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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

This is the appeal of the University of Central Florida (UCF or the University) of specified 

portions of the NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions Report No. 372 issued July 31, 2012, 

in Case No. M361.  See Exhibit 1. 

 

This case is properly before the NCAA Division I Infractions Appeals Committee (Appeals 

Committee), and the procedural history is as follows.  On November 8, 2011, the NCAA 

enforcement staff submitted a Notice of Allegations to the University.  The University’s 

Response was submitted to the Committee on Infractions (Committee) on February 20, 2012, 

and the case was heard by the Committee on April 13, 2012.  After reviewing the Committee’s 

July 31, 2012, decision, UCF filed a timely Notice of Appeal on August 15, 2012.  See Exhibit 2.  

An acknowledgement of the NCAA’s receipt of the timely Notice of Appeal is dated August 16, 

2012.  See Exhibit 3. 

 

In submitting this appeal, the University is not changing its position that the case involves 

serious violations of NCAA rules that warrant corrective actions and penalties.  The underlying 

case involves substantive violations in the men’s basketball and football programs, as well as 

conduct-related issues and an agreed-upon lack of institutional control.  The appeal in this case 

relates specifically to the sport of football and to one penalty imposed by the Committee.  It is 

noteworthy that the Committee’s findings are not being challenged.  As stated in its Response to 

the Notice of Allegations, the University has acknowledged that between November 20101 and 

July 2011, two representatives of the institution’s athletics interests assisted UCF in the 

                                            
1
 The Committee’s Public Infractions Report inappropriately cites the violations involving the football 

program as occurring between January 2010 and July 2011.  As indicated in the University’s Response, 
and as referenced by the Committee in its Rationale at pages 21 and 22 of the Public Report, the earliest 
violations found in football occurred in November 2010. 
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recruitment of three football prospective student-athletes and made impermissible recruiting 

contacts with two other football prospects, who were not actively recruited by the University.   

 

The University submits this appeal to address its concerns about the penalty imposed by the 

Committee under Penalty D-3, which states:  “The institution's football team shall end its 2012 

season with the playing of its last regularly scheduled, in-season contest and shall not be 

eligible to participate in any postseason competition, including a bowl game, following the 

season.”  UCF contends that this particular penalty, a “postseason ban” in the sport of football, 

is not consistent with penalties imposed by the Committee for similar violations in similar cases 

and is excessive such that it constitutes an abuse of discretion.  

 

The University respectfully requests that the Appeals Committee set aside the postseason ban 

penalty imposed by the Committee upon UCF’s football program. 

 

The University remains interested in concluding the case as expeditiously as possible.   

Accordingly, UCF respectfully requests the Appeals Committee to move the matter forward, 

including the hearing, with all deliberate speed.   
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II. ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF THE APPEAL 
 

A. An analysis of the five factors identified by the Appeals Committee for setting aside a 

penalty makes it apparent that the Committee on Infractions abused its discretion in 

imposing a postseason ban upon the football program. 

 

The standard established in Bylaw 32.10.4.1 for the Appeals Committee to set aside a 

penalty imposed by the Committee on Infractions requires the University to show that the 

appealed penalty is “excessive such that it constitutes an abuse of discretion.”  An 

evaluation of this case in light of the five factors articulated by the Appeals Committee in 

the appeal by Alabama State University (Report No. 289, dated June 30, 2009) 

demonstrates that the UCF case is one in which the appealed penalty should be set 

aside. 

 

The Appeals Committee stated in the Alabama State case that “an abuse of discretion in 

the imposition of a penalty occurs if the penalty:  (1) was not based on a correct legal 

standard or was based on a misapprehension of the underlying substantive legal 

principles; (2) was based on a clearly erroneous factual finding; (3) failed to 

consider and weigh material factors; (4) was based on a clear error of judgment, such 

that the imposition was arbitrary, capricious, or irrational; or (5) was based in 

significant part on one or more irrelevant or improper factors.”  [Emphasis added.] 

After applying the analysis to this case, the University has concluded that abuses of 

discretion occurred in the imposition of Penalty D-3. 

 

Three of five independent factors identified by the Appeals Committee appear to be 

relevant in evaluating the UCF case.   
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1. The Committee on Infractions based the penalty on a clearly erroneous 

factual finding concerning the time period during which the violations 

occurred. 

 

As stated in footnote 1, above, the Committee’s Public Infractions Report 

inappropriately cites the violations involving the football program as having 

occurred between January 2010 and July 2011 (a 19-month time period) when in 

fact the violations occurred during a much shorter window of time, from 

November 2010 to July 2011 (a nine-month period).  Specifically, with regard to 

the violations set forth in Finding B-1-(b)-(3) and (4) involving prospects 9 and 10, 

the Committee refers to a time period “from January 2010 to July 2011.”  As 

indicated in the University’s Response and by the Committee in its Rationale at 

pages 21 and 22 of the Public Report, the earliest violations found involving the 

football program occurred in November 2010 with prospect 10.  However, even 

the nine-month date range is somewhat misleading, as the Committee noted in 

Finding B-5 (Knowledge of Recruiting Activity by Representatives 1 and 2) a 

seven week period between December 18, 2010, and February 4, 2011, was the 

timeframe when UCF recruited prospects 7, 8, and 10. 

 

Although the University has not chosen to appeal the finding in which the 

improper dates are cited, it has serious concerns that the Committee relied upon 

a factual inaccuracy in concluding that the violations occurred over a 19-month 

time period – which is more than double the actual time – and, as a result, 

imposed a harsher penalty than it would otherwise have required for the 

violations.  The Committee’s failure to consider the material time period for the 
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football violations, as detailed in its own report, is a clear indication that the 

postseason ban imposed upon the football program is excessive such that it 

constitutes an abuse of discretion. 

 

2. The Committee on Infractions failed to consider and weigh material factors 

in this case in imposing the football postseason penalty. 

 

Based upon a review of Committee on Infractions decisions available on the 

NCAA Legislative Services database, it is clear that postseason penalties have 

historically been linked to cases involving egregious extra benefits or 

inducements, academic fraud, and instances wherein a sports program gained a 

significant recruiting or competitive advantage as a result of the violations.  No 

such violations were present in the football program in the University’s case, nor 

were any reasons specifically identified or analyzed in the Committee’s 

Infractions Report to support its decision to impose the postseason penalty in 

football.  Rather, the Committee notes only two factors relevant to the violations 

in the football program, neither of which relates specifically to the violations 

involving the football program:  the violations reflect a lack of institutional control 

and the institution is a repeat violator.2 

 

Case precedent clearly indicates that postseason penalties are not automatically 

attendant to repeat-violator cases wherein an institution is cited for a lack of 

institutional control.  To that point, the University identified at least five cases 

                                            
2
 The University’s prior case (February 11, 2010) involved multiple secondary violations that became a 

major violation.  These self-reported secondary violations involved – exclusively – violations of 
impermissible telephone calls and text messages by graduate assistants in the football program. See 
Exhibit 4.  It should be noted, that as of June, 15, 2012 the NCAA reauthorized the use of text messaging 
as medium for communicating with prospective student athletes. 
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since 19853 in which the Committee chose not to impose a postseason ban upon 

a repeat violator found for a lack of institutional control:  Florida International 

University (FIU), 2008; University of Minnesota, Twin Cities, 2002; University of 

Louisville, 1998; University of Texas, El Paso (UTEP), 1997; and, University of 

Texas, Pan American (UTPA), 1996.  In three of those cases, as is the case 

here, the same sport program was involved in both the initial case and the 

second case in which the institution was cited for a lack of institutional control.4  

In each of those three cases, the Committee specifically identified reasons a 

postseason ban was not applied, many of which appear relevant and applicable 

to the University’s case.  For example:  “the violations were not intentionally 

orchestrated by an individual involved with the athletics program…the institution 

fully cooperated in the investigation, and substantial improvements have recently 

been made in the compliance system” (FIU, 2008); “there was no academic fraud 

and the current violations differed in substance from those in the prior case” 

(UTEP, 1997); “many of the problems noted in the (prior) case were not found 

during the processing of (the latter) case” (UTPA, 1996); “(the institution) worked 

cooperatively with the enforcement staff and took appropriate corrective actions 

in response to the violations” (UTPA, 1996); and, “the violations…do not appear 

to be the result of an inadequate rules education system on the part of the 

university” (UTPA, 1996).  

 

As precedent clearly establishes, the imposition of a postseason ban in repeat 

violator/institutional control cases is not automatic.  The University also reviewed 

                                            
3
 At the June 1985 special Convention, the membership adopted legislation requiring the Committee on 

Infractions to impose additional penalties (beyond the minimum penalties for a first major violation) in 
cases that involve a repeat major violator. 
4
 The University notes that the 1996 UTPA case was that institution’s third major infractions case in six 

years, all three of which involved a finding of a lack of institutional control. 
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recent case precedent involving violations involving a football program similar to 

those found in the University’s case.  The most on point and recent case, the 

University of South Carolina, Columbia (South Carolina), was issued on April 27, 

2012, just three months prior to the decision in this case.  Despite considerably 

more egregious violations involving the football program in the South Carolina 

case, the Committee did not impose a postseason penalty.  See Exhibit 5. 

 

The South Carolina infractions case involved two representatives of the 

institution’s athletics interests (both alumni of the institution, and one, a known 

and recognizable financial contributor to the institution) who engaged in 

impermissible recruiting contacts and the provision of recruiting inducements 

totaling approximately $4,000 to four football prospective student-athletes.  The 

inducements provided by the representatives included the financing of numerous 

unofficial visits, gift cards, and entertainment for the prospects and their parents 

at private parties hosted by the representatives.  Although it appears that the 

South Carolina football coaching staff may not have been as involved in the 

violations as the one former assistant coach in the University’s case, at least one 

South Carolina assistant coach was cited for being aware of (and neglecting to 

preclude) one representative’s involvement.  In addition to the recruiting 

violations in the South Carolina case, the Committee found that 10 enrolled 

football student-athletes received preferential treatment in the form of 

approximately $50,000 in extra benefits and impermissible loans from a local 

hotel and representative of the institution’s athletics interests over the course of 

an 18-month period.  South Carolina, like UCF, was a repeat violator in football.  

 



 

 8 29047.4 9/17/2012 

 

By contrast, none of the five then football prospective student-athletes identified 

in the University’s Public Infractions Report enrolled at, or competed for, UCF.  

Only one of the prospects (prospect 7) signed a National Letter of Intent with the 

University.  Additionally, the Committee recognized that two of the five 

prospective student-athletes (prospects 9 and 11) were not “actively” recruited by 

the coaching staff.  A third prospect (prospect 8) was never invited to make an 

official visit to the institution.  Further, the only benefit received by any football 

prospective student-athlete in the University’s case was $465.25 in the form of a 

laptop computer that one of the representatives of the institutions athletics 

interests provided to prospect 10.  There was no evidence that any current or 

former staff member directed the representative to provide the gift to the prospect 

or had any knowledge of it.  No current or former football student-athletes were 

involved in the violations. 

 

The University recognizes that its case also involves a finding that the former 

athletics director, at the request of a representative of the institution’s athletics 

interests, inquired into the possibility of an intra-company job transfer for the 

mother of a football prospective student-athlete.  That factor was not present in 

the South Carolina matter.  Nonetheless, the University believes that the totality 

of the violations in the South Carolina case present a more serious set of 

circumstances that can be viewed as more historically consistent with the cases 

in which the Committee has chosen to impose a postseason ban than the football 

violations identified in the University’s case.  The University respectfully contends 

that such a significant departure by the Committee from its own decision less 

than three months prior further demonstrates that it abused its discretion when it 
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failed to consider and weigh material factors relevant to its imposition of a 

postseason ban in football. 

 

Finally, the Committee’s failure to adequately consider the University’s 

cooperation in the processing of the case is a significant concern.  The University 

believes that its cooperation in the case is a material factor that should have 

been evaluated more thoroughly by the Committee in determining penalties to 

impose upon the institution.  Based upon the context in which the Committee 

commented on the University’s cooperation, the University’s discussion on that 

point is reserved for the section that follows.  

 

3. The Committee’s imposition of a postseason ban in football was based, in 

significant part, on one or more irrelevant or improper factors.   

 

It appears to the University that the Committee on Infractions’ decision to impose 

a postseason ban in football is based significantly on irrelevant or improper 

factors, and that the Committee ignored crucial elements of the case when it 

assessed the penalty.   

 

It is the University’s position that the Committee considered factors in its 

infractions case that should have no bearing on penalties directed toward the 

University’s football program.  Specifically, it appears that the Committee’s 

decision to penalize the football program with a postseason ban was significantly 

and improperly influenced by violations in the case related to the basketball 

program and the conduct-related violations involving the former assistant coach 

and former athletics director. 
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The University notes several examples in which the Committee neglected to 

distinguish between the violations that occurred in the football program and other 

violations involving the men’s basketball program and/or conduct of involved 

individuals in the case.   

 

At page 55 of the Public Infractions Report, the Committee states: 

 
For a period of more than two years, members of the institution's football 
and men's basketball coaching staffs not only condoned the involvement 
of representative 1 and his associates in the recruiting process, they 
actively embraced and befriended him while he was violating NCAA 
legislation.  (See Exhibit 1.) 

 

As stated previously in this appeal, the violations involving the football program 

occurred from November 2010 to July 2011, not “for a period of more than two 

years.”  Additionally, the violations involved one member of the institution’s 

football coaching staff.  That coaching staff member is no longer employed at the 

University. 

 

And, on page 56 of the Public Infractions Report, the Committee states: 

 
The committee decided that the imposition of postseason penalties was 
appropriate in this case, noting that four of the five aggravating factors 
cited under Bylaw 19.5.2-(g) were present, including: 1) An involved 
individual remains employed at the institution; 2) A significant competitive 
advantage resulted from the violations; 3) The violations reflect a lack of 
institutional control and; 4) The institution is a repeat violator. (See 
Exhibit 1.) 
 

It is evident from this statement that the Committee made no effort to distinguish 

between the violations that occurred within the men’s basketball program and 

those that occurred within the football program.  With regard to football, an 
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involved individual did not remain employed by the institution and a significant 

competitive advantage did not result from the violations as no involved recruit 

ever enrolled with the University.  

 

Additionally, the University is troubled by the Committee’s failure to adequately 

weigh the institution’s cooperation in the processing of the case.  The Committee 

indicated that the cooperation exhibited by the institution “met its obligation under 

Bylaws 19.01.3 and 32.1.4,” but qualified the statement by saying that the 

cooperation demonstrated by the University “must be weighed against the 

conduct and failures of the institution and its personnel,” as established by the 

other findings in the case.  (See Exhibit 1, page 55.)  This statement and the 

rationale are particularly troubling. 

 

Cooperation is a critical cornerstone for all NCAA enforcement actions, and too 

often, major enforcement actions take multiple years to process.  The institution’s 

prompt and thorough cooperation in this case allowed the enforcement action to 

begin immediately after the media first reported the possible violations (April 26, 

2011) and the first on-campus interviews occurred (May 5, 2011).  The 

enforcement staff and University’s joint-investigation culminated in the hearing 

with the Committee on Infractions less than one year later (April 13, 2012). 

 

The “conduct and failures” of the former assistant football coach and former 

athletics director should have no bearing in the committee’s evaluation of the 

institution’s cooperation and the degree to which that cooperation impacts the 

penalties imposed upon the football program.  As noted in the Public Report, 

both individuals were forced to resign their positions the day after the University 
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received the Committee’s allegations of their conduct-related offenses.  

Additionally, their conduct had no impact on the team’s performance, nor did it 

project a benefit upon individual prospective student-athletes or student-athletes. 

Further penalizing the institution and the entire football program because of the 

noncompliant and unethical conduct of the two individuals is both misplaced and 

repetitive, inasmuch as the consequences of their behavior are already 

incorporated in their respective show-cause orders, the University’s corrective 

actions, and a finding of a lack of institutional control against the institution.  The 

former assistant football coach received a one year show cause order, the former 

athletics director received a three year show-cause order, and the University 

received penalties that included five years of probation.  In duration alone, the 

penalties accepted by UCF far exceed the terms of penalties for the violators, 

who acted unethically and were immediately relieved of positions within UCF 

Athletics. 

 

The Committee’s failure to distinguish the violations in the football program from 

the other violations in the case, and give appropriate recognition of the 

cooperation exhibited by the University in the case, are evidence that the 

Committee relied upon “irrelevant and improper” factors in its imposition of a 

postseason ban in football.   

 

Accordingly, the institution respectfully requests the Appeals Committee to 

consider the Committee’s apparent failure to adequately weigh its cooperation. 
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B. An analysis of the appealed penalty under previous factors established by the Appeals 

Committee indicates that Penalty D-3 should be set aside. 

 

The University has also evaluated this case under the seven factors to be considered in 

determining whether a penalty is excessive or inappropriate, which were initially set forth 

by the Appeals Committee in the May 1, 1995, decision in a case involving the University 

of Mississippi.  Despite the adoption of a new standard since that case, the Appeals 

Committee has supported that these factors remain relevant to its review and continue to 

provide a basis for evaluating whether a penalty imposed by the Committee on 

Infractions is excessive such that it constitutes an abuse of discretion.5  

 

Those seven factors are:  (1) the nature, number and seriousness of the violations; (2) 

the conduct and motives of the individuals involved in the violations; (3) corrective action 

taken by the institution; (4) comparison of the penalty or penalties with those in other 

cases; (5) institutional cooperation in the investigation; (6) impact of penalties on 

innocent student-athletes and coaches; and (7) NCAA policies regarding fairness in, and 

equitable resolution of, infractions cases.  After thorough consideration of this case in 

light of these factors identified by the Appeals Committee, relief from the appealed 

penalty is clearly warranted. 

 

1. The nature, number and seriousness of the violations.  The substantive violations 

in this case (with respect to football) included the involvement of two outside 

representatives of the institution’s athletics interests in promoting the football 

program to five prospective student-athletes, the knowledge and acceptance of 

the representatives’ activities by one former assistant football coach and the 

                                            
5
 Infractions Appeals Report No. 294, Florida State University, at pages 10-11. 
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former athletics director, the provision of a laptop computer by one of the 

representatives to a prospective student-athlete, and the attempted arrangement 

of an intra-company transfer for a prospective student-athlete’s mother in the 

locale of the institution.  The University does not dispute the nature or 

seriousness of the violations, but notes that no current football student-athlete or 

coach was involved in a violation and the five then prospects identified in the 

case did not enroll or compete at the institution.  Thus, there was never a 

recruiting advantage gained, or competitive advantage realized, by UCF football 

over other member institutions. 

 

2. The conduct and motives of the individuals involved in the violations.  The 

individuals involved in the violations are no longer at the University.  The 

institution has agreed that their conduct, particularly during the course of the 

investigation with the enforcement staff, was egregious and unacceptable.  It 

cannot speak directly to their motives, although it appears evident that they were 

attempting to recruit talented prospective student-athletes to the football 

program. 

 

3. Corrective action taken by the institution.  The corrective and disciplinary actions 

taken by the University in regard to the football violations in this case were 

designed to directly address the violations that occurred and avoid a recurrence.  

Upon discovery of their respective involvement in the football (and basketball) 

violations, the University demanded the resignations of the former assistant 

coach and athletics director.  The two representatives of the institution’s athletics 

interests involved in the violations were permanently disassociated from the 

University.  In football, for a period of two years, the University limited the 
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permissible numbers of initial and total grants-in-aid, off-campus recruiting 

coaches, recruiting evaluation days, and official visits.  

 

Additionally, and as noted in Appendix Two to the Public Infractions Report, the 

institution took a series of corrective actions to prevent future violations of this 

nature.  See Exhibit 1. 

 

4. Comparison of the penalty with those in other cases.  As detailed above, the 

postseason ban imposed on the football program in this case is inconsistent with 

precedent.  Such a departure from precedent is significant enough to 

characterize the penalty as an abuse of discretion by the Committee. 

 

5. Institutional cooperation in the investigation.  The Committee indicated that the 

“cooperation exhibited by the institution met its obligation under Bylaws 19.01.3. 

and 32.1.4.” In fact, the institution’s central administration and investigative team 

could not have been more cooperative or transparent in dealings with the 

investigative staff.  

 

The University participated in a joint-investigation with the NCAA enforcement 

staff to determine the full extent of violations in this case, including whether there 

were additional matters. University personnel provided the investigators with 

access to all requested documents and arranged for interviews with athletics and 

University staff.  During this investigation the institution discovered and self-

reported secondary violations committed by the former assistant football coach 

(improper contacts with prospective student athletes).  The University accepts 

the Committee’s conclusion that the institution’s cooperation did not warrant 
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complete relief from the penalties imposed by the Committee, but, as noted 

above, it believes strongly that there are significant reasons why such 

cooperation should carry greater weight in the Committee’s assessment of 

penalties.  The facts of the case as they relate to the football investigation, when 

considered in light of the University’s cooperation in the overall investigation, do 

not warrant the imposition of a postseason ban for the football program.   

 

6. Impact of penalty on innocent student-athletes and coaches.  In this case, there 

is no evidence that any current or former football student-athlete was involved in 

a violation.  None of the prospects identified in the case enrolled or competed at 

the institution, and thus any “assistance” the University’s football coaching staff 

may have received in their recruitment did not impact the team’s performance or 

the composition of the roster.   On the other hand, the Committee’s postseason 

ban impacts all student-athletes (and coaches and administrators) who remain in 

the UCF football program.  The ban on postseason participation will 

unnecessarily deny a competitive opportunity to innocent student-athletes; 

twenty-two of those student-athletes are seniors who have committed as many 

as five years to the success and development of the program.   

 

Bylaw 19.01.1 states that:  “…an important consideration in imposing penalties is 

to provide fairness to uninvolved student-athletes, coaches, administrators, 

competitors and other institutions.”  Clearly, it is not fair to the current student 

athletes, coaches, or administrators in the football program for the postseason 

ban to remain.  None of the involved recruits enrolled at UCF, and the football 

program never gained a competitive advantage as a result of the violations found 

by the Committee.  
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Further, and as noted in the Public Infractions Report, the University took 

significant actions to penalize the football program as a whole, rather than the 

individual (innocent) student-athletes who otherwise feel the impact of a 

postseason ban.  Specifically, the University immediately forced the resignation 

of the former assistant coach involved in the violations, issued a letter of 

reprimand to the head football coach, and self-imposed reductions of initial and 

total grants-in-aid and recruiting opportunities over the next two academic years.  

UCF acknowledged that the actions of two of its former employees fell far short 

of the University’s expectations.  UCF believes it is noteworthy in this context to 

point out that the actions of largely one individual, the former athletics director, 

are the primary reason UCF finds itself in this position.  The former athletics 

director misled the NCAA and UCF, including its leadership, student-athletes, 

coaches, athletic administrators, student body, fans, and alumni.  His judgment 

and conduct during the investigation was equally disappointing.  Notwithstanding 

the failures of the former athletics director in this matter, the imposition of a post-

season ban in football unfairly and disproportionally penalizes far too many 

innocent student athletes and coaches. 

 

7. NCAA policies regarding fairness in, and equitable resolution of, infractions 

cases.  The Mission of the Enforcement Program commits the NCAA to enforcing 

its rules and imposing appropriate penalties with a commitment to fairness of 

procedures.  The substance of this appeal is intended to express the University’s 

concerns that the appealed penalty does not provide for an equitable resolution 

of this case in light of all of the surrounding circumstances, including factors set 

forth above concerning the Committee’s treatment of other NCAA member 
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institutions.  Setting aside Penalty D-3, but leaving the other findings and 

penalties in place provides severe, significant, and punitive consequences and 

strikes a reasonable and fair balance between the interests of the University, its 

student-athletes and coaches, and those of other FBS members of the NCAA. 

