving Ms. Mackey, the enforcement staff
incorporates its position on information refuting the Mackey call found in Allegation No.
3 of the enforcement staff case summary.

Also concerning this allegation, Senderoff claims to be confused as to which of Ms.
Mackey's statements the enforcement staff relies on to support its allegation. Senderoff
claims to be confused as to whether what is being alleged is that while in the presence of
Ms. Mackey, Senderoff handed his phone te Mackey so that she could speak with
Sampson or whether Senderoff was in Sampson's presence and handed the phone fo
Sampson so that Sampson could speak with Mackey (emphasis added) (Senderoff's
response, Page Nos. 4-16 and 4-17). However, the allegation clearly states that Senderoff
engaged in the conduct "while in the presence of Erica Mackey” not while in the presence
of Sampson. Furthermore, the heading of the section of Senderoff's response in which he
claims to be confused manifests a clear understanding of the conduct being alleged. The
section of the response is titled, "Alleged Phone Hand Off fo Erica Mackey" (emphasis
added). Given this heading, it appears that Senderoff's confusion is not genuine.

ISSUE NO. 2: Did Senderoff knowingly submit false recruiting documentation to the institution's
compliance staff?

Position of the Institution: The institution agrees that Senderoff knowingly submitted false
recruiting documentation to the institution's compliance staff.




CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M285
May 29, 2008

Page No. 6

Position of Senderoff:  Senderoff denies that he knowingly submitted false recruiting

documentation to the compliance staff. Senderoff argues that his faiture to report the use of his
home phone was not for the purpose of concealing calls but was primarily the result of a lack of
diligence in logging his calls.

Positi

on of Enforcement_Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff relies on the

following to support its position that Senderoff knowingly submitted false recruiting
documentation. :

3.

10.1 UNETHICAL CONDUCT. Unethical conduct by a prospective or enrolled
student-athlete or a current or former institutional staff member (e.g., coach,
professor, tutor, teaching assistant, student manager, student trainer) may include,
but is not limited to, the following: (Revised 1/10/90, 1/9/96, 2/22/01)

10.1-(d). Knowingly furnishing the NCAA or the individual's institution false
or misleading information concemning the individual's involvement in or
knowledge of matters relevant to a possible violation of an NCAA regulation.

The recruiting logs and monthly call usc forms constituted information concerning
Senderoff's involvement in or knowledge ol matters relevant to a possible violation of an

NCAA regulation (i.e., sanctions and bylaws).

Senderoff provided the institution’s compliance staff with handwritten recruiting logs and
monthly phone usage statement forms that contained false information.

Senderoff knew or should have known that the forms were {alse when he submitted them,

Relevant Information Reported/Obtained:

1.

Senderoff's recruiting logs and monthly call forms constituted information concerning his
involvement in or knowledge of matters relevant to a possible violation of NCAA
telephone contact legislation and the commitiee sanctions.

a. The institution reported that as part of its monitoring of recruiting phone calls
made by the men's basketball staff, the coaches were required to keep handwritten
logs of all countable recruiting calls made each week (institution's October 3,
2007, report, Page No. 5).

b. The institution reported that as part of its monitoring of recruiting phone calls
made by the men's basketball staff, the coaches were required to sign a statement
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indicating what phone(s) (i.e., cell, office, home or other) had been used for
recruiting purposes (institution's October 3, 2007, report, Page No. 6).

2. Senderoff provided the institution's compliance staff with handwritten recruiting logs and
monthly phone usage statement forms that contained false information.

The institution reported and Senderoff acknowledges that his monthly phone usage
statements and handwritien recruiting logs for the months of June, July and September
2006, and during the months of February through May 2007, were false in that they
stated that Senderoff had not used his home phone to place recruiting calls during those
months when in fact he had (institution's October 3, 2007, report to the committee, Page
Nos. 14 and 15; and Senderoff's response at Page No. 4-17).

