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A. INTRODUCTION. 

 
 On Friday, February 17, 2012, officials from the University of South Carolina appeared 

before the NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions to address allegations of NCAA 
violations in the football and track and field programs.  The majority of the violations 
involved football student-athletes and prospects.  

 
The infractions in this case were limited and centered on two separate, unrelated set of 
circumstances, which resulted in NCAA violations:  (1) student-athletes living in a local 
hotel at what proved to be a discounted rate; and (2) the impermissible involvement of 
two representatives of the institution's athletics interests in the institution's football and 
men's basketball recruiting efforts and the provision of extra benefits by the two athletics 
representatives.  There was also a concomitant failure to monitor by the institution.  With 
the exception of one issue in Finding B-1, the institution did not contest any of the 
allegations.    
 
The violations in this case first came to light in July 2010 when the enforcement staff 
received information that a football student-athlete ("student-athlete 1") received benefits 
from agents.  In response to this information, student-athlete 1 was interviewed by the 
enforcement staff and the institution.  During that interview, student-athlete 1 reported 
that he lived in a Columbia hotel ("local hotel").  This prompted the enforcement staff to 
review student-athlete 1's housing arrangements at this hotel.  During August 2010, the 
enforcement staff conducted on-campus interviews with student-athletes and 
administrators, and confirmed that the local hotel met the definition of a "representative 
of the institution's athletics interests."  Further, it was determined that the local hotel had 
been providing 12 student-athletes benefits in the form of reduced rent, and in some 
cases, deferred payment for rent, which resulted in the violations set forth in Finding B-1.   
 
With regard to the violations documented in Finding B-2, impermissible recruiting 
inducements and extra benefits from two athletics representatives, the violations occurred 
in connection with prospects' and student-athletes' involvement in a foundation ("the 
foundation").  This foundation was established and funded by a representative of the 
institution's athletics interests who was an alumnus ("representative 1") with assistance 
from another representative, who was also a graduate of the institution ("representative 
2").  The foundation was established in or about 2007 and focused on the mentoring and 
support of inner-city high school students, some of whom were (or later became) 
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recruited prospective student-athletes.  In November 2010,  t he enforcement staff 
received information regarding p o s s i b l e  impermissible recruiting activity by 
representative 1 under the guise of this foundation.  The subsequent inquiry resulted in 
the discovery of the violations set forth in Finding B-2.  
 
A member of the Southeastern Conference, the institution has an enrollment of 
approximately 26,000 students.  The institution sponsors nine men's and 11 women's 
intercollegiate sports.  This was the institution's fifth major infractions case, the 
institution having last appeared before the committee in November 2005 for a case 
involving its football program.  As a result of the 2005 case, the institution is considered 
a repeat violator under NCAA Bylaw 19.5.2.1.1.  The institution also had previous 
infractions cases in February 1991 (men's basketball), March 1987 (men's basketball), 
and January 1967 (men's basketball and football).  

 
 

B. FINDINGS OF VIOLATIONS OF NCAA LEGISLATION. 

 

1. PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT AND IMPERMISSIBLE EXTRA 

BENEFITS – DISCOUNTED LODGING.  [NCAA Bylaws 12.1.2.1.6, 16.02.3, 

16.11.2.1 and 16.11.2.3-(a)] 

 
From May 2009 through October 2010, a local hotel provided preferential 
treatment and extra benefits with an estimated value of $50,886.80 to 12 student-
athletes in the form of reduced rent that generally was not available to the regular 
student population for off-campus housing.  Additionally, the local hotel made 
special arrangements with nine of the student-athletes to pay their rent at later 
dates, thereby providing an impermissible loan to the student-athletes.  Under 
NCAA legislation, the local hotel is considered to be a representative of the 
institution's athletics interests.  Specifically: 

 
a. From May 29, 2009, to February 24, 2010, and April 5 to August 22, 

2010, the local hotel provided a two-bedroom suite to a football student-
athlete ("student-athlete 2") at a reduced daily rate of $14.59 for a total of 
418 days.  Student-athlete 2 occupied the suite with another football 
student-athlete for 239 days of 418 days.  Therefore, this reduced rate 
constituted preferential treatment and later an extra benefit valued at 
$16,940.1  Additionally, student-athlete 1 did not pay rent from May 2009 
through February 2010, and made arrangements with the local hotel to 
defer rent payments until a later date, constituting an impermissible loan.   

 

                                                 
1  For an explanation regarding preferential treatment and extra benefits, see the discussion under Committee Rationale 
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b. From June 2009 to August 2010 (approximately 14 months), the local 
hotel provided a two-bedroom suite to student-athlete 1 at a reduced daily 
rate of $14.59 for approximately 459 days.  Student-athlete 1 occupied the 
suite alone.  Therefore, this reduced rate initially constituted preferential 
treatment and later an extra benefit estimated at $19,466.19.  Further, in 
June 2009, student-athlete 2 stopped paying rent and made special 
arrangements with the local hotel to defer rent payments until the 2010 fall 
semester, constituting an impermissible loan.   

 
c. From November 28, 2009, to August 23, 2010, the local hotel provided a 

two-bedroom suite to a football student-athlete ("student-athlete 3") at the 
reduced daily rate of $14.59 for 268 days.  Student-athlete 3 occupied the 
suite with a roommate.  Therefore, this constituted preferential treatment 
and later an extra benefit estimated at $5,626.39.  Further, student-athlete 
3 did not pay rent until August 2010 and made special arrangements with 
the local hotel to defer rent payments until the 2010 fall semester, 
constituting an impermissible loan.   
 

d. From February 16 to August 23, 2010, the local hotel provided a two-
bedroom suite to a football student-athlete ("student-athlete 4") at a 
reduced daily rate of $14.59 for 188 days.  Student-athlete 4 occupied the 
suite with a roommate.  Therefore, this constituted preferential treatment 
and later an extra benefit estimated at $3,929.99.  Further, since student-
athlete 4 did not pay rent, he made special arrangements with the local 
hotel to defer rent payments until the 2010 fall semester, constituting an 
impermissible loan.  

 
e. From May 9 to August 20, 2010, the local hotel provided a two-bedroom 

suite to a football student-athlete ("student-athlete 5") at a reduced daily 
rate of $14.59 for 103 days.  Student-athlete 5 occupied the suite with a 
roommate.  Therefore, this constituted an extra benefit estimated at 
$2,184.12.  Further, student-athlete 5 made arrangements with the local 
hotel to defer rent payments until the 2010 fall semester, constituting an 
impermissible loan.  

