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Inspector General 

Jeffrey E. Schanz 

Office of Inspector General 
Legal Services Corporation 

3333 K Street, NW; 3rd Floor 

Washington, DC 20007-3558 
202.295.1660 (p) 202.337.6616 (f) 
www.oig.lsc.gov 

Re: FOIA Request 12-06 

April 25, 2012 

This is in response to your Freedom of Information Act request, received in this office on 
April 18, 2012, seeking "a copy of each biannual response to Senators Grassley and Coburn 
regarding their April 8, 2010, request to the Legal Services Corporation Office of the Inspector 
General to provide a summary of your non-public management advisories and closed 
investigations" (emphasis in original). 

Enclosed please find 36 pages of information (including attachments), which are 
responsive to your request. All 36 pages are being released in full. 

If you are dissatisfied with this response you may appeal, within 90 days of your receipt 
of this letter, to: 

Jeffrey E. Schanz, Inspector General 
Legal Services Corporation 
3333 K St., N.W., 3rd Floor 
Washington, DC 20007 

Both the envelope and the letter must be clearly marked "Freedom oflnformation Act Appeal." 

=LLSC 11 America ........... "" E..,.i J-. 



lnspec"tor Gener.ii 

J~t!.-ey E.. Scknt 

Office of Inspector General 
Leg.ti Services Corporation 

3333 K Srrccr, ~.3rd Floor 
wa,hingmn. L>C 20007-35'.'I\ 
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June 10, 201 O 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
Ranking Member, Committee on Finance 

The Honorable Tom Coburn 
Ranking Member, Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 
Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Committee 

United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senators Grassley and Coburn: 

In response to your request of April 8, 2010, the following is our report on all 
closed matters conducted by the Office of Inspector General, Legal Services 
Corporation, during the period January 1, 2009 through April 30, 2010, that have 
not previously been disclosed to the public. 

Attachment I is a summary of closed investigative matters; Attachment II is a 
compilation of all Audit Service Review (ASR) reports. Audit Service Reviews 
are one means by which our office carries out its oversight responsibilities with 
respect to the independent audits required annually of all LSC's grantees. The 
OIG conducts reviews of selected documentation supporting the conclusions 
expressed by the independent public accountants in their reports. Our reviews 
are usually conducted onsite, at the accountants' offices. Our Semiannual 
Reports to Congress regularly provide an overview of the matters referenced 
herein and reflect the level of activity in the various reporting categories. 

With respect to the other matters cited in your request (agency resistance, 
objections, or restrictions as to our activities/access, and any federal official 
threatening or otherwise attempting to impede our communications with 
Congress), we have no such instances to report. 



• 

As requested, we are also providing a copy of our earlier response to the request 
of the Ranking Member, House Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform, for information regarding open and unimplemented recommendations 
(Attachment Ill). 

We trust this information is helpful to your committees. Please do not hesitate to 
call me if you have any questions or if you require any further information. 

Sintlice;;!y r·• 22_ 
\ ...___ ' _....,_ ...,..._,.,_ - .. .-~ 

-'J"~ . Schanz v· -
lnspec or General 

Attachments (3) 



CONFIDENTIAL 

CLOSED INVESTIGATIONS 
FROM JANUARY 1, 2009, THROUGH APRIL 30, 2010 

NOT DISCLOSED TO THE PUBLIC 

1. A client of an LSC grantee in NY reported that he was asked to 
back-date and sign an agreement for services nine months after 
the commencement of the legal Services provided. The OIG 
referred the case to the Office of Compliance and Enforcement 
and the case was closed. 

2. An LSC grantee in Puerto Rico reported multiple thefts of 
property that totaled $16,433 to LSC management who informed 
the OIG. The grantee also reported the thefts to the local 
authorities and contracted with a security service to guard their 
premises. The OIG provided guidance on properly reporting theft 
of property and the case was closed. 