3. Senderoff either knew or should have known that his recruiting logs and monthly phone
usage statements were false when he submitted them.

a. The handwritten recruiting logs Senderoff submitted contained a column titled
"shone number called from” prompting him to identify the phone used to make
the call {(Attachment E to the institution's Ociober 3, 2007, report to the
committee). ‘

b. The monthly call usage forms specifically provided four choices of phones (home

phone, office phone, cell phone or additional phone) and asked Senderoff to select
which phones were used for the month (Attachment G to the institution's October
3, 2007, report to the committee). '

Enforcement Staff's Position on Refuting Infonnation and Mitigation:

. At Page No. 4-3 of his response, Senderoff disagrees that he “intentionally and
knowingly" provided false or misleading information. The enforcement staff notes that
Bylaw 10.1-(d) refers only fo "knowingly providing false or misleading information.”

. At Page No. 4-18 of his response, Senderoff states that he used his home phone to make
calls from his basement because his cell reception was poor. This information was not
reported during any of Senderoff's multiple interviews with the institution or the
enforcement staff.
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5. [NCAA Bylaws 13.12.1.3 and 13.2.2-(b)]

On June 30, 2007, Kelvin Sampson, then head men's basketball coach, and Jeff Meyer,
then assistant men's basketball coach, engaged in an impermissible recruiting contact
with a prospective student-athlete. On July 1, 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, Meyer arranged a meeting between himself, Sampson,
Elston and Elston's coach, Travis Daugherty, head boys' basketball coach at
Tipton High Schoel. 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 mecting, 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. :

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 the camp. [NCAA Bylaw 13.2.2-(b)]

Specifically, after Elston had concluded camp activities July 1 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 the institution's 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
io Elston on their return home. On returning home, Daugherty gave the backpack

and T-shirt to Elston.
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Overview: The instifution, Sampson, Meyer and the enforcement staff are in substantial
agreement with the facts of this allegation and that violations of NCAA legislation occurred.
The enforcement staff believes the violations are secondary.

| Remaining Issue(s): None. B




ATTACHMENT A

Comley, Susan

From: Neyland, Mark

Sent; ’ Thursday, March 13, 2008 10:25 AM

To: Tompsett, Scott’; 'Harris, Robin Green', Jones, Mark
Cc: Majjar, Ameen; Comley, Susan

Subject: FW: D Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 question

Good morning all. Below you will find analysis from NCAA Membership Services regarding the application of Bylaw
13.1.3.1.2 as it relates to the recruitment of twins.

Mark A. Neyland

Assistant Director of Enforcement

National Celleginte Athletic Association

P.O. Box 6222, Indionapolis, IN 46208-6222

Office: 317/917-6274 / Mobile: 317/966-935¢ / Fax: 317/917-6055

;‘g Please consider the emvironment before printing this email. “

From: Hostetter, Brad

Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2008 4:57 PM
To: Neyland, Mark

Subject: RF: D-I Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 question

Mark
The interpretation helow confirms that the recruiting regs apply separately. However, if one phone call incorporated

discussion an both prospacts, that counts as the school's one call per month for CACH prospect. In other words, they get
one call for each kid and they used it at once since they discussed hoth kids.

Member institution recruiés twin prospective student-athlefes

Date Issued: Oct 11, 1851
Type: Staff Interpretation
item Ref: a

Interpretation: Geuerate Archive Request

a. Meniber Tnstitution Recruits Trwin Prospective Student-Athletes: Reviewed NCAA Bylaws 13.14 (pemmissible number of contacts)
and 13.1.6 (limitations on nusher of evaluations - all sports) and confirmed that the recruiting regulations (e.g., permissible aumber
of contarts and cvalnations) would apply separately fo each twin prospective student- athlete who is being eamnestly recruited by a
member institstion.




