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DECISION SUMMARY 
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Key Points Related to Jeremy Pruitt, Former Head Football Coach, in the NCAA Division I 

Committee on Infractions July 14, 2023, Decision 

The infractions case included impermissible direct cash payments to recruits, student-
athletes or their parents; the provision of false or misleading information to enforcement; 
and violation of the head coach responsibility rule.   

The case was determined, by the Committee on Infractions, to be a Level I-Aggravated case 
for Mr. Pruitt, and a six-year show-cause order was prescribed by that committee. If Mr. 
Pruitt becomes employed in an athletically related position at an NCAA school during the 
show-cause order, he shall be subject to a suspension from 100% of the first season of his 
employment. 

Issues Raised on Appeal and Reviewed by the NCAA Division I Infractions Appeals Committee 

Mr. Pruitt appealed to the Infractions Appeals Committee the following findings of violations 
related to his involvement in the provision of: 

Money to the mother of a prospective student-athlete. 

Money to the mother of an enrolled student-athlete. 

False and misleading information during the investigation. 

He generally challenged the credibility of the mothers and the information relied on by the 
Committee on Infractions to find that violations occurred. 

Determination and Rationale by the Infractions Appeals Committee 

The Infractions Appeals Committee AFFIRMED the appealed findings of violations because Mr. 
Pruitt failed to:  

Demonstrate that there was no information in the case record to support the Committee 
on Infractions’ determinations.  He merely highlighted information that could, at best, 
support an alternative reading or application of the information. 

Demonstrate that no reasonable person would have made the same determinations 
regarding the credibility of the individuals heard and information reviewed by the 
Committee on Infractions. 
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Members of the Infractions Appeals Committee for this Appeal1

Ellen M. Ferris, committee chair and senior associate commissioner for governance and 
compliance at the American Athletic Conference.  

Jonathan Alger, president of James Madison.  

Tom Goss, insurance chairman and executive.  

Allison Rich, director of athletics at New Hampshire. 

Julie Vannatta, retired senior associate general counsel for athletics at Ohio State. 

Appellate Review and Timeline 

This appeal was reviewed on the written record.2 The case was considered by the 
Infractions Appeals Committee Dec. 18, 2023. 

Key Dates: 

July 14, 2023 Committee on Infractions issues decision. 

July 28, 2023 Submission of a notice of intent to appeal by Mr. Pruitt. 

Sept. 8, 2023 Submission of the written appeal by Mr. Pruitt. 

Oct. 12, 2023 Submission of the Committee on Infractions response. 

Oct. 27, 2023 Submission of the rebuttal by Mr. Pruitt. 

Nov. 6, 2023 Submission of written submittal by NCAA enforcement. 

Nov. 17, 2023 Submission of response to written submittal by Mr. Pruitt. 

Dec. 18, 2023 Infractions Appeals Committee deliberation. 

Dec. 19, 2023 
to March 7, 20243

Decision drafting and review by the Infractions Appeals 
Committee. 

March 8, 2024 Infractions Appeals Committee decision released. 

1 Infractions Appeals Committee member David Shipley was recused from this appeal, and Infractions 

Appeals Committee member Alejandra Montenegro Almonte was unable to join the Dec. 18, 2023, 
deliberations for this appeal. 
2 A review on the written record means that the Infractions Appeals Committee reviewed the documents 
submitted by Mr. Pruitt, the appeals advocate for the Committee on Infractions and the enforcement staff to 

resolve the appeal.  An oral argument was not conducted for this appeal. 
3 Note, this timeline includes the Dec. 23, 2023 to Jan. 1, 2024 NCAA national office holiday closure and the 

17-day decision review and release process. 
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Full Decision of The Infractions Appeals Committee 

The full decision of the Infractions Appeals Committee, which includes the details of the violations, 
penalties and the committee’s determinations and rationale, is available on the Legislative Services
Database for the Internet (LSDBi). 
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I. INTRODUCTION. 

Jeremy Pruitt, former head football coach at University of Tennessee, Knoxville, appealed 
to the NCAA Division I Infractions Appeals Committee specific findings of violations by the 
NCAA Division I Committee on Infractions.  In this decision, the Infractions Appeals 
Committee addresses the issues raised by Mr. Pruitt (hereinafter referred to as former head 
coach or appellant). 

