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July 19, 2011

INTRODUCTION.

On April 16, 2011, officials from Louisiana State University (LSU) and a former
assistant football coach ("“former assistant coach™) with his legal counsel appeared before
the NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions to address allegations of NCAA
violations in the football program.

The violations documented in this case involved a football prospective student-athlete
("prospect 1") and occurred from September 2008 through the summer of 2009. The
violations included impermissible transportation and lodging as well as excessive phone
calls to prospect 1 by members of the athletics administration. While these violations
were serious, a far more disturbing aspect of the case was the role played by the former
assistant coach in their commission and his subsequent obstruction of the investigation.

The former assistant coach arranged for, was directly involved in or knew or should have
known of the violations involving prospect 1. The former assistant coach directed two
student workers in the athletics department ("student workers 1 and 2," respectively) to
transport prospect 1 from the New Orleans airport to the institution's football offices
when prospect 1 arrived for his April 2009 unofficial visit; the former assistant coach
arranged for impermissible transportation when prospect 1 arrived in the vicinity of
campus in late May 2009; he himself knowingly provided impermissible transportation to
prospect 1 on two occasions; and he made impermissible phone calls to prospect 1 using
a cell phone whose existence he concealed from the institution. Further, the former
assistant coach either knew of or should have known of impermissible lodging
arrangements provided to prospect 1 during the unofficial visit. The actions of the
former assistant coach constituted unethical conduct.

Further violations occurred when three non-coaching members of the athletics
administration made or received over 3,600 phone calls to or from high school coaches
and administrators, prospects, and family members of prospects.

A member of the Southeastern Conference, the institution has an enrollment of
approximately 24,000 students. The institution sponsors nine men's and 11 women's
intercollegiate sports. This was the institution's third major infractions case; the
institution appeared before the committee in 1998 for a case involving the men's
basketball program and in 1986 for a case involving the football program.
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B. FINDINGS OF VIOLATIONS OF NCAA LEGISLATION.
1. IMPERMISSIBLE TRANSPORTATION. [NCAA Bylaws 13.5.1 and 13.5.3]

During the period from April through August 2009, while recruiting prospect 1,
the institution provided prospect 1 impermissible automobile transportation.

Committee Rationale

The enforcement staff and the institution were in agreement with the facts of this finding
and that those facts constituted violations of NCAA legislation. The committee finds that
the violations occurred.

The institution began recruiting prospect 1 in the fall of 2008, while prospect 1 was
enrolled in a two-year institution. The former assistant coach was one of two
institutional assistant coaches assigned as prospect 1's primary recruiters.

Prospect 1 verbally committed to attend the institution after making an official paid visit
during November 2008. He signed a National Letter of Intent (NLI) on February 4,
2009. In mid-April 2009 he travelled to the vicinity of the institution on an unofficial
visit. It was at this time that the violations referenced in this finding began.

The unofficial visit took place from April 14-16, 2009. When prospect 1 arrived for the
visit he was picked up by student workers 1 and 2, who transported him at no cost from
the New Orleans airport to the institution's campus, a distance of approximately 62 miles.
Further, during the two-day visit, student worker 2 provided prospect 1 with local
transportation at no cost to and from her campus apartment, the institution's football
operations building and a restaurant.

Student workers 1 and 2 picked up prospect 1 at the airport after being asked to do so by
the former assistant coach. They drove prospect 1 to the football operations building on
campus, where he visited with members of the football coaching staff. Student worker 2
then drove him to her apartment, where he stayed two nights at no charge. During the
course of the weekend, student worker 2 transported prospect 1 around the area,
including back to campus and to at least one restaurant. When prospect 1 departed
following the visit, he was taken back to the airport by student worker 1.

Because he needed to pass one more course to gain enrollment to the institution and
achieve athletics eligibility for the fall of 2009, prospect 1 moved to the vicinity of
campus on May 28, 2009, to attend a local community college. As had been the case the
previous month when prospect 1 made his unofficial visit, the former assistant coach
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arranged for a student worker in the athletics department to provide him with automobile
transportation at no cost from the Baton Rouge airport to the institution's football
operations building.

The former assistant coach later drove prospect 1 to a local apartment complex. Prospect
1 resided in an apartment at another complex during the summer of 2009 (Note: this
arrangement will be discussed in detail in the narrative for Finding B-5 below). The day
after prospect 1 arrived in Baton Rouge, the former assistant coach provided him with
round-trip automobile transportation at no cost from a site near his apartment to the
community college so he could enroll in a math course he needed to pass for admission
and eligibility purposes. On or about July 30, the former assistant coach provided
prospect 1 with round-trip automobile transportation at no cost from a site near prospect
1's apartment to the community college so that he could take his final exam in the math
course.