From: Neyland, Mark

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2008 10:20 AM
To: Hostetter, Brad

Subject: D-1 Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2 question

Brad,

| have a question regarding the application of the "one call per month” rule in Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2, as it refates to multiple
psa’s living in one home. specifically, | have an instance where a set of twins were being recruited by an institution as a
“package deal”. My understanding is that in this circumstance, an institution may make one call per month to each of
the twins individually. My question is whether that also applies to calls made to the relativels), even if it is clear that the
call to the relative was for the purpose of recruiting both twins. 1 have a situation where ap institution was calling the
mother of twins and when interviewed, the mather said that all ealls were for the purpose of recruiting both twins. My
instinct tells me that the institution would be able to place two calls per month to the mom {one per son) regardless of
whether they discussed both sons in each ¢all, but Fwanted to confirm this with you. ’

Your assistance is greatly appreciated..
Thanks,

Mark A. Neyland

Assistant Director of Enforcement

Naiional Colleginte A#hiletic Ascociation

P.0. Box 6222, Indianapolis, IN 46206-6222

Offices 317/017-6274 | Mobile: 317/966-3354 / Fax: 317/917-6055

;ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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ATTACHMENT B

MARCUS AND MARKIEFF MORRIS — CLASS OF 2007

Involved .. Time of DPuration .
Coach Individual Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible call below was triggered by a nine-minute calf 10 the Morrs' mother from Senderoff’s cell June 21, 2006, at 12:12 pm.
Senderoff Cell | Markielf Momis | 06/25/06 | 817 p.m. | 6 [ Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
DEJUAN BLATR — CLASS OF 2007
Invelved .o Time of Duration Reason Cali was Impermissible
Coach Individual Called Date Call (Minutes)

The impermissible calls below werse triggered by a three-minute call to Blair from Senderoll’s cell phone Tuly 18, 2006, at 8:50 p.m.
Senderoff Cel Blair 07/19/06 | 8:15 pm. 2 Oniy allowed one call per menth to junior prospects.
Senderoff Cell Blair 07/22/06 | 451 pan. 2 Only allowed one call per mounth to junior prospects.

ROBBIE HUMMEL — CLASS OF 2007
Involved ‘e Time of Duration .
Coach Individual Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible calls below were Iriggered by a four-minuie call io Hummel from Senderoff's cell phone June 29, 2006, at 2:11 p.m.
Meyer Cell Hummel 06/29/06 | 5:46 p.m. 1 Only allowed one call per month fo junior prospects.
Meyer Cell Hummel 06/29/66 | 5:54 pm. 3 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
The impermissible calls below were triggered by an eight-minute call fo Hummel from Senderoff's cell phone July 10, 2006, at 5:38 p.m.
Meyer Cell Humme! 07/10/06 | 5:46 p.m. 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Meyer Cell Hummel (7/10/06 5:58 p.m. 3 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.

PHILLIP JURICK - CLASS OF 2008

Individual Time of Duration

nvolved Coach Called Date Call (Minutes)

Reason Call was Impermissible

The impermissible calls below were iriggered by a 29-minute call to Juricks mother from Sendergff's home phone March 4, 2007, af
2:55 p.m.

Senderoff Home Jurick's mother | 03/26/07 9:.55 pm. 1 Only allowed one cait per month to junior prospects.
Senderofl Home Jurick 03/26/07 10 p.m. 18 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a 10-minute call jo Jurick from Senderoffs cell phone April 10, 2007, at 9:57 p.m.

Senderolf Home | Junck’s mother | 04/15/07 [ 928 pm, | 1 [ Only allowed one call per month ko junior prospeots.

JONATHAN "BUD" MACKEY — CLASS OF 2008

Tnvolved Individual Called Date Time of Duration Reason Call was Impermissible

Coach Call (Minutes)

