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F5LJ REPORTS RULES VIOLATIONS TO NCAA

Tallahassee, FL — Florida State Universfty has completed its investigative
“self-report” on rules vinlations and submitted it to the National Collagiate Athietics
Association (NCAA) alang with a list of corrective measures and punitive actions it has
undertaken to prevent future violations,

The investigation was conducted with the assistance of NCAA off cials, The
Compliance Group consulting firm, and Atlantic Coast Conference officials, and FSU -
officials concluded that two Athletic Academic Support Services (AASS) staff and -
approximataly 60 student-athletes in several sports were involved to some degree in rules
violations,

The violations were connected primarily with online testing for asingle,
online course taken by student-athletes in the fall semester of 2006 and in the spring and
summer semesters of 2007, |

' “We believe that our investigation has been thorough and exhaustive,” said
ESU Provost Larry Abele, who chaired the university’s [nvestigative Cormmittee. “This
univ:arsity and its Athletics Department have accepted responsibility, made changes in the
processes and systems and imposed penalties as warranted.”

The list of corrective and punitive actions submitted to the NCAA include:

* Instituting significant changes in the format and structure of ail online

courses;

* Reviewing all online courses and requiring that all exarns be taken in a

| setting that includes a procior;

* Implementing significant changés in the structure and processes of the

Athletic Academic Support Services unit;

* Examining and modifying the university’s systems for monitoring

academic course work taken by student-athletes;

— MORE —
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Making changes at five senior-staff levels in the Athletics Depariment
area and within the AASS area, including nat renewing the contracts of
two AASS staff members a learning specialist and an academis tutor;
Reviewing and enhancing the working relationship between tae learning
specialist polsition within the AASS and the university-wide Student
Disability Resource Center (SDRC) and considering relocating the AASS
learning specialist positions to the SDRC.

Placing the university’s athletics programs on probation for two years,
effective Feb. 13, 2008; |

Reducing the number of grants-in-aid in several sports, depending upon
the number of involved student-athletes — and in propaortion to
reductions imposed by the NCAA Student-Athlete Reinstatam=nt Staff:
and

Requiring all Athletics Department administrative 2nd non-adrministrative
staff to attend a four-hour fraining program instructed by an outside

consultant on “Decision-Making in the NCAA Compliance Ervironment.

As for the sanctioning of FSU student-athletes, approximately 60 of them

have or will suffer same loss of eligibility,

After numerous discussions between university officials and the NCAA
Student-Athlete Reinstatement (SAR) staff and a meeting at the NCAA office, SAR agreed 1o

the university’s proposed 30 percent across-the-board loss of eligibility for those students

who came forward and admitted being the recipients of improper assistance.

The university’s report has besn sant to the NCAA staff for review, arid the

university will nat make additional comments on the report,

27
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L INTRODUCTION
A, Overview of Report — The purpose of this report is to self-report viclations, on behalf of

Florida State University (hersinafter “University™), of NCAA legislation invelving student-
athletes in several sports. Thé “oTations primarily resulted from the iinpermissible activities

_of two then members of the Umvermty s Athletic Academic Suppo:t Services (AASS) during
"the summer of 2006 and the fall and spring of the' 2006-07 academic vear.

In the spring of 2007, Dr. TK. Wetherell, Presidemt of the University, requested the
University’s Office of Audit Services review a situation concerning possible vielations of
NCAA legislation. On July 27, 2007, at the direction of then Director of Athletics Dave
Hart, Brian Battle of the athletics department’s compliance office had a telephone
conversation with NCAA Vice President for Enforcement Services David Price wherein
Batile informed Price that the University was continuing to review information concerning
potential academic imregularities involving student-athletes in several sports. The athletics
department likewise notified appropriate personnel at the Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC)
Office. Ey a lefter dated September. 26, 2007, President Wetherell notified Price that the
institution's preliminary review was completed. The September letter summarized the
institution’s ingquities to dafe.

This report will:
i. detail further the instjtution’s investigative efforts;
il. identify violations;

summarize the information obtained during the University’s inquiries;

iv.  provide an overview of the resulig of the instituiion’s restoration requests; and

v, detail corrective and punitive actions that the institution has or will impose.
Qvegview of Violations — As noted above, the activities, primarily of two then members of

the AASS staff, resulted in violations occurting in that then Iafning Specialist Dr. Brenda
Monk and then Graduate Student and Tutor (The Tutor) provided improper assistance 1o
student-athletes. The majority of this Jmpermlsslble assistance involved online exams for an.
online .course in which numerous student-athletes were enrolled. | - Thé level of assistance
received by each student-athlete varied.

Fage No. |
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The institution also reviewed the issué of whether other ig_sﬁmﬁqnal staff or members of the
athletics department knew or should have known of thi; ﬁssistmce. A% & result, the
institution acknowledges failure to adequately monitor: (1) the actions of the two then

~employees; and (i) the course in general. The AASS also should have more thoroughly

reviewed information repoerted to it concerning possible irmpermissible assistance being
provided by Monk.

As a result of interviews with numerous student-athletes who took the online course; the
ellg1b111t}r oi" approxunately 61 smdent-athletes has: been affected - The jnstituton does mot
believe any additional eligibility issues will arise.

‘The University notes that:

i. nearly all of the violations occurred during a three-semester period, with much of the
improper academic assistance oceurring during the spring semeéster of the 2006-07 -
scademic year:

1i. the University’s investigative efforts identified the problem soon after the improper

assistanice oceurred.

C. Overview of Cormective and Pupitive_Actions — The instittion believes this case ig

significant because it involves academic improprieties. One of the primary responsibilities of
the institution is the academic preparation of its students, including student-athletes. The
University entrusts its staff members 1o provide permissible assistance to its student-athletes
to ensure their academic success. However, this assistance must be prm-rided within NCAA
guidehnes and University policy. The institution and its athletics department are accepting
responsibility, have made changes in the processes and systems, and have imposed penaltics
on the University’s athletics prograin.

The corrective and punitive actions that the University hes undertaken {or soon will be
implementing) are detailed in Section VI of this report and are summarized below:

i, ingtituted significant changes in the formar and structure of certain online courses;

iL, implemented significant changes in the structure and processes of the AASS unit;

iil.  reviewed all online courses and required that all exams be taken in a proctor setting,;

iv. examined and modified the institution’s systerns for monitoring academic coursework,
taken by student-athletes;

Page No 2
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V. made (and will continue 10 malke) personne! changes within the athletics department;
and

vi.  imposed grant cuts in several sporis.