Finally, on two occasions during the summer of 2009, a football student-athlete provided
prospect 1 local automobile transportation at no cost to church and the former assistant
coach's home.
2. IMPERMISSIBLE LODGING. [NCAA Bylaw 13.2.1.1-(h)]
During the period April 14-16, 2009, while prospect 1 was on an unofficial visit
to the institution, student worker 2 provided him two nights' lodging at her

apartment at no cost.

Committee Rationale

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

As set forth in Finding B-1 above, prospect 1 took an unofficial visit to the institution in
mid-April 2009. While in Baton Rouge, he stayed with student worker 2 at her
apartment at no cost. Prospect 1 and student worker 2 had met during his official paid
visit in November 2008 and had maintained some contact in the interim.
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3. IMPERMISSIBLE PHONE CALLS. [NCAA Bylaws 13.1.3.1.2, 13.1.3.1.7
and 13.1.3.4.1]

From September 25, 2008, through July 27, 2009, members of the institution's
football staff and student worker 2 made 25 impermissible telephone recruiting
calls. Twenty-two of the calls were made to prospect 1.

Committee Rationale

The enforcement staff and the institution were in agreement with the facts of this finding
and that those facts constituted violations of NCAA legislation. The committee finds that
the violations occurred.

During the course of the investigation into prospect 1's recruitment, the institution
discovered that 25 impermissible phone calls had been made by athletics department
personnel. Fifteen of the calls were made to prospect 1 in violation of the NCAA one-
call-per-week rule, with 13 of those calls being made by the former assistant coach. The
other two were made by another former assistant coach and the head football coach.
Both of the latter two calls were inadvertent violations, as the callers were unaware that
the former assistant coach had already phoned prospect 1 in the same week (and had
failed to record the calls).

Seven other calls, all involving prospect 1, were impermissible because they were made
or received by student worker 2, who was precluded by NCAA bylaws from phone
contact with prospects. Three of the calls were made to prospect 1 by student worker 2,
and she also received four calls from him. Because she was an athletics staff member but
not a countable coach as defined by Bylaw 11.7.1.2, the calls violated Bylaw 13.1.3.4.1.

Finally, the former assistant coach made three calls to a second prospect (“prospect 2")
that were impermissible because they were made after May 31 of the prospect's junior
year of high school but before September 1 of his senior year.

The 13 impermissible calls made by the former assistant coach to prospect 1 occurred
between September 25 and December 11, 2008. The calls were made with a second cell
phone possessed by the former assistant coach, the existence of which he had not
disclosed to the institution's compliance staff (Note: further detail regarding the second
phone will be set forth in the rationale for Finding B-5 below). The former assistant
coach did not log the calls he made to prospect 1 using the second cell phone, resulting in
two other members of the football coaching staff making inadvertent impermissible calls
to the prospect in the fall of 2008.
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The former assistant coach asserted that the violations he committed were secondary.
Before a violation may be deemed secondary, it must meet the three-pronged test of
Bylaw 19.02.2.1. The violation must:

a) Be isolated or inadvertent;

b) Provide or be intended to provide only a minimal recruiting, competitive or other
advantage; and

C) Not provide any significant recruiting inducements or extra benefits.

The violations described in this finding do not satisfy the first prong of Bylaw 19.02.2.1.
They were not isolated, as they involved multiple calls over a period of months. Further,
they were not inadvertent; as will be discussed in detail in Finding B-5 below, the calls
were made with a cell phone whose existence the former assistant coach hid from the
institution. Further, the former assistant coach did not document the calls. For these
reasons, the committee concluded that the former assistant coach knew the calls were
impermissible and attempted to conceal them. Therefore, they cannot be deemed
secondary.

On four occasions between January 9-21, 2009, prospect 1 called student worker 2 in the
athletics department. As student worker 2 was not a countable coach, she was precluded
by rule from having the phone contact with prospect 1. Similar violations occurred on
January 27, 2009, when student worker 2 called prospect 1 three separate times.
Recruiting contact had already occurred that week between the coaching staff and
prospect 1 and, additionally, student worker 2 was not a permissible caller.

Twice on June 1, 2009, the former assistant coach placed calls from his second cell
phone to the father of prospect 2. Prospect 2 had just completed his junior year of high
school. Further, on July 27, the former assistant coach called prospect 2 on the prospect's
cell phone.

4. IMPERMISSIBLE PHONE CALLS. [NCAA Bylaws 11.7.1.2 and 13.1.3.4.1]

During the period August 1, 2008, through April 1, 2010, the assistant athletics
director for football operations (“director of football operations"), the director of
player personnel (“director of player personnel™) and the director of external
relations ("director of external relations"), placed or received 3,484 telephone
calls to or from prospects, parents, high school coaches or administrators. As
none of these 3,484 calls were monitored or documented as permissible under
NCAA legislation, they were assumed to have a recruiting purpose. The three
listed individuals are not members of the institution's coaching staff, so they were
not permitted to make recruiting phone calls.
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Committee Rationale

The enforcement staff and institution were in agreement with the facts of this finding and
that those facts constituted violations of NCAA legislation although, as will be set forth
below, the institution believed that very few of the identified calls were for the purpose
of actual recruitment. However, it is likely that the calls served to enhance the
relationship between the institution and the high schools in question, which may have
resulted in some indirect recruiting advantages. The committee finds that the violations
occurred.