 
f. From May 9 to August 22, 2010, the local hotel provided a two-bedroom 

suite to a football student-athlete ("student-athlete 6") at a reduced daily 
rate of $14.59 for 106 days.  Student-athlete 6 occupied the suite with a 
roommate.  Therefore, this constituted an extra benefit estimated at 
$2,247.73.  Further, after student-athlete 6 failed to pay any rent, the local 
hotel made arrangements with student-athlete 6 to defer rent payments 
until the 2010 fall semester, constituting an impermissible loan.   
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g. From April 20 to August 20, 2010, the local hotel provided a two-bedroom 

suite to a football student-athlete ("student-athlete 7") at the reduced daily 
rate of $14.59 for 121 days.  Student-athlete 7 occupied the suite alone.  
Therefore, this constituted an extra benefit estimated at $5,131.61.  
Additionally, after student-athlete 7 paid $440 and $450 toward rent in 
July and August, respectively, he made payment arrangements with the 
local hotel to pay the remaining balance for the 2010 fall semester, 
constituting an impermissible loan.   

 
h. From July 26 to August 19, 2010, the local hotel provided a one-bedroom 

suite to a football student-athlete ("student-athlete 8") at a reduced daily 
rate of $14.59 for approximately 24 days.  Student-athlete 8 occupied the 
suite alone.  Therefore, this constituted an extra benefit estimated at $509.  

 
i. From August 1 to 19, 2010, the local hotel provided a two-bedroom suite 

to a football student-athlete ("student-athlete 9") at the reduced daily rate 
of $14.59 for 19 days.  Student-athlete 9 occupied the suite with a 
roommate.  Therefore, this constituted an estimated extra benefit of 
$402.90.  Further, student-athlete 9 made arrangements with the local 
hotel to defer rent payments until the 2010 fall semester, constituting an 
impermissible loan.   

 
j. From August 1 to 19, 2010, the local hotel provided a two-bedroom suite 

to a football student-athlete ("student-athlete 10") at a reduced daily rate of 
$14.59 for 19 days.  Student-athlete 10 occupied this suite with a 
roommate.  Therefore, this constituted an estimated extra benefit of 
$402.90.  Further, student-athlete 10 made arrangements with the local 
hotel to defer rent payments until the 2010 fall semester, constituting an 
impermissible loan.  

 
k. From August 1 to the last week in September 2010, the local hotel 

provided a two-bedroom suite to a women's track and field student-athlete 
("student-athlete 11") at a reduced daily rate of $14.16 for 37 days.  
Student-athlete 11 occupied the suite with a roommate.  Therefore, this 
constituted an estimated extra benefit of $792.54.  

 
l. From August 1 to October 3, 2010, the local hotel provided a two-

bedroom suite to a women's track and field student-athlete ("student-
athlete 12") at a reduced daily rate of $14.16 for 37 days.  Student-athlete 
12 occupied this suite with a roommate.  Therefore, this constituted an 
estimated extra benefit of $792.54.   
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Committee Rationale 
 
The enforcement staff and the institution were in substantial agreement on the facts of 
this finding and that those facts constituted violations of NCAA legislation.  The only 
issue in question was when the local hotel attained the status of "a representative of the 
institution's athletics interests."  It was the enforcement staff's position that the local hotel 
became an athletics representative in August 2009 when the institution's compliance staff 
became aware that it was charging a specific monthly rate to two football student-athletes 
for their housing during the 2009-10 academic year, and, at that time, the compliance 
staff should have known that these rates were discounted.  The institution believed that 
the local hotel became an athletics representative in March 2010 when it joined the 
institution's official booster organization, the Gamecock Club.  Regardless of when the 
local hotel became an athletics representative, NCAA violations still occurred.  The only 
difference would be that, if the local hotel were ruled to have become an athletics 
representative in August 2009, the discounted rates and any deferred rent payments 
provided to student-athletes for the period from August 2009 through October 2010, 
would all be considered extra benefits.  On the other hand, if it were determined that the 
local hotel became an athletics representative in March 2010, then the discounted rates 
and any deferred rent payments allowed between August 2009 and March 2010 would be 
considered "preferential treatment," while such benefits provided after March 2010 would 
be considered extra benefits under NCAA legislation.  The committee concluded that the 
institution became an athletics representative in March 2010 when it joined the booster 
club.  In the final analysis, this determination has little substantive impact on the 
seriousness of the violation.   
 
As background, the local hotel is located approximately two miles from the institution's 
campus.  It was originally a condominium complex but was later converted to a hotel.  
Each two-bedroom unit is similar to a furnished apartment and is conducive to long-term 
residence.  "Hotel-type" amenities are provided, including linen and housekeeping 
services, toiletries, courtesy transportation, a full breakfast buffet, high-speed internet 
access, and two televisions with cable service.  In addition, a fully-equipped kitchen is 
included.  In the past, the institution's athletics department has paid for new employees to 
reside at the hotel, including the institution's head football coach, who lived at the hotel 
for approximately seven months after he was first hired.  The hotel manager ("hotel 
manager") stated that the institution's student-athletes were the first residents to sign 
leases at the hotel.  The leases were provided at the student-athletes' request because the 
institution's compliance office required student-athletes living off campus to provide a 
lease. 
 
As set forth above in Finding B-1-a, the first student-athlete to move into the hotel was 
student-athlete 2.  Student-athlete 2 underwent surgery in January 2009.  He and his 
mother stayed at the local hotel while he recovered from his surgery.  In May 2009, after 
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the spring 2009 semester, student-athlete 2 decided to live off campus.  He contacted the 
hotel manager about living at the local hotel because of its proximity to campus and the 
appeal of its apartment-style setup.  The hotel manager reported that he agreed to allow 
student-athlete 2 and subsequent student-athletes to live at the hotel on an extended term 
basis due to a downturn in the local economy and the business' relatively low occupancy 
rates.  The hotel manager agreed to rent a two-bedroom unit to student-athlete 2 and 
another football student-athlete for $900 per month ($450 per person).  The hotel 
manager believed that a monthly rent of $900 for a two-bedroom unit at his hotel was 
comparable to the rates charged for furnished apartments in the Columbia area.  Student-
athlete 2 moved into the hotel on May 29, 2009, but did not inform the institution's Office 
of Compliance Services (OCS) that he had done so until August 2009.  Shortly after 
student-athlete 2 moved into the hotel, student-athlete 1 learned of student-athlete 2's 
living arrangements and approached the hotel manager about living there as well.  The 
hotel manager provided to student-athlete 1 the same rental terms as he offered to student 
2, (i.e., $900 per month for a two-bedroom unit).  Student-athlete 1 moved into the hotel 
on or about May 29, 2009.  As with student-athlete 2, student-athlete 1 did not inform 
OCS that he had moved into the hotel until August 2009.  Subsequently, other student-
athletes learned through "word of mouth" from fellow student-athletes of the hotel and 
the advantages of living there.   
 
In August 2009, upon being informed by the three football student-athletes that they were 
living at the hotel, the institution's compliance staff made a good-faith effort to compare 
the rates charged by the hotel with rates charged for rent at local apartments.  But, as the 
institution agrees, this approach was flawed.2  The appropriate analysis would have been 
to compare the rates which the hotel charged to student-athletes to the rates charged to 
other extended stay guests, including newly-hired athletics employees.  The reason for 
this is that the hotel was not comparable to furnished apartments in the local area.  It was, 
as documented earlier in this report, a hotel that offered enhanced services and facilities, 
amenities not available to residents of typical apartments.  In addition, the hotel allowed 
the student-athletes to live in the hotel for extended periods of time without paying rent, 
yet suffer no consequences.  This failure to require timely rent payment was tantamount 
to a loan.     
 