Fage No. 3
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I ATHLETICS DEPARTMENT AND AASS ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Athleties Department — President Wetherell was appointed president of FSU in December
2002 apd took office in January 2003. Dave Hart was the director of athletics unt]
December 31, 2007, having been appointed to that position in 1995 by then President
D’ Alemberte. Robert Minmix, who is the senior associate director of athletics, supervises the
jnstiturion’s compliance efforts. Minnix has been in that position since 1996, Minnix has a
direct reporting line to Hart and an additional reporting line to Betty Steffens, the
University’s General Counsel. Brian Battle is the agsociate dirsetor of athletics and assists
Minnix. Baitle has served in that position at the University for approximately 10 yezrs. He
was bired gway from the University in 2005, but retarned in 2006.

AASS — The AASS is housed within the Moore Athletic Center, which iz located on the
north end zone of Doak Campbell Stadium. The support area includes a 32-station computer
lab for student-athletss, ten private tutorial rooms, and a five-station “meeting center” for
student-athletes with academic deficiencies and/or learning disabilities.

The exact rurmber of individuals within the AASS has varied slightly over the past few years,
but the overall structure geperally has imeluded a direcior, administrative assistant, six
academic advisors, several graduaste assistants, one or two learming specialists, and
approximately 40 to 70 tutors.

Ufark Meleney was nammed the-director-of the AASS in 1994, He has his undergraduate and

graduate degrees from Flonda Staia University, In 1996, the Program won the “Program of
Excellence’ award from the Athletic Managerment Magazine, Meleney has a dual TepoTing
'line to Dave Hart and Karen Laughlin, the Dean of Undergraduate Studies.

The former employees of the AASS who will be mentioned extensively in this report are:

— Brenda Monk — Monk was hired by the University in 2000 for the position of assistant
director for educational services. She had over 30 years of service with the State of
Mississippi Public School system and an extensive background in special education,
including responsibilities as a clinical psychologist At the University, Ms. Monk
reported to Meleney. Her responsibilities included program development and educational

Page No. 4
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assisﬁce to student-athletes, Due to her educetion and experience, she often worked
with student-athietes perceived or diagnosed with learnng disabilities. Monk was placed
on administrative leave on April 3, 2007, after the information concerning a possible
violation in which she was involved was diseovered. She resigned from the instifution on
Taly 5, 2007.

— The Tutor — The Tutor was a graduate student hired as a part-time tutor. The Tutor
mtored for several courses. After University officials learned of possible violations

involving the improper assistance he provided to student-athletes, he was asked to resign.

Page No. 2
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nitial Information —~ The initial mformaﬂon that prompted the i mquny related to Monk and a

student-athlete. FoAGRC March 20@7 Monlc aﬂeged}y asked the stident-athlete to, st at &
cimputer and submit-answers for an onlmf: exath for another stdent-athlete. Monk provided
the first student-athlete with the answers for this exam. Monk coordinated the learning
assistance provided by AASS to both student-athletes.

After being instructed by Monk to insest these answeags on ap exam for the second student-
athlete, the first student-athlete contacted his academic advisor. (After consultation with the
NCAA Membership Services Staff, the University determined that the first student-athlete
did not violate NCAA legislation. The University’s Academic Honor Committec also
reviewed the issue and detemmined that mo violations of the homor code cccurred.) In
agecordance with the University’s reporting policy, the employee who learned of this
information forwarded it to Meleney, who notified Laughlin. The information was
forwarded to the appropriate supervisory persomnel. Upon receipt of the information,
President Wetherell requested that the Office of Aundit Services review the incident and
determine whether the incident “was isolated or if there was evidence of a more widespread
pattern of similar bebavior among employees in the AASS.™

Auditor’s Inquiry — The audit staff began its inquiry in the spring of 2007, and the focus of
the inifial interviews was on those stadent-athleies who worked with Monk. However, the
auditors asked not only about any zssisiance from Monk but alsa about other potential
academic irregularities. This inquiry led to the discovery of information comcerning
assistance provided by The Tutor in an online course, in which all of the exams were allowed
to be taken online at any location, without any proctoring, (The course in which the first
student-athlete received the answers from Monk and ingerted into the exam was not the same

course,)

The- auditors . initially. inferviewed approximately. 31 stodent-athletes who would bavé had
régular interaction with Mook as part of the'learning assistance she pmvidéd. One of these
student-athletes reported information that questioned whether The Tutor provided improper
assistance when the student-athletes were taking online exams for the online gourse. After
consultation with the ACC Office and the institution’s corqpliance staff, the decision was
made to identify all gtudent-athletes in the pravious five semesters (Spting 2006, sumrmer
2006, fall 2006, spring 2007, and summer 2007) that had egrolled in the online cowrse. It

Page No. 8§
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was determined that approximately 146 student-athietes had enrolled in the course during
‘hese five semesters. The zudit staff interviewed a total of approximately 118 smdent-
athletes, primarily those who had remaining eligibility or remained in the Talishassee area
after their cligibility had expired.

The interviews conducted by the auditing staff occurred during Jime, July, and August 2007.
As a result of these interviews, the mstifution identified a group of approximately 23 student-
athletes in several sports with remaining eligibility that reported potential viglations of
University polieies aod NCAA legislation. All of these potential violations mvolved
receiving allegedly improper assistance from either Monk or The Tutor.

In early Septernber 2007, the auditing staff had complefed a rough draft of the preliminary
report of its inquiry. At that time, the institution began withholding those student-athletes
who admitted receiving some degree of improper assistance from Monk or The Tutor. A
final report was prepared by the auditing staff and for‘la.rarded to the President in lare
September. This report, which wes released publicly, was forwarded to the NCAA
Enforcement Staff as an attachment to the September 26 letter from President Wetherell to
Price. ‘

As the auditors’ inquiry was concluding and a draft of the preliminary report was circulatad
to certaip individuals within the University, the institution realized that an additional review
of the information was necessary by individuals who had more experience in NCAA
lepislation. During this time, discussions were held with the University’s Provost Lawrence
Abele, Faculty Athletics Representative Joz Beckham, University General Counsel Betty
Steffens, and members of the athleties department. This review became more formalized and
the University appointed a committee to coordinate its additional actions. This Investigative
Commitiee was composed of Abele, Beckham, Steffens, and Hart. Assisting the commiftee
were Minnix and Battle of the athletics departrent’s compliance staff. The institution also
realized that additional interviews would need to be undertaken,

In order to have a thotough and impartial analysis of the information that was assembled by
the auditors, the institution refained The Compliance Group (TCG). Stacey Karpinaki was
directly involved in conducting follow-up imterviews, and Chuck Smut was involved with
project coordination, Shortly after the University audit report was forwarded to the NCAA,
Start contacéed Price. It was determiped that the institntion would continue itg investigative
efforts and would periodically update the Enforcement Swff. The institution alse would

Page Np. 7
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involve the Enforcement Staff in certain interviews, it being understood that the Enforeement
Staff may be more involved in the near future. (In November and December 2007, the
Enforcement Staff was involved in joint inferviews with the University's staff and
Iconsultants.)