 

After an analysis of the issues it has addressed in this appeal, in light of the seven 

factors identified in the Mississippi case, it is clear that Penalty D-3 should be set aside 

by the Appeals Committee.  To allow this penalty to remain, under the totality of 

circumstances in this case, is “excessive such that it constitutes an abuse of discretion” 

by the Committee on Infractions. 
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III. SUMMATION 

 

In summary, UCF requests, based on the record in this case and the arguments and analyses 

set forth in this appeal, the Infractions Appeals Committee determine that the Committee’s  

imposition of a postseason ban in football in Penalty D-3, is not warranted and is inconsistent 

with precedent and the circumstances of this case.  In short, the penalty: 

 

a. Reflects that the Committee relied upon a factual inaccuracy in concluding that 

the violations occurred over a 19-month time period rather than the correct nine-

month period, and, as a result, imposed a harsher penalty than would otherwise 

have been considered appropriate for the violations; 

 

b. Demonstrates that the Committee failed to consider and weigh historical and 

recent case precedent, the lack of a competitive advantage obtained by the 

institution, as well as the institution’s cooperation in processing the case; 

 

c. Indicates that the Committee failed to consider or distinguish between the actions 

of the coaches involved in violations in men’s basketball and the one (former) 

assistant coach involved in violations in football; and 

 

d. Was significantly and improperly influenced by violations in the case related to 

individual ethical conduct violations involving a former assistant football coach 

and the former athletics director. 

 

For each and all of these reasons, the University respectfully requests that the Infractions 

Appeals Committee set aside the appealed Penalty D-3. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

 

Again, the University acknowledges that major violations of NCAA legislation occurred in this 

case.  By submitting this appeal, the University does not seek to avoid responsibility for the 

circumstances that caused it to appear before the Committee on Infractions.  It believes that it 

has approached the case seriously and in full cooperation with the NCAA.  The findings, none of 

which is appealed, are significant and are the result of incidents that are inconsistent with the 

University’s expectations for the operation of its intercollegiate athletics program.  Further, the 

corrective actions and sanctions that are not the subject of this appeal are severe, significant 

and punitive, and are intended to correct the problems that took place.  The University believes 

it would be unfair for the appealed penalty to remain a part of the final outcome of this case for 

all of the reasons set forth in this appeal.  The University greatly appreciates the time and 

attention the Appeals Committee will give to this appeal and respectfully requests the Appeals 

Committee to set aside the postseason penalty in the sport of football on the basis set forth 

above and the overall circumstances of the case. 
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INFRACTIONS REPORT NO. 372 
Case No. M361 

University of Central Florida 

A. INTRODUCTION 

On April 13, 2012, officials from the University of Central Florida (Central Florida), the 
former director of athletics [Keith Tribble] (for the purposes of this report, director of 
athletics’) along with his legal counsel, a former assistant football coach [David Kelly] 
(for purposes of this report, "the assistant football coach") and his legal counsel, the head 
men’s basketball coach [Domne Jones] ("head basketball coach’) and an assistant men’s 
basketball coach ("assistant basketball coach") with their joint legal counsel, appeared 
before the NCAA Division I Conrniittee on Infractions to address allegations of NCAA 
violations in the football and men’s basketball programs. 

This case centered on an ever-increasing problem in intercollegiate athletics today, the 
involvement of outside third parties with prospects and student-athletes, particularly in 
the "flagship" sports of football and men’s basketball. These third parties often assume 
the roles of so-called runners or handlers when they are associated with sports agencies. 
Acting on behalf of their employers, they seek to ingratiate themselves with prospective 
student-athletes and student-athletes who might have a future in professional athletics. In 
their attempts to involve themselves into the lives of elite athletes, these runners and 
handlers often provide irnpermissible benefits in order to obtain the allegiance of 
prospects and student-athletes. 

Most agents and their associates attempt to act surreptitiously so as not to be detected by 
institution officials and the NCAA. However, in this case, and particularly troubling to 
the committee, was the fact that the impermissible activity undertaken by these third 
parties was both known by athletics department personnel, and, in some cases, 
encouraged by them. Specifically, here the third parties were also assisting the institution 
in its recruitment of prospective student-athletes. This activity was known by athletics 
department staff, chief among them the director of athletics who not only allowed the 
third parties to become involved with the institutions recruiting, but also developed a 
friendship with at least one of them. The director of athletics’ acceptance of these 
individuals, served to "legitimize" them in the eyes of the institutions coaches. 

The committee notes that the investigation was hindered by the fact that none of the 
outside third parties in this case cooperated with the investigation; all refused requests by 
the enforcement staff and the institution to interview them. 

The 2003 University of Michigan (Michigan) case had some similarities to this case. In 
its May 8, 2003, Michigan decision, the committee wrote the following: 

During the hearing, there was discussion regarding the reasons why 
individuals such as this athletics representative are accepted (if not 
embraced, as demonstrated in this case) by college coaches. With regard 
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to this issue, the institution wrote the following about the activity of the 
representative at the center of the 2003 case: 

There are individuals who, like (the athletics representative), closely 
follow top prep basketball in their communities and develop relationships 
with the prospects long before colleges begin recruiting them in their 
senior year of high school. Whether accurate or not, many college 
coaches perceive individuals like (the athletics representative) to be 
influential in a prospect’s decision on which school to attend. The coaches 
believe that if they want to successfully recruit prospects, they must be 
courteous to those individuals and treat them with respect. 

The committee wrote the following in response: 

The committee understands this position as long as no violations of 
NCAA legislation result. However, in this case, it was clear to the 
committee that this athletics representative was treated with more than 
simply "respect" and "courtesy." The institutions men’s basketball staff 
treated this individual with great deference, extending privileges and 
benefits that are usually reserved for only the most highly regarded 
individuals associated with the institution’s athletics programs. The 
committee could not help but conclude that such treatment only served to 
encourage the athletics representative in his illicit activities relative to 
prospects and student-athletes. 

With regard to the question of how member institutions should relate to such persons, the 
following exchange took place between a committee member and the University of 
Michigan’s president at the hearing: 

COMMITTEE MEMBER: What does the enforcement staff, university, 
and Big Ten Conference think should be the obligation of the university? 
Is it these guys are out there and you need to recruit and they’re just a 
"necessary evil" so you’ve got to, you know, deal with them? Or should 
we have some level of higher standard about when you know they’re there, 
that sort of relationship is just, you know, right for what turns out? 

PRESIDENT: I’ll be happy to address that. I can’t speak for my 
predecessors but I can certainly speak for myself. Of course it’s not 
acceptable. I don’t care who the recruit is, If I knew that something like 
that were going on, if I knew there were even a possibility, certainly I 
would have a conversation with (the director of athletics) and (the head 
basketball coach). Because it’s not acceptable. 
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The committee agreed with the presidents position. As seen in the 2003 Michigan case, 
and in this case involving Central Florida, by not only accepting such individuals, but 
actively embracing them, an institution places itself in a very difficult position to assure 
conformity with NCAA legislation. In both cases, athletics representatives compromised 
the institutions position and jeopardized their ability to comply with NCAA legislation. 

Information about the imperniissible recruiting activity by third parties on behalf of 
Central Florida first came to light on April 28, 2011. Reporters for The New York Times 
and ESPN.com  contacted the institution about stories they were drafting which 
chronicled the activity of an individual from Chicago who was involved in the 
recruitment of prospective student-athletes by Central Florida. This individual [Ken 
Caldwell] (representative I "), has a criminal record with multiple felony convictions. 
He also has ties with a well-known sports agency based in New Jersey [ASM Sports] 
(the  agency) and was involved in non-scholastic basketball in the Chicago area. 

Also on April 28, the enforcement staff contacted the institution about possible violations 
involving representative 1 and his relationship with prospective basketball and football 
student-athletes. The New York Times published the first article on April 29, 2011, and 
BSPN.com  followed with an online article on May 2, 2011. These articles also identified 
a second individual, a resident of Louisville, Kentucky [Brandon Bender] 
(representative 2), as being associated with representative 1. 

NCAA Bylaw 13.02.14 provides the definition for a representative of an institution’s 
athletics interests (athletics rep or representative). The investigation revealed that 
representative 1 engaged in two activities, which made him a representative of the 
institutions athletics interests, each of which occurred after he became known to 
members of the coaching staff and athletics administration. First, he contacted prospects 
and encouraged them to attend Central Florida. Second, he provided benefits to student-
athletes. His contacts with prospects were known by the institution as early as March 
2009; as a result, from that point forward, the institution was responsible for his activities 
under NCAA legislation. Representative 2, an associate of representative 1, also engaged 
in impermissible recruiting activity on behalf of the institution. Both representatives 
inserted themselves into the institutions recruiting process for football and men’s 
basketball by, among other things, contacting prospects and encouraging them to 
consider attending Central Florida, suggesting they (the representatives) had unusual 
influence over the institution’s athletics program, continuing to suggest to recruits that 
they consider the institution even though they were not interested in the school, sending 
transcripts and other materials to the institution’s coaches and encouraging them to 
consider prospects, and providing impermissible recruiting inducements. 
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In addition to the impermissible recruiting activity by representatives 1 and 2, and the 
extra benefits provided to student-athletes by representative 1, the joint investigation 
which followed the publication of the New York Times and ESPN,com articles supported 
the following violations: 1) Unethical conduct by institutional personnel; 2) An 
impermissible attempt to arrange employment for the mother of a prospect; 3) A failure 
to monitor by the head men’s basketball coach and; 4) A lack of institutional control. 

A member of Conference USA, the institution is one of the largest public institutions in 
the nation with an enrollment of approximately 58,600 students. The institution sponsors 
six men’s and 10 women’s intercollegiate sports. This was Central Florida’s third major 
infractions case, the institution most recently having been involved in a football case 
adjudicated in 2010 on the written record through summary disposition. Because of its 
2010 case, the institution was considered a "repeat violator" under NCAA legislation. 
The institution’s other case occurred in 1985 and involved the men’s basketball program. 

B. FINDINGS OF VIOLATIONS OF NCAA LEGISLATION. 

U 	IMPERMISSIBLE RECRUITING ACTIVITY BY OUTSIDE PARTIES. 
[NCAA Bylaws 1301,4, 1312J, I3d24-(a) and 13,13,5,11 

Between March 2009 and July 2011, representatives 1 and 2 assisted the 
institution in the recruitment of six men’s basketball and five football prospective 
student-athletes by promoting the institution’s athletics programs. As specified 
below, at times, certain institutional staff members were aware of representatives 
1 and 2’s activities; at other times, institutional staff members involved them in 
the recruitment of specific prospective student-athletes. As a result of these 
activities, representatives 1 and 2 became representatives of the institution’s 
athletics interests and committed violations of NCAA recruiting legislation. 
Specifically: 

a. 	Representatives 1 and 2 assisted the institution’s men’s basketball 
coaching staff with the recruitment of six men’s basketball prospective 
student-athletes as follows: 

(1) 	In March 2009, representative 1 had telephone and in-person, off- 
campus recruiting contact with a then men’s basketball prospective 
student-athlete [Nik Garcia] ("prospect 1"). A former assistant 
men’s basketball coach was aware of representative l’s contacts 
with prospect 1. 
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(2) From December 2010 to July 2011, representatives 1 and 2 had 
telephone and in-person, off-campus recruiting contact with a 
men’s basketball prospective student-athlete [Parris Michael] 
("prospect 2"). The head basketball coach and an assistant 
basketball coach were aware of these recruiting contacts. 

(3) From March to May 2011, representative 1 had telephone and in-
person, off-campus recruiting contact with a men’s basketball 
prospective student-athlete [Kevin Ware] ("prospect 3’). In April 
2011, representative 2 had telephone recruiting contact with 
prospect 3. The head basketball coach, an assistant basketball 
coach and the director of athletics were aware of these recruiting 
contacts, 

(4) From October 2010 to April 2011, representative 1 had telephone 
recruiting contact with a men’s basketball prospective student-
athlete [Kingsley Braeden Anderson] ("prospect 4"). In March 
2011, representative 2 had in-person, off-campus recruiting contact 
with prospect 4. 

(5) In November 2010, representative 1 had telephone and in-person, 
off-campus recruiting contact with a men’s basketball prospective 
student-athlete [Khem Birch] ("prospect 5"). 

(6) In January 2011, representative 1 had telephone recruiting contact 
with a men’s basketball prospective student-athlete [Stan Simpson] 
("prospect 6"). 

b. 	Representatives 1 and 2 assisted the institution’s football coaching staff 
with the recruitment of five football prospective student-athletes as 
follows: 

(1) 
	

From December 2010 to July 2011, representatives 1 and 2 had 
telephone and in-person, on- and off-campus recruiting contact 
with a football prospective student-athlete [DaMarcus Smith] 
("prospect 7"). The assistant football coach and the director of 
athletics were both aware of the recruiting contacts that 
representatives 1 and 2 had with prospect 7 and also directly 
involved representatives 1 and 2 in prospect 7’s recruitment, 

(2) 
	

From December 2010 to July 2011, representatives 1 and 2 had 
telephone and in-person, off-campus recruiting contact with a 
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football prospective student-athlete [Michael Fluelien] ("prospect 
8"). The assistant football coach and the director of athletics were 
aware of the recruiting contacts that representative 1 and the 
associate had with prospect 8, and also directly involved 
representative 1 and the associate in prospect 8’s recruitment. 

(3) From January 2010 to July 2011, representative 1 had telephone 
and in-person, on- and off-campus recruiting contact with a 
football prospective student-athlete [Jerrell Moore] ("prospect 9"). 
The assistant football coach was aware of these recruiting contacts. 

(4) From January 2010 to July 2011, representatives 1 and 2 had 
telephone and in-person, on- and off-campus recruiting contact 
with a football prospective student-athlete [Lamar Dawson] 
("prospect 10"). The assistant football coach and the director of 
athletics were both aware of the recruiting contacts representatives 
1 and 2 had with prospect 10, and also directly involved 
representatives 1 and 2 in prospect 10’s recruitment. 

(5) From March to May 2011, representative 1 had telephone 
recruiting contact with a football prospective student-athlete 
[Tyrone Pearson] ("prospect iF’). 

Committee Rationale 

The NCAA enforcement staff and the institution were in substantial agreement as to the 
facts of this finding and that the violations occurred. The enforcement staff believed that 
all of the violations should be classified as major. The only issue was the institution’s 
belief that Finding B-1-a-(5) and B-1-a-(6) should be classified as secondary. If taken in 
isolation, Findings B-1-a-(5) and B-1-a-(6) might be considered secondary. However, 
the committee concluded that Findings B-i -a-(5) and B-i -a-(6) were part of a pattern of 
recruiting violations (involving representatives 1 and 2) that were major in nature. The 
issue of whether those two findings were secondary or major was immaterial to the 
overall seriousness of Finding B-i. The committee finds that the violations occurred and 
that they were major. 

As background, from the evidence developed in the investigation, it appeared that 
representative 1 first became involved with the institution in the spring of 2008. At that 
time, a former assistant men’s basketball coach reported that he was "looking for a guard" 
and as part of that effort, had a conversation with a fellow assistant basketball coach at 
another institution, This fellow assistant coach, a native of Chicago, informed the former 
assistant men’s basketball coach that representative 1 was involved with a Chicago 
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nonscholastic team, and had "a couple of guards" who might be of interest to the former 
assistant men’s basketball coach. Subsequently, the former assistant men’s basketball 
coach spoke with representative 1 who in turn, identified a current men’s basketball 
student-athlete [A.J. Rompza] ("student-athlete A") as a potential prospect. Student-
athlete A, at that time, was a member of representative l’s nonscholastic team. The 
recruitment of student-athlete A included an official visit to campus, which took place 
during the spring of 2008. Representative 1 accompanied student-athlete A on that visit. 
It was during student-athlete A’s visit that representative 1 first met the director of 
athletics. Student-athlete A subsequently enrolled at the institution for the fall term of 
the 2008-09 academic year. Subsequently, representative 1 became a frequent presence 
on the institution’s campus and a person with whom the director of athletics and coaches 
in both football and men’s basketball had contact via email and telephone. In fact, 
representative 1 became so enamored with Central Florida, that he enrolled his son [Erik 
Caldwell] ("son of representative 1") at the institution in the fall of 2009. 

While representative l’s involvement with the institution began with student-athlete A, it 
later expanded to other men’s basketball and football prospects, including prospects who 
were not on the nonscholastic team with which representative 1 was affiliated and did not 
live in Chicago. Representative l’s recruiting activities were so specifically directed in 
favor of the institution that several prospects and parents thought representative 1 was a 
member of the coaching staff. It appeared that representative 1 involved himself with 
these prospects for at least two reasons. First, over time, representative 1 gained 
perceived importance and insider status from the institution through his relationship with 
the director of athletics. Many of the prospects interviewed commented on the fact that 
representative 1 touted this relationship. It was also evident that representative I was 
making an effort to develop a network of relationships with prospective student-athletes, 
and, in turn, expand his sphere of influence within the collegiate coaching community. 

Finding B-1-a-(1) 

With specific reference to Finding B-1-a-(1), prospect I was a 2009 men’s basketball 
prospective student-athlete from the Chicago metropolitan area. It appeared that the 
relationship between representative 1 and prospect 1 likely originated from nonscholastic 
basketball in Chicago, although prospect 1 did not compete on the team with which 
representative 1 was affiliated. In the spring of 2009, the institution was involved in 
recruiting another prospect from the Chicago area who subsequently enrolled at Central 
Florida and is currently a member of the men’s basketball team [Marcus Jordon] 
("student-athlete B"). Both prospect 1 and student-athlete B were friends with student-
athlete A through their participation in nonscholastic basketball in Chicago. While 
recruiting student-athlete B, the former assistant men’s basketball coach had a 
conversation with representative 1 about student-athlete B. During that conversation, 
representative 1 said that prospect 1 and student-athlete B were interested in attending 
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college together. As a result of this conversation, the former assistant men’s basketball 
coach likely concluded that if the institution successfully recruited prospect 1, it would 
increase the chances of signing student-athlete B. The institution then began recruiting 
prospect 1. 

On March 22, 2009, the former assistant men’s basketball coach had in-person, off-
campus contact with prospect 1 at prospect 1’s home, Representative I was present 
during this visit. Prospect 1 and student-athlete B made official visits to the institution 
March 25-27, 2009. Both signed National Letters of Intent (NLIs) with the institution in 
April 2009 and initially enrolled at the institution in the fall of 2009. 

The head men’s basketball coach at the time [Kirk Speraw] (’former head men’s 
basketball coach") and the former assistant men’s basketball coach admitted that the 
institution would not have recruited prospect 1 had not representative 1 suggested that 
they do so. As agreed to by the institution, it is representative l’s involvement in 
prospect l’s recruitment that initiated representative l’s status as a representative of the 
institution’s athletics interests. 

FindinB- 1 -a-(i 

With specific reference to Finding B-1-a-(2), after transferring from an Indianapolis high 
school in 2010, prospect 2 obtained a high school diploma from Jefferson County High 
School’ (Jefferson County) in Louisville, Kentucky, at the conclusion of the fall 2011 
term. On January 1, 2011, prospect 2 made an oral commitment to attend Central 
Florida. However, at the time this case was heard, prospect 2 had not yet enrolled in 
college. 

Prospect 2 reported that the institution first began recruiting him in the fall of 2010 while 
he was still attending high school in Indianapolis and that a current assistant men’s 
basketball coach made the initial contact. Prospect 2 acknowledged that he knew 
representative 1. He said they met when representative 1 approached him after a 
nonscholastic basketball game (he believed during the summer of 2010) and 
complimented him on his play. Prospect 2 said after that initial meeting, representative 1 
began calling him on a frequent basis. Prospect 2 reported that in their initial 
conversations, representative 1 always talked about (a Chicago area Division I 
institution) and how he (representative 1) "would like to see that program get back up." 
Prospect 2’s uncle also reported that he (the uncle) had contact with representative 1 and 
he confirmed that representative 1 was advocating the Division I institution in the 

Jefferson County High School is an alternative school which provides the opportunity to earn a high school 
diploma through online correspondence courses. The school charges tuition fees for enrollment. 
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Chicago area. At some point during prospect 2s recruitment, however, the focus of 
representative 1’s interactions with prospect 2 began to center around Central Florida. 

Institution records show that on December 14, 2010, the head basketball coach initiated a 
telephone call with representative 1. The head basketball coach reported that during that 
call, prospect 2 was connected for a three-way conversation by representative 1. After 
the three-way call was initiated, the head basketball coach, representative 1 and prospect 
2 had a conversation that the head basketball coach said lasted approximately 30 minutes. 
Prospect 2 denied that this conversation took place and further stated that he did not 
believe that the head basketball coach and representative 1 ’knew each other. 

Prospect 2 made his official visit to the institution between December 30, 2010, and 
January 1, 2011. In addition to his official visit, prospect 2 also took an unofficial visit to 
the institution between April 15 and 17, 2011. Additionally, institutional records show 
that the men’s basketball staff engaged in the following off-campus recruiting activities 
with prospect 2. 

January 12, 2011 - (Evaluation at the Indianapolis high school where enrolled); 
January 28, 2011 - (Evaluation at an Indianapolis area high school game); 
February 22, 2011 - (Evaluation at an Indianapolis area high school game); 
March 17, 2011 - (Contact at hotel), and 
April 10, 2011 - (Contact at home) 

Further, representative 1 and the assistant basketball coach called each other on 45 
separate occasions between December 20, 2010, and January 7, 2011. (Prospect 2 made 
his official visit to Central Florida on December 30, 2010.) Representative 1 and the 
head basketball coach called each other 18 separate times between April 12, 2011, and 
April 20, 2011. (Prospect 2 made his unofficial visit to Central Florida on April 15, 
2011.) 

Prospect 2 reported that representative 2 was present on March 24, 2011, when prospect 
2 and his sister enrolled at Jefferson County. Prospect 2 further reported that he and 
representative 1 spoke on the phone that day regarding the enrollment process. As set 
forth in Findings B-2-f and B-2-g, representative 1 paid the tuition fees at Jefferson 
County for both prospect 2 and his sister. 

Finding B-1-a-(3) 

With regard to Finding 13-1-a-(3), prospect 3 is a 2011 graduate of a Georgia high school. 
In November 2010, he signed a NLI with a Southeastern Conference institution, but was 
later released from his NLI commitment. Prospect 3 enrolled at another Division I 
institution for the 2011-12 academic year. 
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Prospect 3 reported that subsequent to his release from his NLI, he became interested in 
the institution through a relationship he had formed with prospect 2. Prospect 3 reported 
that prospect 2 talked to him about the institution and about representative 1, who 
prospect 2 said was ’one of the coaches at Central Florida, According to prospect 3, 
after prospect 2 spoke to him about representative 1, he received a phone call from 
representative 1. He recalled taking the call while he was at his high school and that he 
and representative 1 talked for 10 to 15 minutes. U 2  

Prospect 3 said that representative 1 placed a second phone call to him the following day. 
During that second call, representative 1 placed a call to the institution’s head basketball 
coach and then connected him so that a three-way telephone conversation ensued with 
prospect 3, representative 1 and the head basketball coach. Prospect 3 reported that he 
and representative 1 were on the phone for ’a good five minutes" and then representative 
1 added the head basketball coach to the conversation. Once the head basketball coach 
joined the call, prospect 3 reported that he and the head basketball coach spoke about 
"the school (Central Florida) and how it was coming up." 

Prospect 3 reported a similar conversation with representative 1 and an assistant 
basketball coach at the institution. Prospect 3 stated that he and representative 1 were on 
a call when representative 1 said, "(the name of the assistant basketball coach) had 
wanted to speak" to prospect 3. Prospect 3 reported that representative 1 added the 
assistant basketball coach to the conversation and that the call lasted five minutes. 
Prospect 3 recalled that the assistant basketball coach asked him how he was doing in 
school and whether he (prospect 3) would like to visit the institution’s campus. 

Prospect 3 reported that, approximately one week after the above described three-way 
telephone conversations with the institution’s basketball coaches, representative 1 came 
to Georgia to visit him and his parents. During this visit, representative 1 promoted the 
institution. Also, according to prospect 3, representative 1 requested that prospect 3 
bring a copy of his high school transcript to the meeting (prospect 3 complied) so that 
representative 1 could evaluate his future eligibility status. 

In addition to reporting the specific contacts above, prospect 3 and his parents also said 
that representatives 1 and 2 repeatedly called them during the spring of 2011, talking to 
them about the institution and how prospect 3 would "fit in" with the institution’s men’s 
basketball program. 

2  Prospect 2 was questioned about connecting prospect 3 and representative. He initially denied playing any role in 
that or ever speaking to prospect 3 about representative 1. After ftirther questioning, prospect 2 eventually stated 
that he had provided prospect 3 with representative l’s contact information. 
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The head basketball coach acknowledged that he knew prospect 3’s family had a 
relationship with representative 1 and that prospect 3’s mother had solicited ’advice’ 
from representative 1 during her son’s recruitment. The head basketball coach also 
acknowledged that representative 1 was the individual who provided prospect 3’s initial 
high school transcript to the institution’s basketball staff. 