The institution did not dispute the finding but offered explanation and mitigation
regarding the calls. It noted that recruiting software used by the institution incorrectly
flagged certain calls as violations when they were in fact permissible or duplications
already included in audit reports. Further, the institution noted that many calls by the
staff members related to camps and clinics, which are allowable for non-coaching staff
members to make. Unfortunately, the subject matter of many of the calls was not
contemporaneously recorded, making it impossible to ascertain an exact number of calls
that related to camps and clinics. Finally, the institution asserted that a number of the
calls dealt solely with administrative matters or were conversations among old friends
that had no relation to the recruitment of any prospects.

Specifically, the director of external relations exchanged nine telephone calls with four
different prospective student-athletes or their parents. Additionally, the director of
external relations placed 1,883 telephone calls and received 782 telephone calls involving
139 different high school coaches, totaling 2,674 telephone calls.

Of the nine calls between the director of external relations and prospects and/or their
parents, five were outgoing. The director of external relations recalled that one call
involved a prospect inquiring who he could speak to regarding recruitment (he was
referred to a coach) while the outgoing calls were in response to earlier messages he had
received.

Of his over 2,600 calls to high schools, the director of external relations (a former long-
time high school coach) stated that the majority were with high school coaches he has
known for many years. Close to 70 percent of the calls lasted two minutes or less, and
the director of external relations claimed that recruiting was never discussed. The
subjects of the conversations included ticket requests for institutional football games,
speaking at clinics, football strategy, coaching at summer camps, or personal talk
between old friends.
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The director of football operations was responsible for 293 calls, including 62 calls to 21
prospects and/or their parents. Additionally, he placed or received 173 calls from
numbers registered to high schools. Finally, he placed or received 58 calls from high
school coaches.

His calls to the 21 prospects and/or their families were for the most part short in duration
and, as explained by the director of football operations, were in regards to logistics for
upcoming official paid visits, necessary paperwork for early enrollees, or information for
potential walk-ons. The director of football operations made it a point to never discuss
recruitment during the calls. The committee notes that, had Bylaw 13.1.3.4.1.2 (2010-11
Manual), which allows calls by noncoaches after a prospect gives a written commitment
to attend the institution or makes a financial deposit, been in effect at the time of the
calls, many of them would have been permissible.

Regarding the calls made to high school administrators, the director of football
operations stated that they were made to talk with academic counselors about transcripts
for prospects. The 58 calls to high school coaches typically involved requests for game
tickets or discussions of LSU camps and clinics.

The director of player personnel placed or received 63 telephone calls to 29 different
prospective student-athletes or their parents. Additionally, the director of player
personnel placed or received 180 telephone calls to or from a high school, and 274
telephone calls were placed or received from a high school coach. This amounted to a
total of 517 telephone calls.

Over 40 percent of the director of player personnel's calls to prospects or their parents
lasted two minutes or less, and 55 of the 63 were incoming to him. The director of player
personnel stated a belief that, because most of the calls were so short, they likely
involved a message being left by one party or the other. He surmised that the rest of the
prospect/parent calls involved questions about sending game film to the institution, as a
good portion of his job involves cataloging and logging video.

The 454 calls exchanged with high school administrators and coaches typically involved
those individuals asking for information regarding defensive schemes run by the
institution and/or requests that the director of player personnel send some footage of a
particular scheme or defensive package. Other conversations involved the coaches
expressing an interest in working as graduate assistants or at a summer camp. Eighteen
of the calls were to his stepson’s high school, while others were to long-time friends or
mentors he had previously worked with in the coaching profession.

While the committee acknowledges that the director of external relations, the director of
football operations and the director of player personnel had longstanding relations with
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numerous high school coaches and administrators, their roles as university athletics
department employees did not exempt them from NCAA recruiting legislation. Once
they accepted the positions within the athletics department, they were required to comply
with all NCAA rules regarding phone calls and recruiting contacts.

The committee appreciates that the telephone call legislation, which limits the timing and
frequency of phone calls to prospects, specifically applies to members of an institution's
coaching staff. With the proliferation of administrative (noncoaching) positions in many
football programs, it is incumbent on institution's to ensure that administrators are well-
versed in the recruiting phone call legislation, monitored as part of any institutional
software package, and have actively documented the permissible purpose of any call
placed to a prospect, parent, high school coach or administrator.