II. BACKGROUND. 

On July 14, 2023, the Committee on Infractions issued Infractions Decision No. 572 in 
which the committee found violations of NCAA legislation in the football program.  On the 
basis of those findings, the Committee on Infractions determined that this was a Level I-
Aggravated infractions case for the former head coach and prescribed penalties 
accordingly.   

This case centered on violations of NCAA bylaws governing recruiting, extra benefits, 
unethical conduct and head coach responsibility. 

After the Committee on Infractions issued its decision, the former head coach filed a timely 
notice of appeal July 28, 2023. A written appeal was filed September 8, 2023.4  The 
Committee on Infractions filed its response October 12, 2023.  The former head coach filed 
his rebuttal to the Committee on Infractions response October 27, 2023. NCAA 
enforcement filed its submittal November 6, 2023, and the former head coach responded 
November 17, 2023. The case was considered by the Infractions Appeals Committee 
December 18, 2023 (see Section VIII below). 

III. FINDINGS OF FACT AS DETERMINED BY THE COMMITTEE ON INFRACTIONS.  

See Committee on Infractions’ decision for Tennessee Page Nos. 7 through 31. A copy of 
the decision may be accessed via the NCAA Legislative Services Database for the Internet 
(LSDBi) by clicking HERE.  

IV. ANALYSIS AS DETERMINED BY THE COMMITTEE ON INFRACTIONS. 

See Committee on Infractions’ decision for Tennessee Page Nos. 31 through 59. A copy of 
the decision may be accessed via LSDBi by clicking HERE.  

V. APPEALED FINDINGS OF VIOLATIONS FOUND BY THE COMMITTEE ON 

INFRACTIONS.5

The former head coach appealed three violations found by the Committee on Infractions. 
The appealed violations are: 

4 Appellate options were clarified, and the scope of appeal narrowed from the filing of the notice of appeal to the 
written appeal filing. 
5 The descriptions of the findings of violations are copied from the Committee on Infractions decision. 
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IV.A.3. Members of the football staff knowingly provided impermissible recruiting 

inducements and benefits to prospect 2 and his mother, including the head 

coach’s provision of cash to the prospect’s mother to assist with medical bills.

For a period of more than two years, the head coach, recruiting director and 
assistant recruiting director knowingly arranged and/or provided approximately 
$12,707 in impermissible recruiting inducements and benefits to prospect 2 and/or 
his mother. As a result, prospect 2 competed and received expenses while ineligible. 

IV.A.4. Members of the football staff knowingly provided impermissible recruiting 

inducements and benefits to prospect 1 and his mother, including the 

provision of cash by the head coach and his wife to assist prospect’s mother 

with car and rent payments. For a period of two and a half years, members of the 
football staff knowingly provided impermissible recruiting inducements and extra 
benefits to prospect 1 and his family members—most notably, his mother. During 
the prospect’s recruitment, the recruiting director arranged and provided 
inducements in connection with the prospect’s unofficial visits, and the head coach
arranged or provided the prospect’s mother with $6,000 cash to make a down
payment on a car. After the prospect enrolled at Tennessee, the recruiting director, 
and assistant coaches 1 and 2 provided additional extra benefits to the prospect and 
his mother. The head coach’s wife also provided the prospect’s mother with cash
payments. As a result of the inducements and benefits, prospect 1 competed and 
received expenses while ineligible. 

IV.B.4. The head coach, assistant coach 1, the recruiting director and the recruiting 

assistant violated the principles of ethical conduct and failed to cooperate 

when they knowingly provided false or misleading information to the 

institution and enforcement staff after their separation from the institution.

After their separations from Tennessee, the recruiting director, the recruiting 
assistant, assistant coach 1 and the head coach provided false or misleading 
information to the institution and enforcement staff when they denied their 
involvement in NCAA violations. Their denials were refuted by information in the 
record—particularly their own agreements and admissions. 

For the other violations found by the Committee on Infractions, see Committee on 
Infractions’ decision for Tennessee Page Nos. 7 through 31. A copy of the decision may be
accessed via LSDBi by clicking HERE. 