Institutional records reflect that the men’s basketball staff engaged in the following off-
campus recruiting activities with prospect 3: 

April 10, 2011 - (Contact at home in Georgia); 
April 17, 2011 - (Contact with biological father in New York); 
April 18, 2011 - (Evaluation/Contact at prospect 3’s high school and home); 
April 23, 2011 - (Contact at hotel); 
April 24, 2011 - (Contact at hotel); and 
April 27, 2011 - (Contact at hotel) 

Further, representative I and the head basketball coach had 18 separate telephone calls 
between April 12-20, 2011. Prospect 3 made his official visit during that time. 

In addition to the head basketball coach’s and the assistant basketball coach’s knowledge 
of representative l’s recruiting contacts with prospect 3, the committee concluded that the 
director of athletics was also aware of representative l’s involvement in prospect 3’s 
recruitment. (See: Finding B-4) This conclusion is supported by email exchanges 
between representative 1, the director of athletics and the head basketball coach around 
the time of prospect 3’s recruitment. In an April 6, 2011, email to representative 1, the 
director of athletics writes " ...I heard about John Wall, Jr, 3  from (the head basketball 
coach). You da man," 

When asked to explain the email to representative 1, the following exchange occurred 
during the director of athletics’ September 7, 2011, interview: 

ES - Enforcement staff member 
AD - Director of athletics 

ES: Can you explain that to me? 

AD: "John Wall, Jr?" 

ES: 	Yeah, 

John Wall was a highly- regarded men’s basketball student-athlete at the University of Kentucky who competed 
during the 2009-10 season. He declared for the NBA draft following that season. 
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AD: I had got that from (the head men’s basketball coach), and he said this guy is the 
next Joim Wall. 

ES: 	And who is it that was the next John Wall? 

AD: I guess it was the kid from Tenn (name of prospect 3). 

ES: 	Okay. So that’s who he’s referring to there? 

AD: Yeah. 

ES: What do you mean by, You da man.’ 

AD: 	It’s just ’you da man.’ That’s all. Just a saying. 

On April 16, 2011, during the weekend of prospect 3’s official visit to the institution, 
representative 1 sent an email to the director of athletics with the subject line, "My 
nephew (first name of prospect 3)" stating "You’ve got my nephew with you today. He’s 
the next John Wall." When asked about this email, the director of athletics stated that he 
received it about the time prospect 3 came to his office to meet with him. 

On April 19, 2011, the head basketball coach sent an email to representative 1 containing 
a number of hyperlinks to Internet articles referencing prospect 3’s commitment to attend 
the institution. Representative 1 then forwarded the email string to the director of 
athletics, writing "Back in the light baby." 

Again, in this situation, representative 1 was involved in the recruitment of a prospective 
student-athlete with whom he had no logical tie. Prospect 3 was not from the Chicago 
area and did not participate with any Chicago-based nonscholastic programs. Prospect 
3’s relationship with representative 1 was initiated by representative 1 and developed as a 
result of representative l’s promotion of Central Florida to prospect 3 and his family. 
This was the second prospect in a very short time period with whom representative 1 was 
involved, It is reasonable to conclude that representative l’s involvement in prospect 3’s 
recruitment should have raised concerns with the coaching staff and the director of 
athletics. Given these circumstances, the committee found that the institution, through 
the director of athletics, the head basketball coach and the assistant basketball coach, was 
aware of representative l’s and 2’s recruiting contacts with prospect 3. 

Finding B-1-a-(4) 

In reference to Finding B-1-a-(4) 9  prospect 4 is a native of Canada and is a 2011 graduate 
of a college prep school in the northeast. He is currently enrolled at another member 
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institution. Prospect 4 reported that he first met representative 2 during the summer of 
2010 in Las Vegas, Nevada, while participating in a summer basketball event. Prospect 4 
reported that he and representative 2 struck up a conversation in the Las Vegas Airport 
while prospect 4 was waiting for the coach of his nonscholastic team to pick him up. 
Prospect 4 said that representative 2 "worked his way in" to prospect 4’s recruiting 
process and that he did not request representative 2’s involvement. Prospect 4 reported 
that he and representative 2 engaged in regular telephone conversations throughout the 
2010-11 academic year. 

During his July 20, 2011, interview, prospect 4 reported that "after Christmastime" in 
2010, representative 2 began promoting Central Florida during their telephone calls. 
That was discussed during the following exchange during an enforcement staff interview 
of prospect 4: 

ES- Enforcement staff representative 
P4 - Prospect 4 

ES: 	Did (representative 2) ever mention the University of Central Florida (UCF) to 
you? 

P4: 	He did actually. There was a period in time where (representative 2) spoke highly 
of UCF and I feel like he kind of tried to flip me to go there, but I never really 
responded to anything he said about UCF, so he dropped it. 

ES 	When was this period in time where (representative 2) as you said tried to flip you 
to UCF? 

P4 	After Christniastime, January, February. I mean it would come up periodically 
throughout that time Like he’d say something and then he wouldn’t talk about it 
for a while and then he’d be like, ’Hey, UCF’ and he’d bring it up again, but I 
made it pretty clear that I didn’t have any interest in going to UCF especially 
when all the high major schools started recruiting me, but, you know, I told him I 
was thankful for the thought or whatever, but I wasn’t really interested in UCF 

ES: 	What specifically did (representative 2) say to you to try to flip you to UCF? 

P4: 	Told me about how crazy the campus was. He told me they have a huge pool. He 
told me about the girls. He said that the coach, what’s his name? I’m bad with 
names today, the coach of UCF, and (name of the head basketball coach). Talked 
about coach (first name of the head coach) and how cool he was and how, you 
know, he’s a great guy and all the coaches love him. They’re sponsored by 
(company name), you know, all the different stuff you’d say if you were trying to 
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recruit someone. He said all that stuff, but I don’t know, it wasn’t enough for me 
to go there. 

Prospect 4 reported that representative 1 also talked to him about the institution, 
promoting it as well, Prospect 4 said, ’(representative 1) always brought up Central 
Florida (UCF) whenever we were talking. Even if we were talking about something else, 
he’d be like, ’Oh, you should really think about UCF." 

Prospect 4 reported that there were times when he and both representatives 1 and 2 would 
speak together on a three-way telephone call and that the two were "really convincing." 
Prospect 4 added that representative 2 arranged a three-way telephone conversation 
between himself, representative 2 and the head basketball coach at some point during the 
spring of 2011. The head basketball coach confirmed prospect 4’s account of such a 
three-way call and reported that three-way conversations occurred "a couple times." 

There was also discussion of the relationship between representative 1 and the director of 
athletics, which took place in the following exchange during prospect 4’s interview. 

ES: 	What did representative 1 tell you about his relationship with the athletic director 
of the University of Central Florida? 

P4: 	Well he didn’t say anything. He didn’t specifically say anything about the athletic 
director. (Representative 1) would say stuff like, "I run shit over there’, you 
know? Made it pretty clear that he had some type of relationship with the athletic 
director, but that’s the only thing I really have about like things that he says. He 
says things in a different way. 

In March 2011, after prospect 4 left his prep school, prospect 4 had a conversation with 
representative 2 to get advice on how he could finish his remaining course work so that 
he could attend college. In response, representative 2 arranged for prospect 4 to enroll in 
on-line classes at Jefferson County, the same alternative’ high school at which prospect 
2 enrolled after leaving his Indianapolis high school. On March 24, 2011, representative 
2 had in-person offcan-ipus contact with prospect 4 at which time representative 2 
accompanied prospect 4 to Jefferson County to complete his registration and pre-
enrollment placement exams. Representative 1 paid for the courses taken by prospect 4 
at Jefferson County. (See: Finding B-2-e) 

Finding B-1-a-(5) 

In reference to Finding B-1-a-(5), prospect 5 is a 2011 graduate of a prep school in the 
northeast (not the same prep school attended by prospect 4) and is currently enrolled at 
another NCAA member institution. Prospect 5 reported that he first met representative 1 
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in the fall of 2010 after one of his prep school basketball games. Prospect 5 reported that 
representative 1 was with his mother and his mentor and that when he approached after 
the game, representative 1 briefly introduced himself. Subsequent to their initial 
meeting, prospect 5 reported that representative I began calling him ’like once a week" 
and discussing Central Florida. Further, prospect 5 reported that representative 2 also 
began calling him after he met representative 1 and that representative 2 was 
’encouraging" him to go to Central Florida, Prospect 5 indicated that representatives 1 
and 2 both initiated their telephone contacts with him. 

During interviews with the enforcement staff in September 2011, prospect 5 discussed 
representative I’s contacts with him in the following exchanges: 

ES- Enforcement staff representative 
PS - Prospect 5 
AT Attorney for Prospect 5 

ES: How often would (representative 1) call you? 

P5: Probably like once a week 

ES Once a week? 

PS. Yes. 

ES: And what was the purpose for him being in contact with you? 

PS. He tried to like make me go to UCF. 

ES: Okay, tell me a little about that. What do you mean he tried to make you go to UCF? 

PS. Like he was just trying to make me like decommit from (the institution he attends) to 
go to UCF. 

AT. Tell her what he would say to you. 

P5: Well it would be like UCF is better because I will be like a star there. 

ES: Did he ever talk to you about any schools other than UCF? 

P5: No. 
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ES: No? UCF was the only one? Did he ever explain to you what his connection was or 
what his interest was in UCF? 

PS: He just told me that he knew the coach, 

ES: He knew the coach? The head coach there? 

PS: Yes. 

Prospect 5 reported that the institution did not engage in any recruiting activities with 
him and that no Central Florida coaching staff member ever called him or his mother. 

Finding B-i -a-() 

In reference to B-1-a-(6) prospect 6 is a 2011 graduate of a high school in the Chicago 
area. Following graduation, prospect 6 initially enrolled at a member institution in 
Illinois where he spent the 2008-09 and 2009-10 academic years. Prospect 6 transferred 
from that four-year institution to a two-year college, also in Illinois, which he attended 
during the 2010-11 academic year. Prospect 6 later transferred from the two-year college 
to another NCAA member institution where he remains enrolled. 

Prospect 6 reported that on one occasion while he was enrolled at the two-year college, in 
either late February or early March 2011, the head basketball coach contacted him by 
phone. This one telephone call was the only recruiting contact from a Central Florida 
staff member. Prospect 6 also reported that representative 1 called him on two separate 
occasions during the winter of 2011-, prior to his only conversation with the head 
basketball coach. Prospect 6 recalled that representative 1 made an initial and unsolicited 
call to him in January 2011 and that during this call, representative 1 attempted to 
determine which institutions were recruiting prospect 6. Prospect 6 reported that during 
this first call, representative 1 asked whether Central Florida was recruiting him. 
Prospect 6 reported that he told representative 1 that he had no interest in the 
institution. Approximately one week later, representative I again called and spoke 
specifically about Central Florida and the head basketball coach. Prospect 6 reported that 
both of these conversations occurred before he spoke to the head basketball coach. 

Further, on March 2, 2011, representative 1, posted on prospect 6’s Twitter account: "you 
need to think about UCF." Prospect 6 reported that representative l’s tweet was 
unsolicited and that it was in response to prospect 6 posting the final five schools he was 
considering attending, which did not include Central Florida. 

The head basketball coach reported that representative 1 did communicate with him 
regarding prospect 6. He recalled that representative 1 had mentioned prospect 6 as a 
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possible recruit, but he (the head basketball coach) told representative 1 he had "no 
interest." 

Finding Blb() 

In reference to Finding B-1b-(1), as with prospects 2 and 4, prospect 7 took on line 
courses from Jefferson County High Schoolafler attending a conventional high school in 
Louisville. Prospect 7 eventually obtained his high school diploma from Jefferson 
County. Prospect 7 originally signed a NLI with the institution on February 2, 2011. 
However, subsequent to this signing, prospect 7 requested a release from his NLI. The 
director of athletics reftised to release prospect 7 from his NLI. 

Prospect 7 had a previous relationship with representative 2. Both prospect 7 and his 
mother described representative 2 as a family friend they had known for a number of 
years. An associate of representative 2, who is a former high school football coach, was 
described by prospect 7 and his mother as prospect 7s  mentor. 

On December 18, 2010, representative 1 sent an Internet link to the assistant football 
coach, which contained a video of prospect 8 - See: Finding B-1-b-(1). While watching 
the video of prospect 8, the institutions football staff became interested in prospect 7, the 
team’s quarterback. The assistant football coach began recruiting prospect 7 in January 
2011 even though the prospect was verbally committed to attend another institution. 

Prospect 7 stated that his first contact with representative 1 took place in January 2011, 
during a telephone conversation via speakerphone involving representative 1, prospect 8 
and himself. Durmg this call, representative 1 talked to both prospects 7 and 8 about the 
institution, the football program and his relationship with the director of athletics. 
Representative 1 told prospects 7 and 8 that he frequently visited Orlando, Florida, and 
offered to meet with both young men when they visited the institution. Following this 
first phone call, prospect 7 described continued contact with representative 1 Prospect 7 
reported that he spoke with representative I about the institution and his interest in taking 
an official visit 

According to institutional telephone records, ds, prospect 7 first contacted the assistant 
football coach on January 10, 2011. On this date, the assistant football coach had 62 
contacts with representatives 1 and 2, in addition to contacts with prospect 7’s mentor. 
On January 11, 2011, the day following the assistant football coach’s first telephone 
contact with prospect 7, representative 2 sent an email to representative 1 with the subject 
line "UCF taking over Kentucky by storm!’ The email contained a link to an article 
titled "UCF recruiting the bluegrass state." Representative 1 forwarded this email to both 
the assistant football coach and the director of athletics. The director of athletics 
responded to representative l’s email stating that he was traveling back to Orlando. 



Case No. M361 University of Central Florida 
July 31, 2012 
Page No. 19 

Representative 1 responded to the director of athletics stating "Do you see what I have 
done to that state? You gotta call me while you at the airport. We got a great deal to talk 
about!" The following day, the director of athletics received one text message from 
representative 1. He also placed two telephone calls to representative 1, the first call 
lasted 53 minutes and the second, 30 minutes. 

On January 17, 2011, at 11:38 a.m., representative 1 forwarded a facsimile to the 
assistant football coach via email. The email contained the subject line (name of 
prospect 8) transcripts." On the same day, representative 1 forwarded a facsimile to the 
director of athletics via email, The email also contained the subject line (name of 
prospect 7) transcript." In the body of the email representative 1 wrote, Top  QB in the 
nation!!!! Coming to UCF." The director of athletics received the email at 11:44 a.m. 
On the same day, the director of athletics exchanged 22 text-messages between 
representative 1 (19 texts) and the assistant football coach (three texts). Additionally, the 
institution reported that: 1) Representative 1 sent two text messages on February 2, 
2011, to the head football coach (the head football coach did not respond); (2) 
Representative 1 and the assistant football coach exchanged 78 telephone calls between 
January 15, 2011, and February 14, 2011; (prospect 7 made three visits to UCF during 
this time period); and (3) Representative 2 and the assistant football coach exchanged 36 
telephone calls between January 16, 2011, and February 5, 2011, 

When interviewed, the assistant football coach stated that he did not recall receiving any 
transcripts relating to prospect 7 from representative 1. The director of athletics, on the 
other hand, admitted receiving the transcript, but had no explanation as to why 
representative 1 would send prospect !s  transcript to him. The director of athletics also 
could not remember what he did with the transcript and that he could not recall 
representative 1 sending transcripts to him on other occasions. 

The assistant football coach had in-person, off-campus recruiting contact with prospect 7 
on January 19, 2011. Representative 2 provided the assistant football coach with 
transportation while he was in Louisville for this visit. The assistant football coach and 
representative 2 visited three Louisville-area high schools on this day, including the high 
school prospect 7 was attending at the time. At each high school, representative 2 was 
present while the assistant football coach made recruiting contacts, That same day, 
following the contacts at the high schools, representative 2 accompanied the assistant 
football coach on an in-person, off-campus recruiting contact with prospect 7 and his 
mother [Daytonya Ward] at a Louisville-area restaurant. 

Prospect 7, accompanied by his mother, took an official visit to the institution January 
20-22, 2011. Representatives 1 and 2, in addition to prospect 7 s  mentor, were also 
present on campus during this same time period. Prospect 7 and his mother both reported 
that this was the first time they met representative 1 in person. Evidence indicated that 
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prospect 7 met with representative 1 in the director of athletics office. The head football 
coach also reported meeting representatives 1, 2 and prospect 7’s mentor briefly during 
this weekend at the same hotel where prospect 7 and his mother were residing. 4  
Representatives 1 and 2, along with prospect 7’s mentor, also stayed at that same hotel. 
Prospect 7’s mother reported that she did not know in advance that the three men would 
be present during the visit, but said she was not surprised to see them there. 

During the visit, prospect 7 and his mother had in-person, on-campus contact with 
representative 1 during halftime of a men’s basketball contest that was played during the 
weekend of prospect 7’s official visit. Prospect 7, his mother, representative l’s son, 
representatives 1 and 2 and prospect 7’s mentor were all present at this time. Prospect 7’s 
mother stated that she exchanged telephone contact information with representative 1 
during this contact. Prospect 7 reported that he also met representative l’s son at a club 
while visiting the institution. He went to this club with other football student-athletes. 

It is unclear when prospect 7 returned home from the visit. However, there is no dispute 
that prospect 7 was in Orlando after his official visit weekend. His mother confirmed 
that and the evidence indicates that prospect 7 returned to the Orlando area for the 
weekend of January 29. Prospect 7 reported having contact with representative l’s son 
during this second visit 

In assessing the agreed-upon facts set forth in this fmding, the committee concluded that, 
through the director of athletics’ and the assistant football coach’s communication and 
interaction with representatives 1 and 2, the institution was aware of and in fact, 
condoned, the two representatives recruiting activity relative to prospect 7. 

Finding B-3 details what occurred between the conclusion of prospect 7’s official visit 
weekend and before February 2, 2011, the day following the NLI signing date for 
football. The facts involved in Finding B-3 are not in dispute, but the director of athletics 
denied that a violation occurred when, at the request of representative 1, he attempted to 
assist prospect 7’s mother in obtaining a job transfer from Louisville to the Orlando area 

Finding B-1-b-(2) 

In reference to Finding B-1-b-(2), as previously set forth in the rationale under Finding 
B-l-b-(l), prospect 8 was a high school teammate of prospect 7 in Louisville and, as with 
prospect 7, took courses from Jefferson County. Prospect 8 eventually obtained his high 
school diploma from Jefferson County. 

The head football coach reported that this was the first time he had contact with representatives 1 and 2. 
Institutional telephone records support the head football coach’s statement and no email communication between the 
head football coach and representatives 1 and 2 was found. 
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Prospect 8 reported first hearing about Central Florida from representative 2. 
Representative 2 contacted prospect 8 via a social networking site, instructing prospect 8 
to contact him via telephone. Prospect 8 complied and upon contacting representative 2, 
representative 2 told prospect 8 that he had been in contact with the assistant football 
coach regarding the institutions  need for receivers. Prospect 8 reported that he 
telephoned the assistant football coach to discuss the institutions  football program’s 
recruiting needs. Later, representative 2 and prospect 8 had another conversation about 
the institution. During that conversation, representative 2 connected prospect 8 to 
representative 1 via a three-way telephone call. Prospect 8 reported having frequent 
contact with representative 1 after this first contact. 

On December 18, 2010, prospect 8 sent an email to representative 1 containing a video 
link to his game highlights. As previously described in the rationale under Finding B.. 1 
b-(1), representative 1 forwarded that email to the assistant football coach. 
Representative 1 also forwarded prospect 8’s email to the director of athletics that same 
day. The email to the director of athletics contained the subject line Your next wide 
receiver fi’om me." As described earlier in this report, it was from this video that the 
institution identified prospect 7, the high school team’s quarterback, as a potential recruit, 
The assistant football coach confirmed that he initially received information about 
prospect 8 from representative 2 and that he began his recruitment of prospect 8 based on 
the information he received from representatives 1 and 2. 

Prospect 8 took an unofficial visit to the institution on January 28, 2011. He reported 
attending a basketball contest at the institution during this visit and, at that game, he 
exchanged greetings with the assistant football coach. The assistant football coach 
acknowledged seeing prospect 8 at the basketball game and being surprised that prospect 
8 was there. Prospect 8 also had in-person, off-campus contact with representative 1 at 
this game. Prospect 8 had previously informed representative 1 that he would be visiting 
the institution and representative 1 told prospect 8 to contact him. Prospect 8 described 
speaking with representative 1 for approximately five minutes prior to the start of the 
basketball contest. Also during this visit, prospect 8 reported that he attended a party 
with football student-athletes where he was introduced to representative l’s son. 
Prospect 8 stated that prospect 7 had told him that he (prospect 7) had met representative 
1 on his visit to the institution the previous weekend. Prospect 8 spent one night in 
representative l’s son’s apartment while visiting the institution. 

From the agreed-upon facts in this finding, the committee concluded that, through the 
director of athletics’ and the assistant football coach’s communication and interaction 
with representatives 1 and 2, the institution was aware of the two representatives’ 
recruiting activity relative to prospect S. 
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Finding B-1-b-(3) 
In regard to Finding B-1-b-(3), prospect 9 is a 2011 graduate of a Louisville area high 
school (not the same high school attended by prospects 7 and 8). Prospect 9 reported that 
he was first made aware of Central Florida in January 2011 by prospect 7. He recalled 
that representative 1 was the person who made the first telephone contact with him and 
that representative 1 was ’doing most of the recruiting." Prospect 9 reported that 
representative 1 introduced himself as being "with UCF’s recruiting staff." Further, 
Prospect 9 reported that representative 1 and an associate of representative 1 made an in-
person visit with prospect 9 in his home. During that visit, prospect 9 reported that 
representative 1 "tallied about my assets and my ability and what I can contribute’ to the 
institution’s football program. 

According to prospect 9, approximately two weeks after the in-home visit by 
representative 1 and his associate, prospect 9 made an unofficial visit to the institution 
and was accompanied by prospects 7 and 8 Prospect 8 reported that this unofficial visit 
took place on January 28, 2011. Prospect 9 reported that the assistant football coach was 
his Central Florida ieciuiter. Prospect 9 stated that he fist received a telephone call from 
the assistant football coach after representative 1 had spoken to him on the phone and 
made the in-person visit to his home The assistant football coach made a visit to 
prospect 9’s high school on January 19, 2011 The assistant football coach stated that he 
was made aware of prospect 9 by representatives 1 and 2, but that the institution had no 
mtei est in recruiting him flu thei 

Finding B-l-b-(4) 

In reference to Finding B-1-b-(4), prospect 10 is a 2011 graduate of a central Kentucky 
high school. He is currently a football student-athlete at a member institution in 
California 

When interviewed, prospect 10 recalled that during November of his senior year of high 
school, representative 2 contacted him via a social networking site and began discussing 
Central Florida Prospect 10 reported that representative 2 told him of the "opportunity 
and staff at Central Florida" and that representative 2 could "help him out" if he needed 
"anything." At the time of representative 2’s initial contact, prospect 10 reported that he 
was considering attending a number of institutions, including some in-state and 
"national" programs. Prospect 10 reported that Central Florida was not on "his list" at 
that time. Prospect 10 reported that after representative 2’s initial contact, the assistant 
football coach called him and offered him a scholarship. Prospect 10 recalled that up 
until that point, he was not aware of the institution being engaged in any recruiting 
activity with him. Prospect 10 further reported that representative 2 suggested that he 
talk with representative 1. Shortly thereafter, representative 1 contacted prospect 10 and 
engaged him in a recruiting conversation. 
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On January 6, 2011, representative 2 sent an email to the assistant football coach with the 
subject line (name of prospect 10). The assistant football coach separately forwarded 

that message to representative 1 and the director of athletics. The director of athletics 

then forwarded the message to representative 1, who responded to the director of 

athletics with the message, "He is a program changer 5 star recruit’ The director of 

athletics was not able to provide an explanation as to why he forwarded the message to 

representative 1. 

Prospect 10 made his official visit to the institution on January 21-2 3  , 2011. Prospect 10 
reported that he met with representatives 1 and 2 during his official visit and that 

representatives 1 and 2, along with representative l’s son, were present for a meeting 
with the director of athletics in his office. Additionally, prospect 10 reported that he met 

with representative 2 at the Louisville Airport after prospect 10 had returned from the 
high school all-star game. Prospect 10 was unable to recall how representative 2 knew 
he was going to be at the Louisville Airport. (See Finding B-2-c for a description of the 

activity in which representative 1 engaged in with prospect 10 during the aforementioned 

all-star game.) 

