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Killebrew, Flavius - instifution’s president.
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Lovitt, Robert - executive vice president for finance and administration.
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W - former women's volleyball student-athlete.
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Martinez, Kimberly - head women's volleyball' coach.

McCall, Meredith - former academic coordinator.
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McDonald, Stephanie - associate commissioner for institutional services for the Southland
Conference.

Merritt, Brian - assistant men's basketball coach.
SRR - formcr men's tennis student-athlete.

Moore, Steve - head men's tennis coach
e - rnc1's basketball prospective transfer student-athlete.
Norris, Kevin - assistant men's basketball coach.

Poehl, Mark - former Texas A&M System internal audit manager.

Ramirez, Samuel - director of equal opportunity, employee relations, training and
development. '

Smock, Cathy - Texas A&M System chief auditor.
Royo, Albert - senior academic advisor for the college of business.
Secord, John - former director of compliance.
U - thictics departmént graduate assistant.
Strobel, Christopher - director of enforcement for secondary infractions.
Steadman, Patricia - former athletics department secretary.
Teter, Brian - former direétor of athletics.

"SRR - :1cn's basketball student-athlete.

Viela, Dan - former director of athletics.
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Case Chronology

August 2004 - Women's volleyball student-athiete JISE cnrolled at Texas A&M
University-Corpus Christi (Texas A&M-Corpus Christi) and represented the institution in
intercollegiate women's volleyball competition during the 2004-05 and 2005-06 academic years.
was previously enrolled in a full-time academic program at Navarro College, a two-
year collegiate institution, during the 2002-03 and 2003-04 academic years and at a four-year
. collegiate institution in"\Y{Faculdades Integradas Helio Alonso] from 2000 until 2002.

Spring of 2004 - Men's tennis student-athicte I cnrolled at Texas A&M-Corpus
Christi as a nonqualifier. fulfilled a year of residence at the institution during the
spring and fall of 2004. received athletically related financial aid and served as a
manager for the men's tennis program during the year of residence. NP represented
the institution in intercollegiate men'’s tennis competition during the spring of 2005 and the 2005-
06 and 2006-07 academic years.

Spring of 2005 - John Secord, director of compliance, discovered that ‘SENEENPreceived
athletics aid during the spring of 2004 and performed managerial duties as a nonqualifier during
the spring and fall of 2004. Sécord informed Dan Viola, director of athletics; Brian DeAngelis,
associate director of athletics; and Steve Denton, head men's tennis coach, of the violations, but
the athletics department failed to self-report the violations to the NCAA enforcement staff and
permitted W to represent the institution in intercollegiate athletics competition while
he was ineligible.

Spring _of 2006 - submitted a foreign evaluation of her Faculdades Integradas Helio
Alonso transcript to Texas A&M-Corpus Christi and transferred 93 credit hours to the institution.
Around this time, Meredith McCall, academic coordinator, became aware that (Il had
transferred the credit hours to the institution and subsequently informed Secord of

transfer credits. Upon review, Secord determined that the institution had permitted RNy to
compete in a sixth year of eligibility, in excess of the permissible five-year period of eligibility
due to WHNEEEER cnroliment start date at the foreign college. Secord then reported the
information to DeAngelis, who was the interim director of athletics at the time. Secord and
DeAngelis subsequently interviewed IR, and Y allcgedly reported that Frances
Kinnison, former head women's volleyball coach, directed her to wait to transfer the foreign
college credits to the institution until after she exhausted her eligibility. Further, NNy
allegedly reported that upon her enroliment, Kinnison asked Karin Griffith, international and
admissions advisor, not to consider YNl foreign college credits as part of her academic
record. Upon learning this information, Secord and DeAngelis decided not to conduct any
further investigation until the new director of athletics was hired.
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July 24. 2006 - Texas A&M-Corpus Christi hired Brian Teter as its director of athletics.

August and September 2006 - Secord and DeAngelis informed Teter, soon after he began his
employment at the institution, that I had impermissibly competed in a sixth year of
eligibility. In addition, Secord and DeAngelis informed Teter that Kinnison allegedly directed
SR to Wait to transfer her foreign college credits until after she exhausted her eligibility.
Further, Secord and DeAngelis informed Teter that Kinnison allegedly asked Griffith to not
consider YD foreign college credits at the time of her enrollment. Upon leaming this
information, Teter scheduled a meeting with Secord, DeAngelis and Flavius Killebrew, Texas
A&M-Corpus Christi president, to review the matter.

2006-07 academic year - The institution did not conduct any further mvestlgatlon into the alleged
violations involving (SN

November 8, 2007 - Secord met with Samuel Ramirez, director of equal opportunity, employee
relations, training and development, when he became aware that he did not receive a promotion
and salary increase that was promised to him by Teter. Secord informed Ramirez of unreported
NCAA violations concerning (Il and demanded a cash settlement in exchange for his
silence on the matter.

November 12, 2007 - Mark Poehl, internal audit manager for the Texas A&M System, conducted
on-campus interviews with Ramirez, Killebrew and Teter concerning the unreported NCAA
violations involving Machado.

November 13, 2007 - Poehl conducted an on-campus interview with Secord concerning the
unreported NCAA violations involving Machado.

November 20, 2007 - Teter contacted Christopher Strobel, NCAA director of enforcement for
secondary infractions, to discuss a possible violation in the women's volleyball program that
occurred during the fall of 2005.

November 26, 2007 - Teter e-mailed Strobel the institution's self-report dated November 23,
2007, regarding alleged violations involving "R

December 19, 2007 - The secondary enforcement staff processed the institution's November 23
self-report and informed the designated institutional administrators and the Southland
Conference commissioner per written correspondence.

January 11, 2008 - Killebrew sent a letter to Strobel informing him that the matter addressed in
the November 23 self-report was still under investigation by the Texas A&M System Internal
Audit department.
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January 29, 2008 - Men's basketball prospective student-athlete -, a four-year
transfer, arrived at the institution to enroll in classes.

January 30, 2008 - Secord contacted Strobel to inform him that the institution's November 23
self-report was not factual and that there were additional violations in the athletics program.

January 30. 2008 - The institution determined thatQ™-20 visa was terminated December
18, 2008.

January 31, 2008 - Secord directed Minerva Hidalgo, athletics department secretary, and Sl

, graduate assistant, to provide QJiij# round-trip automobile transportation to Laredo,
Texas, so that W could depart and re-enter the United States in an attempt to renew his
expired 1-20 documentation.

February 1, 2008 - Secord became aware that {8 was unable to renew his expired I1-20 visa
and that Y would not be able to remain in the country.

February 4. 2008 - The enforcement staff contacted Secord to review his January 30 report to
Strobel. The enforcement staff subsequently began off-campus interviews in February.

February 7, 2008 - Wl departed Corpus Christi and returned to Canada.

February 20, 2008 - Killebrew sent a second letter to Strobel informing him that the matter
addressed in the November 23 self-report was still under investigation by the Texas A&M
System internal audit department and that the auditors would be conducing on-campus
interviews March 3-7, 2008.

February 28. 2008 — Poehl contéctéd the enforcement staff to arrange for the staff's involvement
in the auditors’ March 3-7, 2008, on-campus interviews.

March 3-7, 2008 - The enforcement staff conducted on-campus interviews.

March 26, 2008 - The enforcement staff issued a notice of inquiry to the institution.

March to August 2008 - The enforcement staff and the institution's outside counsel continued to '
conduct interviews and gather academic records and other documentary evidence.

July 23, 2008 - The enforcement staff issued a notice of allegations to the institution; Teter;
Wayne Bridgeman, former director of compliance; and Secord. In this letter, the parties were
informed that the hearing to discuss these matters was tentatively scheduled for the weekend of
December 5-7, 2008; and that the parties' responses to the notice of allegations were due by
October 29, 2008.
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October 23, 2008 - The NCAA Division 1 Committee on Infractions granted an extension to all
involved parties for their response deadline and changed the response date to November 4, 2008.

November 4. 2008 - The institution, Teter, Bridgeman and Secord submitted their responses to
the notice of allegations.

November 11, 2008 - The enforcement staff and Teter conducted a prehearing conference.

November 13, 2008 - The enforcement staff and Bridgeman conducted a prehearing conference.
Additionally, the enforcement staff and Secord conducted a prehearing conference.

November 13, 2008 - The enforcement staff and the institution conducted a prehearing
conference. During the prehearing conference, the institution informed the enforcement staff
that it had discovered that (SN impermissibly received $500 of athletically related aid
during the 2004 fall semester.
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Allegation Ne. 1

1. [NCAA Bylaws 14.01.1, 14.2.1 and 14.2.1.1}

It is alleged that during the 2005-06 academic year, the institution permitted student-
athlete Wy to represent the institution in intercollegiate volleyball
competition for a sixth year in excess of the permissible five-year period of eligibility.
Specifically, SENM®P was enrolled in a full-time academic program in a four-year
collegiate institution in QNI [Faculdades Integradas Helio Alonso] from 2000 until
2002. Machado subsequently enrolled in a full-time academic program at Navarro
College, a two-year collegiate institution, in the fall of 2002, for the 2002-03 and 2003-04
academic years. enrolled in a full-time academic program at the institution in
the fall of 2004, and represented the institution in mlercolleglate women’s volleyball
competition during the 2004-05 and 2005-06 academic years.

Upon NEMEEEER: initia! enrollment at the institution in the fall of 2004, (R
disclosed all of her previous collegiate enrollment to then head women's volleyball coach
Frances Kinnison. In addition, RS foreign collegiate enrollment was included on
her Navarro College academic transcript, and i] disclosed her previous foreign
collegiate enroliment on her 2004-05 NCAA General Amateurism and Eligibility Form
for International and Select Student-Athletes (NCAA Form 04-10a), and her application
for admlssmn to the mstltutlon Even though Machado dlsclosed this information,

g then-th tg aplianee; the institution
certxﬁed-as a two-year college transfer w1th no pnor colleglate enrollment; and
as a result, Machado represented the institution in intercollegiate volleyball competition
during the 2005-06 academic year while ineligible to do so.