3. In different cases and at different times during the period in 
question, 13 LSC grantees reported the theft of 14 laptop and 6 
desktop computers. In most cases the theft was reported to the 
local authorities. In each case the OIG provided the grantee with 
guidance on preventing laptop theft. All cases were closed. 

4. An LSC grantee in AZ reported a theft of grantee funds that 
totaled $2,900. An employee prepared the funds to be deposited 
and placed those funds in the desk drawer of an unsecured 
office. The funds were never credited to the grantee's account. 
An internal investigation found that proper handling of funds was 
not followed and the employee was fired. 

5. An LSC grantee in KS reported a case of identity theft. The 
identity theft allowed an individual to access the grantee's bank 
account and made several bank transfers of funds that totaled 
$82,000. The bank's insurance company reimbursed the grantee 
in full and the case was closed. 

6. An LSC Board member requested an inquiry into allegations of 
lobbying activities by LSC staff. The investigation did not find 



CONFIDENTIAL 

evidence that LSC staff engaged in lobbying activities and the 
case was closed. 

7. An LSC grantee in NE reported a theft of petty cash from an 
unsecured office. The OIG provided guidance on properly 
securing petty cash and the case was closed. 

8. Fraud Vulnerability Assessments were conducted at 8 LSC 
grantees with no incidents of fraud detected. 

9. An employee with an LSC grantee in KY reported that they were 
a victim of management retaliation for contacting LSC 
management/GIG. The OIG conducted an investigation and 
found no evidence to support the charge and the case was 
closed. 

10. An ex-employee at an LSC grantee in TX reported 
mismanagement, nepotism and filing improper expense claims, 
which was referred to OIG auditors for further review as part of a 
planned audit 

11. An LSC grantee in MN reported that a client stole $200 in rental 
assistance payments by submitting false housing information to 
the grantee. The scheme involved two grantee clients, one who 
posed as the other's landlord in order to obtain the payment 
assistance. The grantee identified the clients and reported the 
clients to the local law enforcement authority. After speaking with 
the grantee and reviewing their course of action, the case was 
closed. 

12. A client board member of an LSC grantee in MS reported 
mismanagement, improper travel advances and expense claims, 
as well as questionable lease payments. The OIG conducted an 
investigation, did not identify any fraud, and closed the case. 

13. An LSC grantee in MO reported that an employee had 
embezzled funds in the amount of $4,345 via the submission of 
multiple improper travel vouchers. The grantee identified the 
employee involved and presented the employee with its findings. 
The employee did not admit guilt but agreed to reimburse the 
$4,345 and resign. The OIG provided guidance on proper 
documentation of travel vouchers and the case was closed. 

14. An LSC grantee in IA reported that a client altered a $25 check 
that was given to them and successfully cashed the check at the 
bank for $250. The grantee noticed the discrepancy and notified 
the bank. The grantee filed a police report and the bank 



CONFIDENTIAL 

reimbursed the grantee. The OIG was informed of the bank's 
decision and the case was closed. The case was not pursued as 
the bank reimbursed the program and the subject was a client 
with challenges. 

15. An LSC grantee in MT reported that they were the recipient of a 
cy pres award to be used for consumer representation or 
education. The OIG reviewed LSC's rules and regulations and 
concluded there was no violation of LSC restrictions. 

16. An LSC grantee in FL reported that it was the victim of a check 
scam after a check written by the program for $28,403 was 
intercepted, altered, and cashed. The grantee filed a police 
report and the bank reimbursed the grantee in full. The grantee 
notified the OIG about the bank's decision and the case was 
closed. The case was not pursued as there were no known 
subjects and the bank reimbursed the program. 
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February 11, 2009 

Mr. Matthew J. Johnson, CPA 
Ellsworth, Gilman, Johnson & Stout, LLC 
Acuity Financial Center 
7881 W. Charleston Blvd., Suite 110 
Las Vegas, NV 89117 

Via: Fax and U.S. Mail 
Fax: (702) 309-6231 

Legal Servlcn Corwratlon 
Ollice of lnt>poct0< G<.ne1.al 

Subject: Audit Service Review of the December 31, 2006 Audit of 
Nevada Legal Services, Inc. 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

This report (ASR 09-01) provides the results of the Legal Services Corporation 
(LSC) Office of Inspector General (OIG) Audit Service Review (ASR) of 
JohnsonSTOUT, CPAs (JS) December 31, 2006 audit of LSC grantee Nevada 
Legal Services, lnc.'s {NVLS) compliance with LSC laws and regulations. 

