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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

The NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions is an independent administrative body of 
the NCAA comprised of individuals from the Division I membership and the public.  The 
committee is charged with deciding infractions cases involving member institutions and 
their staffs.1  This case involved a single recruiting violation in the football program at 
the University of Florida.2  The panel concluded that an assistant football coach at the 
institution committed a Level II violation when he had an off-campus recruiting contact 
with a football prospective student-athlete during the prospect's junior year of high 
school.  The contact occurred at the prospect's high school and is illustrative of a 
significant problem of football coaches skirting NCAA legislation. Nevertheless, the 
panel prescribed no penalties beyond the penalties and corrective actions self-imposed by 
the institution. The institution's actions included the forced resignation of the assistant 
football coach.  The panel determined that no further penalties were warranted. 
 
The institution and the assistant football coach agreed with the violation set forth in this 
decision.  Specifically, they agreed that on January 23, 2014, the assistant football coach 
and the prospective student-athlete engaged in a conversation which exceeded a casual 
greeting.  The conversation occurred on the prospective student-athlete's high school 
campus, included some talk related to the assistant football coach's recruitment of the 
prospective student-athlete and concluded with the prospective student-athlete entering 
his social media contact information into the assistant football coach's phone.  The 
institution and the assistant football coach agreed that this encounter constituted an 
impermissible recruiting contact with a high school junior prospective student-athlete per 
NCAA Bylaw 13.1.1.1. 

 
The enforcement staff alleged the violation as a Level II. The institution and the assistant 
football coach disagreed with the enforcement staff over the appropriate violation level, 
asserting that it was a Level III. The panel concluded that conduct resulting in an 
impermissible recruiting contact occurred and established more than a minimal recruiting 
advantage. Therefore, the violation is a Level II. The panel further concluded that the 
violation is mitigated for both the institution and the assistant football coach.  
 

                                                           
1 Infractions cases are decided by hearing panels comprised of NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions members.  Decisions 
issued by hearing panels are made on behalf of the Committee on Infractions.  Pursuant to NCAA Bylaw 19.3.3. 

2 A member of the Southeastern Conference, the institution has an enrollment of approximately 52,000 students.  It sponsors 
eight men's and 11 women's sports.  This is the institution's fourth major infractions case. It previously had major infractions 
cases in 1957 (football), 1962 (men's basketball), 1985 (football) and 1990 (football and men's basketball).  
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The violation in this case was a Level II significant breach of conduct. The assistant 
football coach's actions resulted in more than a minimal recruiting advantage for the 
institution.  After weighing the aggravating and mitigating factors and applying the 
Figure 19-1 Penalty Guidelines for a Level II case, the panel concluded that the penalties 
self-imposed by the institution were appropriate.  These included terminating the 
recruitment of the prospective student-athlete and the immediate suspension of the 
assistant coach from all off-campus recruiting activities, which ultimately led to his 
resignation.3  The panel prescribed no other penalties. 

 
II.   CASE HISTORY 
 

On February 28, 2014, the NCAA enforcement staff (staff) contacted the institution 
regarding information it received about a possible violation of NCAA recruiting 
legislation committed by an assistant football coach ("assistant coach") at the institution.  
The staff said that it had heard from a source that the assistant coach had contact with a 
high school junior prospective student-athlete ("prospect") on January 23, 2014, at the 
prospect's high school.  
 
The staff conducted an investigation into the matter with the cooperation of the 
institution.  On June 20, 2014, following the investigation, the staff informed the 
institution that it would process the violation as a Level II.  The staff issued a verbal 
notice of inquiry to the institution on July 7, 2014, and sent a notice of allegations to the 
institution and the assistant coach on September 15, 2014.  The institution requested an 
accelerated hearing on September 24, 2014.  The chief hearing officer granted the 
request. 
 
The parties submitted their responses to the notice of allegations and participated in pre-
hearing conferences during October 2014.  The staff filed its statement of the case and 
written reply on November 7, 2014.  The panel conducted the hearing on December 19, 
2014. 