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

fRemaixiing Issue(s): None. - J

The enforcement staff finds the institution's review of the evidence regarding Allegation No. 1 to
be fair and thorough, and directs the committee's attention to pages 9 through 15 of the
institution's response and corresponding exhibits for a complete review of the information.

Additional Matters Related to the Allegation:

As referenced on page 13 of the institution's response to the notice of allegations,

S institutional screen shots and transcript are included with the case summary.
(Exhibit No. 1)

1-1
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Allegation No. 2

2. [NCAA Bylaws 14.01.1, 14.3.1, 143.2.2.1 A(2003-04 and 2004-05 NCAA Manuals),
14.3.2.3 (2003-04 and 2004-05 NCAA Manuals), 14.11.1, 15.01.5, 15.3.1.1 and 16.8.1.2]

It is alleged that during the spring and fall of 2004, the institution provided student-
athlete \ENNENN: athlctically related financial aid at the time the young man was
a nonqualifier and was fulfilling a year of residence at the institution. Additionally,
during the spring and fall of 2004, the institution permitted YN to scrve as a
manager for the men's tennis program even though he was a nonqualifier and not eligible
1o serve in this capacity. Finally, during the spring of 2005, the institution became aware
that SGNSENMNEN® had received this improper athletics aid and performed managerial
duties but failed to declare the young man ineligible and permitted him to continue to
represent the institution in intercollegiate tennis competition and receive travel expenses
while ineligible during the spring of 2005 and the 2005-06 and 2006-07 academic years.
Specifically:

a. During the spring of 2004, Wayne Bridgeman, then the institution’s NCAA
compliance director, authorized a scholarship in the amount of $1,000 of
athletically related financial aid for "guumilMP cven though the young man
was a nonqualifier fulfilling a year of residence at the institution. {NCAA Bylaws
14.3.1, 14.3.2.2.1 (2003-04 NCAA Manual), 15.01.5 and 15.3.1.1}

b. During the spring and fall of 2004, the institution permitted ‘NN to
attend men's tennis practice sessions and serve as a manager even though he was a
nonqualifier and not eligible to serve in this capacity. [NCAA Bylaws 14.3.1 and
14.3.2.3 (2003-04 and 2004-05 NCAA Manuals)]

c. During the spring or fall of 2005, John Secord, then the institution’s NCAA
compliance director, discovered that SNENESREER had received athletics aid as a
nonqualifier and performed managerial duties and informed two institutional
administrators and the head men’s tennis coach of the apparent violations.
However, the institution failed to declarc NN incligible and permitted
him to continue to represent the institution in intercollegiate athletics competition
and receive travel expenses during the spring of 2005 and the 2005-06 and 2006~
07 academic years. In addition, in the fall of 2007, Secord informed Brian Teter,
director of athletics of the violations involving YN, but Teter chose not
to report the violations to the Southland Conference office or the NCAA
enforcement staff. [NCAA Bylaws 14.01.1, 14.11.1 and 16.8.1.2}

2-1
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d. During the fall of 2004, the institution provided a scholarship in the amount of
$500 of athletically related financial aid for Morant-Rivas even though the young
man was a nonqualifer fulfilling a year of residence at the institution. [NCAA

Bylaws 14.3.1, 14.3.2.2 (2003-04 and 2004-05 NCAA Manuals), 15.01.5 and
153.1.1]

Overview: The enforcement staff and institution are in substantial agreement as to the facts of
this allegation and that those facts constitute violations of NCAA legislation. The staff does not
consider Bridgeman to be at risk in this allegation, but he was provided with notice of the
allegation given his involvement with the authorization of (NP $1,000 award;
therefore, Bridgeman's position will be presented in the overview, but his disagreement with the
staff will not be considered a remaining issue. Bridgeman is in substantial agreement as to the
facts of this allegation and that those facts constitute violations of NCAA legislation, but
Bridgeman believes that the violations are secondary in nature and disagrees with the implication
that he intended to violate NCAA legislation.

LRemaining Issue(s): None. | |

The enforcement staff finds the institution's review of the evidence regarding Allegation No. 2 to
be fair and thorough, and directs the committee's attention to pages 16 through 24 of the
institution's response and corresponding exhibits for a complete review of the information.

Additional Matters that Relate to the Allegation:
* The enforcement staff wishes to clarify the following information in the institution's
response to the notice of allegations:

o On page 19 of the institution’s response, the institution asserts that Brian
. DeAngelis, former associate director of athletics, was 80 percent certain that
SR scholarship for the 2003-04 academic year was funded from
athletics accounts. DeAngelis explained that he was only 80 percent certain that
I rcccived athletics aid during the spring of 2004 because he did not
have any documentation; however, when provided with G spring of
2004 Student Information System screen shots, DeAngelis confirmed that
ring of 2004 award was funded with athletics aid and that the aid

originated from the men's tennis account,

o On page 20 of the institution's response, the institution asserts that SNP
2003-04 "Student Athlete Athletic Financial Aid Agreement" form was signed by
Dan Viola, former director of athletics; however, the enforcement staff confirmed
that DeAngelis actually signed Viola's name to (il 2003-04 "Student

2-2
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Athlete Athletic Financial Aid Agreement” when DeAngelis confirmed that his
initials followed Viola's "signature” during his June 18, 2008, interview.

The institution informed the enforcement staff on November 13, 2008, that it discovered
that YR received $500 of athletically related financial aid during the 2004 fall
semester as outlined in Allegation No. 2-(d). The institution provided the enforcement
staff with an explanation of (JESENENEEW $500 financial aid award and the total value of

impermissible benefit during the 2004 spring and fall semesters. The
explanation is included with the case summary (Exhibit No. 23). ‘The institution and the
enforcement staff were unable to determine which individual(s) authorized (NP
$500 financial aid award for the 2004 fall semester and subsequently the institution takes
responsibility for the provision of the $500 athletically related award.

3 3
2
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Allepation No. 3

3. [NCAA Bylaw 13.1.3.1.2]

It is alleged that from August 2007 through February 2008, assistant men’s basketball
coach Kevin Norris placed at least 43 92 impermissible telephone calls to four two-year
prospective student-athletes.  Specifically, Norris made the following impermissible
telephone calls after he had already made a permissible call to that individual during that
week (one call per week permitted to a two-year college prospective student-athlete)

a. From September through October 2007, Norris placed three impermissible phone
calls to then prospective student-athictcSND.

b. From August 2007 through February 2008, Norris placed 206 44 impermissible
phone calls to then prospective student-athletc\g NG

c. From August 2007 through February 2008, Norris placed 47 42 impermissible
- phone calls to then prospective student—atlﬂete_

d From August through September 2007, Norris placed three impermissible phone
calls to then prospective student-athlete

Overview: The enforcement staff and institution are in substantial agreement as to the facts of
this allegation and that those facts constitute a violation of NCAA legislation.

[ Remaining Issue(s): None. ' |

Relevant Information Reported/Obtained:

* The enforcement staff finds the institution's review of the evidence regarding Allegation
No. 3 to be fair and thorough, and directs the committee's attention to pages 25 through
32 of the institution's response and corresponding exhibits for a complete review of the
information.

Additional Matters that Relate to the Allegation:

* The enforcement staff wishes to clarify the following information in the institution's
response to the notice of allegations:
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o On page 25 of the institution's response, the institution asserts that three of the four
involved prospective student-athletes were two-year college prospective student-
athletes; however, the enforcement staff has confirmed that all four of the involved
prospective student-athletes were two-year college prospective student-athletes.

The enforcement staff notes that the additional impermissible telephone calls as amended
in Allegation No. 3 were discovered by the institution in its additional review of Norris’
cellular telephone billing records.

The enforcement staff believes that the institution's application of a three-minute
threshold in determining the first countable telephone contact was appropriate in this
matter.

®  The institution has declared I} incligible due to the impermissible recruiting calls.
However, the institution has not sought eligibility reinstatement for Gllll§at this time
becausc GNEENR is otherwise ineligible for failing to meet progress-toward-degree
requirements for the 2008 fall semester.

3-2
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Allegation No. 4

[NCAA Bylaws 13.2.1, 13.2.2-(h) and 13.5.1 ]

It is alleged that during the spring of 2008, during an H 10-day period, the institution
provided prospective student-athlete (IENGEGNGNGD (GUEEREENN), 2 four-year transfer,

with various impermissible recruiting inducements while §lllllresided in the locale of
the institution and attempted to enroll at the institution. Specifically:

a.

o

During the period January 29, through February 8 7, 2008, the men's basketball
coaching staff permitted Gl to live in an on-campus apartment occupied by
three men's basketball student-athletes at no cost to the young man. [NCAA
Bylaws 13.2.1 and 13.2.2-(h)]

On January 31, 2008, at the direction of John Secord, then the institution’s
director of NCAA compliance, Minerva Hidalgo, athletics department secretary,
and AN, athletics department graduate assistants providedﬂ
round-trip automobile transportation between the on-campus apartment in which
he resided to Laredo, Texas (a distance of approximately 280 miles round trip) so
that Moses could depart and re-enter the United States in an attempt to renew his
expired I-20 documentation. [NCAA Bylaws 13.2.1 and 13.5.1]

During this 4+ 10-day period, {JlJlP, men’s basketball student-athlete and
one of the student-athletes with whom Sl resided, provided Wl local
automobile transportation from their on-campus apartment to a- grocery store in
Corpus Christi in order for @##to purchase groceries. [NCAA Bylaws 13.2.1
and 13.5.1}

During this 4+ 10-day period, associate head men’s basketball coach William
Garrett, provided (P local automobile transportation from the on-campus
apartment in which he resided to a grocery store in Corpus Christi in order for
WER to obtain a money transfer sent to him by his mother. [NCAA Bylaws
13.2.1 and 13.5.1]

On February 8 7, 2008, Garrett provided {illlls local automobile transportation
from the on-campus apartment in which he resided to the Greyhound bus station
in Corpus Christi in order for Qi@to depart Corpus Christi and return to
SR [NCAA Bylaws 13.2.1 and 13.5.1]
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Overview: The enforcement staff and institution are in substantial agreement as to the facts of
this allegation and that those facts constitution violations of NCAA legislation.