At the same time the University was completing the necessary steps in order to submit a
report to the NCAA Enforcement Staff, the compliance staff began coordinating the
submigsion of restoration requests on behalf of student-athlotes. While the process of
submitting restoration requests on behalf of the studestt-arhletes ran parallel ta the process for
the instituiion to Teview all issuss potentially involving institutional respongibility, some
factors impacted both processes. Due to the mumber of restoration requests, much of the
efforts of the University and TCG focused upon these requests during October and early
November 2007.

Restoration, Requests — Since the jnitial interviews by the auditors focused on the
identifieation of the student-athietes that may have been involved in improper assistance and
not necessarily on obtaining the information necessary for a Teinstatement Tequest, Minnix or
Batfle and Karpinski jointly or individually interviewed stideni-athletes in the group of
approximately 23 in order to obtain more detailed information. This information was utilized
in the restoration request. In Qctober, the University submitted requests for the restoration of
eligibility for approximately 22 student-athietes. Throughout this teport, those submissicns
will be categorized as the “Initial submission.” All of these requests focused upon the
improper assistance provided by The Tutor and received by certain student-athletes in the

anline course.

Subsequent to the “initial submission” in mid Ogtober, the University had extensive
discussions with the Student-Athlete Reinstatement (SAR) Staff about various aspaets of the
information submitted in the request. Subsequent to the SAR Staff’s initial decision in late
October, the primary focus of the University’s efforts in November and December was ¢
undertake numerous additional interviews with student-athletes, resulting in the withhelding
of an extensive mumber of student-athletes from competition. These efforts included
reviewing and resolving the eligibility of the student-athletes in the “second subrnission™ to
the NCAA. These actions will be detailed later in this report.

Additional Investigative Efforts — Extensive actions were undertaken to not only determine
the reasons the violatons occurred but also to idenfify other smdent-athletes who may have

Page Mo, B
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been involved. During the interviews conducted by Minnix and Karpinski with those
studemt-athletes who initially acknowledged receiving assistance, & few student-athietes
indicated that they had provided truthful information about the assistance they received from
The Tutor but that they believed other student-athletes received similar assistance and were
not forthcoming during their interviews with the anditors. As a result, the institution met
with those student-athletes who had taken fhe online course but had not reported any
improprietics. These discussions were organized by term of the online course (e.g., spring
2007, summey 2007, etc.j. These student-athletes were reminded of their responsibility under
NCAA Bylaw 10.1 and that forfhrighiness was a mitigating factor that could assist in 2
restoration, request. As a result of these discussions, one additional student-athlete reported
information concerning an impropriety involving the course.

During this same time period, with the assistance of the University's information techaelogy
staff, Provost Abele began an extensive analysis of available computer records -of course
results, This analysis ocourred over a several-week period, as more information bscame

avatlable, These results were useful for the institution’s inquiry,

A sigpificant issue for the Investigative Commitiee was whether certain student-athletes
should be withheld from competition even though the student-athletes initially denied
receiving any improper assistance. Based upon the analysis of several factors, including
computer records, the Invesiigative Committee identified additional student-athletes to
interview wha had not reported receiving any impxbper assistance.

The Investigative Committee met regulatly to assess the available information for certain
student-athletes. On some oceasions, student-athletes were allowed to play, while on other
oceasions, stadent-athletes were withheld pending further review, Due to the complexity of
this issue, the University sought the opinion of Price and NCAA Staff during an October 24,
2007, telephone conference, Price’s advice was instrumental in giving the Investigative
Committee direction for its decision-making process, which among other ihings, led to 2
declaration that the course had been compromised. (Insiitutional officials subsequently met |
in person with Price and NCAA Staff on November 12, 2007, to again discuss this issue.

This discussion was held in conjunction with the University’s discussions with the SAR
Staff)

In addition to condueting another round of interviews with student-athietes, the Investigative
Committee belisved it was appropriate to request another interview with Mork and The

Pagt.: MNo. 9
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Tutor, as each had been interviewed by the auditors, which was prior to the discovery of the
detailed snformation concerning the online course. Due to scheduling conflicts, they were
ot interviewed until early November. By that time, it was determined that the Enforcement
Staff should be present for certain inferviews: hence the Enforcement Staff was present for
the Monk and The Tator interviews. Monk was interviewed on November 7 and The Turtor
was interviewed on November & In January, the Enforcement Staff and the University
imterviewed Monk again, and The Tutor was interviewed alone by the Enforcement Staff.

The Investigative Commitiee also helieved it was appropriate to review the issue of “who
inew what” within the AASS and the athletics department concerning any assigtance being
provided by Monk or The Tutor. In that regard, the institution conducted interviews with
nearly all members of the AASS who wers employed during the previous two years end
members of the athletics department compliance staff.

E.  Report — Following the interviews with the principals in the case, Unjversity officials
concluded sufficient information existed to determine that violations of University and
NCAA policy hed occurred. The University then initjated a series of corrective and punitive
actions. Section VI of this report reflects those actions.

Page Ne. 10
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IV. NCAA STUDENT-ATHLETE REINSTATEMENT REQUEST

A, Initial Submission — As noted in this report, the Universify submitted 2 restoration request for

an ipjtial group of student-athletes in mid October. At that time, the Universi'ty:‘

i. determined the set of facts upon which to make its decisions;

1. determined whether a violation occurred and if so, the eppropriate legislative citation:
and

I submitled a restoration request.