 
III. FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
 The Assistant Coach 

 
The assistant coach served as a member of the institution's football coaching staff from 
December 2012 until his resignation in June 2014.  The institution requested his 
resignation based on his conduct in this case. While employed at the institution, the 
assistant coach also held the title of recruiting coordinator.  Prior to his employment at 
this institution, he served as a football coach (including three years as a head coach) at 

                                                           
3 At the request of the institution, the assistant coach eventually resigned his position due to this violation.  
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five other NCAA Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS) institutions dating back to 1988.4  He 
also served as a recruiting coordinator at two of those institutions.  
 
The assistant coach was acquainted with an individual who works for a recruiting service 
that tracks high school prospective student-athletes ("recruiting service reporter").  They 
have known each other since approximately 2008, when the assistant coach was 
employed at another FBS institution.  They maintained contact through the years.  From 
January 1 through January 22, 2014, the assistant coach and recruiting service reporter 
exchanged 17 telephone calls. On January 23, 2014, the day the assistant coach 
committed the violation, they exchanged six calls between 12:41 p.m. and 10:26 p.m. 
 
The Prospect 
 
The prospect is a member of the high school class of 2015.  He is highly regarded for his 
football talents; one of his 7-on-7 coaches ("7-on-7 coach") described him as a "big-time 
recruit."  Because the prospect was due to "age out" of  high school football eligibility in 
the fall of 2014 (his senior season), his high school coach ("high school coach") and the 
7-on-7 coach had some conversations with the prospect about him spending his senior 
year of high school (2014-15) at a prep school.  The three of them discussed this 
possibility a month or two after the 2013 high school football season, which would have 
been approximately December 2013 or January 2014.  
 
This institution was one of many that were actively recruiting the prospect.  The prospect 
made an unofficial visit to the institution's campus in the spring of 2013 and toured the 
campus with a member of the football staff.  The prospect, who plays the position 
coached by the assistant coach, also met with the assistant coach while on the campus.  
Their conversation included what the assistant coach described as a "typical recruiting 
pitch" and "talk[ing] a little football."  The institution recruited him from that point 
forward. The assistant coach maintained contact with the prospect by emailing him and 
receiving phone calls made by the prospect.  As of January 2014, the prospect had not 
committed to attend any collegiate institution. A few weeks weeks prior to January 23, 
2014, the assistant coach told the prospect that he would be coming to the prospect's area 
to see him.  

 
The Assistant Coach's Contact With the Prospect  
 
Preliminary Contact with the Recruiting Service Reporter and 7-on-7 Coach 
On January 18, 2014, the recruiting service reporter sent a text message to the assistant 
coach.  It stated that the recruiting service reporter was with the 7-on-7 coach and that 
they wanted to discuss possible prep school options for the prospect. The assistant coach 
called the recruiting service reporter, who handed the phone to the 7-on-7 coach. They 
had a short conversation.  The assistant coach informed the 7-on-7 coach, whom he 

                                                           
4 NCAA institutions that play football at this level were formerly known as Division I-A. 
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believed to be the prospect's high school coach, that he would be in the 7-on-7 coach's 
area later that week and they could discuss the prep school issue further at that time.  
 
January 23, 2014 
From January 20-25, 2014, the assistant coach was recruiting at multiple sites off 
campus.  He flew to the home area of the prospect and 7-on-7 coach on January 23, 2014.  
He stated that his reasons for visiting the area included:  (1) discussing prep school 
options with the 7-on-7 coach; (2) physically observing the prospect at his high school to 
see if the prospect's physique had developed over the past year; and (3) gathering contact 
information from an administrator at the prospect's school so that he could make future 
permissible contacts with the prospect via social media. 
 
The night before his arrival, the assistant coach and recruiting service reporter spoke by 
phone.  During their conversation, the assistant coach confirmed that he was flying in the 
next day to see the prospect and conduct other business.  When he landed just after noon, 
the assistant coach received a text message from the recruiting service reporter.  The 
assistant coach phoned the recruiting service reporter shortly thereafter, they spoke about 
directions to the prospect's school and the recruiting service reporter offered to lead him 
there.  The recruiting service reporter had previously contacted the prospect about 
coming by to get an update on his recruitment.  The assistant coach and recruiting service 
reporter met at a hotel and, in separate cars with the recruiting service reporter leading, 
proceeded to the prospect's school. 
 