S. UNETHICAL CONDUCT. [NCAA Bylaws 10.01 and 10.1]

From September 2008 through the summer of 2009, the former assistant coach
did not on all occasions deport himself in accordance with the generally
recognized high standards of honesty normally associated with the conduct and
administration of intercollegiate athletics in that his involvement in Findings B-1
and B-3 demonstrated a knowing effort to operate the institution's intercollegiate
football program contrary to NCAA legislation.

Committee Rationale

The enforcement staff and the institution were in agreement with the facts of this finding
and that those facts constituted violations of NCAA legislation. The former assistant
coach denied the allegation. The committee finds that the violation occurred.

As stated throughout this report, the former assistant coach was the catalyst for the
violations that occurred during the recruitment of prospect 1. He enlisted the student
workers to take actions he knew or should have known constituted violations, he
personally knowingly committed violations and he engaged in actions designed to hide
the violations.

Finding B-1 Violations. By knowingly providing impermissible transportation to
prospect 1 on May 29 and June 30, 2009, the former assistant coach directly violated
NCAA rules. While the former assistant coach characterized his actions on those two
occasions as humanitarian because prospect 1 had no other transportation available, the
committee notes that both violations involved rides to the local community college; once
so prospect 1 could register for his class, once so he could take a final exam. Without
passing the class, the young man would not have attained admission to the institution and
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athletics eligibility for the fall of 2009, leading the committee to conclude that the former
assistant coach's motives included helping prospect 1 attain eligibility for admission and
athletics competition. Further, even though the former assistant coach knew he was
violating rules, he did not report his activities to the compliance office. Had the
transportation been provided for humanitarian purposes, the matter would have involved
a secondary infractions report being forwarded to the NCAA with no resulting loss of
eligibility for prospect 1.

The former assistant coach also arranged for student workers 1 and 2 to violate rules
when he had them transport prospect 1 to and from the New Orleans airport (62 miles
from Baton Rouge) and around town during prospect 1's unofficial visit. His claim that
he was unaware the transportation was impermissible was unpersuasive; the committee
noted that, at the time of the violations, he had been a coach on the Bowl Championship
Subdivision level (formerly Division I-A) for over eight years. There was no claim that
he had not been educated regarding recruiting rules during that time. In fact, at the
hearing he made it a point to inform the committee that he had not missed a question on
the annual coaches' exam for five years. Further, the bylaws regarding transportation on
unofficial visits are well-known and easily understood. Finally, at the hearing the former
assistant coach admitted to receiving specific education regarding transportation shortly
after the violations occurred but failing to report them.

Further supporting this finding is the committee's conclusion that the former assistant
coach was aware of prospect 1's lodging arrangements on his unofficial visit. While the
former assistant coach took the time and made the effort to ensure that prospect 1 was
met by the student workers at the New Orleans airport when he arrived for his April 2009
unofficial visit, the former assistant coach claimed no knowledge that prospect 1 would
be lodged during the visit at student worker 2's apartment. The committee finds it not
credible that the former assistant coach would be concerned about a ride from the airport
but not about where a prized recruit was going to stay during a two-day campus Visit.
Additionally, the former assistant coach, the only staff member who was aware of the
impending unofficial visit, did not report the trip to the director of football operations or
see to it that the compliance form for unofficial visits was filled out prior to or at the time
of the visit. That form requires a visiting prospect to reveal where he is staying while in
the vicinity of campus. Finally, the committee notes that student worker 2 implicated the
former assistant coach in her violations. She reported that the former assistant coach
gave her phone number to prospect 1, that she received a number of calls and texts from
prospect 1 during the period between his official paid visit (which occurred in November
2008) and the unofficial visit, and that the former assistant coach asked if she would
house prospect 1 during the unofficial visit. She also stated that the former assistant
coach gave her a credit card to use for the purchase of a meal for prospect 1 during his
unofficial visit. Though she later recanted some of these claims, the committee gives
them credence as they were made during her initial interview, before there would have
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been an opportunity for her to be pressured or convinced to change or fabricate a story
(as she was asked to do on September 3, 2009; see narrative below).

The former assistant coach's involvement in the violations was further established by his
arrangement of prospect 1's summer housing. The former assistant coach acknowledged
driving prospect 1 to an apartment complex on May 28, 2009, the day prospect 1 arrived
in Baton Rouge for the summer. This was the same day on which the former assistant
coach arranged for a student worker to transport prospect 1 from the Baton Rouge airport
to the football office building and the day before the former assistant coach drove
prospect 1 to the community college to register for his math class. Yet, even though he
took the time and effort to make sure the young man had local transportation, the former
assistant coach claimed he simply dropped the young man in the vicinity of the apartment
complex because prospect 1 had already made arrangements to stay somewhere for the
next two-plus months. The former assistant coach claimed that prospect 1 told him
"people are going to come get me from [the apartment complex],” yet it turned out
prospect 1 ended up staying in an apartment at another complex that was rented by a
former football student athlete (“former student-athlete™) who at the time was living in
another city hundreds of miles away. Prospect 1 briefly met the former student-athlete
during his official visits to the institution but had no subsequent communication with
him. Yet, prospect 1 supposedly learned from a friend of the former student-athlete at
the first apartment complex that the former student-athlete's apartment at another location
was vacant. The friend then ostensibly made contact with the former student-athlete,
who agreed to sublease his apartment to prospect 1. This story is simply not believable.
A far more likely version, set forth immediately below, is supported by phone records
and the statements of the former student-athlete.