While living at the local hotel, student-athletes paid a daily rate of $14.59 per person or 
$29.18 per two-bedroom suite.  The committee noted that an enforcement staff member 

                                                 
2
The institution's incomplete analysis of the rates charged at the local hotel was originally alleged to be part of the 
institution’s failure to monitor.  The committee ultimately concluded that, because the institution made a good-faith 
effort to compare rates at the hotel with those charged for other local apartments, including reviewing the leases and 
speaking with the hotel manager in an effort to determine that the lease rates were appropriate, this did not rise to the 
level of a failure to monitor.  However, a failure to monitor was found based upon the impermissible recruiting 
activity by two representatives of the institution's athletics interest [Findings B-2 and B-3] 
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stayed at the hotel and was charged a nightly rate of $123.67.  In examining the rates the 
institution had to pay for a two-bedroom suite for extended stays by newly hired 
employees, the rates varied.  The average rate was approximately $67 per night for a two-
bedroom suite.  The lowest nightly rate paid by the institution for a two-bedroom 
extended stay was $57 a night.  The enforcement staff used the lowest rate charged to the 
institution for extended stays ($57) for student-athlete reinstatement purposes and in 
drafting the allegation that is now Finding B-1.   
 
The difference between what should have been charged to the student-athletes for 
residing at the hotel and what they actually paid resulted in preferential treatment and 
extra benefits totaling nearly $51,000, as set forth above.  

 
The committee believes that the institution may have missed an earlier opportunity to 
detect the violations.  In late November 2009, student-athlete 3 was removed from 
institution housing for disciplinary reasons.  In mid-February 2010, student-athlete 4 was 
also removed from institution housing for similar reasons.  As earlier established, both 
moved into the local hotel; student-athlete 3 on November 28, 2009, and student-athlete 4 
on February 16, 2010.  The institution's compliance office was unaware of either of these 
student-athletes moving into the local hotel until August 2010.  This was discussed in the 
following exchange, which took place at the hearing:  
 
COMMITTEE MEMBER:  So, they (student-athletes 3 and 4) went out of the dorms, 
but they didn't provide you any indication of where they were moving to? 
 
COMPLIANCE STAFF MEMBER:  No, sir, they did not. 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBER:  And there wouldn't be some kind of mechanism to kind of 
track where folks were going once they moved out of the dorms. 
 
COMPLIANCE STAFF MEMBER:  There are several moving parts in the department 
how we do our housing, and it was just something that slipped through the cracks . . . 

 
 

2. IMPERMISSIBLE RECRUITING ACTIVITY AND EXTRA BENEFITS.  

[NCAA Bylaws 13.01.3, 13.01.4, 13.1.1.1, 13.1.2.1, 13.2.1 and 16.11.2.1] 

 
From the spring of 2009 through February 2011, representative 1 and 
representative 2 (a) made impermissible recruiting contacts with, and provided 
impermissible recruiting inducements to, prospective student-athletes; and (b) 
provided extra benefits to student-athletes through a foundation which those 
representatives had previously established.  The inducements and benefits totaled 
over $8,000.  Specifically: 
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a. From the 2009 fall semester through February 2011, representative 1 had 
impermissible recruiting contacts with and provided recruiting 
inducements to a then prospective football and men's track student-athlete 
("prospect 1").  The value of the impermissibly financed visits and 
inducements provided to prospect 1 totaled over $2,700.  Specifically:  

 
(1) At an annual alumni event in Philadelphia for the men's and 

women's track team, which was sponsored by representative 1, 
prospect 1 was introduced to the institution's head track coach as 
an elite track prospective student-athlete in the 2010 spring 
semester.   

 
(2) Additionally, through the foundation, representative 1 

impermissibly financed four unofficial visits on January 28, June 6 
and November 20, 2010, and January 24, 2011, to the institution, 
covering the total cost of travel, hotel and meals for prospect 1 and 
his father.   

 
(3) Additionally, representative 1 provided prospect 1 and his parents' 

two gift cards valued at $170 and, on at least five occasions 
between October 2009 and June 2010, representative 1 provided 
prospect 1 and his parents' meals and entertainment at his home 
through parties associated with the foundation. 

 
(4) Further, during prospect 1's official visit to the institution on 

October 6, 2010, representative 1 provided transportation, drinks 
and entertainment to prospect 1's parents at a private party he paid 
for.   

 
(5) Finally, in October 2010, in furtherance of his recruiting 

objectives, representative 1 sent an email to the institution's 
director of development, which eventually was forwarded to the 
compliance department, unsuccessfully requesting that the 
institution's president meet with prospect 1's mother during his 
official visit in an effort to persuade her that the institution would 
be the best place for her son to enroll.  This email was never shown 
to the president.  

 
b. During the spring of 2009, representative 1 and representative 2 made 

impermissible recruiting contacts with, and provided recruiting 
inducements to a then prospective football student-athlete ("prospect 2").  
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Specifically, representative 2 introduced prospect 2 to an assistant football 
coach at the institution.  Additionally, during the spring of 2009, 
representative 2 financed two unofficial visits to the institution.  The value 
of the impermissibly financed visits provided to prospect 2 totaled 
approximately $400.   

 
c. In June 2010, representatives 1 and 2 brought prospect 3 and other 

prospective student-athletes to the institution's campus through a 
foundation-sponsored trip to participate in the institution's seven-on-seven 
team and football individual camps.  During the camps, the institution 
offered prospect 3 a football grant-in-aid.  Also, representative 1 paid for a 
dinner boat cruise as entertainment for prospect 3 and the other 
prospective student-athletes during the trip.  Additionally, on January 24, 
2011, the foundation impermissibly financed another unofficial visit 
(covering the total cost of travel, hotel and meals) for prospect 3 to attend 
"Junior Day" at the institution.  The value of the impermissible benefit 
provided to prospect 3 was approximately $175.   

 
d. During the spring and summer of 2010, representatives 1 and 2 made 

impermissible recruiting contacts with, and provided recruiting 
inducements to a then football prospective student-athlete ("prospect 4").  
Specifically, in June 2010, through a foundation-sponsored activity, 
representatives 1 and 2 brought prospect 4, his father and other 
prospective student-athletes to the institution's campus to participate in the 
institution's seven-on-seven team and individual football camps.  
Additionally, representative 1 financed a dinner boat cruise as 
entertainment for prospect 4, his father and the other prospective student-
athletes.   