' Remaining Issue(s): None.

The enforcement staff finds the institution's review of the evidence regarding Allegation No. 4 to
be fair and thorough, and directs the committee's attention to pages 33 through 42 of the
institution’s response and corresponding exhibits for a complete review of the information.

Additional Matters that Relate to the Allegation:

* As referenced on page 35 of the institution's response to the notice of allegations, a copy

of DePaul University's letter, granting the institution permission to contact QR is
included with the case summary. (Exhibit No. 2)

° As referenced on page 40 of the institution's response to the notice of allegations, copies
of institutional documents for the staff expenses incurred during the trip to Laredo,
Texas, are included with the case summary. (Exhibit No. 3)

* The institution has not sought eligibility reinstatement for $lll} because he never
~ enrolled in the institution.
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Allegation No. 5

5. [NCAA Bylaws 10.01.1 and 10.1]

1t is alleged that Brian Teter, director of athletics, failed to deport himself in accordance
with the generally recognized high standards of honesty and sportsmanship normally
associated with the conduct and administration of intercollegiate athletics due to his
involvement in and knowledge of the following: (1) his decision not to report the
violations set forth in Allegation No. 2 regarding then student-athiete Ynmmmmi D
to the Southland Conference office or the NCAA enforcement staff when he was made
aware of the violations in the fall of 2007; (2) his decision not to report the violations set
forth in Allegation No. 1 regarding then student-athlete (S NESNED to the Southland
Conference office or NCAA enforcement staff in the spring-of summer of 2006, when he
was made aware of the violations; and (3) his subsequent submission of an inaccurate
self-report of the M violations to the NCAA enforcement staff on November 27
26,20073, after-a-report-was-mede-earlier—in-the-fall-¢ b p-the—Texas—A&M

Overview: The enforcement staff and the institution are in substantial agreement as to the facts
of this allegation and that the violations occurred as outlined in Allegation No. 5. Teter disagrees
with the facts as outlined in Allegation Nos. 5-(1) and 5-(2), and disagrees that he violated
NCAA Bylaws 10.01.1 and 10.1; however, Teter believes that the decision not to self-report
constitutes a lack of institutional control under Bylaw 2.8.1. Regarding Allegation No. 5-(3),
Teter makes the procedural argument that this allegation does not satisfy the requirement of
Bylaw 32.6.1.2 in that it does not sufficiently provide the details as to what information in the
self-report is inaccurate. Without waiving his objection, Teter denies that the self-report is
inaccurate. Teter maintains ‘that if the report contains inaccuracies, they are immaterial, were
made inadvertently and are not intended to mislead the enforcement staff.

Regarding Allegation No. 5-(1), Teter denies that he violated Bylaws 10.01.1 and 10.1 because
he believed John Secord, former director of compliance, was going to report the violations
involving U Regarding Allegation No. 5-(2), Teter denies that he violated Bylaws
10.01.1 and 10.1 because the institution's president, Flavius Killebrew, supported Teter's
decision not to self-report the violations involving IR
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Remaining Issues:

1. Did Teter decide not to report the violations involving USRS when he was made
aware of the violations in the fall of 2007, and if so, does that decision constitute a
violation of unethical conduct?

2. Did Teter's decision not to report the violations involving (A when he was made
aware of the violations in the summer of 2006 constitute a violation of unethical conduct?

3. Did Teter knowingly submit an inaccurate self-report of the violations involving
@Bl to the NCAA enforcement staff on November 26, 2007, thereby committing
unethical conduct?

Background Information: For an overview oi— enrollment history and the provision
of athletics aid to UM during the 2004 spring semester, please review pages 17 through
22 of the institution's response.

ISSUE NO. I: Did Teter decide not to report the violations involving (R vwhen he was
made aware of the violations in the fall of 2007, and if so, does that decision constitute a
violation of unethical conduct? .

Position of Institution: The institution believes that Teter did not report or direct the reporting of
the violations involving (MM when he was made aware of the violations in the fall of
2007, thereby committing unethical conduct.

Position of Involved Parties: Teter denies that he decided not to report the violations involving
Morant-Rivas when he was made aware of the violations in the fall of 2007.

Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff believes that
Teter decided not to report the violations involving (S when he was made aware of
the violations in the fall of 2007. Bylaw 10.1 states that unethical conduct may include, but is
not limited to, nine enumerated points. While the facts of this violation are not parallel to these
points, the enforcement staff believes that Teter, as director of athletics, had a responsibility to
ensure that the institution self-reported the violations pertaining to (NN receipt of
athletics atd as a nonqualifer during the 2004 spring semester and also the violations pertaining
to the institution's failure to self-report the violations involving ENNEEEER when the
institution originally discovered the violations in the 2005 spring semester. The enforcement
staff believes that Teter's inaction and therefore decision not to self-report the violations when he
became aware of thlJiEEN matter in the fall of 2007 constitutes unethical conduct.
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The staff relies on the following information to support its position:

1. Secord's testimony that Teter did not direct him to report the violations conceming
O once Teter became aware of the violations during the fall of 2007.

2. Teter's testimony that once he became aware that (SN had received athletics aid
as a nonqualifer during the fall of 2007, no further inquiry was conducted into the matter.

3. Steve Moore's, head men's tennis coach’s, testimony that he did not know whether Secord
was going to self-report the violations concerning (NN during the fall of 2007,

Relevant Information Reported/Qbtained:

1. Secord's testimony_that Teter did not direct him to report the violations concerning
W once Teter became aware of the violations during the fall of 2007. During
Secord's March 4, 2008, interview with the enforcement staff, he revealed that (NGNS

R rcccived athletics aid as a nonqualifer during the 2004 spring semester. Secord
explained that during the 2007 fall semester, the institution considered submitting an
NCAA Administrative Review Subcommittee (ARS) waiver to gain a fourth season of
competition for (R in accordance with NCAA Bylaw 14.3.3.1.1. Secord
reported that he informed Teter that M bad received athletics aid as a
nonqualifier in violation of NCAA legislation and that he (Secord) refused to sign the
ARS waiver form, which required the institution to disclose any scholarships that the
student-athlete received during the course of his or her enrollment at the institution.
Secord believed that Teter contemplated signing the ARS form and then decided that the
institution would not submit the ARS waiver on behalf of GENENNEEED. Further, Secord .
reported that he also informed Moore of the violations involving SN and
explained that the ARS wavier could not be submitted because it required the institution
to disclose any scholarships that (NN received during his enrollment.

Secord reported during his March 6, 2008, interview with the enforcement staff that Teter
did not direct him to self-report the violation and that Teter was fully aware that a
violation had occurred.

2. Teter's testimony that once he became aware that had received athletics aid
as a nonqualifer during the fall of 2007, no further inquiry was conducted into the matter.
Teter confirmed that the institution considered submitting an ARS wavier on behalf of
U Guring his March 5, 2008, interview with the enforcement staff. Teter's
relevant testimony during his March 5 interview included the foltowing (Exhibit No. 4):
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KM: Kiristen Matha, NCAA assistant director of enforcement.

BT: Brian Teter.

SM: Stephanie McDonald, Southland Conference, associate commissioner for
institutional services.

(Pages 75t0 77)

KM: Uh, are you aware of a men's tennis student-athlete by the name of SENNGG__.
|

BT: Yes.

KM: Okay. Did the institution recently consider uh, submitting an ARS waiver on his

‘ behalfp

BT: Yes.

KM: Okay.

BT: And we decided not to.
KM: And why was the decision not to submit it (emphasis added)?

BT: Just too much. There was. I, I think it would have been too much to
overcome and to get him to go through the eligibility process. It wasn't. And
1, I talked with the head coach and John was invelved in that. And we talked
to the head coach, and he agreed that --

KM: Um-hum.

BT: - it wasn't worth the fight. And then we brought the young man in, and 1
talked to him and he thanked me for everything that's happened. I've only
known the young man a year (emphasis added).

KM: Um-bum.

BT: I actually just saw him over the weekend. He's kind of helping out as a volunteer
coach with the tennis team right now. He's a great kid.

KM: Okay. And uhb, at any time, were you made aware that he was provided
athletics aid as a nonqualifier (emphasis added)?
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BT:  John told me that, that. I think he told me that that might have happened
(emphasis added). . ,

KM: Um-hum.

BT: So, 1 can't. Other than that, that's the only reference I've heard about
(emphasis added).

KM: Okay. Was there any further inquiry conducted into that (emphasis added)?

BT: No (emphasis added).

KM: Okay. Did John seem credible about that?

BT:  Yeah, he. I think he secemed like. He figured out. Again, this happened before
John got here.

KM: Yeah.

BT: 1believe. So, I, I don't know what, you know, John. John told me uh, that you
know, he checked everything out, and that that had probably happened.

KM: Okay.

BT: So.

- KM: Allright. Any other questions in regards to that?

SM: So is the common idea if it happened before you guys got here, it wasn't
something that you needed to report? I mean, it's the kind of feeling I'm
getting (emphasis added).

BT: Yeah it's (emphasis added).

SM: Kind of start with your clean slate and move forward?

BT: You know, and Stephanie that's a good question. 1 um, you know, 1 knew 1

inherited a tough situation.- Um,.1 knew or I was. | knew some things had to be
dealt with when I got here. Not even the NCAA compliance things, to be candid
with you, until that second or third week on the job from the issue we've already
talked about. But there's been a lot of uh, there's been a handful of, not a handful,
a couple of my senior staff, current and former, that continually talked about the
past. This is what happened. Uh, you know. I'd ask questions. You know, um,
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whether it was done or not done, handled or not handled. Um, again, I, 1 go on
the premise, not the assumption. I go on the premise that people do their-jobs.
Um, and so the SR thing, 1, 1 thought, you know, I'm just assuming the
young man is either, he left here and he's enrolled in another school, or 1 don't
know if we'll re-recruit him. I, I don't know.

KM: Um-hum.

BT: But again, people have jobs to do. Their job is to inform their supervisors of
what's going on. That's just deing your job.

KM: Um-hum.