VI. APPEALED PENALTIES PRESCRIBED BY THE COMMITTEE ON INFRACTIONS.

All penalties prescribed by the Committee on Infractions for the former head coach were 
core penalties that fall within the range of the level and classification, as determined by 
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the Committee on Infractions, noted in Figure 19-1, and were not directly appealable 
pursuant to NCAA Bylaw 19.13.1.3.  

For the penalties prescribed by the Committee on Infractions and application of aggravating 
and mitigating factors, see Committee on Infractions’ decision for Tennessee Page Nos. 61 
through 81. A copy of the decision may be accessed via LSDBi by clicking HERE.  

VII. ISSUES RAISED ON APPEAL. 

In his written appeal, the former head coach asserted that the findings of violations in 
relation to the former head coach’s provision of monetary benefits to the mothers of a
prospective student-athlete and an enrolled student-athlete and engagement in unethical 
conduct as determined by the Committee on Infractions, were not supported by the case 
record to the extent that no reasonable person could have made the decisions after 
considering the case record. 

VIII. APPELLATE PROCEDURE. 

In considering the former head coach’s appeal, the Infractions Appeals Committee reviewed 
the notice of intent to appeal; the record and transcript of the institution’s April 19 and 20, 
2023, hearing before the Committee on Infractions and the submissions by the former head 
coach, the Committee on Infractions and enforcement referred to in Section II of this 
decision. 

This appeal was reviewed on the written record by the Infractions Appeals Committee 
December 18, 2023.  

IX. INFRACTIONS APPEALS COMMITTEE’S RESOLUTION OF THE ISSUES RAISED ON

APPEAL.6

In reviewing the decision in this case pursuant to the new standards of review established 
by the membership effective January 1, 2023, the Infractions Appeals Committee shall 
affirm the Committee on Infractions hearing panel’s factual findings and its conclusion that 
one or more violations occurred if there is information in the case record supporting the 
hearing panel’s decision. Additionally, the Infractions Appeals Committee may not set 
aside a hearing panel’s factual findings and conclusions except on a showing by the
appellant that no reasonable person could have made such determinations after 
considering the case record.7  As the appellant has noted in his submissions, this appeal is 
the first to come before the Infractions Appeals Committee after changes to its standard of 
review became effective January 1, 2023. 

6 In this section of the decision, the cites to NCAA bylaws will be linked to the full text of the bylaws in LSDBi.
7 Bylaw 19.13.1.1. 
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The appellant and hearing panel spent an extensive amount of their submissions discussing 
the appropriate evidentiary standard for the hearing panel.  Specifically, whether the 
evidentiary standard created by the adoption of NCAA Division I Proposal No. 2022-178, 
which appellant argued should have been used by the hearing panel, introduced a new 
“sufficiency of information” analysis not employed by the hearing panel.  In this case, the 
hearing panel utilized the previous evidentiary standard.9  Additionally, the appellant 
noted a lack of appropriate procedural notice regarding the hearing panel’s use of the 
previous evidentiary standard. 

The hearing panel argued that the evidentiary standard set forth in Proposal No. 2022-17 
was made for clarification and streamlining purposes only.  The hearing panel noted that, 
for purposes of evaluating the evidence, the standards in Bylaws 19.7.2 and the 19.7.8.310

are effectively the same. 

However, under the specific circumstances of this case, this committee need not resolve 
this dispute to determine whether or not the appellant has met his obligation under the 
current appellate standard of review. Rather, the appellant’s burden is to demonstrate that 
there is no information in the case record to support the hearing panel’s determinations
and that no reasonable person would have reached the same determinations as the hearing 
panel based on the case record before it.  As noted in the rationale, NCAA Division I 
Proposal No. 2022-18 raised the standard, resulting in an increased burden for the 
appellant to meet as compared to the previous standard of review. 

In relation to violations IV.A.3 and IV.A.4, the appellant questioned the credibility of the 
two mothers as to the source of the money they received and speculated about the impact 
of additional bank records not produced.  Further, the appellant acknowledged that 
overturning violation IV.B.4 is predicated on reversal of violations IV.A.3 and IV.A.4 as 
those violations support the underlying basis to conclude that the appellant provided false 
or misleading information denying the payments.  The hearing panel argued that there was 
sufficient credible direct and circumstantial information in the case record to support the 
findings of violations IV.A.3 and IV.A.4, which in turn, supported the finding of violation 
IV.B.4. 