Records showed that on May 27, the day before prospect 1 arrived in Baton Rouge, the
former assistant coach had a 10-minute phone conversation with a financial advisor
("financial advisor") who worked with the former student-athlete. In an interview with
the institution, the former student-athlete stated that he received a call from the financial
advisor prior to prospect 1 moving in and that the financial advisor "handled" the living
arrangement; in fact, the former student-athlete claimed to have no knowledge of who
stayed in the apartment for the summer, stating that the financial advisor "handles all that
for me."”

The committee concludes that the former assistant coach arranged for and was aware of
the violations in Finding B-1. His knowing involvement in the violations and failure to
be forthcoming regarding them constituted unethical conduct.

Finding B-3 Violations. As set forth in Finding B-3 above, the former assistant coach
made 13 impermissible phone calls to prospect 1 from September 25 through December
11, 2008. While the committee was concerned about the calls themselves, a far greater
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concern was the fact that the former assistant coach made the calls using a second cell
phone that was registered to another person. Further, he not only failed to disclose the
existence of the phone to the compliance office so that recruiting calls from the phone
could be tracked, he gave incomplete information regarding the phone during his
interviews. His involvement in the violations, as well as his failure to be forthcoming
regarding them, constituted unethical conduct.

Starting in the summer of 2008, the institution instituted a computerized system to
automatically log recruiting phone calls. As part of the process, institutional coaches
were required to divulge the numbers of all phones they used for recruiting purposes so
that the numbers could be entered into the system and all calls could be "captured.” All
coaches were educated about the logging system.

The conscious effort made by the former assistant coach to conceal the existence of the
second phone and the calls he made with it was a violation of Bylaw 10.1. Not only did
he use the phone to make impermissible calls, he later stood silent on two occasions
while other members of the coaching staff made calls to prospect 1 during the same week
the former assistant coach had, thereby allowing them to unwittingly commit rules
violations. The first of these occasions occurred in October 2008. On October 27 the
former assistant coach made a call to prospect 1. Because he made the call using the
second cell phone, the call was not recorded on the institutional tracking system. On
October 29 he was present while another member of the staff phoned prospect 1, but the
former assistant coach did not divulge that he had called the same young man just two
days earlier during the same week. Similarly, the former assistant coach called prospect
1 with the second cell phone on November 18, 2008. Because the call was not logged, a
second member of the coaching staff phoned the young man later the same day,
unknowingly committing a violation.

The existence of the phone was uncovered after September 3, 2009, a date on which the
football team was preparing to depart for a game on the west coast. On that date
questions regarding prospect 1's summer 2009 living arrangements had still not been
resolved, and the compliance staff was continuing to look into the matter. It was the
culmination of a frustrating effort for the compliance staff that had begun three months
earlier on June 1. On that date, after learning that prospect 1 would be moving to the
vicinity of campus for the summer, a senior associate director of athletics sent a memo to
the football staff and other staff members reminding them that prospect 1 was still a
prospect and governed by rules regarding prospects. In the memo, the senior associate
director of athletics also requested that prospect 1 be brought to her office to visit with
her once he arrived in the Baton Rouge (Note: she was unaware that he was already in
town).
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On June 15, the senior associate director of athletics became aware that prospect 1 was in
the area. She called the director of football operations and asked him to request that the
former assistant coach bring prospect 1 to her office. After a week went by without
prospect 1 coming to see her, the senior associate director of athletics again called the
director of football operations, who shortly thereafter brought prospect 1 to her office.
When she asked prospect 1 about his summer living arrangements he gave a vague
response, stating he was living with "Sarah,” a person he had met on his official paid
visit. He could not give her last name or apartment number, and he claimed he could not
provide her cell phone number because he did not have his own phone with him at the
time. The senior associate director of athletics requested that he provide the further
information.

After repeated requests, in early July prospect 1 provided a phone number for "Sarah."
The senior associate director of athletics called the number and left messages numerous
times but never received a return call. Finally a female answered the phone, stated her
name was not Sarah, and asked the senior associate director of athletics to cease calling.