The impermissible calls below were triggered by a {7-minute call to Mackey from Senderoff's home phone March 1, 2007, at 8:30 p.m.
Senderoff Home | Mackey [ 03/0107 | %:16pum. | 5 [ Only aliowed one call per month io junior prospects.
The impermissible calls below were trig) ered by a four-minute call to Mackey from Senderoff's cell phone April 16, 2007, at 5:09 p.m.
Senderoff Home Mackey 04/23/07 9:24 p.m. 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Home Mackey 04/23/07 { 9:26 p.n. 2 Oaly allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Home Mackey 04/23/07 | 928 pm. 5 Only allowed one cafl per month to junior prospects.
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a I6-minute call to Mackey from Sendereff's home phone May 2, 2007, at 9:49 p.m,
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/07/07 9:16 p.m. 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/07/07 3:16 p.m. 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoif Home Mackey 05/07/07 | 917 pm. 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoif Home Mackey 05/20/07 | 10:40 p.m, 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/23/07 | 912 pm. 6 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/27/07 | 8:36 pm. 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/27/07 9:29 p.n. 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/27/07 9:30 pm. 7 Only allowed one cail per month to junior prospeets.
Senderoff Home Mackey 0527707 | 10:03 pm. 7 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/28/07 6:46 pam. 3 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Home Mackey 05/29/07 | 943 pm. i4 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
The impermissible calls below were iri sered by d four-minute call io Mackey from Senderoff’s cell June 8, 2007, at 10 p.m.
Senderoff Home Mackey 06/13/07 8:50 p.m. 1 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospeets.
Senderoff Home Mackey 06/13/07 | 10:12 pm, 8 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.

Senderoff Cell gﬁgiﬁ?:&ir 06/27/07 627 pm. 2 Only allowed one call per month ta junior prospects.




SCOTT MARTIN — CLASS OF 2007

Involved
Coach

Individual Called

Date

Time of
Call

Duration

(Minutes)

Reason Call was Impermissible

The impermissible calls below were triggered by a nine

-minute call to Martin from July 17, 2006 8:38 p.m.

Meyer Home | Martin | 07/18/06 | 126 pm. | 3 I Only allowed one cafl per month to junior prospecis.
DEMETRI McCAMEY — CLASS OF 2007
Involved - Time of Duratien .
Coach Individual Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible calls below were triggered by al6-minute call 1o McCamey from Sampson's celf phone May 2, 2006, ot 10:51 p.m.
Senderoff Cell McCamey 05/07/06 7:56 p.m. 2 Only allowed one call per month Lo junior prospects.
Senderoff Cell McCamey 05/09/06 | 10:56 p.m. 20 Only allowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Cell McCamey 05/30/06 § 1124 p.m. 1 Ouly allowed one call per month to justior prospects.
) AYODELE COKER — CLASS OF 2007
Involved _ Time of Duration -
Coach Individual Called Date Call (Minutes) Reason Call was Impermissible
The impermissible calls below were triggered by a six-minule call to Coker from Senderoff's cell phone July 2, 2007, at 6:21 p.m.
Senderoff Cell Coker's uncle 7/17/06 5:05 pam, 1 Only altowed one call per month to junior prospects.
Senderoff Cell Coker's uncle U176 6:24 pm. 14 Only ailowed one call per month to junior prospects.
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ATTACHMENT D

Customer Aecount Number Bill Period Bill Date Page
ROBERT SENDEROFF 0586160601-8 Aup25-5ep25  Sep 26, 2006 180 39
Detail for 812-219-0155 (Continued)
€all Detail
Date  Time  Phome Call Rate/ Minutes Aiime LD/ Totsd
Number Destination Type Charges

607{ B/t |

31 = Sprint Mabile to Mobile

D-1

Used Charges  Additional
Charges




Customax Accourt Numnber 81l Perivd Bill Dats  Page
ROBERT SENDEROFF 05861506018 Sep26-0ct?5  Oct26,2006  360F43

Detail for 812-219-0155 (Continued)

Call Detal
Date  Time Phene Call Raw/  Mintes  Airtime LD/ Total
Number Destination Type  Used Cherges  Addhtionai Charges
_ Charges
138 10! 1:99 A W B50-272-6848 | Marianna, FL 2,07

1354

#4 = Sprint Mobile to Mobile




Customer Acrount Number Bill Period Bill Date Page
ROBERT SENDEROFF 0588168601-8 Jan 26 - Feb 25 Feb 28, 2007 50l 25

Detail for 812-219-0155 (Continued)

Cali Detail

Date  Time  Phome call | Retef  Minutes  Atime LD/
Mumber Destination Type  Used Charges éggiﬁonai Charges
roes

N
2:40 P W Sncoming

15

L e

2APM

¥4 = Sprint Mobile to Mobile