BT: And that's day to day business. So to answer your question, Stephanie, in a
roundabout way, when I took this job, people uh, uh, had a lot of information
prior to my getting here. Um, have they uh, did they tell me some things that had
gone on here? Yes. It's pretty clear there's a lot of stuff they haven't told me.
Frankly. Some of this is news to me. Um, so that's disappointing. Um, but ], I
think there, there has been a mentality uh, here. And I don't, it's not me. Because
I've tried to take on everything I can, and probably too much at times. But
there's been a mentality of wash your hands uh, from some people. Um, like
I said, on the current staff and past staff of just. And I don’t. It's not, it's
not, I don't think it's unethical, but what can be done. Is that a closed case?
I'm going under the assumption. 'm going on the premise that these people
have done their jobs and those situations are finished. They're done. And so
we move forward (emphasis added). And again, the (ESSEEEEND thing was
the, uh, the one case that I just felt that we needed to finish. Um.

3. Moore's testimony that he did not know whether Secord was going to self-report the

violations concerning {D during the fall of 2007. During Moore's October 24,

2008, interview Moore reported that he, Secord and Teter met to discu

ARS waiver in late October or early November 2007. Moore explained that Secord
informed the group that the institution could not permit the faculty athletics
representative to sign the ARS waiver because it would be untruthful in regard to the
years in which SN received a scholarship. Moore indicated that Secord
explained that Y had received an impermissible manager scholarship during
his first year of enrollment when he was not supposed to receive any athletics aid. Moore
reported that the group agreed that it would be wrong to submit the waiver and that the
institution could not pursue a fourth season of competition on behalf of (NG
Moore believed that the meeting concluded with Teter saying that he would inform Swint
Friday, the institution's faculty athletics representative, and that Secord said he would
"handle the matter with the conference.”
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Moore explained that he did not know what Secord meant when he said he would "handle
the matter with the conference." Moore did not know whether Secord meant he was
going to inform the conference office that the institution would not pursue a fourth season
of competition for {J MMM or whether Secord meant he was going to inform the
conference of the violations involving {JlSlM®. Further, Moore explained that the
institution had been pursuing a fourth season of competition on behalf of SRS
and that every coach in the conference had discussed the matter with Stephanie
McDonald, Southland Conference associate commissioner for institutional services.
Moore said the matter had become so "heated"” that he contacted McDonald and informed
her that he did not understand the "bad blood" over the (D matter. Moore
reported that Secord may have meant that he was going to inform the conference that the

waiver to regaingJ I fourth year of competition would not be submitted by
the institution.

Enforcement Staff Position on Refuting Information:

In his response to the notice of allegations, Teter argues that he believed Secord was
going to report the violations involving (N to the conference office at the
conclusion of the 2007 fall meeting. However, Teter did not reveal this belief during his
March 5, 2008, interview. Teter was initially asked why the institution decided not to
submit the ARS waiver on behalf oI and Teter responded:

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter. ’

(Pages 75 and 76)

BT: Just too much. There was. I, 1 think it would have been too much to
overcome and to get him to go through the eligibility process. It wasn't. And I,
I talked with the head coach and John was involved in that. And we talked to
the head coach, and he agreed that --

KM: Um-hum.

BT: - it wasn't worth the fight. And then we brought the young man in, and I talked
to him and he thanked me for everything that's happened. I've only known the .
young man a year.

Teter did not inform the enforcement staff that the decision not to submit the ARS waiver
on behalf of Morant-Rivas was related to the impermissible aid that Morant-Rivas had
received during the 2004 spring semester. It was only after the enforcement staff directly
asked Teter whether he was aware that (JENNENEE® had received athletics aid as a
nonqualifer that he admitted Secord had informed him of the matter. Teter reported that
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the institution did not conduct any further inquiry afier he was made aware of the matter.
Further, Teter was asked during his March 5, 2008, interview whether the common idea
was if the violations occurred before his employment then the violations did not need to
be reported, and Teter responded:

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.
SM: Stephanie McDonald, Southland Conference.

(Pages 76 and 77)

SM:

BT:

SM:

BT:

BT:

KM:

BT:

So is the common idea if it happened before you guys got here, it wasn't
something that you needed to report? I mean, it's the kind of feeling I'm getting.

Yeah it's.
Kind of start with your clean slate and move forward?

You know, and Stephanie that's a good question. I um, you know, I knew 1
inherited a tough situation. Um, I knew or I was. 1 knew some things had to be
dealt with when I got here. Not even the NCAA compliance things, to be candid
with you, unti! that second or third week on the job from the issue we've already
talked about. But there's been a lot of uh, there's been a handful of, not a handful,
a couple of my senior staff, current and former, that continually talked about the
past. This is what happened. Uh, you know. I'd ask questions. You know, um,
whether it was done or not done, handled or not handled. Um, again, 1,1 go on
the premise, not the assumption, I go on the premise that people do their jobs.
Um, and so the R thing, 1, I thought, you know, I'm just assuming the
young man is either, he left here and he's enrolled in another school, or 1 don't
know if we'll re-recruit him. I, I don't know.

Um-hum.

But again, people have jobs to do. Their job is to inform their supervisors of
what's going on. That's just doing your job. -

Um-hum.

And that's day to day business. So to answer your question, Stephanie, in a
roundabout way, when I took this job, people uh, uh, had a lot of information
prior to my getting here. Um, have they uh, did they tell me some things that had
gone on here? Yes. It's pretty clear there's a lot of stuff they haven't told me.
Frankly. Some of this is news to me. Um, so that's disappointing. Um, but 1, I
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think there, there has been a mentality uh, here. And I don't, it's not me. Because
I've tried to take on everything I can, and probably too much at times. But there's
been a mentality of wash your hands uh, from some people. Um, like I said, on
the current staff and past staff of just. AndIdon’t. It's not, it's not, I don't think
it's unethical, but what can be done. Is that a closed case? I'm going under the
assumption. I'm going on the premise that these people have done their jobs and
those situations are finished. They're done. And so we move forward. And
again, the [JJJNSSNIND thing was the, uh, the one case that 1 just felt that we
needed to finish. Um.

At no time during the interview did Teter state that Secord was going to report the

" violations involving (NN 0 the conference office. Although Teter indicated
that he works from a premise that his employees do their jobs and that situations are
finished, he failed to direct Secord to report the violations involving \yRIMENMSEEN and he
failed to ensure that the violations were actually reported to the conference office and the
NCAA.

Further, Teter asserts in his response to the notice that based on Secord's statement that
he would "handle it with the conference,"” Moore left the meeting with the understanding
that the violation was going to be reported to the conference office; however, this
assertion is inaccurate. Moore explained that he did not know what Secord meant when
he said he would "handle it with the conference.” Moore did not know whether Secord
meant he was going to inform the conference that the “institution would not pursue a
fourth season of competition foryillN® or whether Secord meant he was going to
inform the conference of the violations involving JNNEENNNER Further, Moore
explained that the issue of (ANEGEGNGSGEMMreceiving a fourth season of competition was a
highly debated issue among the conference coaches, which even involved the conference
associate commissioner.

ISSUE NO. 2: Did Teter's decision not to report the violations involving (B when he was
made aware of the violations in the summer of 2006 constitute a violation of unethical conduct?

Position of Institution: The institution agrees that Teter's decision not to report the violations
involving (M when he was made aware of the violations in the summer of 2006 constitutes
a violation of unethical conduct.

Position of Involved Parties: Teter does not agree that his decision not to report the violations
involving —when he was made aware of the violations in the summer of 2006 constitutes
a violation of unethical conduct.

Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff believes that
Teter's decision not to report the violations involving (Jllllllwhen he was made aware of the
violations in the summer of 2006 constitutes a violation of unethical conduct. Bylaw 10.1 states
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that unethical conduct may include, but is not limited to, nine enumerated points. While the facts
of this violation are not parallel to these points, the enforcement staff believes that Teter's

conduct, specifically his decision not to report the violations involving (il can be
generally viewed as unethical.

The enforcement staff relies on the following information to support its position:

1. Secord's testimony that Teter directed him not to conduct any further investigation into
the alleged violations involving (e and not to rcport the alleged violations
involving Machado.

2. DeAngelis' testimony that Teter directed him not to conduct any further investigation into
. the alleged violations involving IR and that the institution would not report the
| alleged violations involving (N ,

3. Teter's testimony that he directed Secord and DeAngelis not to conduct any further
investigation into the alleged violations involvingJllllll} and not to report the alleged
violations involving g N

4, Killebrew's testimony that he directed Teter to verify any alleged violations involving

IR d 1o report the violations appropriately.
Background Information:

For an overview of the institution's self-reporting process, please review pages 45 and 46 of the
institution's response. For a review of d enrollment history, please review pages 11
through 14 of the institution's response.

According to institutional records obtained by the enforcement staff, (JNNNR transferred 93
foreign college credits to the institution on March 6, 2006. Meredith McCall, then academic
coordinator, reported that during June 2006, she reviewed QENEMEs academic profile on the
institutions "Student Information System" (SIS) and determined that (M had transferred
numerous college credits from a foreign university and subsequently contacted Secord to report
the information.

Secord reported during his March 4, 2008, interview that upon receiving the information from
McCall, he reviewed il academic profile on SIS and confirmed the transfer of foreign
college credits. Secord then contacted DeAngelis, who was serving as interim director of
athletics at the time, and informed him of the information and initiated an investigation into the
matter. Secord explained that he and DeAngelis subsequently interviewed (NN and that
JJEEEA indicated that she had attended a foreign college prior to attending the two-year
institution from which she transferred to the institution. Further, Qs reported that former
head women's volleyball coach Frances Kinnison directed her not to transfer the foreign college
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credit hours to the institution until after she exhausted her athletics eligibility because the foreign
college credits could impact her eligibility. In addition, UMljreported that Kinnison asked
Karin Griffith, international and admission advisor, not to consider YNl previous foreign
college enroliment as part of her academic record upon transferring to the institution.

Secord preliminarily determined that—had competed while ineligible during the 2005-06
academic year as a result of competing for a sixth year in excess of the permissible five-year
period of eligibility and that Kinnison's alleged involvement in arranging for Ul foreign
college enrollment not to be considered upon her enroliment at the institution constituted
unethical conduct. Secord indicated that the institution was in the process of selecting a new
director of athletics, and that he and DeAngelis decided not to conduct any further investigation
into the matter until they were able to inform the new director of athletics of the alleged NCAA
rules violations.