As per NCAA policy, the Univessity declared the student-athletes ineligible and requested
the restorstion of the student-athletes subject to the student-athletes fuliilling certain
withholding condifions. The University placed these approximately 22 stadent-athletes nto
one of four categories, depending upon the extent of the involvement of the student-athlete i
receiving answers for the online course. The four categories are as follows, with the number

of student-athletes within that category in parenthesis:

1. No withholding (one student-athlete);

2. Withholding the stodent-athlete from 30 percent of all contests in that sport for one
gseason (four student-athletes); ‘

3. Withholding the student-athlete from 65 percent of all coptests in that sport for one
season (eight smdent-athletes); and

4. Withholding the student-afhlete from all contests in that sport for one season (nine
student-athletes).

Prior to submission of the requests, the University reviewed precedent in NCAA SAR Srtaff
decisions and discussed thess precédents with NCAA Staff. Generally speaking, previous
precedent indicated a loss of one year of eligibility and the witbholding from competition for

the pext season. The University believed significant extenuating circumstances warranizd

4

mitigation of previous precedent.

The SAR Staff ruled thar three student-athletes would receive a 40 percent withholding. one

would receive a 50 percent withholding, and 15 would receive a one-year withhelding. (One

Page Mo, 11
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student-athiete withdrew from the University and the NCAA Staff was awaiting information

on one student-athlete.)

Second Submission — As part of the discussions about the SAR Q:aff's {nitial decision, the
SAR Staff indicated that it would reconsider the penalty if information existed that the
culpability for the violations primarily rested with the institution and not the student-athlete.
Since the institution strongly believed that its processes and personnel were primarily
responsible for the improper assistance, it submitted additional information. Certain
institutional officials and TCG staff talked personally with the NCAA Staff at the NCAA
Office in mid November about this additional information.

The discussions focused on the following Universify concerns:

1. University and athletics departrnent personmel created an atmosphere that facilitated
the inappropriate assistance. While the student-athletes should have shown better
judgment, the University bore primary responsibility for the irtegularities that

ocorred within the course.

2. The Investigative Committee Temained concemned that more student-athietes (other
than those in the initial submission) may have received ineppropriate assistance and
the University needed a means to encourage those additiona] smdent-athletes to come
forward. The University was concerned that the student-athletes curremtly in the
rTestoration process were recelving a significant penalty not only because of the
instimtion’s involvement but also due to their honegty in answering the auditors’
questions. The University believed more student-athletes (and probably students in
general) received improper assistance in the course, but the evidence 1o substantiate

this belief was circumstantial and inconclusive.

3. The University needed a means to address item (2) above on a collective as opposed
to an individnal basis and agked the SAR Staff to reconsider its initial decision and
apply a 30 percent penalty to all student-athletes who came forward, acknowlsdged

involvement, and cooperated in the contituing investigation.

Pege No. 12
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During the later weeks of November 2007, the University and the SAR Staff communicated

frequently about the University’s reconsideration request. During this time, the University
also determined thar the cowrse was “cornpromised” due to the reasons discussed in this
veport. Ag a result, it was determined and reported to the NCAA Staff that in the spring
semester of 2008, all student-athletes who had been enrolled in the course during the fall
2006, spring 2007, and summer 2007 semesters would be required to retake the onling course
regardless of whether they acknowledged improper assistance. The spring 2008 courss will
utilize significantly revised exarn procedures that the University believes will qurtail any
opportunity for improper assistance, The grades obtained on these exams will be the grades
utilized in determining final course grades that will be applied to student-athletes’ transcripts.
During the summier of 2008, after these grades have besn determined, an analysis will be
undertaken prior to competition for the next year to defermine if the "new grade” wouid
gffect the student-athlete’s eligibility,

In late November 2007, the SAR Staff advised the institution that it accepted the University’s
30 percent reduction penalty, with the understanding that the 30 percent penalty was
available only to those student-athjetes who previously had been forthcoming and those who
' came forward in the immediate future. Tt was not an “open ended” decision. The Universitv
agreed to meet individually with al] student-athietes to inform them, of this opportunity and 10
advise them that the opportunity would be withdrawn if truthfu] informsation was not

provided during that mterview.

After receiving the decision from the SAR Staff, the institution began scheduling interviews
with the student-athletes. These occurred during December 2007. In some instances, 4
parent(s) of the student-athlete and legal counsel were present. On pumerous other
occasions, the parents or legal counsel of the student-athlete telephoned Umniversity
representatives prior to the interview to ask procedural questions. Karpinski and/or Battle
conducted the interviews, NCAA Assistant Director of Enforcement Joyce Thompson was
present for a number of the interviews. During interviews with approximately 75 student-
athletes, approximately 39 student-athletes acknowledged receiving improper assistance in
the online course. These were forwarded 10 the SAR Steff for formal natification that these
student-athletes will be subject to the 30 percest withbolding condition.
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As a result, approximately 61 student-athletes have been affected to date, as the “initial
submission” contained approximately 22, and the “second submission” contained

approximately 39 student-athletes.

The University greatly appreciates the assistance of the NCAA and the SAR Staff. Most
importantly, the University appreciates the SAR Staff’s decision to view the involvement of
the student-athletes on a collective rather than an individval basis. As indicated above, the
institution had concerns early in the process that some student-athletes were not being
forthcoming regarding their involvement in r;ceiving improper assistance. The SAR Staff"s
decision was the catalyst for the second group of 39 student-athletes coming forward. It also
allowed the institation to obtain more information in identifying the involvement Or‘

knowledge of institntional staff mermbers pertaining to any provision of improper assistance.
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V. ACKNOWLEDGED VIOLATIONS

A

Leamning Specialist

Dr. Bremda Monk, a then learming specialist within the institution's Athletic Academic

Support Services (AA4SS), provided improper academic assistance fo several student-athletes
in the AASS affices:

I During the fall and spring semesters of the 2006-07 academic year, Monk:

a, directed the first student-athlete to complete an online exam for the second
student-athlete and provided the first student-athlete with correct answers (o
the exam. The second student-athlete was not aware of this assistance unril
after it occurred; and

b. provided answers directly or indirectly 10 student-athletes in the online
course. Monk was aware that the online exams for the coyrse were similar o
exams from previous semesters. Nevertheless, she developed a notebook of
exam guestions and answers that were provided to the student-arhletes, and
she provided assistance to studeni-athletes taking the exams that was
excessive and contrary to NCAA legislation,

2. Monk provided improper academie assistance 1o several studeni-athletes thar was i
excess of what showld have been provided in her role as a learning Specialist. This
included nyping papers for a few student-athleres and providing assistance on papers.