On August 5 prospect 1 moved into an institutional dormitory and began fall practice
with the rest of the team. As the season opener approached, he was told unequivocally
by the senior associate director of athletics that he would not be allowed to travel or play
until his summer living arrangements could be confirmed. This ultimatum led to him
stating on September 3 that there was no "Sarah™ and that he had actually spent the
summer living with student worker 2. Student worker 2 gave the same story, although
inconsistencies in the two versions caused further concerns for the senior associate
director of athletics. Student worker 2 later retracted her story, stating that she had only
said prospect 1 stayed with her after she engaged in a three-way phone call with the
former assistant coach and prospect 1 earlier on September 3. The purpose of the call
was to prepare a story regarding the living arrangements so that prospect 1 could be
cleared to play.

When the phones registered to the former assistant coach in the tracking system did not
reveal any record of such a call, further investigation was undertaken. Only then was the
existence of the second cell phone discovered.

As he admitted at the hearing, the former assistant coach "was not forthcoming with
some information” regarding the phone. His excuses for not fully coming forward - that
"things got heated" during the interview and "I got flustered" - are unacceptable. The
former assistant coach was interviewed on four occasions: September 21, 2009; October
6, 2009; October 12, 2009, and February 9, 2010. During the first interview he was
asked twice about phone calls to prospect 1, and both times he failed to mention the
second cell phone. At the time of the second interview he admitted possessing a second
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cell phone in the name of another person, saying it was a personal phone he kept so that
he wouldn't be bothered by fans who might learn of his number.

By the third interview he was questioned in detail regarding the phone. When initially
asked if he recognized the number he responded in the negative, despite records showing
that he spent as many as 2,000 minutes talking on it per month and his statement at the
hearing that, as of the hearing date (April 16, 2011), he'd had the phone for "over two
years" (meaning that, at the time of third interview, he had been in possession of the
phone for at least six months). He then insisted the phone belonged to a woman he is
acquainted with who lives in Florida and that, even though the woman and prospect 1
had never met, the calls between the second cell phone and prospect 1's phone involved
the two of them, not the former assistant coach. He eventually admitted to using the
second phone to talk with prospect 1 on occasions when his institutional phone was not
working.

By the time of the hearing, the former assistant coach acknowledged that the phone did
not belong to the woman in Florida but is in fact his personal phone. He used it to call
prospect 1 and the student workers who were involved in the violations detailed in this
report. He admitted that he never revealed the existence of the phone, on which he made
recruiting-related calls, to the compliance office, and he further stated that prospect 1 was
aware of the number and used it to call the former assistant coach.

There was further information supporting a conclusion that the former assistant coach did
not conduct himself with honesty regarding the second phone. He stated at the hearing
that he had submitted hand-written records of his calls with the second phone to the
recruiting secretary, yet no such records were located by the institution during the
investigation. The committee also noted that, during one of his interviews, prospect 1
made the same claim about the second phone that the former assistant coach initially did;
that is, the phone belonged to the woman in Florida. The committee questions how
prospect 1 would know to tell this story, ultimately proven to be false, if he had not been
coached to do so by someone. The committee concluded that the person most likely to
tell him to relate the story would be the former assistant coach.

In summary, the evidence of the former assistant coach's involvement in the violations,
and his failure to be forthcoming, is overwhelming. His actions constituted unethical
conduct.

C. PENALTIES.

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 determining the
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appropriate penalties to impose, the committee considered the institution's self-imposed
penalties (which were adopted by the committee) and corrective actions. [Note: The
institution's 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 19.01.3 -
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 fully cooperate 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 under Bylaws 19.01.3.3 and 32.1.4 and that the institution's compliance office
should be commended for its pursuit of the truth regarding prospect 1's summer living
arrangement.

The committee lauds the institution's compliance office for its efforts to investigate and
uncover the violations. The compliance office, and particularly the senior associate
director of athletics, continued to ask questions regarding prospect 1's living
arrangements throughout the summer of 2009 and into the fall. It refused to certify
prospect 1's eligibility and allow him to depart for an away contest on September 3,
2009, because those questions had not yet been answered. Had prospect 1 been allowed
to travel and compete before the investigation into his pre-enrollment activities was
complete, the institution would likely have committed further serious violations.
Because the compliance office was proactive, fully investigated and cooperated with the
enforcement staff to uncover the full range of the violations, the institution is entitled to
relief as set forth in Penalty C-2 below. Further, the committee imposed no additional
penalties on the institution.

1. Public reprimand and censure.

2. One year of probation from July 19, 2011, through July 18, 2012. The committee
deviates from the presumptive minimum period of two years' probation due to the
determined efforts of the institutional compliance office to investigate the
situation involving prospect 1 when questions arose regarding his living
arrangements and other possible rules violations. Because the compliance office
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insisted on questions being fully answered prior to allowing prospect 1 to
compete, the institution avoided further serious violations and penalties.