DeAngelis confirmed the information reported by {JEEME conceming her previous foreign
college enrollment and Kinnison's alleged involvement in arranging for GMMEYs foreign
college enrollment not to be considered upon her enrollment at the institution during his
February 11, 2008, interview. '

Relevant Information Reported/Obtained:

1. Secord's testimony that Teter directed him not to conduct any further investigation into

the alleged violations involving S and not to report the alleged violations
involving WM. Secord reported during his March 4, 2008, interview that he and

DeAngelis met with Teter, who began his employment at the institution on July 24, 2006,
within the first week of his employment and informed him of the alleged violations
involving (M and Kinnison. Secord indicated that Teter then decided that the
group should inform the institution's president, Killebrew, of the alleged rules violations.
Secord believed the meeting with Killebrew was held within a week of informing Teter
of the alleged rules violations. Secord explained that he, DeAngelis and Teter met with
Killebrew and that he informed Killebrew of the alleged rules violations and the possible
penalties associated with the violations. Secord indicated that Killebrew solicited Teter's
input on how to proceed and that no decision had been made when Killebrew dismissed
Secord and DeAngelis from the meeting.

Secord explained that he and DeAngelis returned to the athletics department office and
that when Teter returned from the meeting, he informed them that he and Killebrew were
going to continue to discuss the matter. Secord indicated that Teter subsequently
informed him that the institution was not going to review the matter and to "move on.”

2. DeAngelis' testimony that Teter directed him not to conduct any further investigation into
the alleged violations involving S e and that the institution would not report the
alleged violations involving SR DcAngelis also reported during his February 11,
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2008, interview that he and Secord decided to wait to inform the new director of athletics
of the matler and that they informed Teter of the alleged rules violations upon his
-employment at the institution. DeAngelis reported that.Teter decided to inform
Killebrew of the matter. DeAngelis explained that he, Secord and Teter met with
Killebrew and that Secord presented the alleged rules violations and the possible
ramifications. DeAngelis indicated that Killebrew asked Teter how to address the matter

and that no decision had been made when he and Secord were dismissed from the
meeting.

DeAngelis explained that he and Secord retuned to the athletics department office and
that when Teter returned from the meeting with Killebrew, he informed them that the
institution was not going to review the matter.

3. Teter's testimony that he directed Secord and DeAngelis not to conduct any further
investigation into the alleged violations involving Sl and not to report the alleged
violations involving-. Teter reported during his March 5, 2008, interview that
Secord and DeAngelis informed him of the alleged rules violations involving
and Kinnison upon his employment at the institution. Teter then decided to schedule a -
meeting with Killebrew to inform him of the matter. Teter indicated that he, Secord and
DeAngelis met with Killebrew during August 2006 and that Secord presented the alleged
rules violations and the possible penalties associated with the violations. Teter explained
that Killbrew dismissed Secord and DeAngelis from the meeting and that he and
Killebrew continued to discuss the matter. Teter's relevant testimony during his March 5,
2008, interview in regard to his discussion with Killebrew and subsequent decision not to
investigate and report the alleged violations included the following:

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

(Pages 24 to 26)

BT: But then after he excused uh, those two guys, we stayed back and you know, 1
said what would you like to do. And, and then I think he then put it back. The
president asked me, he says well, you know, I'll support your decision, and he
said what do you want to do? 1 said, well let's just, let's just, let's just go with it.
we'll just move on like, like, like. 1 don't think I said what, like nothing
happened, but 1 said, let's just play this thing out and see what happens. So he
supported that. And he says well, let's just make sure none of this happens again.
Just like you know, John knows the reporting lines. He's got to come to you with
all this stuff. Um, and 1 said. And that's, that's exactly how 1 left his office. Seo
then I came back to the office and met with Brian and John, and uh, I said

John, it's business as usual. Let's just move on. Move forward (emphasis
added). '
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BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

Okay. Atany. Sorry go ahead.

" He, he never. I'm sorry. Go ahead.

No, go ahead. Finish.

He then. 1don't, I don't. 1 can't remember if John asked me do you want me to
go, do you want me to make it go away.

Um-hum.

I can't remember if he asked me that or not. I said, it's business as usual. Let's
just move on, and we just need, God forbid. I don't know if I said, God
forbid, but we'll need to, we may need to deal with this later. But for now,
let's just move on (emphasis added).

Okay. And at any time during the meeting with Dr. Killebrew, did he instruct you
to uh, conduct an investigation and self-report the violation to the NCAA?

Um, he didn't ask me to self report it. Um, he said, what do you think? And L, I,
1, 1 feel terrible that I. 1 should. You know obviously, I'd been on the job two or -
three weeks and probably should have documented that meeting a little better.
I'm. I'm just trying to remember if I, I said well, I. We'll handle this internally.
Well handle this with athletics, and this will not happen again. 1 remember
saying that to him, and he said uh, well just make sure you got, you know, just
make sure you got all the information.

Um-hum.

Make sure you got this documented. And then I remember going back and
asking John again when I went back to the office, and 1 asked him, you
know, get me a copy of this. Put a summary of this together. But it is
business as usual. Let's just move on. He said, okay (emphasis added).

Um.

And 1 don't remember him saying, he didn't ask me to call the NC-Double-A or
any of that. .

KM: Um-hum.

He didn't tell me to do that or ask me if I was gonna do that. Um. So.
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KM: So, Dr. Killebrew um, took your assessment to move on.
BT:  Yeah.
KM: And that was the end of it?
BT: Yep.
KM: Okay.
| BT: And then heard nothing. And yeah, that was just the end of it.

KM: Okay. All right. And then you indicated following that meeting with Dr.
Killebrew, you returned to the athletics department, and uh, how did you end up
talking with Teter and De-, ] mean with Secord and DeAngelis?

BT: Ijust called them in.
KM: Allright.

BT: And said guys, when we, you know, I, 1 um, when I got back, I said come on
down. So we went in my office. This was late afternoon, late in the day, four or
five o'clock, probably. Um, yeah, because 1 think our meeting with Dr. Killebrew
was like 3 or 3:30 or something like that, so it was late aftemoon.

KM: Um-hum.

BT: Something like that. Um, I said, guys, it's business as usual. Let's just move
" forward (emphasis added).

4, Killebrew's testimony that he directed Teter to verify any alleged violations involving
and to rt the violations appropriately. Killebrew reported during his March

5, 2008, interview that he, Teter, DeAngelis and Secord met shortly after Teter began his
employment at the institution to discuss alleged NCAA rules violations. Killebrew
explained that his understanding from the meeting was that it was unclear whether the
institution was able to document a violation in regard to whether QIR competed
while ineligible. Killebrew indicated that he dismissed Secord and DeAngelis from the
meeting and directed Teter to ensure that the athletics department reviewed the
information appropriately. Killebrew reported that he directed Teter to verify any
violations and to report the violations to the NCAA. Killebrew believed that Teter was
going to review the information and establish whether violations of NCAA legislation
had in fact occurred and report the information appropriately. Killebrew indicated that
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Teter did not provide him with any follow-up reports in regard to the alleged violations
involvingdIIEp and that he periodically asked Teter whether there were any issues in
the athletics department that he should be aware of. Killebrew became aware that the
alleged rules violations involving (SN Were not reporied to the NCAA during a
2007 fall semester Texas A&M System audit. :

Enforcement Staff Position on Refuting Information:

In his response to the notice of allegations, Teter argues on page 5-15 of his response that
Killebrew agreed with his decision not to report the alleged rules violations involving
S and therefore, his actions do not constitute a violation of ethical conduct but
instead the facts constitute a lack of institutional control. However, the enforcement staff
does not believe that Killebrew assented to Teter's suggestion that the institution move
forward and not report the violations. The enforcement staff believes that Killebrew
directed Teter to review the alleged NCAA violations and self-report the information
appropriately.

Killebrew explained during his March 5, 2008, interview that he charged Teter with
investigating and reporting all NCAA rules violations and that this was communicated to
Teter throughout the interview process and also during his employment at the institution.
Killebrew believed that he had established a clear expectation for self-reporting NCAA
violations. Teter acknowledged during his March 5, 2008, interview that Killebrew
conveyed his expectation for rules compliance and that he expected Teter to "do things
the right way.” Further, Teter reported that upon his employment, he communicated to
athletics department staff that he would run a good athletics program that would follow
the rules and would not "cut comers."

The enforcement staff believes that Teter was aware of Killebrew's expectation for rules
compliance and that he failed to follow Killebrew's directive to verify any violations and
to report the violations to the NCAA. Although Killebrew failed to follow up with Teter
in regard to the alleged rules violations involving (il he did periodically ask Teter
whether there were any issues in the athletics department of which he should have been
aware. Further, Killebrew admitted that he relied upon his director of athletics to advise
him on NCAA rules compliance matters. The enforcement staff believes it was
reasonable for Killebrew to rely on Teter to conduct the necessary review of the alleged
rules violations and report the information appropriatety without any additional oversight
from Killebrew. The enforcement staff believes that Teter unilaterally decided not to
conduct any further review of the alleged rules violations and that Killebrew relied on
Teter to resolve the matter and did not verify whether Teter actually conducted an
appropriate review of the matter.

Further, the enforcement staff believes that Killebrew's report that he directed Teter to
review the alleged rules violations and to self-report the violations appropriately is more
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credible than Teter's assertion that Killebrew agreed with his decision to move forward.
Specifically, Teter's testimony in regard to the decision that he and Killebrew made in
regard to addressing the alleged rules violations is inconsistent.

First, when describing the meeting he had with Killebrew and the decision that was made
in regard to addressing the alleged rules violations, Teter reported the following
information during his March 5, 2008, interview:

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Briar_: Teter.