8 Bylaw 19.7.2 Committee on Infractions Decision Standard. In all matters before the Committee on 
Infractions, a hearing panel shall conclude a violation occurred if it determines an allegation is supported by 

credible and sufficient information (direct or circumstantial) on which a reasonable person could rely. 
9 Bylaw 19.7.8.3 Basis of Decision. The hearing panel shall base its decision on information presented to it 

that it determines to be credible, persuasive and of a kind on which reasonably prudent persons rely in the 
conduct of serious affairs. The information upon which the panel bases its decision may be information that 

directly or circumstantially supports the alleged violation. (Adopted: 10/30/12 effective 8/1/13, Revised: 
8/8/18) 
10 The full text of this bylaw may be found on this page in Footnote No. 9. 
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NCAA/03_01_2024/WAW/ARS:kas 

The level of deference historically provided by this committee to the hearing panel’s
determination regarding credibility of individuals and information is in no way diminished 
by the adoption of the new standard of review noted above. The appellant’s burden
continues to require more than the demonstration of the existence of an alternative reading 
or application of the information, and speculation as to what additional information that 
is not part of the case record may have shown is not sufficient. 

Here, there is information in the case record that supports the hearing panel’s conclusion
that either evidentiary standard (the new Bylaw 19.7.2 or the old Bylaw 19.7.8.311) was 
satisfied in that sufficient, credible and persuasive information existed to determine that 
the appellant committed rules violations. 

After our review of the case record, we find that the appellant failed to demonstrate that 
there was no information in the case record to support the hearing panel's determination 
and merely highlighted information that could, at best, support an alternative reading or 
application of the information.  In addition, the appellant failed to demonstrate that no 
reasonable person would have made the same determinations as the hearing panel 
regarding the credibility of the individuals and information before it.  Therefore, we find 
no basis on which to set aside these findings of violations. 

X. CONCLUSION. 

The findings of violations IV.A.3, IV.A.4 and IV.B.4, as applicable to the former head coach, 
are affirmed.   

NCAA Infractions Appeals Committee12

Ellen M. Ferris, chair 
Jonathan Alger 
Tom Goss 
Allison Rich 
Julie Vannatta. 

11 The full text of this bylaw may be found on Page No. 4 of this decision in Footnote No. 9. 
12 Infractions Appeals Committee member David Shipley was recused from this appeal and Infractions 
Appeals Committee member Alejandra Montenegro Almonte was unable to join the December 18, 2023, 

deliberations for this appeal. 
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Hundreds of violations occurred in Tennessee football program

over 3 seasons
Former head coach violated head coach responsibility rules

INDIANAPOLIS — Over the course of three seasons, the Tennessee football program 

committed 18 Level I violations — encompassing more than 200 individual infractions — 

most of which involved recruiting rules violations and direct payments to prospects, 

current student-athletes and their families, according to a decision released by a 

Division I Committee on Infractions panel. An additional four Level I unethical conduct 

violations occurred involving former university employees. The violations resulted in 

impermissible inducements and benefits totaling approximately $60,000. As a result, 

Tennessee failed to monitor its football program. Additionally, due to his personal 

involvement in the violations, the former football head coach violated head coach 

responsibility rules.

Impermissible paid visits

The majority of the violations in this case relate to a paid unofficial visit scheme 

that was used in a consistent manner by the football program over the course of two 

years. In total, the scheme involved 29 prospects, 39 members of those prospects’ 

families, 10 then-enrolled student-athletes, three family members of then-enrolled 
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student-athletes, nine individuals associated with a prospect (e.g., a high school coach or 

nonscholastic coach), and three boosters. The scheme also involved at least a dozen 

members of the football staff, and the resulting violations included at least 110 

impermissible hotel room nights, 180 impermissible meals, 72 instances of providing 

impermissible entertainment or other benefits, 41 impermissible recruiting contacts, 37 

instances of providing impermissible game day parking, and 14 times in which gear was 

impermissibly provided to prospects. 