Paragraph #1

Regarding the facts, on March 23, 2007, the second student-athlete came to the AASS fora
study session with Monk, who reminded him that he had an exam due that day. Later that
day, when the second student-athlete did not return to study hall to submit the exam, Monk
Jogged on to a computer in the computer lab using the second student-athlete’s e-mail and
password. The first student-athilete was sitting close o Monk. Monk asked the first student-
athlete to enter in the answers for the second student-athlere’s exam. Monk sat with the first
student-athlete while he subrnitted the answers that were provided to him by Monk. The first
studenit-athlete was not in this or a related class. The first student-athlete reported the
information to an acadermnic advisor in the AASS.

Monk reported that the second student-gthlete was in a class thar required him to do an
assignrment. She believed the second student-athlete had already completed the assigmment,
bitt it needed to be deliversd to the professor. She assumed thar the second student-athlete

left his paper that had the answers fo the assignments on her desk. although she reported she
Page No. 13
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no longer had the document and was not sure if the second student-athlete’s name was on the
paper. She reparted that she asked the first student-athlete to type in answers for the second
student-athlete. She rsiterated that she believed the second student-athlete was the source of
these answers. She did not remember why she asked the first student-athlete to ingert the
answers as opposed to her inserting the answers, other than that she wﬁs physically drained
on {Rkat day and upset with the team and the second sudent-athlete becaiise they were doing
work at the last minute, She stated this was a “wrong judgment call” As part of her job, she
had access to numerous student-athletes’ e-mails and access to their user id’s and passwords.
She teported this was the first and only time she arranged for znswers 1o be posted for a
student. '

The second student-athlete became aware of the assistance provided by Monk after it had
occurred.  While it would have Been helpfil for the second student-athlete 10 have alerted
institutional officials when he became aware of the assistance provided by Monk, he did not

ask nor was be aware of what occurred until afier Teceipt of the assistance.

The institution requested an interpretation from the NCAA Membership Services Staff
concemning whether the first student-athlete’s involvement in this situation violated any
NCAA legislation. Affer consultation with the NCAA Membership Services Staff, the
institution determined that it did not. The University’s Academic Honor Committee also
reviewed this issue and did not believe the young man violated any University policy, as i
determined that the first student-athlete was not the benefactor of any improper assistance.
The Academic Honor Committse also considered that the first atydent-athlete revealed this
information to University officials approximately three days after the occurrence. The dean
of students algo reviewed the information to determine whether there was a violation of the
student conduct code, and it was determined that the first student-athlete would not be
charged. ‘

Concerning Paragraph #1b and assistance in the onlite course, the University believes that
Mork provided a few answers to a few student-athletes on the exams for the online course
and allowed some smdent-athletes to use a notebook that contained questions and answers
for the exams in the online course.

Monk reported during her joint mtariiiews with the institution and the NCAA Enforcement
Staff that she believed that the online course was open book unti] the spring of 2007 and. as 2
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result, she could help a studert-athlste who was taking the exam, She indicated that The

‘FEB. 14,2008 1:19PM

Tutor was a very brilliant man who koew al] the answets t0 the questions. She reported that
prior to the spring 2007 semester, if she was helping & student-athlete, she and The Tutor
“might interact” on a particular question for a student-athlete. She said that the exams were a
“very open” process and that a student could use any resource on the exams, ineluding the
tutor and previous questions &nd angwers. She reported that there were ng restrictions on

“helping” a student in the course on an EXarm,

Regarding the notebook, Wonk indicated it was a study goide that contamed questions and
answers to previous exams in the course. She acknowledged that she thought the questions
i1 the notebook were similar to those on the exarn, but she was not sure. She said she also
did not know if the answers were correct. She allowed a gmdent-athlete to check out the
notebook and that the only check to prohibit a student-athlete from using the notebook fer the
exam was the student’s Integrity.

Parporaph #2

The instittion acknowledges that Monk provided this extra benefit to a few student-athletes.
This information was discovered during interviews by the audit staff during the spring and
surnmer of 2007 and during Monk’s recent interviews. In regard to Monk’s assistance with
the papers, some student-athletes reported that while they wrote the papers themselves, Monk
helped type some of their papers.

Monk reported that:

i the student-athletes completed the papers and she only typed papets for those stadent-
athletes who were unable to type at that time. (it is the University’s position that an
individual other than a learning specialist should have been involved in providing this

service),

1. she pravided thoughts to the student-athletes that might have been used in the
student-athletes” papers. She was unable to identify any specific student-athietes for

whom she provided this assistance;
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she would assist a student-athlete with preparing an ouiline for a paper and possibly
typing the outline in the computer for the smdent-athlete. She said a stadent-atblete
would provide the thoughts and she would assist in preparing the outline; and

she occasionally provided academic assistance as an accommodation that was
appropriate for the student-athlete’s disability, (The University believes that if a
student-athlete was to receive an accormnmodation due fo a disability, it should be
documented and provided io the student-athletes by the Student Disability Resource
Center.) '
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B. Tutor

During the 2005-06 and 2006-07 acfademic years, The Tutor, a then tutor in the Athletic
Academic Support Services (AASS), provided improper academic assistance 10 NUMEYOUS
stydent-athletes in several sports for exams for the online course by providing the student-

athletes: (1) answers o the exam questions; or (i) information thal assisted them in
correctly answering the questiors.

Further, numerous student-athletes also violated the provisions of the NCAA ethical conduct
legislation by their receipt of these answers from The Tutor or then Learning Specialist
Brenda Monk. :

The University’s inquiry initially focused upon the enroliment of the student-athletes i the
online course during the semesters of spting 2006, summer 2006, fail 2006, spring 2007, and
summer 2007, as those were the semesters that The Tutor tutored for the course. Based upon
information provided by The Tutor and the student-athletes to the auditors, the ingquiry’s
focus narrowed to improper assistance provided by The Tutor during three semesters — fall
2006, spring 2007, and summier 200i7.

The Tutor began employment at the institution as a tutorial assistant. Shortly thereafter, he
began tutoring in seversl subjects, including the online course. He resigned in June 2007
afier his imerview with the audit staff in which he acknowledged providing the assistance
described later in this report.

The student-athletes’ academic advisors within the AASS frequently recommended the
opline course because it met three program course requirements for graduation and could be
taken online — allowing the student-athletes moze time to adjust their schedules for team

travel and practice.