The prospect's high school operated in more than one location.  The assistant coach and 
recruiting service reporter initially drove to the wrong campus.  When they realized they 
were in the wrong location, the recruiting service reporter phoned the prospect and found 
out where he was.  The assistant coach and recruiting service reporter then drove to that 
location. Prior to their arrival, the recruiting service provider informed the assistant coach 
that the prospect would be waiting outside. 
 
By the time they arrived at the school, classes had been dismissed for the day and the 
prospect was standing outside, near the parking area.  They parked their cars, and the 
recruiting service reporter walked off to make a phone call.  According to the assistant 
coach, he planned to retrieve the prospect's information from the school principal. 
However, as the prospect was outside, the assistant coach approached him.  In doing so, 
he purposely placed himself into position to have contact with the prospect.  They 
engaged in a conversation.5  The assistant coach stated that he told the prospect that they 
couldn't have a conversation, but he had the prospect put his social media contact 
information into the assistant coach's phone.  Once the assistant coach had this 
information, under NCAA rules he would be able to contact the prospect through that 
medium. The assistant coach recalled that he "may have" told the prospect that he wanted 
the prospect to visit the institution's campus.  

                                                           
5 The assistant coach said that the conversation lasted from one up to two minutes.  The prospect estimated that it lasted "about 
five minutes." 
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In his interviews during the investigation, the prospect stated that the recruiting service 
reporter had texted him earlier in the day on January 23 to tell him that the recruiting 
service reporter would be bringing "a surprise" and "a special somebody" with him to the 
prospect's school.  Once the assistant coach and recruiting service reporter arrived, the 
recruiting service reporter walked away to make a phone call while the prospect and 
assistant coach had a conversation.  The assistant coach approached the prospect, shook 
his hand, asked how he was doing and, according to the prospect, said "what every coach 
says."  Specifically, he told the prospect that the prospect was "number one on the board" 
and that the institution wanted him to be part of the program.  The prospect then gave the 
assistant coach a social media "follow" on the assistant coach's phone.  The prospect did 
not recall the assistant coach saying that he could not talk to the prospect. Regardless of 
the exact length of the conversation and the exact words spoken, the panel found that the 
assistant coach and prospect had a face-to-face encounter on the prospect's high school 
campus that included dialogue in excess of an exchange of a greeting.  
 
Because the recruiting service reporter and assistant coach had arrived later than 
anticipated, the prospect missed his bus to take him to another location after school.  
After the assistant coach and the prospect concluded their interaction, the recruiting 
service reporter drove the prospect to where he needed to be next.  The assistant coach 
left by himself to a different location to meet the 7-on-7 coach. 
 
Subsequent Interaction with the Recruiting Service Reporter 
 
On March 19, 2014, at approximately 6:30 p.m., and after speaking to members of the 
NCAA enforcement staff, an institutional staff member ("staff member") informed the 
assistant coach that the NCAA would be on campus the following day to interview him.  
The staff member did not inform the assistant coach about the subject of the pending 
interview.6  Yet, within approximately 90 minutes of receiving the news, the assistant 
coach telephoned the recruiting service reporter. According the the assistant coach, he 
asked if they had done anything wrong.  The assistant coach made the call, which lasted 
17 minutes, at 8:02 p.m.  
 
The assistant coach denied knowing that his contact with the prospect was impermissible. 
He claimed he had misinterpreted NCAA recruiting legislation and that the contact was 
permissible if it was short, the conversation was limited and he did nothing more than 
collect the prospect's contact information. 
 
The Advantage of Contact with Prospective Student-Athletes 
 
Prior to January 23, 2014, the assistant coach had an old phone number of the prospect's 
that was no longer in service.  As he affirmed in one of his interviews during the 

                                                           
6 The enforcement staff did not inform the institutional staff member of the subject of the interview.  Therefore, the staff member 
was also unaware of why the enforcement staff was coming to campus.  
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investigation, the assistant coach felt it important to have a method to communicate with 
the prospect.  Obtaining the prospect's social media information gave him a direct line of 
communication that he did not previously have. 
 