In addition to prospect 10’s visit, the investigation revealed that: (1) Representative 1 

and the assistant football coach exchanged 78 separate telephone calls between January 

15, 2011, and February 14, 2011, (As previously set forth, prospect 10 made his official 
visit January 21-23, 2011); (2) Representative 2 and the assistant football coach 

exchanged 36 separate calls between January 16, 2011, and February 5, 2011; and the 

football program made two in-person, off-campus contacts with prospect 10 on January 

18, 2011, and January 26, 2011. 

Finding B-i -b-(5) 

In reference to Finding B-1-b-(5), prospect ii is 2012 graduate of Jefferson County (the 
same Louisville high school which prospects 7 and 8 attended). 

Prospect ii reported that his recruitment began after prospect 7 signed a NLI with the 
institution on February 2, 2011. Prospect 11 reported that in either March or April 2011, 
representative 1 initiated the first contact regarding the institution. Prospect 11 said that 
representative 1 identified himself as "one of the guys who looks over the program’ and 
is "a friend of the program.". Prospect 11 recalled his conversation with representative 1 

in these terms: 

The first time he’s talking to me he says that he (representative 1) heard 
that I was one of the guys from Louisville that was kind of interested in 
the program down there at UCF and interested in playing football down 



Case No. M361 - University of Central Florida 
July 31, 2012 
Page No. 24 

there, and he (representative 1) was saying it’d be great to see me come 
down there and play in the black and gold with them along side with 
(Prospect 7) and with (prospect 8), and it’d be great to bring some other 
guys from Louisville down there and try to make it a pipeline. 

Prospect 11 reported that he last spoke with representative 1 in May 2011 to inform 
representative 1 that he was still interested in attending UCF. 

With regard to the recruiting contact by representative 1 with prospect 11, it was not 
alleged that the institution’s coaching staff or the director of athletics were aware of the 
contact. 

2. 	IMPERMISSIBLE BENEFITS TO PROSPECTIVE STUDENT- 
ATHLETES AND STUDENT-ATHLETES. [NCAA Bylaws 12.1.2.1.3.1, 
12.3.1.2, 13.2.1, 14.11,1, 15,01.2, 15.01.3 and 16.11.2.11 

From March 2009 through March 2011, representative 1 provided impermissible 
benefits to men’s basketball and football student-athletes and prospective student-
athletes Specifically 

a 	On November 30, 2009, December 30, 2010, and January 3, 2011, 
representative 1 made deposits of $100, $200 and $200, respectively, for a 
total of $500, into the bank account student-athlete A, who competed 
while ineligible during the 2009-10 and 2010-11 seasons as a result of 
these payments. 

b. 	On May 13, 2010, representative 1 arranged, through his son, $11,190.45 
for tuition and institution fees at the institution for a men’s basketball 
student-athlete [Do gukan Kuzucan] ("student-athlete C") who 
subsequently competed while ineligible during the 2010-11 season. 

C. 	In January 2011, representative 1 provided a laptop computer valued at 
$465.25 to prospect 10. 

d. 	On February 25, 2011, representative 1, through his son, arranged to pay 
$234.90 in transportation expenses for prospect 4, to travel from Hartford, 
Connecticut, to Louisville, Kentucky. 

e. 	On March 24, 2011, representative 1 paid $375 in tuition expenses at 
Jefferson County for prospect 4. 
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f 	On March 24, 2011, representative 1 paid $1,375 in tuition expenses at 
Jefferson County for prospect 2. 

g. On March 24, 2011, representative 1 paid $1,125 in tuition expenses at 
Jefferson County for the sister of prospect 2. 

h. On March 28, 2011, representative 1 arranged, through his son, to pay 
$740.14 in transportation expenses for prospect 2’s travel from Louisville, 
Kentucky, to Calgary, Canada. 

Committee Rationale 

The NCAA enforcement staff and the institution were in substantial agreement as to the 
facts of this finding and that those facts constitute violations of NCAA legislation. The 
institution does not believe that it should be held responsible for Finding B-2-d. The 
committee finds that the violation occurred. 

Finding B-2-a 

In reference to Finding B-2-a, as documented in the background information regarding 
Finding B-i, student-athlete A competed on a nonscholastic amateur basketball team 
coached by representative 1. Student-athlete A competed on this team from seventh 
grade until his junior year in high school. Thus, student-athlete A had an established 
relationship with representative 1 at the time of his enrollment at the institution. That 
relationship, however, did not satisfy applicable NCAA requirements making any 
benefits (e.g., money) provided by representative 1 permissible under applicable 
amateurism and/or extra benefit legislation because the relationship was forged under an 
athletics nexus and it therefore did not meet the parameters established in a June 6, 2000, 
official interpretation. 

Student-athlete A reported that representative 1 provided money to him at various times 
during his enrollment at the institution. Student-athlete A provided copies of his bank 
records. The records revealed that representative I made three wire transfers into 
student-athlete A’s account: $100 on November 30, 2009; $200 on December 30, 2010; 
and another $200 on January 3, 2011. 

Finding B-2-b 

In reference to Finding B-2-b, student-athlete C was a walk-on (nonscholarship) men’s 
international student-athlete who enrolled at the institution in the fall of 2009. (Note: he 
is no longer enrolled at Central Florida). Prior to his enrollment, student-athlete C 
attended high school in Chicago for his senior year (2008-09 academic year). Student- 
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athlete C and representative 1 established a relationship at that time and student-athlete C 
listed representative 1 as his guardian on institutional records. Representative 1 
accompanied student-athlete C and his family on his unofficial visit to the institution. 

Institutional records indicate that on May 13, 2010, representative I’s son made four 
payments to the institution on student-athlete C’s behalf Representative l’s son’s credit 
card was used to pay a $10,284.45 tuition fee, a $529 fee, a $367 room and board fee, 
and a $10 convenience fee" for student-athlete C. In total, representative 1 paid 
$11,190.45 in institutional expenses for student-athlete C. 

Student-athlete C reported that he had no knowledge of anyone other than his father 
making tuition payments on his behalf while he was attending the institution. However, 
student-athlete C did acknowledge that he sometimes had trouble paying his tuition and 
other fees in a timely manner because his personal credit card was in his father’s name, 
and when he tried to use it to make payments, it often was declined. Student-athlete C’s 
father subsequently repaid representative 1 via a wire transfer for the value of the 
payments made to student-athlete C’s account. 

Finding B-2-c 

In reference to Finding B-2-c, as previously documented in Finding B-1-b-(4), prospect 
10 is a 2011 graduate of a central Kentucky high school and is enrolled at another 
member institution He first had contact with representative 1 during his senior year of 
high school. Prospect 10 reported that during his recruitment by the institution, 
representative 1 gave him a laptop computer when they met at a hotel in January 2011 
during the weekend of high school all-star game [the Army All-Amerian game in San 
Antonio, Texas. 

Finding B-2-d 

As previously documented in Finding B-1-a-(4), prospect 4 is a Canadian citizen and a 
2011 graduate of a college prep school in the northeast. He is enrolled at another 
member institution. His first contact with representative 1 occurred during the 2010-11 
academic year while he was enrolled at the prep school. 

During his July 20, 2011, interview with the NCAA enforcement staff, prospect 4 was 
questioned regarding travel he made on February 25, 2011. Prospect 4 provided the 
enforcement staff with copies of an email outlining his flight itinerary for the involved 
trip. The email reflected that representative 1 purchased an airline ticket for prospect 4 to 
travel from Hartford, Connecticut, to Louisville, Kentucky, on February 25, 2011. The 
cost of the ticket was $234.90 and was charged to representative l’s son’s credit card. 
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Prospect 4 reported the following: 

(Representative 1) paid for my flight to come to like there was a 
weekend where we had off school, and I was bored. Like prep school is 
really, really boring and whatever, and (representative 2) asked me if I 
wanted to come to Kentucky for the weekend and hang out with him and 
go to - he had tickets to the Louisville game and the Kentucky game. I 
said, Sure.’ (representative 2) arranged it, but like I said, (representative 
1) paid for stuff for (representative 2). (Representative 1) wasn’t (directly) 
involved. Like I didn’t have a conversation with him. I think 
(representative 2) like had his credit card number or whatever, and so he 
just charged it to that. And when like I enrolled at Jefferson County, my 
morn could only afford to send me there, but she needed help to fly me 
back, and so (representative 1) paid for my flight back. 

Prospect 4 reported that representative 1 had offered to transport him to Kentucky from 
Massachusetts that weekend and that representative 2 drove prospect 4 from Louisville to 
Lexington to attend the University of Kentucky’s February 26, 2011, men’s basketball 
contest against the University of Florida. Prospect 4 reported that this visit was his 
"unofficial visit" to Kentucky and that after the game, he "hung out" with Kentucky 
student-athletes. 

The institution took the position that it should not be held responsible for this violation 
because prospect 4 was provided an impermissible benefit in conjunction with an 
unofficial visit to Kentucky, not Central Florida. However, the committee ruled that the 
"unofficial visit" to Kentucky’s campus was incidental to the real motive for the trip; 
representative 2’s attempt to ingratiate himself with prospect 4 for the purpose of steering 
him to Central Florida. 

Finding B-2-e 

In reference to Finding B-2-e, as set forth in the rationale under Finding B-l-a-(4), 
prospect 4 discussed with representative 2 the possibility of finding a way to complete 
the necessary course credits to be academically eligible. On March 24, 2011, prospect 4 
enrolled in three classes at Jefferson County. The fee for each class was $125. Prospect 
4 claimed that he did not know how the fees were paid. A receipt from Jefferson County 
signed by representative 1 documents that representative 1 paid for prospect 4’s 
enrollment in the classes. 5  

The receipt is for a total of $2,625, which hcludes the $375 for the three classes in which prospect 4 was 
registered, as well $1,375 in tuition fees for prospect 2 (See: Finding B-2-f) and $1,125 in tuition fees for prospect 
2’s sister (See Finding B-2-g). 
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Finding B-2-f 

In reference to Finding B24, as set forth in the below footnote, Jefferson County 
payment records document that representative 1 paid $2,625 in tuition expenses on 
March 24, 2011. Prospect 2 enrolled in 11 classes on March 24, 2011, at Jefferson 
County. Those classes account for $1,375 of the $2,625 spent by representative 1 that 
day. Prospect 2 claimed he had no knowledge of such a transaction. Prospect 2 stated 
that to his knowledge, his uncle, took care of the tuition payments for the classes in 
which he was enrolled at Jefferson County. Prospect 2’s uncle acknowledged that his 
nephew, prospect 2, enrolled in online classes at Jefferson County and said that he did 
not pay for the classes. Prospect 2’s uncle reported that when he inquired about the price 
of the classes, representative 2 told him, It was paid for; don’t worry about it." 

Finding B-2g 

In reference to Finding B-2-g, as previously established, Jefferson County payment 
records reflect that representative 1 paid $2,625 in tuition expenses on March 24, 2011. 
Prospect 2 and his sister registered for a total of nine classes that day, totaling $1,125. 
This $1,125 tuition fee was included in a March 24, 2011, payment of $2,625 that 
representative 1 made to Jefferson County. 

Finding B-2-h 

In reference to Finding B-2-h, prospect 4 provided the enforcement staff with copies of 
an email outlining his flight itinerary. The email showed that representative 1 purchased 
the airline fare for prospect 4. The flight cost was $740.14 and was paid using 
representative l’s son’s credit card. 

3. IMPERMISSIBLE RECRUITING INDUCEMENT - ATTEMPTED 
ARRANGEMENT FOR EMPLOYMENT. [NCAA Bylaws 13.2,1 and 
13.2,1.1.(a)] 

In January and February 2011, the director of athletics, representative 1, and 
another representative of the institution’s athletics interests ("representative 3"), 
attempted to arrange employment for the mother of prospect 7 in the locale of the 
institution. 

Committee Rationale 
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The NCAA enforcement staff, the institution and the director of athletics agreed on the 
substantive facts involved with this finding. The enforcement staff and the institution 
believe that those facts show that the director of athletics violated NCAA recruiting 
inducement legislation. In his written submission, the director of athletics disagrees that 
his actions violated NCAA legislation, and believes that the allegation is incorrect and 
misleading  because his actions were limited to an attempt to help facilitate a transfer 
within the company employing prospect 7’s mother. However, the director of athletics 
indicated that if the committee finds that a violation occurred, he believes that the 
violation should be categorized as secondary. The committee finds that the violation 
occurred and that it is major. 

As previously established in finding B4-b-(1), representative I was involved in the 
institution’s recruitment of prospect 7 and the director of athletics was aware of this 
involvement. Also, as previously set forth in this report, prospect 7 signed a NLI to 
attend the institution, but subsequently requested a release from the NLI that was denied 
by the director of athletics. 

The director of athletics reported that representative 1 informed him of prospect 7’s 
mother’s desire to follow her son to Orlando and that she had applied with her then 
employer for a job transfer. He also reported that representative 1 asked if he knew 
anyone who might be in a position to assist with the transfer. Set forth below is an 
excerpt from the transcript of a September 7, 2011, interview with the director of 
athletics in which this subject was addressed. 

AD - Director of Athletics 
ES -- Enforcement staff member 

AD: I had, uh, received a phone call from (representative 1) . . .uh, saying that, 
(prospect 7’s mother) . . .was transferring or put in a transfer to a, a unit within 
(her then employer). I think she works for (her then employer). And wanted to 
check to see if we know anybody who could look into her transfer. 

ES: 	Okay. (representative 1) asked you if you knew anyone that could look into her 
transferring? 

ES: 	Why did (representative 1) make that request of you? 

AD: Urn, I assumed that because he had a relationship with the family and that he was 
do in’ it on behalf of the mother. 
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ES: 	That (representative 1) was doing it on behalf of the mother? 

AD: Right. 

ES. 	And what gave you that impression? 

AD: 	I think he mentioned that. He said, you know, she’s a single morn, I guess, I 
guess, I don’t - I mean I didn’t know her - and that she had put in a transfer. She 
wants to you know, go with her son. Her son is gonna go to UCF And that, you 
know, would we would I check to see if anyone - if I knew anyone who’s in that 
division cause she had already, you know, made the transfer and, urn, I, you 
know, one I could think of in that industry was (representative 3). 

Prospect 7 and his mother visited the institution’s campus the weekend of January 21-23 
2011, According to prospect 7 he was not ready to commit to attend the institution after 
the visit, although his mother believed that Central Florida would be his best choice. On 
January 24, the day after prospect 7’s mother returned from the visit to her home in 
Louisville, she sent an email to representative 1 to which her resume was attached. 
According to prospect 7’s mother, she sent the resume to representative 1 because she 
had told him that if her son chose to attend the institution, she wanted to follow him to 
Orlando. On January 27, representative 1 forwarded the resume to the director of 
athletics and requested assistance from the director of athletics in facilitating a job 
transfer from Louisville to Orlando for prospect 7’s mother. At the hearing, the director 
of athletics explained his attempt to assist in the transfer of prospect 7’s mother from 
Louisville to Omlando. He stated. 

You know, my thinking was this is something I normally do. I had no 
intentions, and there was no recollection in my mind about whether this 
was a kid that was an all-star and was going to make a difference in his 
signing.. 

This characterization of his efforts on behalf of prospect 7’s mother is contradicted by the 
timing and level and nature of communication which took place between the director of 
athletics, representative 1 and representative 3,6  the individual from whom the director of 
athletics sought assistance in the attempted transfer of prospect 7’s mother to Orlando. 
From January 27 to February 2, 2011, records show that the director of athletics and 
representative 1 exchanged 46 text messages and four telephone calls, with one call 
lasting 29 minutes and another lasting 25 minutes. The two men exchanged two emails, 

Representative 3 is employed in the medical insurance industry, as was prospect Ts mother, although not in the 
same company. 
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both of which related to the attempted job transfer. In addition, the director of athletics 
and representative 3 exchanged 10 emails and three telephone calls. More specifically, 
on January 27, 2011 alone, the director of athletics and representative 3 exchanged six 
emails and three telephone calls. One email on that date contained additional 
information about prospect 7’s mother and her attempt to transfer her employment to the 
Orlando area. The subject line of this email was entitled Assistance and the text of the 
email from the director of athletics to representative 3 was as follows: 

(First name of representative 3): 
Here is the info we discussed earlier today. 

(Name of prospect 7’s mother)- currently Beneficiary Service Rep. 
Applied for the position of Customer Service Support for Guidance Center 
on Jan 17th. Thanks for your help. This is big. (emphasis added) 

On January 30, 2011, the director of athletics wrote to representative 3: 

(First name of representative 3): 

Just checking to see if there was any progress on the (name of prospect 7’s 
mother’s employer) project. If there is anyone we can contact please let 
me know. Thanks. 

Representative 3 reported that when he was first contacted by the director of athletics 
about assisting in facilitating the transfer of prospect 7’s mother to the Orlando area, he 
(representative 3) questioned the propriety of this, as stated in his August 30, 2011, 
interview with the enforcement staff: 

Yeah, he did. He asked me, he said, "We want to see if we could help with 
that." You know, I asked him the question. I said, "Is this okay?" I said, 
"The last thing I want, I don’t want to get my name in the paper for doing In 

something illegal." He said, "No." He assured me that she worked 
already for this company. She had already applied for the transfer. It was 
just a referral situation, and there wasn’t going to be any issues. 

Representative 3 reported that he attempted to assist prospect 7’s mother in obtaining the 
position by placing several telephone calls but ultimately he was unsuccessful. In a 
February 1, 2011, email to the director of athletics, representative 3 wrote that he spoke 
to the manager who supervised the locations at which prospect 7’s mother would be 
eligible to transfer in Tampa and Orlando, and that the manager reported that there were 
no openings available for prospect 7’s mother. On February 2, representative 3 followed 
up with an email to the director of athletics that stated: "Sorry we could not be of more 
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help. All of these actions occurred prior to prospect 7’s signing the NLI to attend UCF 
and while he was considering whether to do so. 

At the hearing, the director of athletics admitted his culpability in this violation. He 
stated: 

I made the wrong decision and now looking back at it, I probably should 
have asked more questions and should have researched it more and have 
gotten with compliance, and asked, this is what I am thinking; what I can 
do or can’t do. Unfortunately, that didn’t happen. 

During the hearing, the director of athletics was frirther questioned on his decision 
process in attempting to assist prospect 7’s niother with the job transfer she was seeking: 

CM: Committee Member 
AD: Director of Athletics 

CM: There has been quite a bit of discussion of red flags in this case. I see one here, 
that screams, and that is the context in which you were being asked to do 
something is a recruiting context I can’t imagine anything that would set off 
more alarms than being asked to do something that is going to be to the benefit of 
a kid you are trying to recruit. I need some explanation for why the goodness of 
your heart in dealing with people and helping them out doesn’t get overridden by, 
’my goodness, we are recruiting this kid’ and there are bombs all over the place 
when you are recruiting. So, I need an explanation for why that didn’t go off. 

AD 	First of all, as I said earlier, I apologize I missed that And why the bomb didn’t 
go off is because I am ashamed to say it, but unfortunately as the director of 
athletics at the University of Central Florida, former athletics director, I have not 
taken a class, or a refresher course, or anything on the recruiting rules. I even 
heard earlier about recruiting and the different rules seminar. Most of it was 
geared as coaches, because coaches recruit. Unfortunately, I got into a situation 
with a young man, and in the words of Jesse Jackson, I was bamboozled. I regret 
that. Someone probably took advantage of my nature, took advantage of the type 
of person I was, and coupled with not really doing the due diligence of the rules 
seminars and understanding the recruiting rules...  

NCAA Bylaw 13.2.1 under the heading "Offers and Inducements - General Regulations" 
states in relevant part: 

An institution’s staff member or any representative of its athletics interests 
shall not be involved, directly or indirectly, in making arrangements for or 
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giving or offering to give any financial aid or other benefits to a 
11

prospective student-athlete or his or her relatives or friends, other than 
expressly permitted by NCAA regulations. 

Under Bylaw 13.2.1.1, Specific Prohibitions, subparagraph (a) specifies, 

An employment arrangement for a prospective student-athletes relatives. 

In the final analysis, the committee concluded that the director of athletics’ actions in 
attempting to assist a prospect’s parent in transferring employment to the locale of the 
institution is a clear violation of universally understood recruiting bylaws. 

As earlier established, the director of athletics takes the position that, if the conunittee 
concludes that a violation did occur, it should be categorized as secondary. NCAA 
Bylaw 19.02.2.1 defines a secondary violation in the following terms: 

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 
impermissible benefit (including, but not limited to, an extra benefit, 
recruiting inducement, preferential treatment or financial aid). Multiple 
secondary violations by a member institution may collectively be 
considered as a major violation. 

Although the committee concedes that this action could be viewed as isolated," it was not 
"inadvertent." The director of athletics’ attempt to help facilitate the job transfer to the 
locale of the institution of the mother of prospect 7, a highly-rated quarterback, was, the 
conunittee concluded, undertaken with the intent to enhance the institution’s chances of 
successfully recruiting the young man. This was done during the time when prospect 7 
was about to conmiit to the college of his choice, thus was intended to provide a 
significant recruiting advantage. The fact that, in his conrn -iunication with representative 
3 about assisting with the job transfer of prospect 7’s mother, the director of athletics 
characterized the effort as "big" and referred to it as "the project," underscores the 
significance of this effort in the eyes of the director of athletics. The committee also 
noted that, after it was determined prospect 7’s mother would not be able to transfer her 
job to the Central Florida area and after prospect 7 signed the NLI, the director of 
athletics denied prospect 7’s request to be released from his letter of intent. This 
decision appears to contradict the director of athletics’ stated reason for attempting to 
assist with the transfer; that he wanted to help prospect 7’s mother in her effort to live and 
work near where her son was attending college. 
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As the leader of the athletics department, it is incumbent upon the director of athletics to 
know basic rules governing the Association. Further, if there is any question about these 
rules, the director of athletics must consult with the compliance office, particularly in a 
situation when someone else, as seen in this case, a booster, questions the permissibility 
of the activity. Pleading ignorance of the rules, as the director of athletics did during the 
hearing, does not excuse or even mitigate the violation. 

4, 	UNETHICAL CONDUCT, [NCAA Bylaws 10.1-(d)] 

Between January and September 7, 2011, the director of athletics failed to deport 
himself in accordance with the honesty and integrity normally associated with the 
conduct and administration of intercollegiate athletics as required by NCAA 
legislation and violated ethical-conduct legislation when he failed to take steps to 
prevent the involvement of athletics representatives in recruiting activities and, on 
at least one occasion, became involved in a violation himself as a result of the 
activity in which the representatives engaged. Further, the director of athletics 
provided false and misleading information when, during his May 5 and 
September 7, 2011, interviews with the institution and enforcement staff, he 
denied knowledge of the involvement of representative 1 in the recruitment of 
prospects 3 and 12 as detailed in Finding B-i-a-(3) and B-1-b-(1). 

Committee Rationale 

The committee concludes, based on the evidence provided at the hearing, that the director 
of athletics engaged in unethical conduct through his knowledge, acceptance and, in fact, 
encouragement of the athletics representatives’ involvement in the institution’s recruiting 
of football and men’s basketball prospective student-athletes 7  and his provision of false 
and misleading testimony regarding his knowledge of representative l’s recruiting 
activity. 

Knowledge of Impermissible Recruiting Activity 

The conunittee noted that the director of athletics’ response to the notice of allegations 
contained the following: 

In making this finding, the committee relies on the authority under Bylaw 32.8.7.5, Scope of Inquiry, which 
allows the committee to make findings based upon the evidence presented to it. Specifically, that bylaw states: ’If 
an institution appears before the Committee on Infractions to discuss its response to the notice of allegations, the 
hearing shall be directed toward the allegations set forth in the notice of allegations but shall not preclude the 
committee from finding any violation resulting from information developed or discussed during the hearing." 



Case No. 1\4361 - University of Central Florida 
July 31, 2012 
Page No. 35 

� . . as the director of athletics, it was his job to recognize that 
(representatives 1 and 2) were impermissibly involved in the recruitment 
of prospects and to take action to try to stop the activity. 