The grade for the course is based upon the results of five papers and five online exams. Four
of the papers were graded es Pass/F ail, One paper was worth 10 percent of the course grade
(20 potuts). Four of the five exams had 40 questions and one had 20 questions, resulting in a
iotal of 180 online questions. Each 40-question exam was worth 20 percent of the course
grade, while the 20-question E}‘{ﬂ_tt:l was worth 10 percent. The total points in the course were
200. (When offered during the sunmer, only four exams were given.) The exams did not

require & proctor. Study guides and tatorials were available online. These guides comtained
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information from the textbook that the instructor believed was important. There also wes &

CEEB 149008 120,

supplemental paperback guide that accompanied the textbook (that contained review

questions and answers very similar tg the actual exams.

As noted above, the institution reviewed the information concerning the enrollment of the
student-athietes in the course over the past five semesters and focused on three semesters. It
was determnined that the most substaptiated amount of improper assistance occurred during
the spring semester of the 2006-07 academic year. A total of 62 student-athletes wers
enrolled duting this semester, along with 198 other students.

The institution also notes a significant factor in the provision of answers (and faihme by the
AASS fo become aware of the provision) was confusion whether the course was “open or
closed book” A few current or former members of the AASE indicated their belief that the
course was open book throughout this peried, Mok believed the course was apen book until

the spring semester of 2007. The Tutor believed the course was open book dunng each

gemester,

The course was developed to f-.aach distance leamners throughout the State of Florida. As a
result, the course was offered online and in the classroom. (A few student-athletes took the
course via the classtoom and 1o Improper assistance was provided.) Concerning the online
course, the professor who developed the course taught it for all of the last ten years except for
the spring of 2006 end summer of 2006 when two other instructors weré involved.
Whepever the professor taught the onlma course, the exams wers considered closed book.
For the two semesters that the professor did not ieach the online course, exams were
pemnttcd ta be open book. The syltabus for each semester did not clarify this requiremettt,
although the online exams, at least for the spring of 2007, expressly stated thar the student

was to complete the exam without assistance.

The University notes that:

£, The stucture and implementation of the course facilitated the opportumity for

improper assistance. The online exams for the online class were not administersed in a

structured enviromment, . There was ne requirement for & proctor, and any student

enrolled in the course who had access to a computer with Internet access could view
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| the exams. The institution acknowledges that the professor did not have sufficient

safeguards in place to prevent students {from obtaining exain answers.

While the exams had a timtia limit once they wete Open. they were available for
approximately one weelt from any location. The students could print them off after
the student took the exam. (Subsequent to these incidents, the Provost has directed
the professor to make changes in the comrse that would reduce the Likelihood of a

student receiving improper assistance. Significant changes have been made.)

b. The courge exams did not change from semegter to_sernesier. Examinations wete

comstrueted from & limited pool of questions and numerous copies of previous exams
were available on campus. In essence, little effort by students was needed to obtain

questions and answers from exams previously administered online.

Also, several individﬁals teported that a binder/notebook was available in the AASS
that contained & study guide and copies of the exams with answers. The student-
athletes could review the guide prior to the exam. Some student-athletes admitted
using the binder during the exam.

C. The improper assi occirred in the academmic services facility. The assistance
provided by the futor was in: (i) the 32-station cormputer lab within the AASS in full
view of others; and: (if) a futorial cubicle within the AASS, Two student-athletes
reported that they received assistance at a site other than that within the AASS
facility, both at the seme site. Several student-athletes reported their belief that if a
University totor in the acaciemic services area was providing the assistance, It must be

permissible.

Based upon the interviews with the student-athletes during the auditors’ inquiry or as part of
the restoration process, student-athletes provided the following general information

copcerning their culpability:

a Several srudent-athletes who took the course in the spring 2007 semester ndicated
that it was common knowiedge among the student-athletes that The Tutor would help

the student-athletes with their exams in the online ¢lass:
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b. It appeared that The Tutor had memaorized the answers because the exam questions

had not changed from SEI;‘\R;‘LES’ECI' to semester. (The Tutor confirmed he had memaonzed
the majority of the answe'rs);

c. The level of assistance \Llaned by student-athlete. Some indicated they received one
answer 0@ ONE EXEIL, while others indicated they received nearly all of the answers on
sevaral exams. (The T&or confimmed that the assistance he provided varied by the
level of request for assisfance sought by the student-athletes);

d. Some student-athletzs iﬂdicatled they had arranged tutorial sessions with The Tutor to
study for the exam and‘that The Tutor provided them answers during this session.
Some student-athletes reported that they were aware when The Tutor was in the lab
and they would go to ‘che lab o take the exam at that time. (The Tutor reported that
student-athletes often waﬂd drop in on his sessions without being scheduled); and

g, Qther student-athletes iJ:Jl,dica.ted. that they did not ask for enswers but that The Tutor
would walk up to thcm and tell them that they had an incorrect answer and would
suggest ATl aNSWeET OT smply gave the correct answer. (The Turtor generelly disputed
this contention, as he mdlcate:d he provided the level of assistance that was requested
of hitm.)

The Tutor confirmed that he rééeived training on NCAA legislation on at least two occasions
gnmuelly. On these occnsmns, Minnix or Bat{le presented an approximate one-howr
presentation on NCAA acadcnuc fraud and exira benefit legislation. This training included
the provision of a futoring handbook which inchuded information on academic integtity and
extra benefits and provided a warmng to the tutor not to do work for the student-athleres. All
tators were required to sign an “Academic Support Affidavit® each semester, which
referenced their knowledgé c:f NCAA legislation relating to unethical conduct, fraudulent
academic credit, ete. The Tutor ﬂgmzd this affidavit. The University believes The Tutor was
made aware of NCAA 1egisla1mn and made a conscious decision not to abide by the

applicable NCAA standards.
. | i
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The Tutor was interviewed by the auciﬁt staff on June 20, 2007, and by the Enforcement Staff
and University representatives on Now;rember 5. 2007. He provided a second interview to the
Enforcement Staff in Jannary 2008 but did not allow Unijversity representatives to be in
attendance. During his first interviews, The Tutor reported that every semester, he attended
the orientation session for the tutors to learn about policies and procedures, including NCAA
legislation. The Tutor said as an institutional employee, he received a tator’s handbook,

which he was required to review throughout his employment.