(Pages 24 and 25)

BT: But then after he excused uh, those two guys, we stayed back and you know, I
said what would you like to do. And, and then J think he then put it back.
The president asked me, he says well, you know, I'll support your decision,
and he said what do you want to do? I said, well let's just, let's just, let's just
go with it. We'll just move on like, like, like. I don't think 1 said what, like
nothing happened, but I said, let's just play this thing out and see what
happens. So he supported that. And he says well, let's just make sure none
of this happens again. Just like you know, John knows the reporting lines.
He's got to come to you with all this stuff, Um, and I said. And that's, that's
exactly how I left his office (emphasis added). So then I came back to the office
and met with Brian and John, and uh, I said John, it's business as usual. Let's just
move on. Move forward.

KM: Okay. And at any time during the meeting with Dr. Killebrew, did he instruct you
to uh, conduct an investigation and self-report the violation to the NCAA?

BT: Um, he didn't ask me to self report it. Um, he said, what do you think? And LI,
I, I feel terrible that 1. 1 should. You know obviously, I'd been on the job two or
three weeks and probably should have documented that meeting a little better.
I'm. I'm just trying to remember if 1, I said well, 1. We'll handle this internally.
We'll handle this with athletics, and this will not happen again. I remember
saying that to him, and he said uh, well just make sure you got, you know, just
make sure you got all the information.

Then when asked about statements he made to the Texas A&M System auditors on
November 12, 2007 (Exhibit No. 5) in regard to the meeting he had with Killebrew and
the decision that was made in regard to addressing the alleged rules violations, Teter
reported the following information during his March S, 2008, interview:
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KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

MP: Mark Poehl, Texas A&M System auditor.

(Pages 34 and 35)

KM:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

1 have a vh, document uh, for the record, it's dated November 12, 2007. It's a
Texas A&M University, Corpus Christi Athletics Compliance Issues Inquiry, is
the, the title. And um, it is Mark Poehl's summaries of interviews conducted with
various staff members.

Okay.

And he indicates from his discussion with you um, that you basically walked him
through um, how you became aware of the violation, indicating that you'd only
been on the job for about two or three weeks. John Secord approached you about
a compliance violation um, that, that he found while going through some old files,
concerning a 2005 volleyball player. Um, does this jog your memory at all with
regards to the conversation you had with Mark (Poehl)? '

1,1, I don't. Iuh,Iapologize Mark. I know we talked about some other things I
thought, . _

Um-hum.

I just don't remember a lot of it. So.

You uh, from the notes that Mark has provided from the interview, you
indicated that um, the president told you to do the right thing, but do it in a
way that minimized any negative attention to the university. Do you recall

that happening (¢cmphasis added)?

Um, yeah. I mean I, I remember him saying you know, 1 trust your
judgment (emphasis added).

Um-hum.
I trust the decision you'll make, and, and it's just, you know, hopefully this

won't cause any harm to us or whatever, but you know, he never instructed
me to do anything (emphasis added).

Okay. All right.
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BT: Nothing unethical (emphasis added).

Initially, Teter reported that he suggested that the institution move on during their
meeting, and that Killebrew agreed with Teter's decision; however, Teter then reported
that Killebrew said, "I trust the decision you'll make...,” which leads the enforcement
staff to believe that no decision had been made during the meeting between Killebrew
and Teter. Further, Teter indicated that Killebrew never instructed him to do anything
unethical; however, this is inconsistent with Teter's initial statements that Killebrew
agreed with him to "move on."

Teter asserts that the evidence does not support the conclusion that Killebrew directed
Teter to verify any violations and report the violations to the NCAA because the
violations had already been verified, and the meeting was about whether to self-report not
whether a violation had occurred. However, the enforcement staff believes that Teter's
assertion is inaccurate and inconsistent with his March 5, 2008, interview testimony.
When asked about the alleged rules violations involving WllR Teter consistently
characterized the alleged rules violations as "possible” violations and that the alleged
rules violations "may" have occurred. Teter's relevant testimony during his March 5,
2008, interview included the following:

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

(Pages 10 and 11)

KM: Okay. All right, um, do you recall a women's volleyball student-athlete by the
name of

BT: Um, that young woman was brolght to my attention, um, probably two or three
weeks after I started here.

KM: Okay.

BT: - Um, she was a volleyball player that was um, you know, I guess was here, and I'd
have 1o go back and I have a pretty good memory. 1 don't remember all the
details of the story. But something about that she had maybe either um, played,
played sports or taken classes at a school in another country, 1 believe. Um, that
information was brought to my attention literally two to three weeks on the job.

KM: Okay.

BT: After I was on the job.
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BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

KM:

BT:

And who, who brought that information to your attention?

Um, John Secord and Brian DeAngelis both brought it to my attention.
And you say that was about two or three weeks after you --

Oh yeah.

-- started the position?

Yeah, it was in August.

Okay, and uh, do you recall where that meeting took place?

Um, it was either in my office or. It was in my office or in the conference room
that was attached to my office.

Okay. And do you recall specifically what was discussed? What were you
informed of?

Um, I was told about what was discovered. Um, if I remember correctly, John
had uncovered some files. 1 thought it was a computer file, if I remember
correctly. He, he was cleaning off a computer I believe or something, and he
found um, some records of um, um, again possible um, eligibility issues that
affected this young woman who played the previous year (emphasis added).

Um-hum.

I never knew her. Um, and John was um alarmed uh, that we may have been
playing an ineligible player (emphasis added). Um, his concern was that we're
in the Southland Conference now. Uh, we're having this big Southland
Conference day coming up in eary September. Um, you know, which we do.
Um, you know, I've been sitting on this or whatever. He was talking about him
and Brian had known about it, and they sat on it for a while, and I don't know if
they sat on it because they wanted. 1 can't remember if they.sat on it because they
were waiting for the new A.D. to be hired, which was me. Um, I can't remember
all the details on it, but I knew they'd, I remember they sat on it for a while. So,
you know, whether that was the right or wrong to do, I can't judge that.
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KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

(Page 13)

KM:

BT:

Okay. Did you believe that these allegations were serious?

Possibly. 1, I, I. You know, I. That's, that's. Maybe that's not the right
word. I, I didn't know enough (emphasis added). I'd been on the job two or
three weeks. Um, a file was found. People who had touched it weren't there. Uh,
I didn't, T didn't really know how to react to it at the time. Um, so I asked you
know, what, what could come of this. Um, and I remember John saying
something like, well if we played an ineligible player, we got a problem.
Obviously it's gonna be a problem for us. And it may be a problem for another
institution. 1 believe Pan Am was involved, if I remember correctly. I, if, that
may or may not be right. 1 think it was UT-Pan American may have been
involved. Because I think she either went there or was recruited by them. There
was something involved with her about Pan Am or, excuse me. I remember him
referencing Pan Am. We, we, we would possibly throw them under the bus if this
all came out. Um, so I asked, 1 remember asking well, you know, what's the
worst thing that could happen. Obviously, playing an ineligible player. Um,
there could be violations. They sent somebody here. They investigate. Going to
the Southland. What does that do? We've. We'd already been admitted to the

- Southland, so we're going to the league. So I know he was nervous about that.

And then uh, at the same time I remember him saying, he said, "Brian, I stumbled
on it. It was an accident. If they were to send somebody in here, I'm not sure
anybody would find it. It would be very hard to find unless they knew what they
were looking for.”

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

BT:

(Page 15)
KM:

OKkay. So basically coming out of that meeting, to your understanding was
there was a poten-, possibly a volleyball student-athlete that competed while
ineligible - (emphasis added)

Possibly (emphasis added).
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BT:

-~ and that possibly, the former volleyball coach had instructed her to wait to
disclose her credit hours um, in order to prevent her from being ineligible
(emphasis added).

Right (emphasis added).

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

(Pages 19 and 20)

KM:

BT:

KM: .

BT:

KM:

BT:

KM:

BT:

BT:

Okay. Well, talk to me about the meeting with the president. When. You
indicated that was about a week to 10 days after you —

Something like that.
-- became aware of the violations. Who was present at that meeting?

Myself, and John and Brian went over to his office and sat down and we laid out
the situation. So it was the four of us.

Okay. Do you recall where that meeting took place?
It was at the Hart Institute. His office is over in that building at that time.

Okay. And you indicated that um, kind of laid out everything. Do you recall
specifically what was presented? '

We basically laid it out. I said, I started. I said Dr. Killebrew um, you know, we
want to bring this to your attention. This is something that happened before you
got here. Um, it's um, something that happened inside the volleyball program.
I've obviously been here two or three weeks. Um, I'm disappointed we're bring
this to you, but um, um, it could have NC-Double-A, um, issues tied to it
(emphasis added).

Um-hum.

Um, John, take it from here. And then John laid out the situation.

And what did John specifically inform the group?

5-21



CASE SUMMARY
Case No. M289
November 20, 2008

BT:

He basically said what I've said. 1 think 1 told you that, that we may have
played with an ineligible player (emphasis added). Uh, a couple of people
knew, the people that knew about aren't here anymore. Um, if the N-C. Do we
want to report this violation that we knew that this possible violation that we
knew had happened? U, and then if we do, um, I think he laid out what might
happen. You know, we might have to take. Pan Am might come, you know,
might be affected by this. Um, it could cause, you know, the NC-Double-A
would send somebody in here. 1t would cause, it would cause bad PR. Um, you
know, obviously if the media gets hold of it.

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.
SM: Stephanie McDonald, Southland Conference.

(Pages 49 and 50)

SM:

BT:

SM:

BT:

I have one. It seems that when it was first reported, when you first started,
that it wasn't necessarily presented or felt to be a violation, that it was maybe
this is. Maybe this isn't. Is that kind of the way it was presented (emphasis
added)?

If, yeah Stephanie. I think it had. 1 sensed it could be a violation, but again,
I, I ub, it was. Again, it was just so unique. Not one single person that
touched the case was even here, and so I think um, you know the thought of
or, or it was stumbled upon, and again, 1 um, you know as you said earlier, if
you had things to do differently, you know um. I, 1. It's uh, I thought of, you
used the word violation, a pretty strong word. Um, so I think yeah, anytime
there is that possibility, I sensed there could be a violation if we would have
reported then. Um, but again, I didn't get. I just felt that um, I didn't get
strong advice from my staff uh, one way or the other. So, um, I just decided
that, let's just move forward (emphasis added).