The institution's then-head football coach ("head coach") agreed that it is critical to 
maintain contact with prospects through social media, particularly in light of NCAA 
legislation limiting telephone communication.  He stated that maintaining relationships is 
part of recruiting and specifically mentioned the use of social media as important in that 
regard.  The head coach, who had his own social media recruiting account, explained that 
it is sometimes difficult to have updated contact information for prospects (such as phone 
numbers) because that information changes so often.  The head coach also confirmed that 
the institution's football staff had rated the prospect as the top recruit at his position.  He 
also expressed frustration because of his perception of the pervasiveness of impermissible 
contacts between coaches and prospects.  

 
During their January 18, 2014, phone conversation, the assistant coach asked the 7-on-7 
coach to let the prospect know that the assistant coach would be visiting the prospect's 
school.  At the hearing, the assistant coach stated that it is important for a prospect to 
"know that you were there" when visiting his high school.  The prospect stated in one of 
his interviews that he was more inclined to pay attention to institutions that were "givin' 
me the most love" during the recruiting process.  

 
IV. ANALYSIS 
 

A. IMPERMISSIBLE CONTACT [NCAA Bylaws 13.02.4 and 13.1.1.1 (2013-14 
NCAA Division I Manual)] 
 
The assistant coach had an impermissible off-campus recruiting contact with the 
prospect. The contact occurred on the campus of the prospect's high school during 
January of the prospect's junior year of high school. The institution, assistant 
coach and NCAA staff substantially agreed on the facts and that the violation 
occurred.  

 
1. NCAA legislation relating to off-campus recruiting contacts with high 

school juniors 
 
13.02.4 Contact.  A contact is any face-to-face encounter between a 
prospective student-athlete or the prospective student-athlete’s parents, 
relatives or legal guardians and an institutional staff member or athletics 
representative during which any dialogue occurs in excess of an exchange 
of a greeting.  Any such face-to-face encounter that is prearranged (e.g., 
staff member positions himself or herself in a location where contact is 
possible) or that takes place on the grounds of the prospective student-
athlete’s educational institution or at the site of organized competition or 
practice involving the prospective student-athlete or the prospective 
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student-athlete’s high school, preparatory school, two-year college or all-
star team shall be considered a contact, regardless of whether any 
conversation occurs. However, an institutional staff member or athletics 
representative who is approached by a prospective student-athlete or the 
prospective student-athlete’s parents, relatives or legal guardians at any 
location shall not use a contact, provided the encounter was not 
prearranged and the staff member or athletics representative does not 
engage in any dialogue in excess of a greeting and takes appropriate steps 
to immediately terminate the encounter. (Revised: 1/11/94 effective 
8/1/94) 
 
13.1.1.1  Time Period for Off-Campus Contacts - General Rule.  Off-
campus recruiting contacts shall not be made with an individual (or his or 
her relatives or legal guardians) before July 1 following the completion 
of his or her junior year in high school (July 7 after the junior year in high 
school in women’s ice hockey and July 15 after the junior year in high 
school in women’s gymnastics), or the opening day of classes of his or her 
senior year in high school (as designated by the high school), whichever is 
earlier. U.S. service academy exceptions to this provision are set forth in 
Bylaw 13.16.1. (Revised: 1/10/91 effective 7/1/91, 1/11/94 effective 
3/15/94, 1/10/95, 1/14/97 effective 5/1/97, 10/28/97, 4/26/01 effective 
8/1/01, 4/29/04 effective 8/1/04, 4/28/05, 1/9/06, 2/26/07, 6/13/08, 
4/30/09, 1/15/11) 
 

2. On January 23, 2014, the assistant coach had an impermissible off-
campus recruiting contact with the prospect. 

 
The assistant coach violated NCAA recruiting legislation when he had an 
in-person, off-campus contact with the prospect prior to July 1 following 
the prospect's junior year of high school. Because regular and personal 
contact with prospects are important aspects of recruiting, the violation 
provided or was intended to provide more than a minimal recruiting 
advantage to the institution. Therefore, the violation is a Level II.  
 
a. The Contact Violation 
NCAA Article 13 governs the circumstances under which coaches are 
allowed to have contact with prospects. Two bylaws within Article 13 are 
relevant to this case. NCAA Bylaw 13.02.4 defines a contact as a face-to-
face encounter between a prospect and an institutional staff member 
during which a dialogue in excess of a greeting exchange occurs. The 
same bylaw also defines a contact as any face-to-face encounter that takes 
place on the grounds of a prospect's educational institution, regardless of 
whether any conversation occurs. NCAA Bylaw 13.1.1.1 prohibits 
institutional staff members from having off-campus recruiting contacts 
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with prospects until July 1 following completion of their junior year of 
high school.  
 