We conducted the initial review on February 4 and 5, 2008 and followed up with 
additional on-site fieldwork on September 23 and 24, 2008. The primary 
objective of our review was 1o determine whether your firm's testing of 
compliance with applicable laws and regulations complied with selective LSC 
audit requirements as set forth in the LSC OIG Audit Guide for Recipients and 
Auditors, specifically the Compliance Supplement for Audits of LSC Recipients 
(December 1998) and related OIG issued Audit Bulletins. Our review was limited 
to the audit documentation (as provided by JS) supporting the auditor's testing of 
compliance with the laws and regulations applicable to LSC grants and to 
interviews with the auditor's staff. 

As a result of our initial on~site fieldwork, we determined that although the audit 
procedures detailed in the Compliance Supplement were used as the audit 
program guide and referenced as such, supporting documentation was lacking 
for the majority of audit steps contained in the Compliance Supplement. These 
concerns were discussed at the exit conference in February with JS. Due to the 
lack of audit documentation supporting their compliance audit work, and 

3333 K Street, NW 3rd Floe< 
Wnhlnglon. DC 20007-3522 
Phone 202.295. 1660 Fax 202.337 .6611 
www.olg.lsc.gov 



considering that the scheduled fieldwork for the December 31, 2007 audit was 
commencing shortly and that LSC management had already visited NVLS three 
times over the preceding year, it was decided that JS would need to correct the 
deficiencies during their forthcoming December 31, 2007 audit of NVLS. Upon 
completion of the December 31, 2007 audit and issuance of the auditor's report, 
the 01 G would follow-up on the deficiencies identified in the December 31, 2006 
compliance audit to ensure the needed corrections had been made in the 
December 31, 2007 compliance audit of NVLS. 

Our review concludes that JS did in fact correct the previously identified 
documentation issues in their December 31, 2007 compliance audit and 
complied with the LSC OIG audit requirements. Therefore, we are not requiring 
any further action at this time. 

However, we did find instances where testing and audit documentation could be 
strengthened in the future to address the following issues: 

1. The case sampling methodology describing the selection process was not 
completely documented as required by Part C of the December 1998 OIG 
Compliance Supplement. We do note, however, that documentation 
supported the sample size determination based upon case population and 
risk. 

2. There was no documentation as to specific expenditure testing pursuant to 
the requirements of 45 CFR Part 1612. We do note, however, that JS 
specifically documented the scanning of the general ledger to identify any 
such possible expenditures. 