The committee agrees that it was the director of athletics job to recognize 
(representatives 1 and 2) were impermissibly involved in the recruitment of prospects. 
It is clear from the evidence that the director of athletics was well aware of the 
representatives’ involvement in the recruitment of prospects on behalf of the institution. 
As established in Finding B-1-a( 3)),, the director of athletics knew of representative l’s 
recruiting activity relative to prospect 3, a highly coveted men’s basketball prospect 
whom both men referred to as "John Wall Jr, and was the subject of several email 
exchanges between the two. Further, as set forth in Finding B.1-b1, the director of 
athletics was also aware of representative I’s involvement in the recruitment of prospect 
7. In fact representative I emailed prospect 7’s transcript to the director of athletics 
stating in the email, "Top QB in the nation. Coming to UCF." Following the receipt of 
prospect 7’s transcript, the director of athletics exchanged 19 texts with representative 1. 
The committee notes that it was representative 1 who informed the director of athletics 
that prospect 7’s mother wanted to follow her son to Central Florida. It was in this 
context, an obvious recruiting context, that the director of athletics attempted to facilitate 
a job transfer to the Orlando area for prospect 7’s mother, as detailed in Finding B-3. 

The director of athletics response to the notice of allegations contained the following: 

Until this case, (the director of athletics) had a very superficial and 
somewhat misinformed understanding of NCAA recruiting legislation. 
However, (the director of athletics) acknowledges that as the director of 
athletics, it was his responsibility to know the recruiting rules, and he is 
now embarrassed that he was not as sensitive as he should have been to 
the problems that can occur when third-parties become involved in the 
recruiting process. 

He reiterated this position at the hearing in the following statement: 

unfortunately as the director of athletics at the University of Central 
Florida, former athletics director, I have not taken a class, or a refresher 
course, or anything on the recruiting rules. I even heard earlier about 
recruiting and the different rules seminar. Most of it was geared as 
coaches, because coaches recruit. Unfortunately, I got into a situation 
with a young man, and in the words of Jesse Jackson, I was bamboozled. I 
regret that. Someone probably took advantage of my nature, took 
advantage of the type of person I was, and coupled with not really doing 
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the due diligence of the rules seminars and understanding the recruiting 
rules, 

The committee found it incredible that the director of athletics would be ignorant of basic 
rules governing the association, particularly in areas which have been the focus of much 
attention in recent years, such as the involvement of third parties in recruiting. Pleading 
ignorance of the rules does not excuse or even mitigate the violations. As the leader of a 
program responsible for acting within a set of rules, the director of athletics must have a 
sufficient understanding of the rules to discharge his leadership obligations. The director 
of athletics’ attempted use of rules ignorance as a defense for his actions was not accepted 
by the committee. 

The committee noted that an "ignorance of the rules" defense has been attempted by 
involved individuals in previous infractions cases and was specifically addressed by the 
Division I Infractions Appeals Committee (JAC) in a 2002 decision involving an appeal 
by the former head soccer coach at Jacksonville University. In that decision, the IAC 
wrote: 

the former head coach argued that he was not sufficiently familiar with 
the rules to knowingly violate them. Ignorance of the rules is not a 
defense. To hold that lack of knowledge of the rules excuses a violation 
would hold individuals familiar with the rules to a higher standard than 
those who are uninformed. 

Provision of False and Misleading Information 

In reference to Finding B-4-b, unethical conduct on the part of the director of athletics 
regarding his denial of knowledge of representative l’s recruiting activity involving 
prospects 3 and 7, the committee finds that the director of athletics provided false and 
misleading testimony during his May 5 and September 7,2011 interviews. 

As previously set forth in this report, prospect 7 was a "four-star" football prospective 
student-athlete from Louisville, Kentucky, Representative 1 was at the institution during 
prospect 7’s official visit and was with him during a meeting in the director of athletics’ 
office during his official visit A review of the director of athletics’ email records 
revealed that he received an email from representative 1 dated January 17, 2011, at 11:44 
a.m., with copies of prospect 7’s transcripts attached. The text in the body of the email 
stated, "The top QB in the nation!!!! Coming to UCF." Additionally, as set forth in 
Finding B-3, the director of athletics and representative 1 exchanged two emails, 46 text 
messages and four telephone calls, with one call lasting 29 minutes and another lasting 
25 minutes, between January 27 and February 2, 2011, regarding prospect 7’s mother’s 
attempted job transfer from Louisville to the Orlando area. 
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The director of athletics was first questioned about the recruitment of prospect 7 during a 
May 5, 2011, interview. At that time, the enforcement staff had not yet reviewed the 
director of athletics’ email and telephone records. As a result, the questions were of a 
more general nature. The following exchange occurred during the interview: 

ES: Enforcement staff member 
AD: 	Director of athletics. 

ES: 	Okay. Are you aware of (representative 1), are you aware of, um, the recruitment 
of prospect 7, the football stu- prospective student-athlete? Do you know the 
circumstances surrounding that recruitment? 

AD: No, ma’am, I’m not aware of the circumstances around it. 

ES: 	You’re aware of him wanting to get a National Letter of Intent - 

AD: I’m aware of that. 

ES: 	from the institution? 

AD I am aware of that. 

ES 	Okay. And are you involved, did you -- not involved -- did you have any 
knowledge that (representative 1), uh, was potentially involved in the recruitment 
or has a relationship with (prospect 7)? 

AD: I heard but I wasn’t aware of it. 

ES: And can you let me know when, when you heard that or what you heard about 
that? 

AD: Uh, probably, urn, oh, I don’t know if it was one of our assistant coaches, urn, one 
of our football coaches, uh, told me, told me about it and that he knew him. I 
don’t know what he was involved in but one of our assistant coaches told me he 
knew, knew, knew of it, knew that (representative 1) knew the guy or something 
like that. 

During the hearing, the director of athletics was questioned about his May 5, 2011, 
interview in the following exchange: 

CM: Conunittee Member 
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AD: Director of Athletics 

CM: (Quoting from the above interview excerpt) Did you have any knowledge that 
representative 1, urn, was potentially involved in the recruitment or has 
relationship with prospect 7" And your response . . . was, "I heard but I wasn’t 
aware of it.’ Then the follow-up question, And then, can you let me know when 
you heard that or when you heard about that?" "Urn, probably, urn, I don’t know 
if it was one of our assistant coaches or one of our football coaches told me, told 
me about it, and that he knew him. I don’t know what he was involved in, but one 
of our assistant coaches told me that he knew, knew, knew of it, knew that 
(representative 1) knew the guy or something like that.’ 

CM: Now, this was on May 5th, 2011, and at that point you had been involved with 
trying to assist (representative 1) to help (prospect 7’s mother) get a (job) transfer, 
correct? 

CM. So, when you said, "I heard but I wasn’t aware of this," you knew fall well that 
(representative 1) was trying to assist, arrange, help, and you were trying to help 
prospect 7’s mom get ajob, correct? 

AD. Yes, he was trying to assist her in getting a transfer. 

CM: So that’s a bit more than just hearing about (representative esentative 1) and knowing from 
an assistant coach that (representative 1) is involved in the recruitment of 
(prospect 7), correct? 

AD’ Correct. 

CM: And you had also gotten a transcript from (representative 1), correct, a transcript 
of (prospect 7)? 

AD. Correct 

CM. So, you weren’t exactly being forthcoming in your response to the question, " Are 
you involved or do you have any knowledge about (representative l’s) potential 
involvement in the relationship with (prospect 7)? 

AD: 	I think I wasn’t - I didn’t have the extent -- when the question was asked was I 
aware of an involvement, I guess I was thinking of more than just what I knew 
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of I did not go back and put two and two together with the mom, because I 
wasn’t putting all that together at that time. 

CM: Had there just been some newspaper articles about (representative 1) and his 
involvement with your institution? 

AD: Yes. 

CM: So, you knew (representative 1) was potentially a big concern for you and your 
school, right? 

AD: This was prior to the investigation. The article came up prior to the investigation. 

CM: I think the article came out at the end of April didn’t it? 

AD: Yes. 

CM: The article came out on April 29th, so your interview followed close in time to 
the publicity, the negative publicity about (representative 1), correct? 

AD: That is correct. 

CM: So, while (your) counsel suggests you were being very forthcoming about 
(representative 1), the fact of the matter was (representative 1) was already in the 
press, right? 

CM: And as we sit here today, do you think your response "I heard but I wasnt aware 
of it" in response to the question, "Did you have any knowledge that 
(representative I) was potentially involved in the recruitment or has a relationship 
with (prospect 7)," was really a full and honest response to their question? 

AD: I think at that period of time, I think I said I heard, but I wasn’t aware. I think at 
the time I became more aware after that, after I started looking at more of it and 
actually doing recollecting of what it actually was that I was involved in or what I 
knew about. At that point, I wasn’t really prepared to answer the questions, and I 
didn’t know the extent of what the involvement was, and so I think at that time I 
probably was not aware of that, 

CM: Well, I certainly understand that you may not have been fully-prepared for that 
(interview, and I certainly understand you may not have been able to recall all of 
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the exact times and dates that you had interaction with (representative 1). But we 
have talked about already that you were involved in trying back in January to try 
and help his morn get a job and you were--you had (representative 1) and 
(prospect 7) in your office, and you exchanged the number of ernails with 
(representative 1) about (prospect 7), So, it is kind of hard for me to accept the 
fact that you can say, "I wasn’t aware of (representative l’s) involvement in the 
recruiting (of prospect 7)." 

During his September 7, 2011, interview, the director of athletics was asked again if he 
was aware of representative 1 being involved in the recruitment of prospect 7 and he 
continued to state that he had heard that he was but that he wasn’t aware. Below is the 
exchange: 

ES: 	Enforcement staff member. 
AD: Director of athletics. 

ES: 	We covered him a little bit in our first interview back in May, and there was all 
we want to do, just based on new information that’s come to light since then, 
when we asked you in your first interview about (representative l’s) relationship 
or involvement with prospect 7’s’ recruitment, you stated that you had heard of it, 
but you weren’t aware of it. Is that still your position on your awareness of 
(representative 1) 9  

AD That I heard of it 

ES: 	Uhhuh. Heard of it but wasn’t aware of it. 

AD: I think it I mean I don’t think it depends on what we’re defining as the 
recruiting process. Was he - did he have some sort of relationship or did he know 
of him? I think he did. Don’t know how, but he did. 

ES: 	Okay. The question was asked are you aware of (representative 1). Are you 
aware of the recruitment of (prospect 7)? Do you know the circumstances 
surrounding that recruitment? You said, "No, I’m not aware of the circumstances 
surrounding it." And follow up to that was, "Did you have any knowledge that 
(representative 1) was potentially involved in the recruitment or has a relationship 
with (prospect 7)?" And the answer was, "I heard, but I wasn’t aware of it." Is 
that fair? 

AD: That’s about right. 

ES: 	Is that still your position on what your awareness was? 
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AD: Yeah, Right. 

The scope and nature of the communications which took place between the director of 
athletics and representative 1 during the time prior to the director of athletics’ May 5, 
2011, interview prove that he had direct knowledge of representative l ’s involvement in 
the recruitment of prospect 7. To recap: 

Representative 1 sent an email to the director of athletics and the former assistant 
football coach on January 11, 2011, with the subject line reading, ’UCF taking 
Kentucky by storm" with an article attached. Additionally, representative 1 sent a 
followup email to the director of athletics stating, "Do you see what I am doing 
to that state. You gotta call me when you get to the airport." 

ED 	 Representative I sent the director of athletics an email on January 17, 2011, at 
11:44 a.m., with copies of prospect 7’s transcripts. 

Representative 1 was in Orlando during prospect 7’s official visit to the institution 
the weekend of January 21, 2011, and on this visit, was present during a meeting 
that occurred in the director of athletics’ office which included representative 1, 
prospect 7 and his mother. 

The numerous phone calls, emails and text messages exchanged between the two 
men relating to prospect 7’s mother’s attempt to transfer her employment to the 
Orlando area. 

In considering the above, the committee concluded that the director of athletics provided 
false information in both his May 5 and September 7, 2011, interviews regarding his 
knowledge of representative l’s involvement in the institution’s recruitment of prospect 7. 

In reference to the director of athletics provision of false and misleading information 
regarding his knowledge of representative l’s involvement in the recruiting of prospect 3, 
as previously set forth in Finding B..1..a(3), prospect 3 decommitted from another 
institution when there was a coaching change. Following the decommittment, he was 
contacted by representative 1 through prospect 2. As previously discussed in the 
rationale for Finding B 1 -a(3), representative 1 initiated several three-way calls 
involving prospect 3 and members of the men’s basketball coaching staff. Further, on 
April 7, 2011, representative 1 sent an email to the director of athletics in which he 
stated, ’You need to see the kid I’m about to bring in... John Wall baby That’s all I can 
say." The director of athletics confirmed that "John Wall" was referring to prospect 3. 
As set forth previously in the discussion of Finding B-1-a(3), the director of athletics 
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responded to representative I’s email, writing, "I heard about John Wall Jr. from (the 
head football coach). You da man! ’  

In addition, prospect 3 made an official visit to the institution the weekend of April 15-
17, 2011, meeting with the director of athletics on April 16. The director of athletics 
acknowledged that while he was meeting with prospect 3, he received an email fro in 
representative 1 on April 16, 2011, with "My nephew (first name of prospect 3)’ in the 
subject line and the context of the email stated " You got my nephew with you today... He 
is the next John Wall.’ Additionally, the director of athletics and representative 1 
exchanged 13 text messages on April 16, the date prospect 3 was on campus and met 
with the director of athletics. 

During the director of athletics May 5, 2011, interview, when specifically asked about 
representative l’s involvement in the recruitment of prospects 2 or 3, the following 
exchange occurred: 

ES: Enforcement staff member. 
AD. Director of athletics, 

ES. Were you aware, have you had any knowledge of (representative 1) being 
involved with any of the 2011 recruits that the basketball staff is involved with, 
specifically (prospect 2 or prospect 3)? 

AD: No, ’cause I don’t get involved in that. I mean, I, I, I don’t know the perfect way 
to say this. I usually, I’m usually involved when they land, when they’re here and 
their either about to sign or they’ve committed So I wouldn’t know, you know, 
what’s involved in the process, I mean in terms of how they get there. That’s not 
what I do. 

By the time the director of athletics was interviewed a second time, on September 7, 
2011, the enforcement staff had obtained telephone and email records that had not been 
reviewed at the time of his first interview in May. When confronted with email records 
showing that representative 1 communicated with the director of athletics about prospect 
3 the director of athletics equivocated regarding his knowledge of representative l’s 
involvement in prospect 3’s recruitment: 

ES: Enforcement staff member. 
AD: 	Director of athletics. 

ES: 	Given these email correspondence about (prospect 3) that you’ve had with 
(representative 1) around the time period of his official visit, do you still feel like 
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it’s an accurate statement that when we asked are you aware of (representative 1) 
being involved with (prospect 3)  that, ’No," was your response? 

AD: "No," as my response is that it’s in the sense of the way I was interpreting 
awareness of it. I mean I had no idea - if you’re saying because he sent those 
ernails and he knows the kid and he’s giving information to our coaches and all 
that kind of stuff, then yes, he did that. In terms of how involved he was in the 
process, I only can get what I have here in the emails. 

During the hearing the director of athletics was questioned about his knowledge of 
representative l’s involvement in the recruitment of prospect 3: 

CM: Committee Member 
AD: Director of Athletics 

CM: And then Mr. Wall came to campus -- excuse me, (prospect 3) came to campus on 
April 16th, correct? 

AD: I don’t have that actual date that he came on to campus. 

CM: Okay. He was on campus on April 16th, I would not expect that you would 
remember - not necessarily expect you to remember the specific date. The 
important thing is while he was on campus, you exchanged thirteen text messages 
with (representative 1), correct? 

CM: And you also received an email saying, "You have got my nephew with you 
today. He is the next Jolm Wall," 

AD: Yes. I don’t know the sequence of those, but, yes. 

CM: Once again, when you were asked the question back on May 5th, "Were you 
aware, have you any knowledge of (representative 1) being involved with any of 
the 2011 recruits, specifically (prospect 2), or (prospect 3)?" ’No, because I don’t 
get involved in that," That wasn’t entirely inaccurate. 

AD: That’s true. I think at that period of time I couldn’t recall, and that’s why between 
this period of time, May 5’ and I guess the next time I had my interview, I was 
able to recollect and get all my information to make sure. Because as I said 
earlier, I see a lot of recruits, and I had to make sure, you know, what has actually 
transpired, 



Case No. M361 - University of Central Florida 
July 31, 2012 
Page No, 44 

The committee concluded that the director of athletics was, in fact, well aware of 
representative 1 involvement in the recruitment of prospective student-athletes and his 
denial of that knowledge constitutes the provision of false and misleading information. 

5. 	UNETHICAL CONDUCT. [NCAA Bylaw 10.1(d)] 

The assistant football coach violated the principles of ethical conduct when he 
knowingly provided false and misleading information to the institution and 
enforcement staff when questioned about his knowledge of or involvement in 
violations of NCAA legislation. Specifically, on multiple occasions during his 
August 29, 2011, interview, the former assistant football coach denied that 
representatives 1 and 2 assisted the men’s football program in the recruitment of 
prospective student-athletes 7, 8 and 10, as detailed in Findings B-1b(1), B-l-b 
(2) and B-1-b-(4). His denials and related statements were at worst, false and at 
best, seriously misleading. 

Committee Rationale 

The NCAA enforcement staff and institution are in agreement as to the facts of this 
allegation and that a violation of NCAA ethical conduct occurred. The former assistant 
coach contends that there is no evidence to conclude he provided either false or 
misleading information The committee finds the violation occurred 

The former assistant coach was interviewed on August 29, 2011, by the institution and 
enforcement staff. Prior to the interview, the assistant football coach was advised of his 
obligation to provide complete and truthful information as required by NCAA Bylaw 
10.1 and that providing false or misleading information, or withholding information, in 
the course of the interview could constitute a violation of Bylaw 10.1. The assistant 
football coach was reminded of this obligation twice during the interview. 

NCAA Bylaw 13.02.14 sets forth in detail how the NCAA defines a Representative of 
Athletics Interests. Specifically, the bylaw states, 

A representative of the institutions athletics interests is an individual, 
independent agency, corporate entity (e.g., apparel or equipment 
manufacturer) or other organization who is known (or who should have 
been known) by a member of the institutions executive or athletics 
administration to: 
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(a) Have participated in or to be a member of an agency or organization 

promoting the institution’s intercollegiate athletics pro gram; 
(b) Have made financial contributions to the athletics department or to an 

athletics booster organization of that institution; 
(c) Be assisting or to have been requested (by the athletics department staft 

to assist in the recruitment of prospective student-athletes; 
(d) Be assisting or to have assisted in providing benefits to enrolled student-

athletes or their families; or 
(e) Have been involved otherwise in promoting the institutions athletics 

program. 

The committee noted that the assistant football coach was a veteran of the coaching 
ranks, having spent 32 years in the profession, the last 18 years at the Division I level. In 

the following exchange which took place during the hearing, the assistant football coach 
acknowledged that he was aware of the bylaw’s definition of an athletics representative: 

CM: Committee Member 

FBA: Assistant Football Coach 

CM: I have looked at your resume and the clinics you have been around, and I have 
read the bylaw that defines the representative of the athletic interests of the university, 

which says have been requested to assist in the recruitment of a prospective student-
athlete were you aware of that rule yourself? 

FBA: Yes, I am aware of that rule. 

During the August 29, 2011, interview, the assistant football coach denied that 
representatives 1 and 2 were involved in assisting the institution recruit prospective 

student-athletes. An example is set forth in the following excerpt from that interview: 

ES: 	Enforcement Staff 

FBA: Assistant Football Coach 

ES: 	Were (representatives 1 and 2) helping you with recruiting? 

FBA: I’ve been doing it for 32 years. I’m not saying this to be cocky or anything, but 
no, I don’t really need anybody to help me recruit. 

ES: 	Were they offering to help? 

FBA: No. Help me recruit? No. Now people call and giving information about certain 
kids that you may want to take a look at and that type of thing, if that’s construed 
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as helping recruiting, then I guess that’s helping, but that’s nothing more than 
giving information or awareness about various kids that people see. But as far as 
going out, assisting in the recruiting process of a kid and that type of thing, I don’t 
really need your help in that regard. 

Knowledge of Recruiting Activity by Representatives 1 and 2 
Representative l’s and representative 2’s involvement in the recruitment of prospects 7, 8 
and 10 is detailed in Findings B-l-b-(l), B-1-b-(2) and B-1-b-(4) of this report. Below is 
a recapitulation of facts associated with those findings that support the committees 
conclusion that the assistant football coach had knowledge of and in fact encouraged, the 
two representatives’ involvement in the recruitment of those three prospects. 

The assistant football coach’s telephone records reflected that during the period 
from December 18, 2010, to February 4, 2011, he had 513 telephone and text 
messaging contacts with representative 1 and 287 telephone and text messaging 
contacts with representative esentative 2 Many of those communications occurred at key 
times during the recruitment of prospects 7 and 10 

On December 18, 2010, prospect 8 sent an email to representative 1 containing a 
link to an online video file of his high school game highlights Representative 1 
then forwarded that email to the assistant football coach, with the Subject" line 
containing prospect 8’s first name In the body of the email, representative 1 
wrote "Check this out" The assistant football coach confirmed during his August 
29, 2011 interview that he viewed prospect 8’s game highlights and while viewing 
prospect 8’s video, the Central Florida football staff became interested in 
recruiting prospect 7, the quarterback for prospect 8’s high school, 

On December 26, 2010, representative 1 sent an email to the assistant football 
coach which contained a link to a recruiting article identifying the football 
prospective student-athletes named to the Kentucky All-State Football team. 
Both prospects 7 and 10 were named to that team Representative 1 wrote the 
following below the link "You see our guys who else do you like?" The 
assistant football coach responded: "I like it Brother! Now, we "Must" get them 
at UCF!! Make sure we get them on the January 21 visit; (prospect 10) is going 
to be a "Challenge" for You? I’m going to see how "Good" you really are? 
(Smile!)" 

During his interview, the assistant football coach was asked about the permissibility of 
outside assistance in arranging for a prospect’s campus visit: 

ES: Enforcement Staff 
FBA: Assistant Football Coach 
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ES: 	If someone called you and told you to take notice of some kid, would you 
consider them assisting in the recruiting if they were instructed to help get those kids 
down here for a visit? 

FBA: If I told them to go and help get those kids to come for a visit, would I construe 
that as helping? 

ES: 	(Yes). 

FBA: No question. 

Prospect 10 reported that he and prospect 7 had in-person, on-campus contact 
with representatives 1 and 2 during their official visits to the institution, which 
records confirm occurred during the weekend of January 21, 2011. Prospect 10 
stated that this contact occurred during a meeting in the director of athletics’ 
office, and he recalled that the assistant football coach was present for this 
meeting. The assistant football coach termed it "purely coincidence" that prospect 
10 visited the institution on the very day he had asked representative 1 to "make 
sure" that prospects 7 and 10 visit (that is, January 21, 2011.) When asked about 
representative’s presence in Orlando that weekend, the assistant football coach 
stated, "Now I don’t have any clue as to why (representative 1) came in." 

Prospect 8 took an unofficial visit to the institution on January 28, 2011. Similar 
to prospect 10, prospect 8 reported that he had contact with representative 1 
during the visit. Prospect 8 had previously told representative 1 that he would be 
visiting the institution and representative 1 told prospect 8 to contact him. 
Prospect 8 recalled attending a home basketball contest and while at the game, 
prospect 8 had in-person contact with representative 1. Prospect 8 described 
speaking with representative 1 for approximately five minutes prior to the start of 
the basketball contest. Prospect 8 also recalled exchanging a greeting with the 
assistant football coach at the basketball game. Also during this visit, prospect 8 
attended a party with football student-athletes. At the party, prospect 8 was 
introduced to representative l’s son. Prospect 8 spent one night in representative 
I’s son’s apartment while visiting the institution. 

On January 6, 2011, representative 2 sent an email to the assistant football coach 
with the subject heading "(the name of prospect 10)!" The email contained a link 
to a recruiting article about prospect 10 narrowing his college choices to five 
institutions. In the assistant football coach’s reply to representatives 1 and 2, he 
wrote: "I will BELIEVE it when the "ink is dry?" Who are you guys??? ’Just 
Get It Done!" The committee noted that the final message in the exchange came 
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from representative 1 in which he said: ’All I can say, I got this. During the 
August 29 interview, the assistant football coach was asked to explain this email 
exchange: 

ES: 	Enforcement staff. 
FBA: Assistant football coach. 