The University believes that The Tutor's overall position is that he provided assistance
because the course was open book an:cl, since at least one other person withun the AASS was
providing answers, it was an acceptable practice for a tutor. The Tutor indicated that many
of the answers for the exams were in the workbook or the online notes and the exams had
rever changed over time. He reported that since all of the answers to the exams were in the
wotkbook or online, it upsel him that the students would need 1o read a large textbook.:
During the Novernber interview, The Tutor reiterated that the course was designed in ordsr
for anyone to provide assistance to a student or student-athlete enralled in the course and that
if the insiructor objected, he would have changed the course format and questions and

vequired a proctor. The Tutor insisted the course exams were considered open book.

The Tutor acknowledged providing some answers to some student-athletes beginning in the
fall of 2006 and indicated the level of assistance to each student-athiete depended upon that
student-athlete’s specific request. Su.i)mc student-athletes requested a lot of answers, while
others only wanted answers if they were “stuck ™ The Titor said the smdent-athletes asked
him for answers or an advisor (or “others higher up™) asked him to give answers. The Tutor
reported he was following instructions given to him. He would not identify any advisors.
Later in the interview, he added that some advisors knew he was providing answers, The
Tutor would not respond as to whei':her he had a specific conversation with an advisor or
whether 2 student-athlete told him that the student-athlete’s advisor told the student-athlete to

ask him for the answers,
The Tutor added that he talked dirécﬂy with and was encouraged to provide apswers by

Tearning specialists who worked: for Monk. He reported he saw Monk give answers in the

online course to some gtudent-athletes. He indicated he began providing answers after Monk
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asked him for an answef,. when Monk was tutoring a student-athlete in the course, He said
that gince Monk prov‘idBCj‘.: answers, he believed it was an acceptable practice.

)
The Tutor said he did l%l:Dt wish to provide names of individuals who encouraged him to
provide enswers because the course, due to the format and structure, was not taken seriously
by the University or theg athletics department and now the University is on a “witch tnumt.”
He reiterated that he believed kis conduct was permissible because Monk was doing the

Same.
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Athletic Academic Support Services (AASS) failed to adegquately;
i .

(i) review information available to it concerning potemiial violations of NCAA
legislarton; or - | |

© (1) monifor the enrollment of numerous studert-athletes in an online course even though

these members: |

- encouraged the student-athletes to enroll in the course and to request a
specific ttor; and

- arrange:_ilj‘br the student-athlete to take online exams for this course with rhe
tutor present.

Specifically:

Concerning (1), on mor than one occasion, then Director of the AASS Mark Meleney did nor
adequately review infq mation reported fo him involving the possible tvping of papers by
Brenda Monk, a then emplayee qf 44SS, for student-athletes.

Concerning (1), the academic, advisors encowraged numevous student-athletes to enroll in
the course since the cojurse met three University graduation requirements. Due to the
number of studeni-athletes envolled in the course during the spring 2007 semester, then
Academic Advisor AarpH Vause was specifically assigned to ensure that the approximately
70 enrolled student-athieres wera completing course assignments, Although nearly all of the
student-athletes enro llar:}ii in the course during the semester were receiving an 4 in the course,
insyfficient efforts within the AASS were undertaken to monitor the studeni-athletes’
performance in the course. Further, Academic Advisors encouraged several student-athietes
envolled in the course to utilize @ certain tutor for the course and, contrary (o AASS palicy,
encouraged or awangéﬁ Jor the tutor to be present when several student-athletes took an
onling exam for the course — exams during which the tutor frequently provided improper
academic assistance.

The institution acknowledges that:

i At least two m bers of the AASS staff reported to Meleney their knewledge of
Monk typing papers for student-athletes. Although the directot questioned Monk
about this pra ﬁce, he did not undertake -additiomal inquiries nor repor this

nformation to the University’s NCAA compliance staff;

i, Members of the Ai&.AS § did not monjter the online course even though:
~  in excess 'of 140 student-athletes during a five-semester period were enrolled,

includiﬂg;j approximately 62 in the spring 2007 semester;
| | ' Pape No. 25
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- grades were =1=‘eceived by numerous student-athletes that were not
represen twe o‘f the student-athletes’ grades in other courses;

- the AAS staﬁ ‘Was aware that Monk wes checking out & binder to student-
athletes i 111‘ the ATASS area that contained the exem questions and answers for
the onlme coursc for the student-athletes’ use in siudying for the exams; and

- The Tutor a thﬁn tutor for the online cowse, was providing numerous
student—atlﬂetes lW1th enswers to questions in the online course in the computer
lab or the smdy greas within the AASS and no AASS staff noticed this
prowsm_n.‘ y

I

The University reviews a;the isé;'aﬂue of whether any member of the advising team was aware of
the agsistance providedhy Thc' Tutar. As noted earlier in this report, The Tutor indicated that
advisors within the AA S sf.:nt student-athletes to him, in order for him to provide answers to
the student-athletes. Thq Tutor would not identify the advisors.

The advising staff of t ';SS ‘raported that student-athletes were encouraged to take this class
becanse it met three corrse graduatmn requiremments, the flexibility it offered the student-
athletes, and because studentiathletas were doing well in the class. However, none reported
that they knew The Tutnr was prowdmg answers nor that they sncouraged student-athletes to

be present when The T1_1 or was tutoring.

Numerous smdent-athlt%:ti:s wp:mted that the advisors encouraged them to take the course and
that the advisors enccﬁaged:'them to get The Tutor as a tutor. Several student-athletes
reported that their advié@rs cmi:ouraged them to take the exams when The Tutor was tutoring
in the AASS facility. A few ;‘fudent—aﬂﬂetes reported that they believed their advizor kmew

that The Tutor was prrowd:mg answers based upon comments that the advisor made.

However, none reported‘spec]ﬁc detailed information that specifically indicated the advisors
knew and, as a result, c Umversrty cannot substantiate a finding that an advisor knew of the
provision of amswers, H.owaver, the imstitation believes that members of the AASS
reasonably should ha.v k.nmm of this assistence based upon the iformation that was

available.

ST
The institution had i ILlIl lememed extensive educational and training programs aud believed

! Iif
the actions of Monk and Thé.:| Tutor were deliberate and not misinterpretations of NCAA

1
I
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legislation. Both Morl.ﬁ( and The Tutor conﬁnned in their interviews that the imstituiion
provided training to them. fDurmg these two academic years, the institution had: (i) a

tutoring handbook; (ii) | onducted an| orientation session each semester for all tutors; and (iil)

I
provided traming to the utonng staff on at least one occasion each semester. Fach tutor zlso

signed an affidavit 1nd1 : a.tlng that they nuderstood NCAA legislation and would abide (or
had abided) by it.