 
e. During the 2009 fall semester, representatives 1 and 2 made impermissible 

recruiting contacts with, and provided recruiting inducements to a then 
men's basketball prospective student-athlete ("prospect 5").  Specifically, 
in September 2009, representative 2 contacted an assistant men's 
basketball coach at the institution to gauge the institution's interest in 
recruiting prospect 5.  Subsequently, in October and November 2009, 
representative 1 financed prospect 5's two unofficial visits to the 
institution (covering the total cost of travel, hotels and meals) for prospect 
5 and his girlfriend.  Further, representative 1 provided $200 in cash to 
prospect 5.  During one of prospect 5's visits, the assistant men's 
basketball coach also met with representative 1.  The value of the 
impermissibly financed visits provided to prospect 5 totaled approximately 
$1,210.   
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f. During the weekend of June 5-7, 2010, approximately 30 other foundation 

prospective student-athletes (in addition to the prospective student-athletes 
mentioned in Findings B-2-a, B-2-b and B-2-c) visited campus to 
participate in the institution's seven-on-seven team and individual football 
camps.  These other foundation-sponsored prospective student-athletes, 
who were not recruited by the institution, attended a dinner cruise on Lake 
Murray in Irmo, South Carolina, which was paid for by representative 1 at 
a total cost of $3,350.  In addition to the 30 prospective student-athletes on 
the dinner cruise with representative 1, representative 1 permitted 16 
members of the men's and women's track team and their head coach to go 
on the dinner cruise.  The dinner cruise constituted extra benefits for the 
16 track student-athletes and was valued at $33.50 per student-athlete.  
Further, the men's and women's head track coach had impermissible off-
campus recruiting contact on the dinner cruise with prospect 1 referenced 
in Finding B-2-a.   

 

Committee Rationale 
 

The enforcement staff and the institution were in agreement on the facts of this finding 
and that those facts constituted violations of NCAA legislation.  The committee finds that 
the violations occurred. 
 
For background purposes, as set forth in the introduction of this report, the foundation 
was established by representative 1, with assistance from representative 2, both of whom 
are graduates of the institution.  The foundation's board of directors includes former 
football student-athletes from other institutions.  All of the foundation's board members 
contribute financially to the organization, but representative 1 is the primary financier, 
contributing about 90 percent of the funds the foundation needed for its activities.  
 
Representative 1 has been an active financial supporter of the institution in the past.3  
Representative 1 was considered to be a "booster" at all times relevant to Finding B-2.  
Representative 2 was not a representative of the institution's athletics interests until 2009, 
when he assisted in the recruitment of a prospective student-athlete (Finding B-2-c).4   
 

                                                 
3 Representative 1 is a Pennsylvania businessman who has been an institution football season ticket holder in the 
past, a member of the Gamecock Club booster organization, an active member of his local alumni chapter and a 
regular financial contributor to the institution, with contributions totaling over $190,000 during his lifetime.  
4 Representative 2 was an educator and a retired high school football coach.  He has never been a member of the 
Gamecock Club booster organization and has never donated to the institution.  
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The foundation's stated mission is to "provide supplementary support to high school 
student-athletes in both their academic and athletics endeavors."  The foundation is 
involved with approximately 100 students in eight chapters across the country and 
focuses on assisting underprivileged students from single parent households.  The 
organization assists students with Scholastic Aptitude Test prep sessions and college 
application information sessions.  From an athletics standpoint, the foundation sought to 
expose prospects to college campuses by arranging unofficial visits to various institutions 
and through participation in sports camps and other athletics events.  Representatives 1 
and 2 said their goal was to assist prospects in securing scholarship offers and meeting 
NCAA initial eligibility standards and admissions standards at the institution of their 
choice.  The foundation attempted to provide opportunities to athletes of varying skill 
levels.  Many of the students who participate in foundation-sponsored activities are not 
Division I prospects and ultimately may not compete in intercollegiate athletics. 
 
The committee acknowledged that some of the motivation and purpose for 
representatives 1 and 2 establishing the foundation were well-intentioned.  However, 
several of the prospective student-athletes involved in the foundation did not need 
assistance in getting scholarship offers, as they were elite athletes.  For example, 
prospects 1 and 2 were destined to be offered athletics scholarships regardless of any 
assistance from the foundation.  Prospect 1 enrolled at South Carolina while prospect 2 
enrolled at another Southeastern Conference institution.  Regardless of the assistance 
provided to high school students who may not have been recruited prospective student-
athletes, it was clear that some of the representatives' efforts in administering the 
foundation were aimed at assisting the institution in the recruitment of prospects.  For 
instance, the foundation named the fathers of two prospects to its Board of Directors.  
The institution offered scholarships to both prospects.  Additionally, representatives 1 
and 2 organized, sponsored and attended more trips to their alma mater than to other 
institutions.  Further, one of the representatives was present for several of the mentoring 
group trips to the institution but did not attend any of the mentoring group's trips to other 
institutions.  The same representative stated that he was more involved in planning the 
trips to the institution's campus.  The institution acknowledges that these trips benefited 
its recruitment of the prospects it recruited who are included in Finding B-2.   
 
As earlier established, representative 1 was a prominent booster.  He held season tickets 
in a privileged area of the stadium for many years and has generously donated to the 
institution.  Moreover, he was a member of the institution's Alumni Association Board of 
Governors and president of his local alumni chapter.  He was known to members of the 
athletics program as a booster and had a personal relationship with the institution's head 
track coach.  Therefore, his involvement with prospective student-athletes should have 
raised concerns within the athletics department.  This is discussed in greater detail in 
Finding B-3, failure to monitor. 
 



University of South Carolina, Columbia Public Infractions Report 
April 27, 2012 
Page No. 12 
__________ 
 
 
 

Finally, the committee has noted a trend in recent years whereby unofficial visits have 
taken on increased importance in recruiting, particularly for the two "flagship" sports, 
football and men's basketball.  By using unofficial visits, institutions avoid the costs 
associated with official visits, such as transportation, lodging and meals.  Further, 
prospective student-athletes on unofficial visits are not required to provide academic 
transcripts or college preparatory test scores, and to be placed on the institution's request 
list with the NCAA's Eligibility Center, as they would if taking an official visit.  Using 
unofficial visits allows the institution and prospective student-athletes to "save" official 
visits and thus expand recruiting opportunities.  Frequently, unofficial visits are financed 
not by the prospective student-athlete and his/her family, but by a third party.  
Representatives 1 and 2, through the auspices of their foundation, financed unofficial 
visits for prospects 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, along with 30 other, "non-elite," prospective student-
athletes.  These unofficial visits provided the institution's coaches important early access 
to these recruits.  