Before a prospect’s visit, the former recruiting director worked with an assistant 

coach who was the prospect’s primary recruiter and arranged hotel rooms, which would 

then be paid for in cash before the prospect’s arrival. The recruiting staff also regularly 

called ahead to restaurants or entertainment venues and asked them to hold the bill 

from a prospect’s visit. After the prospect left, a football staff member would stop by to 

pay the bill in cash. During the Committee on Infractions hearing, the former recruiting 

director acknowledged that the funding for these visits was frequently provided by a 

former assistant coach (“former assistant coach 1”) and a former director of player 

personnel.  

Before the COVID-19 pandemic, the recruiting staff concealed the impermissible 

visits from Tennessee’s compliance department by creating two itineraries. One version 

would be submitted to compliance and only contained permissible activities. A second 

version would include the additional activities, meetings and other benefits. 
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NCAA member-approved rules for recruiting and unofficial visits prohibit schools 

from covering expenses for prospects during unofficial visits, so the school’s funding of 

these benefits constitutes impermissible recruiting inducements. 

During the pandemic, when NCAA members implemented a recruiting dead 

period to protect the health and safety of student-athletes, prospects and athletics 

department staff members, the program continued to plan and fund these visits in 

violation of dead period rules. On nine separate occasions, the football program 

arranged visits for six prospects and their companions. The football staff did not inform 

compliance when prospects were visiting the campus and often arranged activities in the 

Knoxville area, occasionally asking enrolled student-athletes to host prospects. Once 

students returned to campus, the recruiting staff arranged activities farther from campus. 

Direct payments to prospects, student-athletes and their families 

In addition to the impermissible paid visits, two prospects, who later enrolled as 

student-athletes, received cash payments from the former head coach and/or his wife. 

Prospect 1 

During the prospect’s recruitment, the former head coach or his wife — who is not 

named as an involved individual in this case — provided the prospect’s mother with 

$6,000 in cash, intended to be a downpayment on a new car for her, which is also a 

violation of NCAA rules and a recruiting inducement. 

After the prospect signed a National Letter of Intent and enrolled at the university, 

the head coach’s wife continued to provide his mother with $500 in cash each month for 
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car payments on at least 25 occasions. The head coach’s wife also introduced her to a 

real estate agent, who also was a Tennessee booster, to assist her with finding a rental 

home in the Knoxville area. When the student-athlete’s mother signed her lease, $1,550 

was due at signing, and the head coach’s wife provided her with $1,600 in cash to pay 

the deposit. The head coach’s wife also arranged for another $1,600 payment to be made 

to the prospect’s mother by assistant coach 1 when she moved into the rental property 

later that month.  

As a result of these cash payments and inducements during his impermissible paid 

visits, the prospect went on to compete in 23 games while ineligible, including a bowl 

game. 

Prospect 2

Prospect 2 enrolled at Tennessee and was accompanied by his mother and sister 

when he moved in. During this trip, his mother informed the head coach that she needed 

a medical procedure but could not pay for it due to outstanding medical debt. Before her 

departure from Knoxville, the head coach handed her an envelope with approximately 

$3,000 in cash, which the mother used to pay for medical bills.  

Records obtained by the school during its investigation indicate that the prospect’s 

mother deposited $5,100 into her bank account, only two days after the former head 

coach’s bank account shows a cash withdrawal of a similar amount ($5,000). 

Additionally, the head coach gave the prospect’s mother $300 in cash to pay for gas. 
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As result of these cash payments and inducements during his impermissible paid 

visits, the prospect went on to compete in 23 games while ineligible, including a bowl 

game. 

Head coach responsibility  

Due to the former head coach’s direct involvement in intentionally providing 

impermissible inducements and benefits to prospects, student-athletes and their families, 

he violated head coach responsibility rules. Additionally, he failed to monitor his staff 

when at least a dozen members of the football staff committed more than 200 violations 

of NCAA rules over a two-year period and did not self-report any of those violations. 

“During the head coach’s tenure, he and other members of his staff acted with 

general and blatant disregard for rules compliance,” the panel said. 