On January 23, 2014, the assistant coach had an in-person, off-campus 
conversation with the prospect at the prospect's high school.  The prospect 
was a high school junior at the time.  Their dialogue exceeded a greeting, 
as the assistant coach had the prospect input his social media contact 
information into the assistant coach's phone.  They also had at least some 
conversation regarding the institution's ranking of the prospect as a 
coveted recruit and the institution's desire that he enroll there.  Because the 
encounter exceeded an exchange of greetings and occurred on the 
prospect's high school campus, the panel concluded that it constituted a 
contact as defined by NCAA Bylaw 13.02.4.  Further, because the contact 
took place away from the institution's campus and prior to July 1 
following the prospect's junior year of high school, the panel concluded 
that the assistant coach engaged in a prohibited contact pursuant to NCAA 
Bylaw 13.1.1.1.  
  
b. Violation Level 
The institution and assistant coach acknowledged that a violation occurred 
but asserted that it was a Level III.  NCAA Bylaw 19.1.3 defines a Level 
III violation as a breach of conduct that is isolated or limited in nature and 
provides no more than a minimal recruiting, competitive or other 
advantage.  The staff alleged the violation as a Level II. NCAA Bylaw 
19.1.2 defines Level II violations as significant breaches of conduct that 
provide, or are intended to provide, more than a minimal but less than a 
substantial or extensive recruiting, competitive or other advantage.  Based 
on the circumstances of this case and the nature of the violation, the panel 
concluded that this violation is Level II.  
 
The head coach and assistant coach both acknowledged the importance of 
having the prospect's social media contact information.  The assistant 
coach sought to obtain this information so that he could maintain 
consistent contact with a coveted recruit without having to be concerned 
about NCAA telephone contact rules or the prospect's changing phone 
numbers and/or email addresses.  The prospect himself alluded to the 
importance of coaches maintaining regular contact during the recruiting 
process when he spoke of having the most interest in the institutions that 
provided him the most attention.  The assistant coach gained the social 
media contact information through an impermissible in-person contact 
with the prospect at the prospect's high school at a time when coaches who 
were abiding by the rules were unable to have the same level of contact.  
Having the information was important to the institution's recruitment of 
the prospect, and getting the information during an in-person contact 
served a two-fold purpose of:  (1) ensuring that the prospect knew the 
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assistant coach made a visit to his institution to show an interest in him; 
and (2) allowing the assistant coach to maintain regular contact through 
the recruiting process. As the head coach stated, maintaining such regular 
contact is critical in recruiting.  The assistant coach's violation showed the 
prospect that the assistant coach was interested enough in him to make a 
trip to his high school and gave him the opportunity to maintain that 
critical regular contact.  As such, the violation provided, or was intended 
to provide, more than a minimal recruiting advantage.   
 
The interaction between the prospect and the assistant coach was not 
inadvertent, which is another one of the criteria for analyzing whether a 
violation is Level II or III.  Prior to arriving at the prospect's location, the 
recruiting service reporter told the assistant coach that the prospect would 
be waiting outside.  Upon their arrival, the assistant coach approached the 
prospect rather than proceeding inside the school to obtain the prospect's 
information from the school principal, as was his stated intention. 
 
Further, when institutional personnel informed the assistant coach on 
March 19, 2014, that he was going to be interviewed by the enforcement 
staff, they did not tell him what he was going to be interviewed about.  Yet 
the assistant coach reacted by telephoning the recruiting service provider 
to ask if they had done anything wrong.  The assistant coach did not reach 
out to anyone else to discuss the impending interview. The assistant 
coach's reaction shows that, at the very least, he realized that something 
about the contact may have been inappropriate.  Regardless of the assistant 
coach's understanding of the applicable recruiting rules or any intent he 
did or did not have to violate them, he knowingly placed himself into the 
situation where he had impermissible contact with the prospect.  The 
contact was the natural result of him approaching the prospect and was not 
inadvertent. 
 