 

 

3. FAILURE TO MONITOR.  [NCAA Constitution 2.8.1] 

 
The institution violated the principles of rules compliance in that it failed to 
monitor and investigate the impermissible activities of representatives 1 and 2 as 
set forth in Finding B-2.  During the 2008-09 through 2010-11 academic years, 
the institution became aware of their recruiting activities.  Yet, these matters were 
neither adequately pursued nor sufficiently investigated for potential NCAA rules 
violations.  Specifically: 
 
a. In the fall of 2009, an assistant men's basketball coach ("assistant men's 

basketball coach") learned that representative 1 had accompanied prospect 
5 on an unofficial visit to the institution's campus. 

 
b. In the spring of 2009, representative 2 introduced an assistant football 

coach to prospect 2 during prospect 2's unofficial visit to the institution.  
In February 2010, representative 2 emailed the same assistant football 
coach regarding prospect 3 and offered to bring prospect 3 to the 
institution's campus.  Then, in June 2010, representatives 1 and 2 brought 
prospect 3 on an unofficial visit to the institution's campus.   

 
c. In June 2010, representative 1 invited the men's and women's track team 

on a dinner cruise near the institution's locale.  Attending this dinner cruise 
were 30 prospective student-athletes and 16 track student-athletes, along 
with the track team's head coach.   
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d. In October 2010, representative 1 sent an email to the institution's director 
of development and asked if the president of the institution could meet 
with representative 1 and the mother of prospect 1 at a football game on 
campus so that the president could persuade prospect 1's mother that her 
son should attend the institution as a student-athlete.  This email was never 
shown to the president, but it was read by the institution's compliance 
officer and discussed with an assistant football coach.  Yet, the institution 
only asked representative 1 not to engage in this activity and failed to 
further investigate the extent of representative 1's activities with the 
institution's athletics programs. 

 

Committee Rationale 

 

The enforcement staff and the institution were in substantial agreement to the facts of this 
finding and that those facts constituted violations of NCAA legislation.  The committee 
finds that the violations occurred. 
 
The institution appeared to have measures in place to ensure institutional control of its 
athletics program, including a committed staff, a comprehensive NCAA rules-education 
program, a number of compliance monitoring systems and a good history of reporting 
secondary violations.  Unfortunately, some of the institution's athletics staff members 
missed opportunities to detect the violations set forth in Finding B-2, and as a result, the 
institution agreed that it failed to monitor the athletics program.  
 
As set forth in Finding B-3, it is agreed that at least four athletics department employees 
failed to recognize that representative 1's and representative 2's involvement with 
prospective student-athletes could be violations of NCAA legislation.  As a result of this 
failure, violations occurred. 
 
Regarding Finding B-3-a, the assistant men's basketball coach identified in the finding 
stated that, when he first met representative 1 and prospect 5 during the young man's first 
unofficial visit, he was unaware of representative 1's status as a "booster."  The assistant 
men's basketball coach later saw representative 1 at a football game and noticed that 
representative 1 was in a premium seating area.  At that time, the assistant men's 
basketball coach concluded that representative 1 must be a booster.  The assistant men's 
basketball coach stated that, prior to this encounter with representative 1 at that football 
contest, the basketball staff had already evaluated prospect 5 and concluded that he would 
not be recruited by the institution.  The assistant men's basketball coach stated that, 
because there were no plans to recruit prospect 5, he did not think about possible 
ramifications of representative 1's relationship with prospect 5 in terms of NCAA rules 
and regulations.  
 



University of South Carolina, Columbia Public Infractions Report 
April 27, 2012 
Page No. 14 
__________ 
 
 
 

Regarding Finding B-3-b, for clarification purposes, the institution's recruitment of 
prospect 2 began prior to the unofficial visit in the spring of 2009 referenced in this 
finding.  Although representative 2 did not initiate prospect 2's recruitment by the 
institution, he had impermissible contact with prospect 2.  In reference to prospect 3, he 
was one of approximately 50 prospective student-athletes who traveled with the 
foundation group to the institution campus in June 2010 to participate in the seven-on-
seven event.  Because the seven-on-seven event involved competition, the expenses, 
which the foundation paid for prospect 3 and the other prospects (nearly all of whom 
were not recruited by the institution) in connection with this unofficial visit were 
permissible, with the exception of the dinner boat cruise discussed in Finding B-2-c.  
That dinner cruise was deemed to be excessive entertainment. 
 
Regarding Finding B-3-c, it is undisputed that representative 1 paid for this trip.  The 
head track coach stated that he decided to attend the dinner cruise in part because he 
knew a group of male high school students would be on the cruise, and he wanted to 
make sure his female student-athletes were treated properly.  Prospect 1 was among the 
foundation-sponsored prospects on the dinner cruise, and the head track coach said he 
spoke briefly with prospect 1 during the event.  The head track coach also stated that he 
knew representatives 1 and 2 were present on the dinner cruise.  The head track coach 
recalled seeing representative 1 two months before the dinner cruise at an alumni event 
representative 1 sponsored for the men's and women's track and field team in conjunction 
with competition in Pennsylvania.  The head track coach recalled meeting prospect 1 at 
this event and also that representative 1 spoke to him about prospect 1 and his athletic 
ability.  It was agreed that the head track coach should have recognized that 
representative 1's involvement with prospect 1 might raise compliance concerns and that 
the head track coach should have contacted the compliance office to make certain there 
were no actual or potential violations.   
 
Regarding Finding B-3-d, it was agreed that the compliance office's response to 
representative 1's email to the development office was inadequate.  Representative 1's 
email, combined with the responses of other institutional employees who reviewed the 
email, indicated that representative 1 (a) was a representative of the institution's athletics 
interests; (b) was directly involved prospect 1's recruitment and seeking to gain the 
prospect's commitment to attend the institution; (c) planned to have impermissible 
contact with prospect 1's mother and provide her a ticket in a premium seating area 
during prospect 1's official visit to the institution; and (d) requested that the director of 
development ask the institution's president to speak with prospect 1's mother in an effort 
to convince her to allow her son to attend the institution.  Under these circumstances, the 
compliance office should have contacted representative 1 directly to address these 
obvious concerns, as well as inquire about his previous contact and involvement with 
prospect 1 and his family.  Further, the compliance office also should have spoken with 
prospect 1 and his family about the prospect's relationship with representative 1 and to 
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warn them that NCAA bylaws prohibited representative 1 from having any contact with 
them unless they had an established relationship under NCAA guidelines.  Rather than 
taking this action, a compliance staff member contacted the assistant football coach who 
recruits the area where prospect 1 lived.  When the assistant football coach informed the 
compliance staff member that he knew representative 1, the staff member requested that 
the assistant football coach inform representative 1 to refrain from any involvement with 
prospect 1, as well as other prospects.  The investigation revealed that the assistant 
football coach did as he was told.  However, despite these admonitions to representative 
1, representative 1 had impermissible contact with, and provided impermissible benefits 
to, prospect 1's parents only a few days later, during prospect 1's official visit to the 
institution's campus.  [See: Finding B-2-a-(4)] 
 
 

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 
appropriate penalties to impose, the committee considered the institution's self-imposed 
penalties 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 took into consideration the enforcement staff's assessment of the 
cooperation exhibited by the institution.  At the hearing, the enforcement staff made the 
following comments regarding that cooperation: 
 

(The institution) exceeded expectations by adding additional individuals to 
be interviewed that really helped flush out certain facts (comprising 
Findings B-1 and B-2).  Additionally, before the enforcement staff had an 
opportunity to execute its document request, the institution provided the 
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enforcement staff with the most damaging information, (the email from 
representative 1 to the institution's president) requesting (the president's) 
assistance in the recruitment of a prospective student-athlete. 