Reduction in official visits for the 2010-11 and 2011-12 academic years. Official
visits allowed from August 1, 2010, through July 31, 2012, shall not exceed 40
total for each of the two years. Consistent with NCAA case precedent, this is
based on a 10 percent reduction off the average annual official visits used by the
institution during the previous four years. (The institution imposed this penalty
for the 2010-11 academic year only.)

Reduction of initial scholarships recipients by two total scholarships, thereby
limiting the institution to 23 initial scholarships for the 2011-12 class. (Institution
imposed)

Reduction of overall scholarship counters by two total scholarships, thereby
limiting the institution to 83 overall scholarship counters for the 2010-11
academic year. (Institution imposed)

Total of 26 NLI/Southeastern Conference Scholarship papers that could have
been mailed for the February 2011 signing date [reduction of two from the
Southeastern Conference limit of 28]. (Institution imposed)

a. The 26 NLI/Southeastern Conference Scholarship papers allowed were
reduced one-for-one for every mid-term enrollee who enrolled in January
2011.

b. Maximum of 23 signees/initial counters will be allowed to enroll during

the summer and/or fall of 2011.

C. Potential "grayshirt" candidates must be declared by May 15, 2011, and
those candidates will be educated by the athletics department compliance
staff on NCAA rules.

In direct response to the non-coach administrative staff telephone call violations
set forth in self-reported finding of Finding B-4, the following telephone contact
restrictions have been added for the month of September 2011 when the
legislation otherwise permits one call per week to any football prospective
student-athlete who has entered his senior year of high school. (Institution
imposed)
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d.

No telephone calls to prospects (or the relatives or legal guardians of
prospects) will be permitted during the first week of September (September
1-7).

For the second through fourth weeks of September, the football staff may
only use its permissible one call per week per prospect during two of those
three weeks. (The weeks will be defined as September 8-17, September
18-24 and September 25-30.)

Further, during the second through fourth weeks of September, only seven
of the nine full-time assistant coaches will be permitted to engage in
telephone communications (outgoing and incoming) with prospects (or the
relatives or legal guardians of prospects).

Finally, the head football coach may not engage in any telephone
communications (outgoing and incoming) with a prospect (or the relatives
or legal guardians of a prospect) during the month of September.

The former assistant coach knowingly committed violations and induced others to
break NCAA rules. He also took actions designed to conceal the violations,
including failing to report his violations to compliance personnel, using a phone
unknown to the compliance office to make impermissible calls, and failing to
disclose the existence of the second phone in a timely fashion. Therefore, the
committee imposes a one-year show-cause period upon the former assistant
coach. During that period, which begins on July 19, 2011, and ends on July 18,
2012, the committee restricts the athletically related duties of the former assistant
coach at any employing NCAA member institution as follows:

a.

The former assistant coach shall have no phone contact with prospective
student-athletes or members of their families. He may neither make calls
to or receive calls from prospects or their family members under any
circumstances;

The former assistant coach shall attend an NCAA Regional Rules Seminar
during 2012. Further, within 90 days of the release of this report or 90
days of his employment by any member institution, whichever is later, he
shall attend ethics training.

Every month, the former assistant coach shall meet personally with the
director of athletics at his employing member institution to discuss and
review the former assistant coach's recruiting activities over the previous
30 days. He shall record all recruiting activities in writing every 30 days
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10.

and present the records to the director of athletics during the monthly
meetings;

Within 30 days of the release of this report or 30 days of his employment
at any member institution, whichever is later, the former assistant coach
shall provide the compliance office a full list of all telephones registered
in his name or the name of any immediate family members and all
telephones he uses for any purposes, including recruiting contact.
Throughout the course of his employment, he shall update the list at any
time it changes.

Within 30 days of the release of this report or 30 days after the hiring of the
former assistant coach, whichever is later, any employing institution shall file a
report with the office of the Committees on Infractions setting forth its agreement
with these restrictions or asking for a date to appear before the committee to
contest the restrictions. Every six months thereafter through the end of the period
of the show-cause order, the employing institution shall file further reports
detailing its adherence to these restrictions.

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 for
admission, retention, financial aid or competition;

Submit a preliminary report to the office of the Committees on Infractions
by September 1, 2011, setting forth a schedule for establishing this
compliance and educational program; and

File with the office of the Committees on Infractions an annual
compliance report indicating the progress made with this program by
April 15, 2012. Particular emphasis should be placed on compliance with
recruiting contact (both in-person and otherwise) legislation by coaches
and all athletics staff and tracking prospects who arrive in the vicinity of
campus prior to enrollment.

The institution shall:

a.

Inform prospective student-athletes in football that the institution is on
probation for one year and explain the violations committed. If a
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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 NLI.
b. Publicize the information annually in football media guides 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.

11.  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.

12. 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,
Louisiana State University 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 19, 2011.