The panel also was troubled by a former staff member who stated that she failed 

to report violations because she feared retaliation and backlash, which “spotlights the 

toxic culture that existed under the head coach’s leadership.” 

Unethical conduct 

Because coaches and recruiting staff members knowingly violated NCAA rules 

pertaining to recruiting, official and unofficial visits, inducements and impermissible 

benefits, involved individuals violated NCAA ethical conduct rules.  

Additional unethical conduct violations occurred when the former director of 

recruiting influenced a prospect’s mother to provide false or misleading information 
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during the school’s investigation, and when the former director of recruiting and 

assistant coaches 1 and 2 failed to cooperate with the investigation when they provided 

false or misleading information during the investigation. 

After their separations from Tennessee, the former head coach, director of 

recruiting, recruiting assistant and assistant coach 1 also violated ethical conduct rules 

when they provided false or misleading information to the school and NCAA 

enforcement staff. 

Failure to monitor 

The panel acknowledged in its decision that Tennessee has dedicated significant 

financial and personnel resources to its compliance program, which was led by a highly 

respected individual. The panel also acknowledged that the coaches and other football 

staff in this case intentionally worked to conceal their conduct from compliance staff. 

However, the panel determined that despite the compliance department’s efforts, 

the scope and egregiousness of the violations in this case and the department’s failure to 

detect the violations indicate that Tennessee failed to monitor the football program. 

“The failure at Tennessee was cultural,” the panel said. “It was a failure of all 

stakeholders to embrace the shared responsibility of monitoring and compliance and to 

create a culture where those responsibilities were prioritized and rewarded. This cannot 

simply be the responsibility of the compliance staff.” 
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Exemplary cooperation 

The violations in this case came to light when an athletics department staff 

member informed the office of the chancellor about a conversation the staff member 

overheard in the football program about student-athletes being “paid.” The school 

immediately retained outside counsel and began an investigation. Within three weeks, 

the school confiscated cellphones of several staff members, preserving critical phone and 

text records that supported violations. The former director of compliance also visited 

local hotels, restaurants and other businesses to obtain receipts and surveillance footage, 

and then personally reviewed that footage.  

The school notified NCAA enforcement staff of the need for further inquiry and 

imposed significant corrective measures just a few months into its investigation, 

including terminating several coaches and staff involved in the violations and 

implementing scholarship reductions and recruiting restrictions. 

“Under the strong leadership of its chancellor, Tennessee acted swiftly, thoroughly 

and decisively,” the panel said in its decision. 

During the hearing, the enforcement staff stated that the fully formed record in 

this case would not have been possible without Tennessee’s significant efforts to secure 

and develop information.  

“Tennessee’s cooperation throughout the investigation and processing of this case 

was exemplary by any measure,” the panel said. “Although this case involved egregious 

conduct, (Tennessee’s) response to that conduct is the model all institutions should strive 

to follow.”  
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Penalties 

In February 2023, the enforcement staff and several individuals in this case 

reached an agreement about the violations and penalties. 

For the remaining parties, the panel weighed the school’s exemplary cooperation 

and classified this case as Level I-standard for Tennessee, Level I-standard for former 

assistant coach 3, and Level I-aggravated for the former head coach, former director of 

recruiting and former assistant director of recruiting.  

Current NCAA rules and penalty guidelines require a one- or two-year postseason 

ban for a Level I-standard case. However, in January 2022, NCAA members adopted a 

new constitution that states divisional regulations should ensure “to the greatest extent 

possible that penalties imposed for infractions do not punish programs or student-

athletes not involved nor implicated in infractions.” In April 2023, the Division I Board of 

Directors endorsed a set of principles recommended by the Infractions Process 

Committee that in part emphasized incentivizing cooperation by schools by rewarding 

those that demonstrate exemplary cooperation and reserving postseason bans for Level I 

cases that lack exemplary cooperation. 

Taking into consideration the board’s guidance and the school’s cooperation, the 

panel therefore declined to prescribe a postseason ban in this case. However, “to redress 

the severe and sustained misconduct” that occurred, the panel prescribes an enhanced 

financial penalty, with a fine of $8 million that is equivalent to the financial impact the 

school would have faced if it missed the postseason during the 2023 and 2024 seasons. 
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The panel also prescribed the legislated fine of $5,000 plus 3% of the football program 

budget and a fine to address the ineligible competition in the 2020 TaxSlayer Gator Bowl 

Game. 