We thank Ellsworth, Gilman, Johnson & Stout, LLC and its staff for their 
cooperation. If you have any questions concerning the results of this review, 
please feel free to contact Anthony M. Ramirez at (202) 295-1668 or via eMmail at 
AR@oig.lsc.gov. 

~~~ 
Ronald D. Merryman 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 

cc: Anna Marie Johnson, Executive Director 
Nevada Legal Services, lnc. 

Legal Services Comoration 
Karen Sarjeant, Vice President 
Programs and Compliance 
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March 9, 2009 

Ms. Marjorie Marjon, CPA 
Johnston, Marion & Co., CPAs 
2235 Technical Parkway, Suite A 
N. Charleston, SC 29406 

Legal S.nric .. Corporation 
OfftCe of lnspec!Or General 

Subject: Audit Service Review of the December 31, 2007 Audit of 
Pro Bono Legal Services, Inc. 

Dear Ms. Marion: 

This report (ASR 09-02} provides the results of the legal Services Corporation 
{lSC) Office of Inspector General (OIG) limited Audit Service Review {ASR) of 
Pro Bono legal Services, lnc.'s compliance with specific LSC laws and 
regulations for the year ended December 31, 2007. 

ASRs are designed to evaluate the effectiveness of all aspects of compliance 
audits performed by grantees' independent public accountants (IPA) and are 
generally conducted on-site by the OIG at the IPA's offices. A limited ASR, on 
the other hand, is more selective in the audit documentation reviewed by the OJG 
and may be conducted on-site or at our office. 

We conducted this limited review at our offices in Washington, DC. The primary 
objective of our review was to determine whether your firm's testing of 
compliance with specific laws and regulations complied with selective LSC audit 
requirements as set forth in the LSC OIG Audit Guide for Recipients and 
Auditors, specifically the Compliance Supplement for Audits of LSC Recipients 
(December 1998) and related OIG issued Audit Bulletins. Our review was limited 
to the audit documentation (as provfded by the IPA) supporting the auditor's 
testing of compliance with the regulations applicable to lSC grants, specifically 
45 CFR Parts 1609, 1610, 1612, 1617 and including the case file sample, 
description of case sampling methodology and staff interview documentation. 

Our review concludes that for the regulations and audit documentation reviewed 
as to this limited ASR, Johnston, Marion & Co., CPAs complied with the LSC OIG 
audit requirements. 

3333 K Street, NW 3rd floor 
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Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions concerning this 
review, please contact Richard Adkins at (202) 295-1661 or via e-mail at 
RA@oig.lsc.gov. 

Ronald D. Merryman 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 

cc: Marvin Feingold, Executive Director 
Pro Bono Services, Inc. 

Legal Services Corporation 
Karen Sarjeant, Vice President 
Programs and Compliance 

2 
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March 31 , 2009 

Ms. Laurie A. Gatten, CPA 
Barnes Wendling, CPAs, Inc. 
5050 Waterford Dr. 
Sheffield, OH. 44035 

Ll>Qal Servi<:" Col'J)Oratlo• 
Office or lnsriec;1or Gcneraf 

Subject: Audit Service Review of the 2006 Audit of the Legal Aid Society of 
Cleveland {Report No. ASR-09-0:j} 

Dear Ms. Gatten, 

This report provides the results of the Office of Inspector General's (OIG) quality 
review of your 2006 audit of the legal Aid Society of Cleveland's (grantee) 
compliance with the laws and regulations applicable to Legal Services 
Corporation (LSC) grants. On April 7, 2007 you issued an audit report with an 
unqualified opinion concerning the grantee's compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations for the year ended December 31, 2006, stating that grantee complied 
in all material respects with these laws and regulations. 

We conducted the quality review on February ·j 1 - 14, 2008 at your office. The 
objective of our review was to detennine whether your testing of grantee's 
compliance with LSC laws and regulations was sufficient to provide a basis for 
the Corporation's reliance on the reported audit results, and to determine 
whether the work accomplished complied with LSC audit requirements as set 
forth in the LSC/OIG Audit Guide for Recipients and Auditors, the LSC/OIG 
Compliance Supplement for Audits of LSC Recipients (December 1998), and 
appropriate Audit Bulletins. 

Overall. our review disclosed that you complied with LSC audit requirements. 
We noted that the audit documentation was in very good order. Each step of the 
compliance Supplement was cross-referenced to the supporting audit 
documentation, which in turn addressed the compliance issue in question. The 
Case Sample documentation was nicely detailed and allowed the reviewer to 
easily determine what issues had been identified. All interviews with grantee 
staff that related to the compliance supplement were fully documented, and it 
was clear that the auditors followed-up on issues they identified, such as whether 
attorneys and paralegals had signed statements regarding the grantee's 