And what.

I'm sorry. Just one quick, on that. The information that you were aware of
when you started your employment, that information never changed from
the point of which you self-reported the violation (emphasis added). You were
still under the same.

Nothing changed (emphasis added). 1 didn't .
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KM: So how did you go from this may be a violation, I'm not sure, to possible, to
this is a violation and I need to self-report it (emphasis added)?

BT: Well, let me rephrase.

KM: Um-hum.

BT:  You get smarter, 1 think, as time goes along.

KM: Okay.

BT: And so you know, you go through this, and I, hell I've been at a place like
Cincinnati, so I've been at places that you know, unfortunately, you've had to deal
with NC-Double-A issues, and so uh, plus I've been in a conference office and
seen schools go through this. And it's serious. You need to follow the rules. Uh,
and so obviously as I got smarter and gone through the year and just sensed that
you know, we need to do things the right way around here. There's some things
that need to be cleaned up.

KM: Um-hum.

BT: That's why, you know, again as I got smarter. I don't want that thing laying
around.

KM: Um-hum,

BT: Frankly. So.

KM: Okay.

BT: So, that's what I decided to do.

The enforcement staff believes that Teter's characterization of the alleged rules violations
involving WA "possible” violations supports Killebrew's directive to verify the
alleged violations and to report the violations appropriately. Further, both Teter and
Killebrew believed that the alleged violations involving JSillilillle may have involved
University of Texas, Pan American (Texas-Pan American), however, Texas-Pan
American was not relevant to the violations involving Machado and was relevant to the
enrollment of another women's volleyball student-athlete, RN whose
eligibility was also reviewed by the institution at the time in which the Machado issues
were reviewed. This factual inaccuracy in regard to the alleged violations involving
SR further demonstrates that additional review of the violations involving SNy

was necessary at the conclusion of Teter and Killebrew's meeting.
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In addition, the alleged unethical conduct violations involving Kinnison had not been
investigated or verified by the institution prior to the meeting with Killebrew. Although
Secord had reviewed (s academic record and determined that MR had
competed during the 2005-06 academic year while incligible, the institution had yet to
fully investigate Kinnison's alleged unethical conduct; therefore, the meeting was not
solely about whether to self-report {JMlls ineligible participation as argued by Teter.

In his response to the notice of allegations, Teter asserts that upon going into the meeting
with Killebrew, he expected that Killebrew was going to direct him and Secord to report
the violation, and that he was surprised when that did not happen; however, Teter's
understanding that the alleged rules violations necessitated investigation and self-
reporting is inconsistent with his March 5, 2008, interview testimony. Specifically, Teter
stated:

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

(Page 27)
KM: Okay. At that time, did you understand that failing to conduct a thorough review

of the alleged rules of violation and self-reporting that to the NCAA was a
violation of the NCAA legislation?

BT: Um, I didn't know that.

KM: Okay. So, so you felt as though just moving on and not investigating and
determining whether or not violations occurred was permissible under NCAA
legislation? '

BT: Um, I really, you know. I, I just didn't. We didn't really talk much about it.

KM: Okay.

BT: And so, in, in retrospect, should I, should I, should I have asked? Maybe? Was |

consulted or was I advised? No. Um, so again, 1, I think people who work for me
would tell you that I let people do their jobs. ‘

The enforcement staff believes that the purpose of the meeting with Killebrew was to
inform him of the alleged rules violations and that Killebrew directed Teter to verify the
alleged violations and self-report the information appropriately, which Teter decided not
to do. ‘
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Further, the enforcement staff believes that Teter chose not to investigate and self-report
the alleged rules violations as directed by Killebrew because he was concerned about the
negative media attention the matter could potentially bring to the institution.

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

(Pages 20 and 21)

KM:

BT:

Um:-hum. Okay. And what was your response when you heard John Secord
indicate he'd make something go away?

1 didn't, 1 didn't like that. Um, you know uh. So I said uh, 1, I'm not comfortable
with that. But at the same time, you know. And I'm a PR guy at heart. So 1,
I've got a pretty good feel for what public relations is all about. That's where
my background is. So at the same time, I'm thinking about media stuff, and
um, uh, nobody wants negative attention coming to their university. So you
try to find the, the right way to handle things (emphasis added). Um, and so
we, we talked it out just for. It was a brief moment. After John laid out the
scenario, um, Dr. Killebrew said, okay. Um, I think he said something like, do
you guys have anything else to add? Brian, why don't you stay back. So Brian

_and John lefl. And then it was just Dr. Killebrew and I --

In addition, Teter chose not to investigate because he did not know how the institution
would investigate the matter since he believed the involved institutional staff members
were no longer employed at the institution. Specifically, Teter stated during his March.5,
2008, interview that:

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

(Pages 28 and 29)

BT: The one you're talking about was a long detailed hour, hour and a half meeting.

KM: Um-hum.

BT: It was long. Between the three of us. The thought, the (thought) of talking to
people and interviewing people and doing an investigation, how could you do it if
those people were gone?

KM: Um-hum.
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BT: Um, the compliance guy was at another university. The volleyball coach was in
town coaching the high school. Um, the provost was somewhere 1 believe in
Louisiana. I, 1don't know.

KM: Um-hum.

BT: The athletic director was in town.

KM: Um-hum.

BT: Um, out of a job, so1just.

KM: Um.

BT: 1 don't know what more could have been done. And I. 1 didn't. 1 asked John
could we do any more with this. He said, this is it. He said, we either call the
NC-Double-A or we --

KM: Um-hum.

BT: - hope it goes away. And I remember that coming up. I asked him, you know,
John what, you know, what can, what are our options here? And that's when he

did the little hand thing and I asked him what would you think, and he ___ the
hand thing again. And I said, what, you know.

KM: Um-hum.

BT: What can we do? What can't we do? And so it was either call the NC-Double-A,
and put a report together.

KM: Um-hum.

BT:  Orjust, you know, just let it go.

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

(Pages 30-31)
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BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

So, the idea that because the, several of the institutional staff members were no
longer employed at the institution, that was a big reason for why you decided not
to — ' :
Yeah.

—conduct a ﬂxﬁher investigation?

Yeah.

Do you feel as though the institution has an obligation to go beyond?
Yeah, well, that's why 1 ended up self-reporting it. |
Um-hum.

Um, after going through another volleyball season uh, you know I just, 1 just felt
it was the right thing to do. Um.

Um-hum.

You know, you know, knowing that it happened a couple of years earlier, 1 want a
clean program.

Um-hum.

And uh, that wasn't fair to my um, um, not mine, because I didn't hire her, but our
volleyball coach now.

Um-hum.

You know, you don't want that stuff lingering around and stuff like that, so it's
doing things the right way.

Okay.

And so.
Did you conduct any type of investigation prior to self-reporting to the NCAA?
1 did not.

Okay.
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BT: I went on the information that I previously had.
KM:  Allright,
BT: So.

KM: Um, with regards to individuals that had knowledge of the v1olat10ns that were on
campus, Karin Gnﬂ'xth did, no discussions --

BT: No.
KM: - with her?
BT: No.

The enforcement staff believes that Killebrew relied on Teter as director of athletics to ensure
that the institution fully investigated both Sl ineligible participation and Kinnison's
alleged unethical conduct. Secord had confirmed that {J had competed during the 2005-
06 volleyball season while ineligible, and the reasons the institution permitted JENEEED to
compete while ineligible were still unknown and required further investigation prior to
submitting a self-report to the NCAA. The enforcement staff believes that Killebrew assumed
Teter handled the matter appropriately until Teter was made aware by the Texas A&M System
audit in November 2007 that the violations were not reported. The enforcement staff believes
that Teter, while knowing that Killebrew relied on his judgment to review the matter
appropriately, decided not to conduct any further review of the matter or report the violations
because he was concerned with the negative media attention the investigation and report could
cause and he did not know how the institution could conduct an investigation since he believed
all of the involved individuals were no longer employed at the institution.

ISSUE NO. 3: Did Teter knowingly submit an inaccurate self-report of the violations involving
YN/ 1he NCAA enforcement staff on November 26, 2007, thereby committing unethical
conduct?

Position of Institution: The institution agrees that Teter knowingly submitted an inaccurate self-
report of violations involving o the NCAA enforcement staff on November 26, 2008,
thereby committing unethical conduct.

Position of Involved Parties: Teter makes the procedural argument that this allegation does not
satisfy the requirement of Bylaw 32.6.1.2 in that it does not sufficiently provide the details as to
what information in the self-report is inaccurate. Without waiving his objection, Teter denies the
self-report is inaccurate. Teter maintains that if the report contains inaccuracies, they are
immaterial, were made inadvertently and are not intended to mislead the staff.
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Position of Enforcement Staff and Reasons for Position: The enforcement staff belicves that
Teter knowingly submitted an inaccurate self-report of violations involving (NN to the
NCAA enforcement staff on November 26, 2007, thereby committing unethical conduct. Bylaw
10.1 states that unethical conduct may include, but is not limited 1o, nine enumerated points.
While the facts of this violation are not parallel to these points, the enforcement staff believes
that Teter's conduct, specifically his submission of an inaccurate self-report of violations
involvingJ BN to the NCAA enforcement staff, can be generally viewed as unethical.

The enforcement staff provides the committee the following information for its consideration of
this allegation.

Background Information:

As previously discussed in Allegation No. 5-(2), the enforcement staff determined that the
institution did not conduct any further investigation into the alleged violations involving
SR or Kinnison and did not self-report the violations to either the Southland Conference or

the NCAA when the decision was made by Teter not to investigate and self-report during August
2006.

The enforcement staff would like to provide the committee with the following chronology of
significant events related to Teter's November 26, 2008, self-report to the NCAA enforcement
staff:

August 2006 — Teter decided not to investigate and self-report the alleged violations

involving Y.

November 8. 2007 — Secord informed Sam Ramirez, a human resources representative,
that athletics department administrators were aware of unreported NCAA rules violations

involving (R

* November 12, 2007 - Texas A&M System auditor interviewed Teter about his
knowledge of unreported NCAA rules violations involving a former women's volleyball

student-athlete (QEEED).