Should Louisiana State University or any involved individual appeal either the findings
of violations or penalties in this case to the NCAA Infractions Appeals Committee, the
Committee 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
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.
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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 modify 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

Britton Banowsky
Melissa (Missy) Conboy
Roscoe C. Howard Jr.
Eleanor W. Myers
James O'Fallon

Dennis E. Thomas, chair
Thomas E. Yeager
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APPENDIX ONE

CASE CHRONOLOGY.

2009

June 25 — Compliance staff became concerned because it could not confirm summer housing and
transportation arrangements for prospect 1.

September — The institution hired outside counsel to investigate issues.

September 21 — The institution began on-campus interviews.

2010
March — The institution self-reported initial violations to enforcement staff.

March 23 — The commissioner of the Southeastern Conference sent the institution's self-report to
the enforcement staff.

April 9 — On-campus interviews were conducted concerning telephone violations.
April 28 — Telephone interviews conducted.

October 27 — Further telephone violations self-reported to enforcement staff.
December 16 — Notice of inquiry sent to institution.

December 20 — Notice of allegations sent to institution.

2011
March 24 — Prehearing conference with the institution.

April 16 — The institution and involved individuals appeared before the NCAA Division |
Committee on Infractions.

July 19 - Infractions Report No. 346 was released.
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APPENDIX TWO

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS AS IDENTIFIED IN THE INSTITUTION'S MARCH 17,

2011, RESPONSE TO THE NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS.

1.

Established a policy that no prospective student-athlete will be invited, encouraged or
provided any support by any coach or athletics administrator to move to the Baton Rouge
area prior to full-time enrollment — unless, and only after, the coach and prospect obtain
written authorization from the compliance staff and the director of athletics. Such
authorization shall be granted only upon presentation of a legitimate academic or
personal need of the prospect that cannot otherwise reasonably be addressed elsewhere,
and upon demonstration that the prospect has the independent means to meet all lodging,
meal, transportation and other financial needs that will be present from arrival in Baton
Rouge until full-time enrollment. The policy further mandates that all coaches must
immediately report to the compliance staff the intended presence or actual presence in
Baton Rouge of any prospect who did not first notify the coach of his intent to move to
Baton Rouge prior to full-time enrollment.

Developed and implemented enhanced rules education and monitoring for the student
worker program in the LSU football office in particular and the entire athletics
department in general. The enhanced monitoring program includes a requirement that
each student worker complete a form each week identifying each contact in excess of an
exchange of greetings the student worker had with a prospective student-athlete during
the previous week.

Enhanced the Unofficial Visitation Form to require a more detailed description of a
prospective student-athlete's lodging, transportation and meal arrangements during
unofficial visits, to include the prospective student-athlete's hometown, specific travel
arrangements, and the names and contact information for any persons who provided the
prospective student-athlete with lodging, transportation and/or meals during the visit.

Reviewed the policies and procedures requiring the maintenance of telephone contact
logs, and added procedures to ensure notification and follow-up in instances where a
coach is delinquent in completing the required log(s).

In response to the findings in the review of non-coach football administrative staff telephone
contacts matter, and in an attempt to ensure that violations of the type discovered therein do not
recur, the institution took the following actions:

1.

Updated job descriptions and job titles for non-coach administrative staff members in
football to make clear the telephone contact limitations on each position.
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2. Updated job descriptions for football secretarial staff to make clear the telephone contact
limitations.

3. Expanded monthly compliance staff meetings with football staff to include support
personnel.

4. Circulated letter from compliance staff and director of athletics outlining new recruiting
protocol for non-coaching staff.

5. Required recruiting correspondence sent to prospects to contain specific instructions on
the appropriate way to contact the football staff. The correspondence no longer lists the
contact person for prospects who are making arrangements for visits. Instead, prospects
are instructed to contact the institution through an email address.

6. Removed direct-line phone numbers from recruiting correspondence and emails sent to
prospects by non-coach administrative staff.

7. Developed an internet link from the LSU Football internet home page and the homepage
that contains NCAA rules regarding telephone communication with prospective student-
athletes and provides detailed information about tryouts, unofficial visits, official visits
and video exchange, complete with email links to send questions to the LSU staff.

8. Required all coaches/support staff to log phone calls received or placed to a recruit in the
Recruiting Radar database.

9. Developed and implemented a new office voice-messaging system that prevents a caller
from being directed to a non-coach administrative staff member. The voice-messaging
center requests that prospects leave their name, classification, and purpose of the call so
the appropriate staff member will be notified for a response.

10.  Purchased and implemented new JumpForward™ phone and recruit monitoring system.

11.  Also, letters of reprimand were issued to the assistant athletics director of football

operations, the director of player personnel and the director of external relations for
football operations for their involvement in the telephone call violations, and to the head
football coach, who had supervisory responsibility for these individuals.