  
The committee decided not to impose more stringent sanctions in this case, including a 
postseason ban because:  i) the cooperation exhibited by the institution went beyond its 
obligation under Bylaws 19.01.3.3 and 32.1.4;  ii)  the violations were limited in scope; 
iii) the institution self-imposed significant penalties and; iv) there was no unethical 
conduct in this case.  The committee imposes the following penalties.  Those penalties 
self-imposed by the institution and adopted by the committee are so noted: 
 
1. Public reprimand and censure. 

 
2. Three years of probation beginning April 27 2012, and concluding on April 26, 

2015.  (The institution similarly suggested three years of probation but that the 
probationary period commence on the day of the institution's response – 
December 13, 2011, rather than the date of this infractions report.) 

 
3. The number of initial athletically related financial aid awards in football that are 

countable under Bylaw 15.02.3 shall be reduced by three from the maximum 
allowed (25) during both the 2013-14 and 2014-15 academic years.  This limits 
the institution to 22 initial grants those two years under current rules.  (Institution 
imposed). 

 
4. The number of total athletically related financial aid awards in football shall be 

reduced by three from the maximum allowed (85) during both the 2013-14 and 
2014-15 academic years.  This limits the institution to 82 total scholarships those 
two years under current rules.  (The institution suggested that it have the 
discretion to reduce some initial and total grants-in-aid during the 2012-13 
academic year depending upon the number of prospects signing letters of intent 
during the February 2012 signing period.  The committee ruled that the initial and 
total grant reductions must all be taken in 2013-14 and 2014-15 and in equal 
number those two years.) 

 
5. A fine of $18,500 payable to the NCAA.  (Institution imposed) 

 
6. Official visits in football will be limited to 30 (maximum = 56) for the 2012-13 

academic year.  (Institution imposed) 
 
7. Official visits in men's and women's track and field will be limited to 50 

(maximum = unlimited) for the 2012-13 academic year.  (Institution imposed) 
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8.  The head track coach will be suspended from coaching the men's and women's 
track teams during the 2012 Penn Relays.  (Institution imposed)  In addition to 
this suspension, the Southeastern Conference previously suspended the head track 
coach from off-campus recruiting activities and prohibited him from having 
telephone contact with any prospects for a period of 120 days.   

 
9. An assistant men's basketball coach was withheld from recruiting during the 

period December 1, 2011, through December 31, 2011.  (Institution imposed) 
 
10.  An assistant football coach was prohibited from recruiting off campus for the 

period of January 1, 2012, through January 31, 2012.  (Institution imposed) 
 
11. For an indefinite period of time beginning in September 2011, the institution 

disassociated from its athletics programs representative 1, representative 2 and the 
manager of the local hotel. (Institution imposed) 
 

12. During this period of probation, the institution shall:   
 
a. Continue to  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 July 1, 2012, setting forth a schedule for the administration of 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 student-athletes' off-campus housing and the 
education and monitoring of athletics representatives particularly relating 
to recruiting legislation.  The reports must also include documentation of 
the institution's compliance with the penalties adopted and imposed by the 
committee. 

 
13. During the period of probation, the institution shall: 
 

a. Inform prospective student-athletes in football and track and field that the 
institution is on probation for three years and the violations committed.  If 
a prospective student-athlete takes an official paid visit, the information 
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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 information annually in football and track 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. 

 
14. 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. 
 

15. 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 South Carolina, Columbia, 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, April 27, 2012. 

 
 Should the University of South Carolina, Columbia, appeal either the findings of viola-

tions or penalties in this case to the NCAA Infractions Appeals Committee, the Com-
mittee 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.   

 
 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 
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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, chair 
  John S. Black 
  Brian P. Halloran 
  Eleanor W. Myers 
  James O'Fallon 
  Dennis E. Thomas 
  Rodney Uphoff 
  Christopher Griffin (coordinator of appeals) 
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APPENDIX ONE 

 

CASE CHRONOLOGY. 

 

1983 

 

Representative 1 graduated from the institution.  Since his graduation, representative 1 has made 
financial contributions totaling over $190,000 and has been a member of the Gamecock Club 
booster organization for nearly 10 years. 

 

1984 

 

Representative 2 graduated from the institution.  Representative 2 became a representative of the 
institution's athletics interests in 2009 when he assisted the institution in recruiting activities. 

 
 

2004 

 
November – The institutions current head football coach was hired by the institution and 
temporarily moved into the local hotel for an extended stay.  The local hotel charged the athletics 
department a nightly rate of $69 for the head football coach's extended stay (seven and one-half 
months).   

 
2004 to 2011 – The institution's athletics department used the local hotel for housing newly 
employed coaches and athletics department staff members during transitional relocation periods.  
The average daily rate charged for these extended stays was $67.  The lowest daily rate charged 
for one of these extended stays was $57. 
 
 

2009 

 
May 29 – The first football student-athlete (student-athlete 2) moved into the local hotel.  He was 
charged a daily rate of $14.59 for his extended stay. 

 
August – Another football student-athlete (student-athlete 1) moved into the local hotel.  Lease 
agreements were provided to then assistant director of compliance.  The assistant director of 
compliance contacted the manager of the local hotel to discuss basic concepts underlying NCAA 
legislation.  The manager of the local hotel informed the assistant director for compliance that 
the student-athlete rate was not a discounted rate.  As a result, the assistant director for 
compliance approved the student-athletes living at the local hotel. 

 
October – The institution verbally offered prospect 1 a scholarship. 
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Summer or early fall – Prospect 1's father joined the foundation's board of directors. 
 
November – Prospect 1 and his father took an unofficial visit to the institution. 

 
 

2010 

 
January – The Gamecock Club invited the local hotel to become a member and solicited a 
donation. 

 
January 28 – Prospect 1 took a foundation-sponsored unofficial visit to the institution to attend 
the "Junior Day" for prospective student-athletes. 

 
February 3 – Representative 2 sent an assistant football coach an email evaluation of prospect 3 
and offered to bring prospect 3 to campus.  

 
March – The local hotel gave a $10,000 donation to the institution's Gamecock Club. 

 
June 5-7 – Prospect 1 and prospect 3 went on a foundation-sponsored unofficial visit to the 
institution to participate in the institution's seven-on-seven football team camp.  Representative 1 
paid for this trip and brought 30 other prospective student-athletes on the trip. 

 
June 5 – Sixteen members of the men's and women's track team and the head track coach 
attended a dinner boat cruise with the 30 prospective student-athletes.  The dinner cruise was 
sponsored by representative 1 and cost him over $3,000. 