. November 20, 2007 — Teter e-mailed DeAngelis to confirm (il name and that
as the women's volleyball student-athlete who competed while ineligible.

. November 20, 2007 - Teter contacted Christopher Strobel, NCAA director of
enforcement for secondary infractions, to discuss a possible violation in the women's
volleyball program that occurred during the fall of 2005, prior to his employment at the
institution, which had not been self-reported.
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N

ovember 26, 2007 —- Teter e-mailed a self-report dated November 23, 2007, to Strobel,

which addressed YR ineligible participation during the 2005-06 academic year.

Relevant Information Reported/Obtained:

The enforcement staff believes that the following inaccuracies exist in Teter's November
26, 2007, self-report (Exhibit No. 6):

1.

In paragraph one of the report, Teter reported, "The university was first notified of
this back in August, 2006 and we thought it was taken care of." The institution,
however, became aware of the violations in June 2006. Further, Teter's statement
that "we thought it was taken care of" is inaccurate in that Teter made the decision
in August 2006 not to conduct any further investigation into the alleged violations
involving W and not to report the alleged violations.

In paragraph three of the report, Teter reported, "...John was going through some
computer files and uncovered some information about a student-athlete who
played volleyball here at TAMUCC from 2004-05, (R Sccord;
however, became aware of the violations in June 2006 after Meredith McCall,
former academic coordinator, became aware that QJilllhad transferred foreign
credits to the institution upon reviewing (SN academic profile on the
institution’s SIS program.

In paragraph four of the report, Teter reported, "According to the information that
was found by Mr. Secord, Ms. Yl had taken some courses at a community
college in another country prior to attending Navarro Junior College." Secord,
however, determined that (B had transferred 93 credit hours to the
institution from a four-year collegiate institution in Yl

In paragraph five of the report, Teter reported, "When our athletic department
became aware of this we decided not to self-report because the season had started
and the people who were in the athletic administration in 2005 had all been let go
or were no longer working at the university.” However, Secord and DeAngelis
were employed at the institution when the athletics department became aware of

the alleged violations involvirig Wi, and they were also employed at the

institution during the 2005-06 academic year. Further, Secord and DeAngelis had
knowledge of the alleged violations involvingQuillllld as a result of conducting
an interview of NS .

In paragraph six of the report, Teter reported: "From the information that we
gathered, those who knew or might have known about Ms. NjjJJll#s background
included the volleyball coach, the compliance director, the athletic director, and
possibly the associate athletic director and the provost. All of those individuals
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are no longer employed at Texas A&M University Corpus Christi.” However,
Secord had knowledge of the alleged violations involving (NN and was
employed at the institution during November 2007. Further, although DeAngelis
was not employed at the institution during November 2007, he was employed at
the institution during August 2006 when Teter was initially made aware of the
allegations involving {JIIMR, and he had knowledge of alleged violations. In
addition, Griffith was employed at the institution during November 2007, and she
was allegedly involved in complying with Kinnison's request not to include
S forcign college enrollment in her academic record upon her enroliment
at the institution. Griffith, however, was never interviewed by Teter or any other
administrator at the institution about her knowledge of or involvement in the
alleged violations.

6. Teter submitted the self-report and did not disclose his decision not to report the
alleged violations involving (Il when he was made aware of the violations
in August 2006.

. Teter reviewed the November 26, 2007, self-report during his March 5, 2008, interview,
and Teter's relevant testimony concerning the report included the following:

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
BT: Brian Teter.

(Pages 44 to 46)

KM: This is Kristen Matha, assistant director of enforcement. We took a short break
for restroom usage, and we're now back on record with Brian Teter's March 5th
interview. Okay. All right. Looking at the uh, first section, labeled number one,
indicates, you indicated uh, on the self-report that you were first notified in
August 2006, and that you thought it was taken care of. Explain how you
believed it was taken care of.

BT: Um, we just, again I was going under the assumption that, you know, when I
made the decision back then, that we would just you know, go with it, move on.

KM: Right.
BT: Move forward. So.
KM: Allright. Um, next to the indication where it's circled No. 2.

BT: Um-hum.
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BT:

BT:

KM:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

And I'm paraphrasing the report, it indicates that ([l took community coll-,
community college courses in another country prior to attending Navarro. What
information were you basing the fact that she took community college?

I don’t. | was just going by what that was discussed in the meeting with John and
Brian. Uh, what John had found again when I had no written documentation. 1
was just. And then when I saw, I was just trying to reference from the media
guide.

Um-hum.

You know, because I never had a report. So 1, but the media guide said that she
played at Navarro Junior College, so 1 just, going back and trying to remember
what the details of the story was is that -- A

Um-hum.

-- she must have played before that. 1assumed. So.

All right.

And again, what I don't say in here, and I don't mind obviously saying this on
tape, um I talked about this with Chris on the phone when I reported it.

Um-hum,

1 said Chris, I'll just be honest with you. I've got maybe 70, 75 percent of this
story. 1don't know. Idon't have all of the information.

Um-hum.

So, whether that conversation was ever recorded or not, but I think Chris would
hopefully remember --

.- Um-hum.

-- me saying that uh, to him, that I just didn't have all the information, but decided
to self-report with what I had.

Okay.

So.
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BT:

BT:

BT:

BT:

KM:

BT:

You see where No. 3 is circled, uh, the decision not to self, not to self-report at -
that time um, due to a lot of the knowledge was with former staff members. Um,
why, even though they're former staff members, why didn't the institution attempt
to conduct any further interviews?

Uh, Tjust. Tdon't know. I, 1wasn't advised --

Um-hum,

- that way, and again, in retrospect, I'm probably a lot. Believe it or not, I'm
probably a lot smarter now --

Um-hum.

-- than I was a year and a half ago. But um, you know, in retrospect, you know,
you can't put the proverbial tooth paste back in the tube. I tell people all the time
that --

Um-hum,

-- T just, you know, not getting any, not getting any advice on, on having maybe
we should have done that.

Yeah.

1 just kind of felt we just should move forward.

i Secord reviewed the November 26, 2007, self-report during his March 4, 2008, interview,
and Secord's relevant testimony concemning the inaccuracies he believed exist in the
report include the following (Exhibit No. 7):

KM: Kristen Matha, NCAA.
JS: John Secord.
KF: Kathy Funk-Baxter, institutional representative.

(Pages 45 to 48)

KM:

JS:

Okay. 1 have a copy of the report that was submitted to the NCAA. Can you
review this?

I've never seen this before.
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KM:

JS:

SD:

- IS

The November 23rd letter to Chris Strobel, uh, signed by Brian Teter. Can you

review this and point out the inconsistencies to what your knowledge of what
transpired?

Gees, this is not even the form we use when we self-report.
[inaudible).

Yeah, yeah. Or even prior to that. I mean you saw the form, the form that we use
when we self-reported the volleyball game issue or actually, 1 forwarded that
straight to, uh, to reinstatement. But, uh, I wanted to write, self-reporting a
possible violation, well, there is not a possible violation there, there obviously is
one. Currently involved 2005 and 1 want, back in August 2006, we thought it was
taken care of. That, that makes no sense, how do we thought it was taken care of.
I have no idea how he could have thought it was taken care of. However, after
going back and reviewing the information, we had, well, I don’t know who he is
referring to with we, that would be 1, or whomever decided to report the
information to the NCAA and the self-imposed, self-impose a fine as a penalty for
this violation. That's interesting because he was really not happy about, about the
fine when he found out about it. 1 don't know what he thought it was going to be.
Does it say in here what the fine amount was they were imposing or, he must have
made a call to try and find that out. Uh, I was on the job less than a month and
August 2006 is when our associate AD for academics and compliance John
Seécord was going through some computer files and uncovered some information
about a student-athlete who played volleyball here from, that's not true. It wasn't,
it wasn't August, it was previous to that that 1 had gone through the computer
screen and 1 had already found the information and it was prior to his coming on
here as an employee that that information was there. And it was provided to him
when he got here. According to the information that was found by Mr. Secord,
Ms. Yl had taken some courses at a community college in another country
prior to attending Navarro Junior College. Some, over 100 hours, I don't know.
She played two seasons here, at TAMUCC but according to records that were
found relating to previously. completed course work her last year of eligibility
here should have been 2004. We uncovered last fall, summer, fall, yeah I mean,
whatever on that, during 2005 season when our athletics department first became
aware of this incident, we decided to not self-report because the season had
started and people who were in administration in 2005 were no longer working at
the institution. That's total falsity. 1 mean, I'm the one that was involved in
uncovering it in the first place. So I didn't, that's what was in the LSDBi report
that they no longer worked at the university and obviously, I was still working at
the university. From the information that we gathered, those who knew or might
have known about Ms. s background included the volleyball coach, the

compliance director, the athletic director and, well, interim athletic director and
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JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

JS:

IS:

JS:

possibly the associate athletic director and the provost. All those individuals are
no longer employed at Texas A&M University Corpus Christi. That's false.

How so false?

1 still work here.

Uh-hum.

Like today I do.

And then Karin Griffith, would -

He couldn’t have put in, he didn't even know who the kid was. He had to call
Brian DeAngelis or e-mail Brian DeAngelis to get the kid's name. I mean, if you
can't get the kid's name straight, you probably are not going to be able to get the
person in admissions name straight.

But with regards to indicating that all those with knowledge of the possible
violation are no longer employed here. Did he know that Karin Griffith was
implicated in? ‘

Yeah he would have, he knew that she would, that she was implicated, yes.
Okay.

Did he have an idea if that pérson stitl worked here or not, no I wouldn't know

whether she was employed or left two years ago or whatever the situation was on
that.

All right. All right.

Consequently, I made a decision to self-report the violation and impose a fine
. And that's, you know, page one looks like a total, looks like a majority
of false information.

Okay. And, uh, to your knowledge what, uh, allegations that the institution was
aware of or not and addressed in that report?

Uh. The allegation, the fact that the student, uh, the fact that the coach went
previously to the admissions office asking them not to consider the information,
the decision, 1 mean, I guess it says in here that somewhere where a decision was
made, where does it say, when our athletic director became aware of this, we
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