As a result of the audit;‘ rs’ ijnfervic\:;rs with the AASS staff and tutors, the auditors believed
that it was evident that the A.ASS staff munderstood the ethical boundaries of what constituted
helping a student to do the-lr work and what work a student had to do. All AASS staff,
including Monk apd ThP Tutor were queationed regarding any onteide pressure they might
have felt to provide inappmpnatc assistance o student-athletes. All indicated no coaches or
athletics department sta__ff pres!sured them.

| |
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VL CORRECTIVE AND PUNITIVE ACTIONS
A, Corrective Actions — T:!ELE instlﬁ:uﬁon hag (or will) implement corrective actions. One of the

responsibilities of the ;audito%é during the summer of 2007 when interviewing numerous

student-athletes and staff was to determine whether procedures should be modified or added.

The actions below malude some of the auditors' recomunendations and additional acrions

developed by the mstmltmn

ii.

111,

iv,

|
i
|
‘ |
|

Encourage stude t—aﬂﬂ&tes wit with and take

services prov;@d to ﬂmm by ihe University Student Disability Resource Center
(SRRC). The mﬂtltuﬁon will ensure that those student-athletes who qualify for

additional acadamxc i],‘ssmtance due to their learning disability understand the
l

opportanities that ara gva:t] able to them. In order to receive accommodations, the
L Uy
student-athlete must register with the SRRC.
T 1
[

Ens that tha:Dire i ‘of AASS h e available information concerning the

determma.uon of whether a stndent-athlete is considercd learning djsabled. This
includes requmng the D:Lt&ctor of the AASS to review the need for student-athletes to

receive special :acconpnodaunns. Documentation should be maintzined of any

disability that prgi;)ﬁdes for special accommodationa for g student-athlete.
L
Develop a poliﬂj for thc AASS to report all mown violations of the academic honor
code to the Dea:i of ﬂlé‘1Facu1tic The AASS staff was aware of their responsibilities
to report wolaﬂons of NCAA legislation to appropriate University persomnel.
However, there v\}as me} ‘written policy that they should report such violations to the
Office of the De;an of 111}3 Eaculnes in order that the University*s ac&d&]{nlc honor code
process could be‘g?n. |}
0
Adopt a policy ﬂlat A.ASS staff have oyly “read only™ access to the student-athletes’
“blackboard™ mﬁonnatmn, which would strengthen security over the student-athletes’
information agd help prntact their accounts from possible misuse by others. [t has

been a practice for AASS gtaff to ask the student-athletes to provide their academic

advisor with thelr blaukboard user names and passwords., This has provided the

oppotTunity for 'Ehﬂ adusors to monitor the studenthathlete $ performance in the class
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and to check the, 5tud| t-a,thlete s schedule. This was an almost universal practice

!i.'I

.

"
and the student—athletes‘ rmsed no objections. However, this provides the opportunity

for the AASS staff tof;mgn‘ on 1o 1:113 blackboard account and enter exam BNSWers,

without the smdent-aﬂﬂetc s' authonzatmn
i
'. i §' ‘ I
H g
\

Implement a Ur_u“ "mg'ﬁ! mlde uracﬁce in which all online exams that coum: for

i
sigmificant c:red1t Im an- uﬁdmmduate course are pivem in a structred environrment
|/
under the mpemsmn cf a pmctor The fnstivation is reviewing its procedures not

oniy for this ccturse but for all onlme exams that eount for significant credit in ag

undergraduate cuurse to

|
sﬂlze that the exams are provided under the supervision of a

proctor. i ; ‘
v | \
! " }, i ‘
Monitor trends 1_.9 @;@‘ of students in online courses. The University has developed

L
4 teport that prowdes a lcnmpanson in each undergraduate class of grades received by

the S‘[.'leentathlﬂfs ve:.:s",lus the g'rades received by the general student population.
These reports WEIE gemrated' and rcwew:ad by the Registrar from approximately 1990
to 2006. During 1 ﬂm 2006 07 academic year, while the Registrar received the report,
It was not rewewcd I.u ﬁm future, these reports will be in more detail and be

reviswed by the FAR, C‘ha.tr of the Academic Subcommittee, and Provost after sech

semester in orde:r to 1den11ﬁ |any unexpected trends in the grade performance of the

student-athlete pcrpulauon \ i

semester, : g H

LUMATONS s‘mdents a:c mvolved in an aca.de:mm irregularity when the institution had

prirnary rasnonmbﬂltv fm‘ the vmlatmn

.‘ }. |
] i

Require more frecpuent c@m.mumcatlnn between the athletics department, the AASS.

and the Dean of U;;g;r dua.te Stl.ldlE!& While such commumication is helpful for all

i H i,

areas, this relates pnmanly 1‘0 dlscussmns about the AASS.
HE Iw

i lh
P ik i
by H ' i
L
t
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xi.
i
B.
i,
1.
ii,
iv.
Y.
Vi
CONC

11 22PM : .
Reauire all smdeg?a’n‘lﬂetes fo rcc:mve information op the type of assistance that is

Pupitive Actions — The follow

ON

permissible by tu1.0;§

Improve momtonng pr

034

S T

P35

ocg_i:ures for tutors in the AASS,

Place the instifution’s

effective February 13, 2008,

- l,
Reduce the numiber of

involved student-athlet

the NCAA gmdent Aﬂﬂete &emstatement Steff.

Universi

Ing punitive actions have been or will be undertaken:

athletics OIL probation for a period of two vyears.

ant-in-aids in several sports dependins 1o
gs il

on the number of
those sports and in proportion to reduction imposed bv

Did not repew the ccxnggct of a then legm;gg specialist and a then academic tutor.

Require all athle'g,cs d

a_four-hour ;@gjgg :

artmcnt

inistrative and pon-administrat e staff 1o attend

ro; mstructe by at owutside consultant op “Decision

Meaking in the NQAA Lomgh;goe En\_nrogngnt.”

Make _changes st five éem'dr levelg in the athlefics department area and within the

AARSS area

positiops \'wthm the AASS and ghg Universify-wide S$tudent Disability Resource

Center (SDRC) l;md con,
SDRC. }

\
;,d;; relocating the AASS learning specialist positions to the
| I }

The institution appreciates the‘ ﬂpportu:ﬁt;’;r to submit this information and logks forward to the

expeditious resolution of this matter