 
June 6 – A foundation-sponsored seven-on-seven team participated in the institution's camp.  
During this camp, prospect 3 was offered a football scholarship.  

 
July – The enforcement staff received information that student-athlete 2 received benefits from 
agents.  Student-athlete 2 was interviewed by the enforcement staff and institution.  During that 
interview, student-athlete 2 reported that he lived at the local hotel.  The enforcement staff 
reviewed his housing arrangements at the hotel. 
 
Early August – The enforcement staff conducted on-campus interviews with student-athletes and 
administrators, and confirmed that the local hotel was a representative of the institution's 
athletics interests and had been providing 12 student-athletes benefits in the form of reduced 
rent. 
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August and September – The institution submitted a request for the reinstatement of football and 
women's track and field student-athletes through the student-athlete reinstatement process, 
related to impermissible benefits provided by the local hotel. 
 
September 7 – Student-athlete 2 was dismissed from the football team.  

 
September 8 – The enforcement staff issued a notice of inquiry to the institution. 

 
October 5 – Representative 1 emailed the institution's director of development requesting that the 
institution's president visit his club seats at a football game to help sell prospect 1's mother on the 
institution during prospect 1's upcoming official paid visit.   

 
October 6 – The assistant director for compliance asked the assistant football coach to contact 
representative 1 regarding his email request.  The assistant football coach contacted 
representative 1 and informed him that his request was against NCAA legislation. 

 
October 8-10 – Prospect 1 went on an official paid visit to the institution.  Representative 1 
provided prospect 1's parents benefits during this visit. 

 
October – The enforcement staff concluded its investigation into the local hotel and was ready to 
begin processing the violations. 

 
November - The enforcement staff received information regarding impermissible recruiting 
activity by representative 1 and the foundation. 

 
 

2011 

 
February 3 – Prospect 1 signed a National Letter of Intent with the institution. 

 
February 17 to May – The enforcement staff and institution conducted off-campus interviews 
regarding the foundation.   

 
May 24 – The enforcement staff requested bank records for prospect 1's parents, representative 1 
and the foundation. 
 
June to August – The enforcement staff and institution conducted on-campus interviews 
regarding the foundation. 

 
July 1 – Prospect 1 enrolled at the institution. 
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August 31 – The institution requested reinstatement for prospect 1 through the student-athlete 
reinstatement process. 

 
September 13 – The institution appealed the student-athlete reinstatement decision for prospect 
1.  

 
September 19 – The enforcement staff issued the notice of allegations to the president of the 
institution. 

 
December 13 – The institution submitted a response to the notice of allegations to the 
enforcement staff and NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions. 

 
December 16 – The enforcement staff conducted a prehearing conference with the institution. 
 
 

2012 

 
February 17 – The institution appeared before the NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions. 
 
April 27 – Infractions Report No. 370 was released. 
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APPENDIX TWO 

 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS SPECIFIED IN THE INSTITUTION'S DECEMBER 13, 2011, 

RESPONSE TO THE NOTICE OF ALLEGATIONS. 

 
The institution has undertaken or will undertake the following corrective actions as a result of 
violations acknowledged in this inquiry. 
 
1. Prospect 1 (who later became a student-athlete at the institution) was withheld from 

competition as a result of his involvement in violations of NCAA bylaws.  
 

2. The institution ended its recruitment of prospects 3 and 4 as a result of the violations set 
forth in Findings 2-c and 2-d. 

Personnel Actions 

 
3. In addition to being suspended from recruiting during the period December 1-31, 2011, 

(Penalty C-9), an assistant men's basketball coach was issued a letter of reprimand as a 
result of his involvement in or knowledge of potential violations set forth in Finding B-2-
e and Finding B-3-b-(1).  The assistant men's basketball coach will also be required to 
attend a 2012 NCAA Regional Rules Seminar. 
 

4. In addition to being suspended from the Penn Relays and having recruiting restrictions 
placed on him by the Southeastern Conference as set forth in Penalty C-8, the institution 
issued a letter of reprimand to the head track and field coach as a result of his 
involvement in or knowledge of potential violations set forth in Findings B-2-a-(1), 
Finding B-2-f and Finding B-3-b-(3).  Further, he will not be permitted to receive any 
salary bonuses for the 2011-12 academic year and will not receive any salary increase for 
2012-13 academic year.  He will also be required to attend a 2012 NCAA Regional Rules 
Seminars.  
 

5. In addition to being suspended from recruiting off campus during the period January 1-
31, 2011 (Penalty C-10), an assistant football coach was issued a letter of reprimand as a 
result of his involvement in or knowledge of potential violations set forth in Findings B-
2-a-(c),  B-3-b-(2) and B-3-b-(4).  In addition, he is prohibited from receiving any salary 
bonuses for the 2012-13 academic year and will not receive any salary increase for the 
2013-14 academic year.  He will also be required to attend a 2012 NCAA Regional Rules 
Seminar. 
 

6. The institution issued a letter of reprimand to a staff member in the compliance office and 
reassigned that staff member within the same office.  This action was taken as a result of 
"errors in judgment" relating to Findings B-1, B-2-a-(4), B-2a-(5), and B-3-b-(4).  The 
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staff member will attend the NCAA Regional Rules Seminar and Southeastern 
Conference compliance educational meetings. 
 

Other Actions 

 

7. Review of Student-Athlete Housing.  Following the NCAA investigation into student-
athlete housing at the local hotel, the director of compliance initiated a review of the 
monitoring of student-athlete housing and implemented various enhancements.  These 
enhancements went into effect as noted below. 

 
a. During the fall of 2010, the athletics department began the implementation of a 

compliance software system known as Assistant Coach Systems ("ACS").  The 
purpose of this initiative is to minimize the risk of human error, increase the level 
of sophistication with various compliance monitoring systems and provide for 
increased efficiencies within the compliance operation.  Utilization of ACS allows 
OCS to more effectively and efficiently monitor student-athlete housing by 
providing the ability to electronically sort and analyze the information in a 
number of ways, including by rental amount, landlord, and location.  In the past, 
OCS maintained this information on paper forms.  
 

b. Since August 2009, student-athletes living off campus have been required to 
submit a copy of their leases to OCS by September 1 of each academic year.  
Beginning the fall of 2011, student-athletes living off campus are also required to 
submit a copy of their lease to OCS within three weeks of any new or modified 
off-campus housing arrangement throughout the academic year.  Student-athletes 
are also required to complete a housing form through ACS by September 1 of 
each academic year and within three weeks of any new or modified off-campus 
housing arrangement throughout the academic year.  Information contained in the 
lease and the ACS housing form is cross-referenced to verify consistency.   

 
c. Beginning the summer of 2012, student-athletes living off campus are required to 

submit a copy of their leases to OCS prior to June 1 of each summer in addition to 
providing summer contact information as previously required.   

 
d. Beginning the fall of 2011, OCS has maintained information regarding the 

owners/landlords of off-campus housing leased by student-athletes and cross-
referenced against the institution's donor database, the Gamecock Club 
membership database and season ticket holder records.  If the owner/landlord is 
identified as a donor or season ticket holder, OCS staff mails the owner/landlord 
NCAA educational information and reviews again the housing arrangement 
involving the student-athlete.   
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e. Beginning the fall of 2011, OCS uses Google Earth to enhance the staff's 

familiarity with the areas where student-athletes are living, and OCS staff 
conducts an in-person "drive by" of student-athlete housing as needed. 

 
f. Beginning the fall of 2011, OCS staff contacts the department of athletics human 

resources administrator annually to determine whether any new staff hires are 
living in residential housing where student-athletes also reside.  If so, rental rates 
for new staff will be compared to the rental rates charged student-athletes to 
ensure consistency and verify that student-athletes are not receiving an extra 
benefit.  