Impermissible contacts of this nature exceed the boundaries of permissible 
recruiting activities and are a serious matter to the membership.  The head 
coach spoke of his frustration with coaches frequently ignoring recruiting 
contact rules, and the Division I Committee on Infractions noted the 
membership's concern with this issue more than a decade ago. (See 
University of Colorado, Case No. M182 (2002)).7  Impermissible contacts 
confer advantages upon those who engage in the contacts to the detriment 
of those who are abiding by the rules.  The panel noted in this case that the 
assistant coach was asked to resign from his position as a result of this 
violation. Under the circumstances of this case, the panel declined to 
prescribe a show-cause penalty for the actions of the assistant coach. 

                                                           
7 Prior to August 1, 2013, Division I infractions cases were considered by a 10-member Committee on Infractions.  
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V. PENALTIES  
 

For the reasons set forth in Sections III and IV of this decision, the panel concluded that 
this single allegation case involved a Level II violation of NCAA legislation. The panel 
also determined the applicable penalty classification. Level II violations are significant 
breaches of conduct.  The panel concluded that the assistant coach committed the Level II 
violation when he had an impermissible recruiting contact with the prospect at the 
prospect's high school in January of his junior year of high school.  The violation gave 
the institution more than a minimal recruiting advantage.  

 
To determine the appropriate classification of this Level II case, the panel considered 
aggravating and mitigating factors pursuant to NCAA Bylaws 19.9.3 and 19.9.4. When 
reviewing the penalty guidelines, the panel assessed aggravating and mitigating factors 
by weight as well as number.  The panel determined that the following factors applied, 
resulting in this case being classified as Level II – mitigated. 
  
Aggravating Factors for the Institution 
 
None 
 
Mitigating Factors for the Institution 
 
19.9.4-(b): Prompt acknowledgement of the violation, acceptance of responsibility and 

imposition of meaningful corrective measures and/or penalties; 
19.9.4-(c): Affirmative steps to expedite final resolution of the matter; 
19.9.4-(d): An established history of self-reporting Level III or secondary violations; 
19.9.4-(e): Implementation of a system of compliance methods designed to ensure rules 

compliance and satisfaction of institutional/coaches control standards. 
 
Aggravating Factors for the Assistant Coach 
 
None 
 
Mitigating Factors for the Assistant Coach 
 
19.9.4-(b): Prompt acknowledgement of the violation and acceptance of responsibility. 
 
All of the penalties prescribed in this case are independent of and supplemental to any 
action that has been or may be taken by the Committee on Academics through its 
assessment of postseason ineligibility, historical penalties or other penalties. The 
institution's corrective actions are contained in the Appendix. After considering all 
information relevant to the case, the panel determined that the number and nature of the 
mitigating factors outweighed the aggravating factors with regard to the institution and 
assistant coach. The panel prescribed the following:  
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Core Penalties for Level II Violations (NCAA Bylaw 19.9.5) 
 

1. Probation: 0 
 

2. Head Coach Restrictions:  The assistant coach was suspended from all off-campus 
recruiting for 30 days beginning on April 10, 2014 (institution imposed) 

 
3. Recruiting Restrictions:  The institution ceased its recruitment of the prospect on 

April 10, 2014 (institution imposed) 
 

Additional Penalties for Level II Violations (NCAA Bylaw 19.9.7) 
 
None 

____________________________________________________ 
 

                                       NCAA DIVISION I COMMITTEE ON INFRACTIONS PANEL 
   Greg Christopher 

   Bobby Cremins 
   Roscoe C. Howard, Jr. 

             Eleanor W. Myers (Chief Hearing Officer) 
  James O'Fallon 

Sankar Suryanarayan    
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APPENDIX 
 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AS IDENTIFIED IN THE INSTITUTION'S OCTOBER 10, 
2014, RESPONSE TO THE NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS. 

 
1. At the request of the institution, the assistant coach resigned from his position on the 

football staff on June 11, 2014.  
 
 

  
 
 

 