ES: 	. . . but can you explain why it would say, "I will believe it when the ink is dry. 
Who are you guys? Just get it done.’ 

FBA: That was just me playing with those guys and that type of thing. That’s not 
something that would be taken - should be taken literally or anything of that sort. So 
yeah, I hear what you’re saying in that regard. 

ES: 	What’s the joke, though? Not taken seriously, can you explain to us what you 
meant by that? 

FBA Nothing other than idle words. There was really no specific content or thing that 
I was trying to say or prove in that regard That’s just, I guess, kind of no other terms 
Us kind of black guys talking to each other, messing around, but nothing of any - it 
wasn’t the intent of you all go out and recruit this kid and get it done for me. No, it 
wasn’t anything of that sort 

According to institutional telephone records, prospect 7 first contacted the 
assistant football coach via telephone January 10, 2011. On this date the assistant 
football coach had 62 contacts with representatives 1 and 2 in addition to another 
individual who was an associate of representative 2. 

As previously documented in this report, on January 17, 2011, representative 1 
forwarded a facsimile to the assistant football coach via email. The email 
contained the subject line "(name of prospect 7) transcripts." 

On January 19, 2011, the assistant football coach had in-person, off-campus 
recruiting contact with prospects 7 and 8 in Louisville, Kentucky. Representative 
2 provided the assistant football coach with transportation for this visit, 
introduced the assistant football coach to the two prospects’ high school coaches 
and was present for the assistant football coach’s contacts with prospects 7 and 8. 
Representative 2 accompanied the assistant football coach on visits to two other 
Louisville-area high schools. That same evening, representative 2 also 
accompanied the assistant football coach to a Louisville area restaurant where the 
assistant football coach had contact with prospect 7 and his mother. 
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During his August 29, 2011, interview, the assistant football coach stated the 
following: Has (representative 1) told people, not these kids, but kids, ’This 
UCF place is a great place. You may want to consider it,’ that type of thing? 
Knowing (representative 1), I’m sure he has, The committee noted that subpart 
(e) of the definition of an athletics representative contains the provision, Have 
been involved otherwise in promoting the institutions athletics program." It 
appeared to the committee that the assistant football coach was aware of 
representative l’s promotion of the institution. 

The assistant football coach maintained that representatives 1 and 2 were merely advisors 
and mentors to the prospective student-athletes and that he never requested their 
assistance in the recruiting process. The assistant coach dismissed the several cited 
communications between him and the two representatives as bantering  and joking" 
and that the only assistance the two provided was ’information.’ However, there were 
many indications throughout the interview that the assistant football coach was aware 
that representatives 1 and 2 were intimately involved in the recruitment of prospective 
student-athletes. Visits to prospects were preceded and followed my multiple, lengthy 
calls to representative 1, which the assistant football coach attempted to minimize as idle 
chatter. The assistant football coach met representative 1 only once in person, which 
strongly suggests that they were not friends to the extent which would justify or explain 
the high level of communication between the two. The committee found the assistant 
football coach’s testimony to be evasive and not forthcoming about the relationship. 

The committee concluded that the information cited above provides evidence of the 
following: i) that representatives 1 and 2 were actively involved in the recruiting process 
on behalf of the institution, including impermissible recruiting activity; ii) the assistant 
football coach was aware of the activity and encouraged it; and iii) when questioned 
about his knowledge of this activity, he provided false and misleading information as set 
forth in the finding. 

6. FAILURE TO MONITOR - HEAD MEN’S BASKETBALL COACH. 
[NCAA Bylaw 1I1.2J] 

The head basketball coach failed to monitor relative to the activities of 
representative 1 and his associates. Representative 1 was a recruiter for a 
professional sports agency and later became a representative of the institution’s 
athletics interests through his recruiting activity. The head basketball coach was 
aware that representative 1 and his associates were promoting the institution’s 
athletics programs and assisting the institution in the recruitment of prospects, as 
outlined in Finding B- 1-a, but failed to try to stop or discourage the activities, ask 
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reasonable questions about the circumstances; or report violations to the 
institution, Conference USA or the NCAA enforcement staff 

Committee Rationale 

It was originally alleged that the head basketball coach failed to promote an atmosphere 
for compliance relating to two issues; a) the head basketball coach’s knowledge of 
representative 1’s recruiting activity on behalf of Central Florida, and the head basketball 
coach’s failure to take appropriate action and; b) The head basketball coach’s actions in 
approving the continuance of an out-of-state tuition waiver for representative 1’s son. 
Both the institution and the head basketball coach do not believe that the coach failed to 
promote an atmosphere for compliance within the men’s basketball program. The 
institution believes that the head basketball coach failed to monitor his program relative 
to representative 1 and some of his impermissible recruiting activities The head 
basketball coach’s written response did not address the question of whether a finding of a 
failure to monitor would be appropriate. 

Under ordinary circumstances, the committee likely would have found that the head 
men’s basketball coach failed to promote an atmosphere of compliance because of his 
knowledge of representative l’s recruiting activity. However, the committee noted that 
representative l’s involvement in the institution’s recruiting began prior to the head 
coach’s arrival at Central Florida. Moreover, as mentioned in the introduction of this 
report, the director of athletics acceptance and befriending of representative 1 served to 
legitimize representative 1 in the eyes of the coaches, so that served as mitigating factor. 
Consequently, the committee finds that, with regard to the head basketball coach’s 
knowledge of representative l’s activities and his failure to take appropriate action, the 
head basketball coach failed to monitor. At the hearing, the head basketball coach’s 
attorney said that, as it relates to the activities of representative 1, a finding of a failure to 
monitor "would be much more reasonable and would not be an abuse of discretion by the 
committee." With regard to any role by the head coach in approving the continuance of 
an out-of-state tuition waiver for representative l’s son, that was found to be a component 
of the lack of institutional control finding as set forth in Finding B-6. 

As previously set forth in this report, representative 1 had a relationship with the director 
of athletics and the previous men’s basketball coaching staff prior to the current head 
basketball coach’s arrival at the institution. The head basketball coach first became 
aware of representative 1 shortly after arriving at Central Florida when he was forced to 
"re-recruit" some of the then current men’s basketball student-athletes including student-
athlete A, who was from Chicago. During this process, the director of athletics, told the 
head basketball coach that representative 1, as a Chicago area nonscholastic basketball 
team administrator and a "well-connected" guy, would be a good person for the head 
basketball coach to get to know. The head basketball coach contacted representative 1 
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and arranged an in-person meeting with him during the NCAA Men’s Basketball Final 
Four tournament in Indianapolis. The focus of this meeting was student-athlete A and 
the effort to keep him from transferring. As previously set forth in Finding B-1-a, 
student-athlete A had been a member of the Chicago non-scholastic team with which 
representative 1 was affiliated. 

After student-athlete A decided not to transfer to another institution, the communication 
between the head basketball coach and representative 1 did not stop and, in fact, 
expanded to involve men’s basketball prospective student-athletes being recruited by the 
institution. After April 2010, the head basketball coach had minimal contact with 
representative 1 until the fall of 2010, when prospect 2 decommitted from the University 
of Louisville. It appears that it was also at that time that representative 1 first contacted 
prospect 2. At some point during prospect 2’s recruitment, the focus of representative l’s 
communication with the prospect began to center on Central Florida, The head 
basketball coach’ first significant contact with prospect 2 occurred during a three-way 
telephone call initiated by representative 1. Days later, representative 1 sent a copy of 
prospect 2’s academic records to the men’s basketball staff. Representative 1 continued 
to contact prospect 2’s family in an effort to assist the institution’s recruitment of prospect 
1 The head basketball coach and one of his assistant coaches had frequent 
conu-nunication with representative 1 during this time and were aware that representative 
1 was contacting prospect 2. However, the head basketball coach did nothing to ensure 
that representative 1 did not have impermissible recruiting contacts with prospect 2 or 
take any steps to determine whether representative l’s interactions with prospect 2 were 
permissible, including alerting the institution’s compliance office. Additionally, the head 
basketball coach failed to discuss with representative 1 any limits regarding his 
interactions with prospective student-athletes. In doing so, the head basketball coach 
failed to meet his responsibility to ensure representative l’s contact with prospect 2 did 
not violate NCAA legislation. 

Likewise, during April 2011, after the institution began recruiting prospect 3, the head 
basketball coach’s contact with representative I also significantly increased. Between 
December 2010 and April 2011, the head basketball coach had 825 telephone calls and 
text-message contacts with representative 1, compared to 275 such contacts- during the 
previous eight months. In the month of April 2011, the head basketball coach had 284 
telephone calls and text-message contacts with representative 1. The first three contacts 
the men’s basketball staff had with prospect 3 were the result of representative 1 
connecting the staff to prospect 3 via a three-way telephone call. Prospect 3’s family also 
made the head basketball coach aware of representatives l’s and 2’s telephone recruiting 
contacts. While the head basketball coach reportedly informed prospect 3’s parents that 
representative 2 was not a part of the institution’s men’s basketball program, the head 
basketball coach did not make any efforts to curtail representative l’s and 2’s activities, 
despite the fact that the head basketball coach knew representative 1 was having 
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telephone contact with prospects 2 and 3 and that he was promoting the institution to 
those prospects. 

In addition to assisting the institution in its recruitment of prospects 2 and 3, 
representative 1 had recruiting contact on behalf of the institution with men’s basketball 
prospects 4, 5 and 6 as previously documented in Finding BI-a. 

According to Bylaw 11.1.2.1, a head coach is presumed to have knowledge of what is 
occurring in his program and, therefore, can be responsible for the actions of individuals 
associated with the program. In his written response the head basketball coach admits 
some culpability relative to the actions of representative 1 and his failure to recognize 
issues relating to representative 1’s recruiting activity: 

Given the totality of representative 1’s relationship with UCF’s athletics 
program, (the head basketball coach) agrees, with the benefit of hindsight, 
he should have been more conscious of representative I’s potential UCF 
booster status, 

During the hearing, the head basketball coach’s counsel again acquiesced to some blame 
on the part of the former head men’s basketball coach 

(The head basketball coach) has admitted his mistake in not iecognizing 
the violations that representative 1 conrniitted in the recruiting realm (and) 
was an unfortunate oversight for which (the head basketball coach) has 
accepted responsibility, 

A head coach is not required to investigate wrongdoing but is expected to recognize 
potential NCAA violations, address them and report them to the athletics administration. 
In assessing the head basketball coach’s culpability, within the requirements and 
parameters of his responsibility as a head basketball coach, the committee concluded that 
he did not meet those requirements and thus should be found for a failure to monitor.  

7 	LACK OF INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL [NCAA Constitution 281, 
6.01.1 and 6.4.21 

The scope and nature of the violations detailed in Findings B-i and B-3 
demonstrate that the institution failed to exercise institutional control and 
monitoring in the administration of its athletics programs by failing to monitor the 
conduct, interaction and communication between various athletics department 
staff members and representative 1 and persons associated with representative 1. 
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Further, an impermissible benefit was provided in conjunction with the 
institutions relationship with representative 1. Specifically: 

a. 	The director of athletics, and other athletics department staff members, 
including men’s basketball and football coaching staff members, were 
aware that representative 1 and his associates: 

(1) Maintained relationships with basketball and football prospective 
student-athletes and family members recruited by the institution 
fi’om different cities and locations in the country but failed to 
adequately explore or monitor the activities of representative 1 and 
his associates in relation to those prospects to ensure NCAA rules 
compliance. 

(2) Promoted the institution’s athletics programs and assisted the 
institution in the recruitment of prospects but failed to take any 
actions to discourage or stop the activities; ask reasonable 
questions about the circumstances; or report violations to the 
institution, Conference USA or the enforcement staff. 

b. 	During the time period when representative I and his associates were 
promoting the institutions athletics programs and assisting the institution 
in recruitment, the director of athletics and the head basketball coach 
allowed representative 1 and his associates to receive tangible benefits and 
favors in the form of event tickets and access to the director of athletics, 
the institutions athletics department programs and coaches. 

c. 	The institution failed to implement adequate monitoring systems relating 
to the provision of out-of-state tuition fee waivers to student workers to 
ensure that such fee waivers were provided to student workers performing 
duties as assigned. 

Committee Rationale 

The NCAA enforcement staff and the institution were in substantial agreement on the 
facts of this finding and those facts constituted a violation of NCAA legislation. The 
committee finds that the violation occurred. 

As this report reflects, the athletics administration (i.e., the director of athletics) and some 
coaches in the men’s basketball and football programs were aware of representative 1 and 
his relationships with prospective and enrolled student-athletes, his involvement in the 
recruitment of prospective student-athletes, and his promotion of the institution and its 
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athletics programs to prospects. However, the institution failed to evaluate the 
permissibility of the activities in which representative 1 and his associates engaged. This 
failure contributed to several of the violations previously set forth in this report. 

Through its decisions in several cases adjudicated in the past decade, the committee has 
warned the membership of a greater obligation to monitor those individuals, like 
representative 1, who have insider status, and when violations occur, there is an enhanced 
responsibility for any violations they may commit. In the introduction of this report, the 
committee cited the 2003 Michigan decision which was illustrative in the context of this 
case. 

In its 2002 decision in a case involving the University of Alabama, the committee 
provided a similar admonition. 

But those athletics representatives provided favored access and "insider" 
status. . . are not the typical representative. Their favored access and 
insider status creates both a greater institution obligation to monitor and 
direct their conduct and a greater institution responsibility for any 
misconduct in which they engage. This case is apt illustration of the 
unequivocal obligation to monitor closely those athletics representatives 
who have) a level of visibility, insider status, and favored access within 

athletics programs. Their insider status not only gives credence to their 
claims of authority within a program but also, and however unintended, 
serves to reward them for the illicit activities in which they engage. 

Finding B-7-a 

With reference to Finding B-7-a, as documented in the rationale for Finding B-i-a, 
representative 1 Lust became involved with the institution through the recruitment of 
student-athlete A. Representative 1 was the coach of student-athlete A’s summer team 
and through contact made by a former assistant basketball coach, became involved in the 
institution’s recruitment of student-athlete A. As representative 1 learned more about 
Central Florida, he became increasingly involved in the institution’s recruiting efforts in 
men’s basketball and football and in promoting the institution with recruits. As an 
outgrowth of that, he developed personal relationships with some of the men’s basketball 
and football coaches and the director of athletics. Representative 1 was repeatedly 
described by individuals interviewed during the investigation as someone who "fell in 
love" with the institution. His affection for Central Florida and his attendant recruiting 
efforts on behalf of the institution was known and, in fact, welcomed by the director of 
athletics and by the coaches who were involved in this case. Unfortunately, no one at the 
institution, including its most senior athletics department staff member, thought to 
consider whether, by so outwardly promoting the institution to prospects and others, 



Case No, M361 University of Central Florida 
July 31, 2012 
Page No, 55 

representative is status had changed from that of a coach/advisor to prospects to that of a 
representative of the institution’s athletics interests. The institution concedes that those 
who knew details of representative I’s activities should have known that his status had 
changed; that he had become a representative of the institution’s athletics interests, or, at 
the minimum, should have asked questions toward that end. 

Findings B-7-b and 13-7-c 

In reference to Findings 13-7-b and B-7-c, and in particular an out-of-state tuition waiver 
described in Finding B-7-c, in the fall of 2009 the institution provided a special 
arrangement to representative l’s son in the form of an out-of-state tuition fee waiver. In 
providing this waiver, the institution did not follow its own institutional policies and 
procedures or monitor to ensure that that representative l’s son was performing his 
assigned tasks. Further, on January 20, 2011, the head basketball coach directed a men’s 
basketball staff member to inform a senior level athletics department staff member that 
representative l’s son was in an employment status with the men’s basketball program 
when, in fact, the son was not performing any duties for the men’s basketball program. 
The head basketball coach’s actions in January 2011 facilitated the continued approval of 
the out-of-state tuition fee waiver for the son of representative 1. The committee noted 
that this occurred during the time in which representative 1 was assisting the institution 
in the recruitment of prospective student-athletes as documented in Finding 13-1-a. 
During the hearing, the institution’s outside counsel stated that the tuition waiver 
reflected poorly on the institution: 

On behalf of the university, first of all, I want to make it very clear this is 
a bad situation, It is extremely embarrassing. This is nothing that the 
university is pleased about at all, 

C. SECONDARY VIOLATON. 

RECRUITING VIOLATIONS - IMPERMISSIBLE TEXT MESSAGES, [NCAA 
Bylaw 13,4,1,21 

Between January and March 2011, a then assistant football coach sent 10 text-messages to 
prospective student-athletes and/or their parents prior to the involved prospect signing a 
NLI/or institutional offer of financial aid in violation of NCAA recruiting communication 
legislation. 

D. 	PENALTIES. 
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For the reasons set forth in Parts A and B of this report, the Committee on Infractions 
found that this case involved major violations of NCAA legislation. In addition the 
Institution is a repeat violator (See: Bylaw 19.5.2.1.1). In determining the appropriate 
penalties to impose, the committee considered the institution’s self-imposed penalties and 
corrective actions. [Note: The i nstitutions  corrective actions are contained in Appendix 
Two.] 

The committee also considered the institution’s cooperation in the processing of this case. 
Cooperation during the infractions process is addressed in Bylaw 19.0 1.3 - 
Responsibility to Cooperate, which states in relevant part that, All  representatives of 
member institutions shall cooperate fully with the NCAA enforcement staff, Committee 
on Infractions, Infractions Appeals Committee and Board of Directors. The enforcement 
policies and procedures require full and complete disclosure by all institutional 
representatives of any relevant information requested by the NCAA enforcement staff, 
Committee on Infractions or Infractions Appeals Committee during the course of an 
inquiry." Further, NCAA Bylaw 32.1.4 - Cooperative Principle, also addresses 
institutional responsibility to cooperate fully during infractions investigations, stating, in 
relevant part, "The cooperative principle imposes an affirmative obligation on each 
institution to assist the enforcement staff in developing full information, to determine 
whether a possible violation of NCAA legislation has occurred and the details thereof." 
The committee determined that the cooperation exhibited by the institution met its 
obligation undei Bylaws 19 01 3 and 32.1.4. The cooperation the institution 
demonstrated in this case must be weighed against the conduct and failures of the 
institution and its personnel as set forth in Findings B-1, B-2, B-3, B-5, B-6 and B-7 
The committee concluded that in light of the serious nature of the violations and the 
failure of the institution to detect and/or prevent them, plus the institution’s status-as a 
repeat violator, the institution’s cooperation did not warrant relief in the penalties 
imposed by the committee in this case. 

This is a case that involved several serious violations of NCAA legislation, most notably 
unethical conduct on the part of the director of athletics and an assistant football coach, a 
failure to monitor by the head men’s basketball coach and a lack of institutional control, 
all of which can be traced to the activities of representative 1, the fallout which resulted 
from those activities. For a period of more than two years, members of the institution’s 
football and men’s basketball coaching staffs not only condoned the involvement of 
representative 1 and his associates in the recruiting process, they actively embraced and 
befriended him while he was violating NCAA legislation. In short, the institution’s staff 
members who were in a position to know that representative 1 was engaging in illicit 
activity and indeed had an affirmative obligation to know, chose instead to look the other 
way. In doing so, they abdicated their responsibilities under NCAA legislation. 
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The committee decided that the imposition of postseason penalties was appropriate in 
this case, noting that four of the five aggravating factors cited under Bylaw 19.5.2-(g) 
were present, including: 1) An involved individual remains employed at the institution; 
2) A significant competitive advantage resulted from the violations; 3) The violations 
reflect a lack of institutional control and; 4) The institution is a repeat violator. 

In light of the above and the egregious nature of this case, the committee imposes the 
following penalties: 

Public reprimand and censure. 

2. Five years of probation commencing February 10, 2012, and concluding February 
9, 2017. [Note 1: The period of probation begins retroactively to the ending date 
of the institutions prior two-year probationary period resulting from its 2010 
case. Note 2: The institution suggested a three-year period of probation, also 
beginning on February 10, 2012.] 

3. The institution’s football team shall end its 2012 season with the playing of its last 
regularly scheduled, in-season contest and shall not be eligible to participate in 
any postseason competition, including a bowl game, following the season. 
Moreover, during the year of this postseason ban, the football team may not take 
advantage of the exceptions to the limit in the number of football contests that are 
provided in Bylaw 17.9.5.2, including a conference championship game, with the 
exception of a spring game as set forth in Bylaw 17.9.5.2-(a). 

4. The institutions men’s basketball team shall end its 2012-13 season with the 
playing of its last regularly scheduled, in-season contest. Moreover, during the 
year of this postseason ban, the basketball team may not take advantage of the 
exceptions to the limit in the number of contests that are provided in Bylaw 
173.5, including a conference season-end tournament. 

5. Limit of 20 initial grants-in-aid and 80 total grants in football each year for three 
academic years. [Note: The institution had proposed a reduction of four, from 85 
to 81, in total grants and a reduction of four, from 25 to 21, in the permissible 
number of initial grants for the 2012-13 and 2013-14 academic years.] 

S  The institution has the option to comply with the limits imposed by the committee beginning with the 2012-13 
academic year and concluding with the 2014-15 academic year, or commencing with the 2013-14 academic year 
and concluding with the 2015-16 academic year. If the institution chooses to implement the three-year period of the 
penalty during the 2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15 academic years, with the self-imposed reduction of four initial 
and four total (from 25 to 21 and from 85 to 81 respectively) during the 2012-13 academic year, it will be required 
to reduce initial and total wants by six (from 25 to 19 and from 85 to 79) during one of the remaining two years. 
Conversely, if the institution chooses to delay the three-year period of the penalty to the 2013-14, 2014-15 and 
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ii 

6. Limit of 11 total grants in men’s basketball each year for three academic years. 
[Note: The institution had proposed a reduction of one, from 13 to 12, in total 
grants for each of the 2012-13 and 2013-14 academic years.] 9  

7. The head men’s basketball coach was suspended without pay for the first three 
conference games of the 2011-12 season, and an assistant men’s basketball coach 
was suspended for the first two conference games that season, (Institution 
imposed) 

8. A financial penalty in the amount of $50,000 payable to the NCAA shall be 
submitted at the time the institution’s preliminary compliance report is due 
(September 15, 2012). 

9. Pursuant to NCAA Bylaws 19.5.2.2-(e)-(2) and 31 2.2.3, the institution will 
vacate all men’s basketball wins in which student-athlete A competed for the 
2008-09, 2009-10 and 2010-11 academic years. (Institution imposed). The 
individual records of student-athlete A shall be vacated as well. Further, the 
institution’s records regarding men’s basketball, in addition to the record of the 
head men’s basketball coaches during those years [Kirk Speraw and Donnie 
Jones] will reflect the vacated records and will be recorded in all publications in 
which men’s basketball records for the 2008-09 through the 2010-11 seasons are 
reported, including, but not limited to institutional media guides, recruiting 
material, electronic and digital media plus institutional, conference and NCAA 
archives Any institution which may subsequently hire the head coaches shall 
similarly reflect the vacated wins in their career records documented in media 
guides and other publications cited above. Head coaches with vacated wins on 
their records may not count the vacated wins to attain specific honors or victory 
"milestones" such as 100 h 700th or 500th  career victories. Any public reference 
to these vacated contests shall be removed fl’om athletics department stationery, 

2015-16 academic years, with the current self-imposed reductions in place for the 2012-13 academic year, it will be 
"credited" with the self-imposed reduction of four initial and four total grants taken during the 2012-13 academic 
year and be required to reduce grants by one (from 25 to 24 and from 85 to 84) during one of the ensuing years. 

The institution has the option to comply with the limits imposed by the committee beginning with the 2012-13 
academic year and concluding with the 2014-15 academic year, or commencing with the 2013-14 academic year 
and concluding with the 2015-16 academic year. If the institution chooses to implement the three-year period of the 
penalty during the 2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15 academic years, with the self-imposed reduction of one (from 13 
to 12) during the 2012-13 academic year, it will be required to reduce grants by three (from 13 to 10) one of those 
ensuing years. Conversely, if the institution chooses to delay the three-year period of the penalty to the 2013-14, 
2014-15 and 2015-16 academic years, it will be "credited" with the self-imposed reduction of one grant during the 
2012-13 academic year and be required to reduce grants by one (from 13 to 12) during one of the ensuing years. 
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banners displayed in public areas and any other form in which they may appear. 
Finally, to ensure that all institutional and student-athlete vacations, statistics and 
records are accurately reflected in official NCAA publication and archives, the 
sports information director (or other designee as assigned by the director of 
athletics) must contact the NCAA director of statistics and appropriate conference 
officials to identify the specific student-athlete and contests impacted by the 
penalties. In addition, the institution must provide the NCAA statistics 
department a written report, detailing those discussions with the director of 
statistics. This document will be maintained in the permanent files of the 
statistics department. This written report must be delivered to the NCAA 
statistics department no later than forty-five days following the initial Committee 
on Infractions release or, if the vacation penalty is appealed, the final adjudication 
of the appeals process. 