 
8. Enhanced Rules Education Involving Boosters, Recruiting Inducements and Extra 

Benefits.  There was no indication during the investigation that boosters were not well 
educated on NCAA regulations concerning boosters, recruiting inducements and extra 
benefits.  Nonetheless, OCS has enhanced rules education provided to these individuals.  
OCS distributes a booster educational resource, the "Rules of the Game," in the suite 
areas of the football, basketball and baseball facilities in which boosters are seated.  The 
"Rules of the Game" brochure addresses the topics of extra benefits and recruiting 
inducements.  During the fall of 2011, OCS implemented a new Twitter account, 
@USCCompliance, which allows OCS to educate boosters and all followers, including 
institutional employees and student-athletes, on NCAA rules and regulations. 
 

9. Athletics All Staff Meetings.  Beginning with the 2011-12 academic year, the athletics 
department added a compliance component to its monthly departmental all-staff 
meetings.  Previously, compliance matters were addressed with this group on a periodic 
basis.  With this change, a compliance topic is discussed at every meeting.  This provides 
the opportunity for rules education information to be presented to all members of 
athletics department staff.  For example, on September 21, 2011, OCS conducted a rules 
education session with athletics department staff focusing on issues raised in the NCAA 
Notice of Allegations, including the disassociation of representatives of athletics interests 
and third parties involved in the recruiting process.  OCS educated coaches and staff on 
issues related to third party "mentors" or "handlers" affiliated with prospects and how to 
handle such issues if they arise.  OCS staff discussed the facts and issues in this case, as 
well as those from other recent major infractions cases.  OCS also instructed its coaches 
to have no contact with the disassociated representatives.   

 
10. Campus Education.  OCS has developed a "Dos and Don'ts" educational resource for 

institutional officials reporting directly to the President that includes guidelines regarding 
extra benefits and impermissible recruiting inducements.    OCS has also expanded the 
rules education for the Bursars Office, Office of Student Financial Aid and Scholarships, 
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Office of the Registrar, Office of Admissions and the University Athletics Advisory 
Committee for those individuals whose job responsibilities involve athletics department 
matters.  This education covers a variety of topics including recruiting inducements, extra 
benefits and representatives of athletics interests.  OCS has provided a "Rules of the 
Game" brochure to all institution development officers and will continue to hold annual 
rules education meetings with all athletics department development officers and staff.  
OCS will also conduct rules education meetings with institution development staff in the 
future. 
 

11. Compliance Monitoring and Education Involving Elite Student-Athletes.  OCS has 
enhanced relationships and communication between the staff and the institution's elite 
student-athletes (and their parents) in order to foster better monitoring and educational 
efforts with this group.  These enhancements include the following:   

 
12. Director of Player Development. The institution increased the athletics department's 

administrative staff by adding the director of player development position in March 2011.  
The position, currently held by a former professional athlete himself is designed to 
enhance the institution's efforts to address issues relative to those student-athletes who 
are most likely to have an opportunity at a career in professional athletics and to prepare 
these student-athletes for the transition to professional athletics without jeopardizing their 
student-athlete status.  OCS and the former professional athlete have jointly developed a 
plan to educate these individuals about NCAA regulations related to elite student-athlete 
issues, including a communication strategy to assist them in recognizing, reporting, and 
protecting themselves from individuals such as agents and agent-runners who may try to 
circumvent NCAA legislation and institution policies through the provision of extra 
benefits and inducements.  
(a) The institution has established relationships with individuals at the NFLPA so that 

the institution has access to their expertise in dealing with matters that may arise.  
(b) Beginning Fall 2011, the institution implemented the use of a software program 

("Socialverse") to monitor the social networking activities (e.g., Facebook, 
Twitter) of its elite student-athletes.  The software will allow the institution to 
enhance its monitoring of interactions between student-athletes and individuals 
such as boosters, agents and agent-runners.    
 

13. Student-Athletes.  OCS partnered with the NCAA, bringing a guest speaker from the 
NCAA enforcement staff to meet with the football team and staff to address issues related 
to agents and extra benefits.  The parents of football student-athletes were sent a copy of 
the "Rules of the Game" brochure in October 2011 and continue to be sent timely 
reminders as appropriate through the parents' email listserv.  In addition, OCS partnered 
with the Dodie Academic Enrichment Services staff, the football staff, and a former 
employee at the NFLPA, to develop an educational session for the parents of football 
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student-athletes.  During this presentation, extra benefits and the penalties associated with 
accepting impermissible benefits from sports agents were discussed.  Additionally, OCS 
makes a presentation as part of the athletics department's annual orientation for new 
student-athletes.  This presentation reviews NCAA legislation regarding extra benefits 
and boosters.  Student-athletes in the sports of football, men's basketball and track were 
advised to avoid contact with disassociated representatives.  
 

14. Restructure of the Office of Compliance Services.  Effective May 2011, OCS was 
restructured to increase its efficiency and effectiveness.  Specifically, the reporting lines 
and responsibilities were revised to enable staff with the greatest experience and 
knowledge to review information and provide guidance on matters that require the most 
judgment. In addition, a full-time position with partial compliance responsibilities was 
converted to a dedicated compliance position, and an intern position was replaced by a 
regular, full-time staff position, bringing the total number of full-time compliance 
personnel to nine.  Beginning February 2011, a plan was implemented that allows for a 
comprehensive and continuing review of all compliance-related processes and policies 
involving the athletics department and campus units that are affected by NCAA 
legislation.  The purpose is to enable a high level of scrutiny such that all compliance-
related processes are periodically assessed.   

 
15. Seven-on-Seven Summer Camp Non-Scholastic Team Ban.  Beginning the summer of 

2011, the athletics department banned non-scholastic teams from participating in the 
institution's seven-on-seven summer camp.   
 

16. Representative 1 Hosted Events.  The institution has prohibited representative 1 from 
hosting an event sponsored by the Alumni Association for the men's and women's track 
and field teams at the Penn Relays.  The institution has also prohibited representative 1 
from hosting a freshman send-off event, sponsored by the Alumni Association, for 
incoming freshman students from the Philadelphia area. 

 
 
 