“The panel encountered a challenging set of circumstances related to prescribing 

penalties in this case,” it said in its decision. “The panel urges the Infractions Process 

Committee and the membership to clearly define its philosophy regarding penalties — 

which extends beyond postseason bans — and memorialize that philosophy in an 

updated set of penalty guidelines.” 

The committee used the Division I membership-approved infractions penalty 

guidelines to prescribe the following penalties in addition to the fine: 

• Five years of probation. 

• A reduction in football scholarships by a total of 28 during the term of probation, 

including at least two scholarships each year.  

o Tennessee previously self-imposed and is credited with 16 scholarship reductions 

from the 2021-22 and 2022-23 academic years. 

• A reduction in football official visits by a total of 36 during the term of probation, 

including a reduction of at least four per year. Tennessee shall prohibit official visits 

in connection with a total of 10 regular-season home games, four of which must be 

against SEC opponents. 

o Tennessee previously self-imposed and is credited with a reduction of seven 

official visits from the 2021-22 academic year, and the school can be credited for 
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any additional reductions in visits from the 2022-23 academic year if they were 

imposed in connection with regular-season home games. 

• A reduction in football unofficial visits by a total of 40 weeks during the term of 

probation, including at least six weeks per year. Tennessee shall prohibit unofficial 

visits in connection with 10 regular-season home games, four of which must be 

against SEC opponents. 

o Tennessee previously self-imposed and is credited with a six-week reduction in 

2021 and two weeks during 2022, and the school can be credited for any 

additional reductions imposed for regular-season home games during the 2022-23 

academic year. 

• A total 28-week ban on recruiting communications during the term of probation, 

including at least three weeks per year. This will include one week each in December 

and January and one week from March to June. 

• A total reduction in evaluation days by 120 during the term of probation.  

o Tennessee self-imposed and is credited with a reduction of 12 days in fall 2021 

and eight days in spring 2022, and the school can be credited for any additional 

reductions it imposed during the 2022-23 academic year. 

• A six-year show-cause order for the former head coach. Should the head coach 

become employed in an athletically related position at an NCAA school during that 

show-cause order, he shall be subject to a suspension from 100% of the first season of 

his employment. 

• A five-year show-cause order for the former director of recruiting.  
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• A 10-year show-cause order for the former assistant director of recruiting. 

• A two-year show-cause order for former assistant coach 3. Should he be employed by 

an NCAA member school during that period, he shall be prohibited from participating 

in on- and off-campus recruiting activities. 

• A vacation of all records in which student-athletes competed while ineligible. The 

university must provide a written report containing the contests impacted to the 

NCAA media coordination and statistics staff within 14 days of the public release of 

the decision. 

• An indefinite disassociation of booster 2 (self-imposed by the school during the 2021 

football season). 

• Additional self-imposed penalties: 

o During the 2023-24 academic year, Tennessee shall forgo the purchase of 

advertising with all football postseason broadcasts in which it is a participant. 

o Each year of the probation term, an external group shall conduct a compliance 

review of the football program, with an emphasis on recruiting operations. 

o Each year of the probation term, Tennessee shall host an annual, mandatory 

compliance seminar with an emphasis on recruiting for all football staff (coaches, 

part-time and volunteer staffs included). Staff from either the NCAA national 

office or the Southeastern Conference office will be in attendance. 

Members of the Committee on Infractions are drawn from the NCAA membership and 

members of the public. The members of the panel who reviewed this case are Norman 

Bay, attorney in private practice; Tricia Turley Brandenburg, executive associate athletics 
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director and senior woman administrator at Army West Point; Jody Conradt, retired 

women’s basketball head coach and special assistant to athletics at Texas; Vincent 

Nicastro, deputy commissioner and chief operating officer of the Big East Conference; 

Kay Norton, president emerita at Northern Colorado and chief hearing officer for the 

panel; Cassandra Kirk, chief magistrate judge in Atlanta; and Jill Redmond, executive 

senior associate commissioner at the Atlantic 10 Conference. 
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