10, 	A reduction of the number of permissible recruiters allowed off the i nstitutions  
campus at any one time as follows: 

a. Reduce by two, from seven to five, the maximum number of frill-time 
coaches permitted to be off campus recruiting at any one time in football 
for the 2012-13 and 2013-14 academic years. [Note: the institution 
proposed a reduction of one, from seven to six.] 

b. Reduce by one, from three to two the maximum number of frill-time 
coaches permitted to be off campus recruiting at any one time in men’s 
basketball for the 2012-13 and 2013-14 academic years. 

C. 	The head men’s basketball coach and assistant men’s basketball coach 
were prohibited from engaging in any off-campus recruiting activity 
during two of the three July evaluation periods (e.g., head coach 
prohibited from off-campus recruiting activities during the first 
Wednesday through Sunday July evaluation period, and assistant men’s 
basketball coach prohibited from off-campus recruiting activities during 
the second Wednesday through Sunday July evaluation period) for the 
July 2012 evaluation period. (Institution imposed) in addition, the above 
identified coaches will have the same prohibition for off-campus 
recruiting activity during all three evaluation periods in July 2013. [Note: 
the institution suggested a prohibition for two out of the three July 
evaluation periods for both years.] 
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11. Reduction in the available number of recruiting person days by 25 in the sport of 
men’s basketball (from 130 to 105) for each of the 2012-13 and 2013-14 
academic years. (Institution imposed) 

12. Reduction in the available number of recruiting evaluation days by nine in the fall 
evaluation period (from 42 to 33) and 34 in the spring evaluation period (from 
168 to 134) in the sport of football or each of the 2012-13 and 2013-14 academic 
years. (Institution imposed) 

13. Official paid visits in the sport of football shall be limited to 30 for each of the 
2012-13 and 2013-14 academic years (August 1, 2012 - July 31, 2014). [Note 1: 
The maximum number of official paid visits in football is 56. Note 2: The 
institution had averaged approximately 33 visits over the previous four academic 
years. Note 3: The institution had proposed a limit of 42 official paid visits during 
the next two academic years.] 

14. Official paid visits in the sport of men’s basketball shall be limited to seven for 
each of the 2012-13 and 2013-14 academic years. (August 1, 2012 - July 31, 
2014). [Note 1: The maximum number of official paid visits in basketball is 12]. 
(Institution imposed) 

15. The committee found that the head men’s basketball coach failed to monitor his 
program as set forth in Finding B-S Specifically, he was aware that 
representative 1 and his associates were promoting the institutions athletics 
programs and assisting the institution in the recruitment of prospects, as outlined 
in Finding B-1-a, but failed to try to stop or discourage the activities, ask 
reasonable questions about the circumstances; or report violations to the 
institution, Conference USA or the NCAA enforcement staff. As a result of these 
failures, the institution suspended him for the first three conference games of the 
2011-12 men’s basketball season (Penalty D-7) and imposed recruiting 
restrictions on him (Penalty D-10-c). Further, the institution required the head 
coach to attend a NCAA Regional Rules Seminar in 2012. In addition, if the head 
men’s basketball coach is still employed at this or any other NCAA member 
institution during the 2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15 academic years, the 
employing institution shall show cause why it should not be penalized further if 
he is not required to comply with the recruiting restrictions set forth in Penalty D-
7 and also attend NCAA Regional Rules Seminars in 2013 and 2014 at his own 
expense. 

16. The director of athletics will be informed in writing by the NCAA that, due to his 
involvement in Findings B-3 and B-4, if he seeks employment or affiliation in an 
athletically related position at an NCAA member institution during a three-year 
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period (July 31, 2012, to July 30, 2015), he and the involved institution shall be 
requested to appear before the Committee on Infractions to consider whether the 
member institution should be subject to the show-cause procedures of Bylaw 
19.522-(1), if the employing institution does not prevent him from having any 
contact (in person, telephonic and other electronic means) with prospective 
student-athletes being recruited by the institution and require him to attend a 
NCAA Regional Rules Seminar at his own expense in 2013, 2014 and 2015. 

17. The former assistant football coach will be informed in writing by the NCAA 
that, due to his involvement in Findings B-1 and B-5, if he seeks employment or 
affiliation in an athletically related position at an NCAA member institution 
during a one-year period (July 31, 2012, to July 30, 2013), he and the involved 
institution shall be requested to appear before the Committee on Infractions to 
consider whether the member institution should be subject to the show-cause 
procedures of Bylaw 19.5.2.2-(1), if the employing institution does not prevent 
him from having any contact (in person, telephonic and other electronic means) 
with prospective student-athletes being recruited by the institution and require 
him to attend a NCAA Regional Rules Seminar in 2013. 

18. The permanent disassociation of representative 1, his son and representative 2. 
(Institution imposed) 

19. During this period of probation, the institution shall: 

a. Continue to develop and implement a comprehensive educational program 
on NCAA legislation to instruct the coaches, the faculty athletics 
representative, all athletics department personnel and all institution staff 
members with responsibility for the certification of student-athletes’ 
eligibility for admission, financial aid, practice or competition; 

b. Submit a preliminary report to the office of the Committees on Infractions 
by September 15, 2012, setting forth a schedule for establishing this 
compliance and educational program; and 

C. 	File with the office of the Committees on Infractions annual compliance 
reports indicating the progress made with this program by January 15 of 
each year during the probationary period. Particular emphasis should be 
placed on education of staff members regarding recruiting legislation, 
particularly the involvement of "third parties" in the recruiting process. 
The reports must also include documentation of the institution’s 
compliance with the penalties adopted and imposed by the committee. 
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20. 	During the period of probation, the institution shall: 

a. Inform prospective student-athletes in football and men’s basketball that 
the institution is on probation for five years and of the violations 
committed. If a prospective student-athlete takes an official paid visit, the 
information regarding violations, penalties and terms of probation must be 
provided in advance of the visit. Otherwise, the information must be 
provided before a prospective student-athlete signs a National Letter of 
Intent. 

b. Publicize the case information annually in football and men’s basketball 
media guides (or web posting), as well as in a general institution alumni 
publication to be chosen by the institution with the assent of the office of 
the Committees on Infractions. A copy of the media guides, alumni 
publication, and information included in recruiting material shall be 
included in the compliance reports to be submitted annually to the 
Committees on Infractions, 

	

21. 	The above-listed penalties are independent of and supplemental to any action that 
has been or may be taken by the Committee on Academic Performance through 
its assessment of contemporaneous, historical, 01 other penalties 

	

22. 	At the conclusion of the probationary period, the institution’s president shall 
provide a letter to the committee affirming that the institution’s current athletics 
policies and practices conform to all requirements of NCAA regulations. 

As required  by NCAA legislation for any institution involved in a major infractions case, 
the University of Central Florida shall be subject to the provisions of NCAA Bylaw 
19,5.2.3, concerning repeat violators, for a five-year period beginning on the effective 
date of the penalties in this case, July 31, 2012 

Should the University of Central Florida or any involved individual appeal either the 
findings of violations or penalties in this case to the NCAA Infractions Appeals 
Committee, the Conrniittee on Infractions will submit a response to the appeals 
committee. 

The Committee on Infractions advises the institution that it should take every precaution 
to ensure that the terms of the penalties are observed. The committee will monitor the 
penalties during their effective periods. Any action by the institution contrary to the 
terms of any of the penalties or any additional violations shall be considered grounds for 
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extending the institutions probationary period or imposing more severe sanctions or may 
result in additional allegations and findings of violations. An institution that employs an 
individual while a show-cause order is in effect against that individual, and fails to 
adhere to the penalties imposed, subjects itself to allegations and possible findings of 
violations. 

Should any portion of any of the penalties in this case be set aside for any reason other 
than by appropriate action of the Association, the penalties shall be reconsidered by the 
Committee on Infractions, Should any actions by NCAA legislative bodies directly or 
indirectly modi.fy any provision of these penalties or the effect of the penalties, the 
committee reserves the right to review and reconsider the penalties. 

NCAA COMMITTEE ON INFRACTIONS 

Melissa (Missy) Conboy, acting chair 
Christopher L. Griffin (appeals coordinator) 
Roscoe C. Howard Jr. 
Eleanor W. Myers 
James OFallon 
Gregory Sankey 
Dennis E. Thomas 
Rodney J. Uphoff 
Thomas E. Yeager 
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APPENDIX ONE 
CASE CHRONOLOGY. 

2011 

April 29 New York Times and ESPN published stories alleging that the University of Central 
Florida violated NCAA legislation regarding the recruitment of several prospective student-
athletes by using an outside third party (representative 1). 

May -2 - The NCAA enforcement staff conducted initial off-campus interviews. 

May 5 - The enforcement staff conducted initial on-campus interviews. 

June through Aug - The enforcement staff conducted off-campus interviews. 

gsj5 - A notice of inquiry was sent to the institution. 

August 29-31 - The enforcement staff conducted additional on-campus interviews. 

September 7 - The enforcement staff conducted additional on-campus interviews 

September and October - The enforcement staff conducted additional off-campus interviews.  

November 8 - The enforcement staff issued a notice of allegations to the institution, the director 
of athletics; the head basketball coach; an assistant basketball coach; and the former assistant 
football coach, and requested written responses by February 5, 2012. 

January 26 - The NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions granted an extension for 
responding to the notice of allegations for all parities until February 20, 2012. 

February 20 - The NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions and enforcement staff received 
responses to the notice of allegations from the institution, the director of athletics, the head 
basketball coach, an assistant basketball coach and a former assistant football coach. 

March 1 - The enforcement staff conducted a prehearing conference with the institution. 

March 5 - The enforcement staff conducted a prehearing conference with the head men’s 
basketball coach and an assistant men’s basketball coach. 
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March 6 The enforcement staff conducted a prehearing conference with the director of 
athletics. 

March 7 The enforcement staff conducted a prehearing conference with a former assistant 
football coach. 

March 26 - The case summary was sent out. 

April 13 - The institution appeared before the NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions. 

July 31 - Infractions Report No. 372 was released. 
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APPENDIX TWO 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AS IDENTIFIED IN THE INSTITUTION’S FEBRUARY 2 
2012 RESPONSE TO THE NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS 

1, 	Accepted the resignations of the director of athletics and a former assistant football coach 
from their positions as a result of their involvement in this ease. They both left their 
positions on November 9, 2011. 

2. Appointed a new director of athletics to replace the director of athletics effective January 
10, 2012. 

3. Issued letters of admonishment to the head football coach, the head men’s basketball 
coach and an assistant men’s basketball coach. 

4. Required that the head men’s basketball coach and an assistant men’s basketball attend a 
NCAA Regional Rules Seminar in 2012. 

5. Changed the internal reporting responsibilities for the office of athletics compliance so 
that it now reports to an institution compliance office outside of athletics. This change is 
seen by the institution as providing the athletics compliance office with more autonomy 
and the ability to have a non-athletics destination with which to confer for situations such 
as the issues addressed in institution’s response to the notice of allegations. This 
organizational change was implemented on November 9, 2011. 

6. Scheduled a comprehensive athletics compliance review, to be conducted by an outside 
evaluator, to ensure that the current athletics policies and practices conform to all 
requirements of NCAA regulations. The on-campus visit portion of this review occurred 
in mid-January 2012. Further, contracted with the same evaluator to conduct athletics 
compliance "audits" in selected areas (e.g., recruiting, eligibility certification) for the 
institution over the ensuing four academic years. 

7. Entered into discussions with outside vendors to purchase a comprehensive "turnkey" 
software solution for the athletics compliance operation in order to automate athletics 
compliance functions and enhance the institution’s ability to monitor critical athletics 
compliance areas in "real time," The institution has been in contact with several private 
compliance software solutions companies to determine which product can best provide a 
compliance solution for all of its sports. 

8. Planned an internal review of single-game and "seasonal" all-access passes to better 
understand who has access to these benefits and to more accurately monitor their 
recipients. 

9. Enhanced the institution’s annual rules compliance educational program for coaches, 
administrators and staff conducted/coordinated by the athletics compliance office, with 
particular emphasis on the conduct of and interactions with representatives of the 
institution’s athletics interests and other third parties, as they may be associated with 
recruiting. 



NOTICE OF APPEAL 
(Note this document has four pages) 

University of Central Florida 

If you intend to appeal any of the findings of violations and/or penalties imposed by the NCAA Division I 
Committee on Infractions in Infractions Report No. 372 or participate as a silent observer in the appeal of 
any other party of Report No. 372, you must complete and submit this form to the NCAA Division I 
Infractions Appeals Committee via its staff liaison (email completed form to 
by August 15, 2012. 

a, 	Findingfviolation. You may appeal the Committee on Infractions’ determinations of 
fact and violations on any of the following grounds: 

(1) The committee’s finding is clearly contrary to the evidence presented to the 
committee; 

(2) The facts found by the committee do not constitute a violation of NCAA rules; or 

(3) There was a procedural error and but for the error, the Committee on infractions 
would not have made the finding of violation. 

b. 	Penalty. You may appeal a penalty imposed by the Committee on Infractions on the 
grounds that the penalty is excessive such that it constitutes an abuse of discretion. 
Please note that any penalties which are appealed are automatically stayed until the 
appeal is concluded. All other penalties remain in effect. 

2. 	PLEASE SPECIFY IF ’(ii’i ARE APPEALING ANDXI) Ii’ I 111 I I S I1fSW1 
SILENT OBSERVER.  

I (We) am appealing findings of violations and/or penalties and wish to attend as a 
silent observer of the appeal (in-person) of other parties of Report No. 372 (please 
complete sections 2, 3, 4, 8 and 9). 

I (We) am appealing findings of violations and/or penalties and WILL NOT attend as 
a silent observer of the appeal (in-person) of other parties of Report No. 372 (please 
complete sections 2, 3, 4, 8 and 9). 

I (We) am NOT appealing findings of violation and/or penalties and wish to attend as 
a silent observer of the appeal (in-person) of the other parties of Report No. 372 
(please complete section 9 only). 

Please refer to NCAA Bylaws 32.10 and 32.11 for additional information related to the appeal 
process. 

EXHIBIT 



University of Central Florida 
Notice of Appeal 
July 31, 2012 
Page No. 2 

B-i-a 
B-1-a-(I) 
B-I -a-(2) 
B-1-a-(3) 
B-i -a-(4) 
B-1-a-(5) 
B-1-a-(6) 

B-2-b 
B-2-c 
B-2-d 
B-2-e 
B-2-f 
B-2-g 
B-2-h 

B-3 
B-7-a 
B-7-a-(1) 
B-7-a-(2) 
B-7-b 
B-7-c 

(2) 	Please specify the standard under which you are appealing the finding(s) of 
violation(s). 

b. 	Specific penalties (place an "X" next to each appealed penalty). Please note that any 
penalties which are appealed are automatically stayed until the appeal is concluded. All 
other penalties remain in effect. 

D-9 
D-lO-a 
D-10-b 
D-10-c 
D-13 
D-19-a 
D-19-b 

D- 19-c 
D-20-a 
D-20-b 
D-21 
D-22 

4. 	TYPE OF APPEAL. You wish to have the Infractions Appeals Committee consider the appeal 
(select one): 

X 	j At an in-person oral argument. 

Based only on the written record. 
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The Infractions Appeals Committee will consider only the record on appeal that shall consist of: 

a. The record before the Committee on Infractions; 

b. The official transcript and report of the Committee on Infractions hearing; 

c. The institution/individual’s notice of appeal and written appeal; 

d. The Committee on Infractions’ response to the written appeal; 

e. The institution/individual’s rebuttal; 

f. The enforcement staffs written submittal; and 

g. The appellant’s response to the enforcement staff’s written submittal. 

6. 	ACCESS TO WRITTEN MATERIAL RELATING TO THE APPEAL, Written material 
included in the record before the Committee on infractions; the transcript of the Committee on 
Infractions’ hearing; Committee on Infractions’ response to the written appeal; and enforcement 
written submittal will be available through a web custodial site. 

a. The Infractions Appeals Committee will acknowledge receipt of the timely Notice of 
Appeal. 

b. Subsequent to receipt of the acknowledgment, you will have 30 days to file your written 
appeal. 

C, 	The Committee on Infractions will receive your written appeal and will have 30 days to 
submit its response. 

d. 	Subsequent to the acknowledgement of the receipt of the Committee on Infractions’ 
response, you will have 14 days to submit a rebuttal. 

C. 	The enforcement staff may submit Written information regarding perceived new 
information, errors, misstatements and omissions related to the written appeal, 
Committee on Infractions response and rebuttal within 10 days. 

f. 	You will have 10 days to provide a response to the written information submitted by the 
enforcement staff. 
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g. After receiving the appeal materials, the Infractions Appeals Committee will consider the 
appeal at an in-person oral argument or based on the written record. 

h. The Infractions Appeals Committee will issue a report of its decision after it considers the 
appeal. 

8. 	SUBMITTING CURRENT EMPLOYMENT. 

In the case of an individual appellant, the Notice of Appeal must state whether that individual is 
currently employed at an NCAA institution (regardless of the division of the institution). Further, 
if the individual’s employment changes during the course of the appeal process (that is, from the 
time of the submission of the Notice of Appeal through the release of final Infractions Appeals 
Committee report), the individual must notify the Infractions Appeals Committee, through its 
liaisons, of that change, including the identity of the new employer. If employed at an NCAA 
institution, please identify the institution below: 

Yes No 
Are you currently employed at an NCAA institution? 

If YES, please provide the name of the 
institution. 

9. 	POINT OF CONTACT FOR APPEAL. Please provide contact information below for the 
individual(s) serving as the point of contact for this appeal and/or the appeal of another party. 

Contact 1 
Name Mike Glazier 
Address 7500 College Blvd. 

Suite 910 
City, 
State 
& Zip  

Overland Park, KS 66210 

Phone 913.234.4413 
Fax 913.234.4401 
Email mglazierbsk.com  

Contact 2 
Name W. Scott Cole 
Address 4000 Central Florida Blvd 

Millican Hall, Suite 360 
City, State 
& Zip 

Orlando, FL 32816 

Phone 407.823.2482 
Fax 407.823.6155 
Email I scott.cole@ucfedu 
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August 16, 2012 

P.O. Box 6222 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46206 

Telephone: 317/917-6222 

Shipping/Overnight Address: 

1802 Alonzo Watford Sr. Drive 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46202 

VwvWncaa.Org  

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Mr. W. Scott Cole 
University of Cennt1 Florida 
4000 Central Florida Boulevard 
Millican Flail. Suite 360 
Orlando. Florida 32816 

Mr. Milce Glazier 
Bond, Schoeneck and King 
7500 College Boulevard. Suite 910 
Overland 

 
Park- , Kansas 66210 

EXHIBIT 

Re: Infractions Appeals Committee Case of University of Central Florida 

Gear Messrs. Cole and Glazier: 

The NEAA Division J infractions Appeals Commtiee received notice of appeal 
firo, 11- t usitr L Florida At-a-usr 1 20 IS We co,-orifice’s unde - 
standine that the notice 01 appeal was tiled in a timely manner, Further, UCF in-
dicated that It WisilCS to malKe an in-person itritsciitatioii of its appeal. 

By copy of this letter 5  I urn asking the NCAA enforcement staff to contact 
o . ’ t’s ucess i t e teru-- ’ect i’ ne web-bse. cs eon-

al tile related to this ease. The enforcement staff will also add the NCAA Di-
vision I Committee on Infractions’ transcript and private reports to the 

". 

The lb lloving guidelines are applicable regarding, the appearance of individuals at 
am’ appeals oral argument: 

� The chief’ executive officer and the institutions director of athletics are re-
citared to attend the orai argument. 

2. Other university representatives iioty attend the oral argument as the msntu-
tlOn deems aporop:ate. 

National 	Collegiate 	Athletic 	Association 
An association of over 1,200 members serving the student-athlete 

Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 
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Mr. Woe Glazier  
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The univarrit’s wrften appeal mu.si be reccivedb the members of the con mkeec at the Q-
dresses 1 	r’no,, Aw Lhal Spt r 	 1d iicn nn t. 	a 	Ii e 
iei d or w versioil shouki IX usia I Shareiodnt en a at-

altOs should be fllrwarded to Wen�iv Walters at the NCAA nat lanai a thee. Following receipt of 
this inatenal, the Coennitiec Oil ft Cactions will receive a cony of the mateCals and wiii have 30 
days to Ole us response. 

Mr. Jack Friedenthal 
Prothasor of Law 
George Wuhington Jnivrstrv 
2000 H Street. NW 
\\ashirtnton , DC 20052 

Ms. S;usan Cross Lipoickey 
Faculty Athfcics depresenrunve 
?vlianll University (Olio) 
214 Phillips Hall 
Oxford. Ohio 45056 

1".,:: li 	 -. Avid 	ii 	I 

NV. Ar lItany (Tom Jeni:ins 
Did: htsan Wriitht PLLC 
300 \t000ward Avenue 
Suite 0000 
Detroit. Michigan 48226 

Ms. Patti Ohiendori’ 
Vice,  President !or Local A IThirs 
Unorers:lv c fexas at Austin 
24(% inner (faunas Drive 
Mahi Buildbig, hom 102,  
Austin. Texas 787 12 

\’ice-Clirnieellore;i (lea teat Ccuns 
Vanc cb: it  Wvmin - 
305 MILK Hall 
Nashville. iennessee 3721 2-4)15 

Finail. our notice CT appeal since; that representatives of tic insti: nOon will attend as a silent 
obsci vet at the 	l p 	at paAks of Rep or: NC 72 1 	a K- eli lry,  has nX1en a no- 
tice of 	arequesting anin-person at ! a gu ae 	Onee a daL for 	 o 	e 1 has beer,  

esibLs t t you W be euLer of tie  da 	and toe no 	st two representatives of 
UCF will be allowed to nttnd such a oral argument. 

Upload w the "c-Written Appeal and Esldhits" foides in the Appeal Document lilnary, (see enclosed Quick Sheet) 
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If you have an qu 	ions. 6leasc contact Ms. \Valtci’s via I e I tp hone at 317/9 17- 6 ,  2 2-2,  . 

Sinccc1y. 

t 

I)u\iJ t 7 i1iianv; II. c:dr 
NCAz\ 	isf.n 11 factions ’nenls /mf 

DW:kas 

cc: NO RAW1 Ch’,-ft 
i\ 	61 ’onh. 	4 
Dr John Cl Mitt 
1441. S1c1ncu Morean 
Mn loid Srain*nr 
W. Rod Upho ft 
NCAA D:vsaan I iilieiio.ns ppcais Conmiiire 

’ 	Se lecte d Sti 	ci 	e s 
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This case was resolved through the summary disposition process, a cooperative endeavor 
in which the Committee on Infractions reviews infractions cases submitted in written 
form. This process is used in lieu of a formal hearing when the NCAA enforcement 
staff, the member institution and involved individuals agree to the facts of an infractions 
case and that those facts constitute major violations. The involved institution also 
proposes penalties it believes to be appropriate. This summary disposition report was 
reviewed by the committee during its December 2009 meeting. 

This case centered on telephone calls and text messages which violated NCAA 
legislation. Specifically, between June 2007, and January 2009, two non-coaching 
football staff members placed numerous impermissible telephone calls and text messages 
to prospective student-athletes and/or their parents in violation of NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3 
(Telephone Calls) and 13.4,1,2 (Electronic Transmissions). Both of these individuals are 
no longer employed at Central Florida, but have taken positions at other NCAA member 
institutions. 

This case was considered "major" in nature because the sheer volume of impermissible 
telephone calls and text messages placed by the involved individuals (at least 300) clearly 
reflected that the violations were neither isolated nor inadvertent. Moreover, the 
impermissible telephone calls and text messages occurred over an extended period of 
time (i.e., almost 18 months) and involved a significant number of prospects (27). 

This was the fifth summary disposition case involving either impermissible text 
messaging, electronic mail or telephone calls the committee has reviewed in the last year. 
[See: State University at Albany (January 27, 2009); University of New Hampshire (July 
23, 2009); University of Richmond (November 5, 2009); College of the Holy Cross 
(December 17, 2009)] 

A member of Conference USA, the institution has a total enrollment of approximately 
53,537 students. The institution sponsors six men’s and 10 women’s intercollegiate 
sports. This was the institution’s second major infractions case. The institution also had 
an infractions case in 1985 involving the men’s basketball program. 



Beginning June 6, 2007, and continuing through February 6, 2008, a then football 
recruiting administrator ("former recruiting administrator") engaged in 
impermissible telephone and text message contacts with prospective student-
athletes or their parents. Specifically: 

a. The former recruiting administrator placed and received approximately 
141 telephone calls involving 17 prospects or their parents. He placed and 
received the phone calls from his office telephone and his institution-
issued cellular telephone. 

b. The former recruiting administrator sent 28 text messages to prospects or 
their parents prior to the NCAA August 1, 2007, ban on text messages; 
He sent these text messages from his institution-issued cellular telephone. 

C. 	The former recruiting administrator sent 42 text messages to prospects or 
their parents after the NCAA ban on text messages. He sent these text 
messages from his institution-issued cellular telephone. 

d. The former recruiting administrator placed 12 impermissible outgoing 
telephone calls to prospects or their parents during weeks in which the 
football staff already made its one permissible telephone call. 

e. The former recruiting administrator placed three telephone calls to 
prospects or their parents prior to September 1 of the prospect’s senior 
year of high school. 

Explanation of Violation 

The enforcement staff, institution and the former recruiting administrator is in agreement 
on this finding and that violations of NCAA legislation occurred. The committee finds 
that the violations occurred. 

The former recruiting administrator began his employment with the institution in August 
2006 as a football graduate assistant for administration. In June 2007, he assumed duties 
as a football recruiting administrator. His primary responsibilities involved assisting 
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with on-campus recruiting activities, which included preparation for and coordination of 
official and unofficial visits by prospects. However, in accordance with NCAA 
legislation, as a non-coaching football staff member, he could not make telephone calls 
to, receive telephone calls from or send text messages to prospects or their parents. 

During the spring term of the 2007-08 academic year, as a routine function of the 
institution’s monitoring of its intercollegiate athletics programs, the university’s office of 
athletics compliance (OAC) conducted its quarterly audit of telephone calls and records. 
During the course of the review, the OAC discovered irregularities in the former 
recruiting administrator’s telephone records. On March 4, 2008, the institution began 
conducting interviews regarding possible violations involving the former recruiting 
administrator placing and/or receiving impermissible telephone calls and text messages. 
The university’s inquiry revealed that, beginning June 6, 2007, and continuing through 
February 6, 2008, the former recruiting administrator placed and received telephone calls 
from approximately 17 prospects or their parents prior to their signing National Letters of 
Intent. 

In reference to the text messages, the former recruiting administrator sent 70 text 
messages to prospects or their parents, 28 text messages were sent prior to the NCAA 
ban on text messaging and 42 text messages were sent after the ban. The former 
recruiting administrator acknowledged that he received rules education from the 
institution’s OAC and was aware of the text messaging ban beginning August 1, 2007. 
He expressed remorse and stated that he executed poor judgment in sending the text 
messages. 

In reference to the impermissible telephone calls, from June 6, 2007, through February 6, 
2008, the former recruiting administrator placed 80 impermissible outgoing telephone 
calls to prospects or their parents (which are included in the 141 telephone calls 
referenced in Finding B-1-a). Twelve of these calls were placed during weeks in which 
members of the football coaching staff also made an otherwise permissible telephone 
call. The former recruiting administrator’s impermissible telephone calls resulted in the 
institution exceeding the applicable limit (e.g., not more than one phone call per week) in 
12 instances involving seven different prospects. Additionally, the former recruiting 
administrator placed three telephone calls to prospects or their parents prior to September 
1 of the prospects’ senior year of high school. 

The former recruiting administrator maintained that his initial purpose for placing the 
phone calls was for "administrative reasons" (e.g., logistical information on official visits 
such as arrival times, means of transportation etc.). Because of this responsibility, he had 
the contact information of various prospects stored in his cellular telephone. He was 
aware, however, that he could not actively recruit. Despite this, he acknowledged that 
during the course of the phone calls, the content of the conversations often transitioned to 



University of Central Florida Public Infractions Report 
February 11, 2010 
Page No. 4 

general topics which are generally considered to be recruiting subject matters, such as 
asking prospects about their school work, their success in their football season, personal 
goals as well as providing support and encouragement to many of the prospects. As a 
result of this activity, several currently enrolled student-athletes identified the former 
recruiting administrator as their "recruiting coach" during the time they were being 
recruited by Central Florida. 

2. IMPERMISSIBLE TELEPHONE CALLS AND TEXT MESSAGES. 
[NCAA Bylaws 11.7.1, 11.7.1.1.1, 11.7.1.2, 13.1.3, 13.1.3.1.1, 13.1.3.4.1 and 
13.4.1.21 

Beginning in approximately August 2008 and continuing through January 2009, a 
then football director of player personnel ("former director of player personnel") 
engaged in impermissible telephone and text message contacts with prospective 
student-athletes. Specifically: 

a. The former director of player personnel placed and received 
approximately 68 telephone calls involving 10 prospects from his personal 
cellular telephone. 

b. The former director of player personnel sent an unknown number of text 
messages to prospects after the August 1, 2007, NCAA ban on text 
messages from his personal cellular telephone. 

Explanation of Violation 

The enforcement staff, institution and the former director of player personnel is in 
agreement on this finding and that violations of NCAA legislation occurred. The 
committee finds that the violations occurred. 

The former director of player personnel began his employment with the institution in 
August 2007. His initial position was that of a football graduate assistant during which 
time he worked directly for, and shared an office with the former recruiting administrator 
involved in Finding B-i. The former director of player personnel described the former 
recruiting administrator as his "mentor." In May 2008, the former recruiting 
administrator left Central Florida to take a position at another Division I institution. At 
that time, the institution renamed his former position to "director of player personnel." In 
June 2008, the former director of player personnel was promoted from graduate assistant 
to the renamed position of "director of player personnel." Despite the name change, the 
duties remained the same, and the job continued to be classified as a non-coaching 
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football staff position. Regrettably, not only did the duties remain the same, so did the 
practice of placing impermissible telephone calls and text messages. 

In reference to the impermissible telephone calls, beginning in approximately August 
2008 and continuing through January 2009, the former director of player personnel 
placed telephone calls to and received telephone calls from 10 prospects who had not 
signed a National Letter of Intent or enrolled at the institution. The former director of 
player personnel reported that the impermissible contact occurred after he "emotionally 
connected" with certain prospective student-athletes during their official or unofficial 
visits. During these prospects’ visits, the former director of player personnel would 
provide his business card with his personal cellular phone number handwritten on it. The 
former director of player personnel reported that he knew he was not permitted to place 
or receive phone calls to prospective student-athletes, particularly since his predecessor 
recently violated the same NCAA bylaw. The former director of player personnel 
rationalized his contact with prospects by stating that he felt "discomfort" with ending his 
friendship with the prospects with whom he had connected; as such, he initiated the 
impermissible contact. He was educated on the rules and knew he was participating in 
impermissible contact. The former director of player personnel stated that none of the 
football coaching staff was aware of his impermissible telephone contact with 
prospective student-athletes. 

In reference to the impermissible text messages, beginning approximately August 2008 
and continuing through January 2009, the former director of player personnel sent an 
unknown number of text messages to prospective student-athletes. Although the exact 
number of text messages sent/received is unknown due to the cell phone company’s 
policy on purging text message records, based on the recovery of two months of relevant 
records, the enforcement staff and institution estimate the number of text messages to be 
less than 30. The former director of player personnel acknowledged that he received 
rules education from the institution’s OAC and was aware of the text messaging ban 
beginning August 1, 2007. 

C. 	PENALTIES. 

For the reasons set forth in Parts A and B of this report, the Committee on Infractions 
finds that this case involved major violations of NCAA legislation. As this case came to 
the committee through the summary disposition process, the majority of the penalties 
were proposed by the institution and adopted by the committee, as so referenced below. 
Further, it should be noted that both of the involved individuals in this case had, or will 
have, sanctions imposed upon them at their current employing institutions as a result of 
their commission of NCAA violations set forth in this report . The penalties are as 
follows: 
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1. 	Public reprimand and censure. 

	

2. 	Two years of probation from February 11, 2010, through February 10, 2012. 
(Institution imposed) 

	

3. 	Effective during the 2008-09 and 2009-10 academic years, the institution has: 

a. Restricted its football coaching staff members from making telephone 
contact with then current high school juniors until May 1, 2009, even 
though NCAA rules permitted telephone contact with high school juniors 
beginning April 15. Inasmuch as permissible telephone contact with rising 
seniors was made in this case while those prospects were in their junior 
year, the university elected not to impose any telephone call restrictions on 
that recruiting class. As a result, the university felt that this self-imposed 
two-week penalty offset any recruiting advantage gained related to this 
matter. (Institution imposed) 

b. Reduced by one the number of recruiters permitted (per Bylaw 11.7.4) to 
recruit off of the institution’s campus during the months of September, 
October and November, and the specified period of December for the fall 
2008 football evaluation and contact periods, per Bylaws 30.10.3-(a)-(1) 
and 30.10.3-(b). Accordingly, during those time periods, the institution 
limited itself to a maximum of six recruiters off campus at any one time. 
(Institution imposed) 

C. 
	Reduced the number of evaluation days during the fall evaluation period 

specified in Bylaw 10.10.3-(a)-(1) from a maximum of 42 to a maximum 
of 36. This six-evaluation-day reduction was intended to be consistent 
with and to fully apply the one-coach reduction on available recruiters 
during that time period. (Institution imposed) 

	

4. 	In accordance with Bylaw 19.5.2.2-(1), the committee required that the former 
recruiting administrator’s current employing institution to suspend him from his 
duties for a two-week period of time commencing on January 21 and concluding 
on February 4, 2010 Further, the former recruiting administrator shall attend, at 
his own expense, an NCAA Regional Rules Seminar in 2010 No later than 
February 26, 2010, the university shall submit to the office of the Committees on 
Infractions a letter documenting compliance with the suspension of the former 
recruiting administrator. Further, within one month of attending the seminar, the 
former recruiting administrator must provide to the office of the Committees on 
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Infractions a list of those sessions attended at the seminar, together with his 
certification of attendance. 

5. 	The former director of player personnel’s current employing institution, on its 
own initiative, imposed the following sanctions upon him in response to his 
involvement in NCAA violations while at Central Florida: 

(a) Suspended his pay for two weeks (November 1-14, 2009); 

(b) Suspended him from any work activities (on or off campus) for one week 
(November 1-8, 2009); and 

(c) Barred him from traveling to the final two regular-season away-from- 
home football contests. 

6. 	During this period of probation, the institution shall: 

a. Continue to develop and implement a comprehensive educational program 
on NCAA legislation, including seminars and testing, to instruct the 
coaches, the faculty athletics representative, all athletics department 
personnel and all institution staff members with responsibility for the 
certification of student-athletes for admission, retention, financial aid or 
competition; 

b. Submit a preliminary report to the office of the Committees on Infractions 
by March 29 setting forth a schedule for establishing this compliance and 
educational program; and 

C. 	File with the office of the Committees on Infractions annual compliance 
reports indicating the progress made with this program by February 15 of 
each year during the probationary period. Particular emphasis should be 
placed on the monitoring of recruiting telephone calls and other means of 
contacting prospective student-athletes. The reports must also include 
documentation of the institution’s compliance with the penalties adopted 
and imposed by the committee. 

7. 	The above-listed penalties are independent of and supplemental to any action that 
has been or may be taken by the Committee on Academic Performance through 
its assessment of contemporaneous, historical, or other penalties. 
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8. 	At the conclusion of the probationary period, the institution’s president shall 
provide a letter to the committee affirming that the institution’s current athletics 
policies and practices conform to all requirements of NCAA regulations. 

As required by NCAA legislation for any institution involved in a major infractions case, 
Central Florida shall be subject to the provisions of NCAA Bylaw 19.5.2.3, concerning 
repeat violators, for a five-year period beginning on the effective date of the penalties in 
this case, February 11, 2010. 

The Committee on Infractions advises the institution that it should take every precaution 
to ensure that the terms of the penalties are observed. The committee will monitor the 
penalties during their effective periods. Any action by the institution contrary to the 
terms of any of the penalties or any additional violations shall be considered grounds for 
extending the institution’s probationary period or imposing more severe sanctions or may 
result in additional allegations and findings of violations. An institution that employs an 
individual while a show-cause order is in effect against that individual, and fails to 
adhere to the penalties imposed, subjects itself to allegations and possible findings of 
violations. 

NCAA COMMITTEE ON INFRACTIONS 

Paul T. Dee, chair 
Eleanor W. Myers 
James O’Fallon 
Dennis E. Thomas 
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CASE CHRONOLOGY. 

The investigation began when the university’s office of athletics compliance (OAC) conducted a 
routine audit of recruiting telephone records. A review of the then football recruiting 
administrator’s, records by the OAC revealed telephone and text messaging contact with 
prospective student-athletes or their parents. Based on its initial review, the institution 
commenced an investigation. 

August 5. 2008 - The institution submitted a self-report of the former recruiting administrator’s 
violations. In July 2009, after submitting its initial self-report, the institution discovered that the 
former director of player personnel, committed violations of a similar nature as the former 
recruiting administrator. 

May 5, 2009 - The summary disposition letter was sent. 

November 30, 2009 - The summary disposition report was submitted to the NCAA Division I 
Committee on Infractions. 

December 12, 2009 - The NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions reviewed the summary 
disposition report. 

February 11, 2010� Infractions Report No. 319 released. 
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DISPOSIT ION1I11 ’ 1IREPORT .  

University of Central Florida 

1. The institution secured the former director of player personnel’s resignation from his 
position May 5, 2008. (Institution imposed) 

2. The institution issued a written letter of admonishment to the head football coach 
received related to his legislated responsibility for the oversight of his program. 

3. Institutional recertification through the university’s president’s and the director of 
athletics’ signatures on the agreement form, included as a part of this summary 
disposition report, that the current athletics policies and practices of the university 
conform to all requirements of NCAA regulations. 

4. The office of athletics compliance enhanced the current monitoring systems in place 
related to telephone contacts and billings to incorporate all institutional non coaching 
staff members with sport-specific responsibilities (e g, director of operations, recruiting 
administrator) Currently, this institutional monitoring review is performed quarterly.  

5. The office of athletics compliance conducted a department-wide rules-education session 
specifically focusing on NCAA telephone legislation. This session included a discussion 
on all forms of electronic communication governed by NCAA legislation. Rules-
education sessions for those individuals at the university who are involved in the 
coaching or sport-related administrative duties have used and will continue to use the 
violations and related issues of this case as illustrations of how unintended consequences 
can result in NCAA rules violations. 

Former Recruiting Administrator’s Current Employing Institution. 

On May 14, 2009, the former recruiting administrator current employing institution 
received a letter from the NCAA enforcement staff requesting it to submit a response in 
connection with the summary disposition of a major infractions case involving the 
University of Central Florida (UCF) and the former recruiting administrator. The former 



University of Central Florida Public Infractions Report 
February 11, 2010 
Page No. 11 

recruiting administrator is employed by that institution as an administrative staff 
member. In response to, the letter, the employing institution conducted an evaluation of 
the former recruiting administrator’s role in potential violations at UCF and his job 
performance since becoming employed in his new position and the likelihood of him 
committing future NCAA rules violations. Based on its evaluation, the university 
concluded that the former recruiting administrator should be retained and that, during his 
tenure at that institution, it is unlikely he will be involved in additional NCAA violations. 

On December 1, 2008, the institution’s head football coach, acting within the scope of his 
duties, hired the former recruiting administrator as "director of player personnel" for the 
sport of football, with the primary job duties including coordinating the recruiting 
activities of the football program, but other ancillary duties included serving as a liaison 
between football and athletic student services, acting as liaison between the football 
camps and the institution, and oversight of a portion of the football support staff. 

Prior to the former recruiting administrator’s hire by the current employing institution, 
UCF began examining recruiting phone calls and text messages made by the former 
recruiting administer while he was employed at UCF in the football program that were 
contrary to NCAA legislation. At the time of his hiring by the current institution and 
continuing through May 2009, the UCF investigation was ongoing. Consequently, it was 
unknown whether that investigation would result in major infractions, secondary 
infractions or no violations against UCF and whether the former recruiting administrator 
would be at risk for a show-cause order. During UCF’s investigation, the institution 
remained in contact with the NCAA’s director of enforcement for the UCF case regarding 
the matter. In May 2009, the NCAA’s director informed the institution that UCF’s case 
was going to be major and that the former recruiting administrator would be deemed at 
risk for a show-cause order. 

Analysis of the Former Recruiting Administrator’s Performance 

When the current employing institution learned that the case at UCF involved a major 
infraction in football, the institution’s director of athletics temporarily placed the former 
recruiting administrator under the direct supervision of the Intercollegiate Athletics 
Compliance Office (IACO) while a review was conducted. Under the supervision of 
IACO, the former recruiting administrator was allowed to continue scheduling recruiting 
travel for the football coaching staff, logging recruiting days and evaluations used, and 
ensuring football coaches did not duplicate recruiting calls to or evaluations of prospects. 

Additionally, the IACO used this time to gauge the former recruiting administrator’s 
knowledge of NCAA legislation and provide him with enhanced education in all areas of 
compliance. As a result, the former recruiting administrator was exposed to the breadth 
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of compliance at a major Division I institution and the manner in which all aspects of the 
athletics program are scrutinized internally in detail. It should be noted that the former 
recruiting administrator’s duties during this review did not involve scheduling on-campus 
recruiting logistics for prospective student-athletes. 

During the time the former recruiting administrator was suspended from working 
independently with the football program, the institution conducted a careful review of his 
performance. The directive of this review, set forth by the institution’s president, was 
very clear: if the former recruiting administrator was not making concerted efforts to 
ensure compliance in all areas in which he works and oversees, his employment would be 
terminated. Additionally, if the former recruiting administrator was found not to have 
cooperated fully with the investigation at UCF or was found to have intentionally 
violated NCAA legislation, his employment would likewise be terminated. 

Since his hiring, the former recruiting administrator has maintained "an exemplary track 
record" of both commitment to rules compliance and communication with the 
institution’s IACO. As the director of football’s recruiting efforts and due to the 
complexity of Bylaw 13, the former recruiting administrator is in more frequent contact 
with the IACO than any other institutional employee. These contacts focus around 
interpretations of Bylaw 13, the permissibility of recruiting actions and being present for 
all additional or regularly scheduled rules education provided to members of the football 
staff. Additionally, the former recruiting administrator reviews all outgoing mail 
campaigns with the IACO In these activities, the former recruiting administrator has 
been attentive, diligent and engaging with the TACO. He has made a concerted effort to 
ensure all aspects of the football recruiting program are compliant with NCAA and 
Conference legislation. Through this evaluation period, the former recruiting 
administrator, as well as others on the football administrative team, received additional 
rules education and administrative oversight by the TACO. Records were spot checked, 
as were recruiting communications. All have been compliant. The former recruiting 
administrator’s supervisor in football, which is the associate director of athletics for 
football, stated that the former recruiting administrator is doing an excellent job and 
highlighted his organizational skills and ability to learn quickly. The TACO notes that the 
former recruiting administrator has maintained a transparency in his work and been 
accommodating of all requests made to ensure rules compliance 

Regarding the former recruiting administrator’s cooperation with the UCF investigation, 
the NCAA director of enforcement informed the institution that the former recruiting 
administrator, both prior to and while employed at his current institution, remained 
completely forthcoming and cooperative. The current employing institution questioned 
the enforcement staff specifically about the former recruiting administrator’s actions 
during the investigation and was informed that he cooperated fully and consistent with 
the spirit of the cooperative principle. 
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The current employing institution did not know that the former recruiting administrator’s 
former institution (UCF) would be facing major violations at the time it hired him. Once 
that fact became clear, the institution took immediate action and conducted a thorough 
review of the former recruiting administrator’s actions at UCF, his actions at his current 
institution, and the risk his employment posed to his current institution’s ongoing 
commitment to compliance with all NCAA legislation. When detailing his actions at 
UCF, the former recruiting administrator was forthcoming with institutional staff 
members and remorseful that his actions placed his former employer at risk. The former 
recruiting administrator stated that in hindsight, he should have done more to seek out 
correct interpretations of NCAA legislation and that he is now committed to doing so. 
While the institution was satisfied by the former recruiting administrator’s statements and 
actions as an employee, it nonetheless took additional steps to ensure the problems that 
happened at UCF would not reoccur at his current institution. The compliance resources 
at the institution will serve as an initial barrier to violations. The institution has six full-
time compliance members and two 20-hour-per-week employees, including one director 
whose entire job is to focus on Bylaw 13 monitoring, and another who serves as a full-
time compliance-education specialist. Software is employed at the institution to monitor 
100 percent of calls and text messages made from the land and cellular lines of all 
institutional employees. The system monitors all prospect numbers, as well as their 
families. 

Thus far, the former recruiting administrator has recorded no call or text violations. The 
IACO conducts monthly compliance educational meetings at which the former recruiting 
administrator is required to be present. Additionally, the former recruiting administrator 
is sent educational newsletters, regular bulletins and rules reminders on updated 
interpretations and legislative changes. 

Regarding actions taken specifically for the former recruiting administrator because of 
his involvement in an NCAA infraction at UCF, the institution required the former 
recruiting administrator to attend an NCAA Regional Rules Seminar in 2009 and will 
require him to continue doing so for the duration of his employment. The former 
recruiting administrator will be required to attend all recruiting sessions, as well as new 
legislation and other sessions that may benefit the former recruiting administrator or 
those working with him. The IACO meets with the former recruiting administrator 
individually on a weekly basis to discuss developments in football recruiting. The IACO 
will continue to monitor 100 percent of the former recruiting administrator’s telephone 
calls. The former recruiting administrator will be required to attend both coach’s 
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compliance meetings and administrative compliance meetings. The former recruiting 
administrator will continue to take the recruiting examination each year to allow the 
IACO to assess his rules knowledge. Remediation will be provided in any deficient 
areas. 

Conclusion 

The former recruiting administrator’s current employing institution is fully committed to 
NCAA rules compliance. While deeply disappointed in the former recruiting 
administrator’s involvement in an NCAA infraction at his prior institution, the institution 
does not believe the former recruiting administrator is a risk to commit violations in his 
current position. The former recruiting administrator’s acknowledgement of prior 
violations and remorse for his actions, his commitment to operating in a transparent 
manner, his communication with the TACO and the significant barriers to committing 
rules violations placed around him all contribute to the institution’s willingness to retain 
the former recruiting administrator. It has been made clear to the former recruiting 
administrator that should he deviate from the path set before him or should his 
commitment to rules compliance waiver one time, his employment will be immediately 
terminated. But, if he continues to strengthen the recruiting office’s compliance efforts 
and grow as an employee at an NCAA member institution, pending the decision by the 
Committee on Infractions, institution sees no reason why he should not be allowed to 
continue his employment at an NCAA member institution. 

Former Director of Player Personnel’s Current Employing Institution, 

Overview 

The former director of player personnel is currently employed as an intern in the football 
office. On November 30, 2009, the institution was officially informed by the NCAA of 
the former director of player personnel’s involvement in a current investigation regarding 
UCF. 

Remedial Actions 

The institution has reviewed the findings made against the former director of player 
personnel and has taken the following remedial actions. [Note: The current employing 
institution also imposed sanctions on the former director of player personnel and these 
are set forth in the Part C, the penalty section of this report]. 

(1) 	His institutional and personal phone records will be subject to regular review by 
the compliance office; 
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(2) Rules education will be reinforced with him regarding permissible/impermissible 
recruiting activities; and 

(3) He will be held to a zero-tolerance policy -- any further violations and he will be 
terminated from employment. 

The current employing institution had no knowledge of the former director of player 
personnel and his impermissible activities that occurred while he was employed at UCF 
prior to his hire. However, to date he has not been involved in any violations at the 
current employing institution and the institution has been informed that he has been 
extremely cooperative with UCF and the NCAA during their investigation. Thus, in 
combination with the aforementioned actions and the former director of player 
personnel’s attached statement, the institution believes it is appropriate for him to 
continue his employment. 