priorities. 

3333 K Slteet, NW 3rd Floor 
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we did note statements in two interviews, however, that should have been 
followed up on. The responses indicated that the grantee was Involved in a class 
action lawsuit, cases collaterally attacking criminal convictions, and cases 
representing prisoners, which are all LSC prohibited activities. We believe that 
additional infonnation should have been obtained from the two interviewees and 
perhaps the Executive Director. 

Subsequent to our on-site work, you followed up with the grantee on these 
issues. The grantee provided you a written response to demonstrate that their 
involvement in these cases did not violate LSC's restrictions. Based on the 
documentation received by you from the grantee, we consider these issues 
closed. 

we thank you for your cooperation. If you have any further questions or 
concerns, please feel free to contact Dave Young at {202) 295-1662 or via email 
at DY@oig.lsc.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald D. Merryman 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 

cc: Ms. Colleen M. Cotter 
Executive Director 
The Legal Aid Society of Cleveland 

Karen Sarjeant. Vice President 
Programs, Operations, and Compliance 
Legal Services Corporation 

2 
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July 21 , 2009 

Ms. Laurie Tish 
Moss Adams, LLP. 
999 Third Avenue 
Suite 2800 
Seattle, Washington 98140 

Legal Servlcu Coll>Oratlotl 
Olric" of Inspector G~neral 

Subject Audit Service Review of the Audit of the Northwest Justice Project 
for the period ended December 31, 2008 

Dear Ms. Tish: 

The Office of Inspector General of the Legal Services Corporation will be 
performing . an Audit Service Review of your audit of the Northwest Justice 
Project for the period ended December 31, 2008. 

Audit Service Reviews are designed to evaluate the effectiveness of compliance 
audits performed by grantees' independent public accountants. Through this 
review. our office will determine if your firm's testing of compliance with LSC laws 
and regulations was sufficient to provide a basis for the Corporation's reliance on 
the reported audit results. We will determine whether the work accomplished 
complied with LSC audit requirements as set forth in the LSCtOIG Audit Guide 
for Recipients and Auditors, the LSCfOIG Compliance Supplement for Audits of 
LSC Recipients (December 1998), appropriate Audit Bulletins, and with 
Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards. 

Mr. David Young will conduct the review. Per your telephone conversation with 
Mr. Young, this review is scheduled to begin the morning of Tuesday, August 4, 
2009. An entrance conference will be held at that time to discuss review 
objectives and procedures, and any obstacles or problem areas your firm 
encountered during your audit of the Northwest Justice Project. 

In order to minimize the burden that the on·site review will impose on you, it will 
be helpful if you will have the following available upon our arrival: 

• all audit documentation (including permanent files) for the subject audit; 
• the engagement letter or contract governing the subject audit; 
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• a copy of the management representation letter obtained during the 
engagement; 

" names and professional classifications of all staff assigned to the audit. 

We anticipate that the review will take 2 days, depending upon the volume of 
items to be reviewed. We will conduct an exit conference to communicate our 
preliminary findings at 1he completion of the review. Should you have any 
questions, please contact Mr. Young at (202) 295-1662. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

12J;J Y/t!A/.prffe-
Ronald D. Merryman 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 

cc: Mr. Cesar Torres 
Executive Director 
Northwest Justice Project 

Ms. Karen Sarjeant, 
Vice President. Programs and Compliance 
Legal Services Corporation 

2 
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September 24, 2009 

Mr. Calvin Ramirez 
Larry Saunders & Associates, CPA's LLC 
2902 Chamberlayne Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23222 

legal Servi<:ff Corporation 
Offiee or ln£oecto1 General 

Subject: Audit Service Review of the December 31, 2008 
Audit of Central Virginia Legal Aid 

Dear Mr. Ramirez: 

This report {ASR 09-04) provides the results of the Office of Inspector General's 
(OIG) quality review of your audit of Central Virginia Legal Aid Society, Inc 
(CVLAS) compliance with the laws and regulations applicable to Legal Services 
Corporation (LSC) for the year ended December 31, 2008. In your June 5, 2009 
audit report. you issued an unqualified opinion on CVLAS's compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations for the year ended December 31, 2008, stating 
that CVLAS complied in all material respects with these laws and regulations. 

We conducted the quality review on September 10 and 11, 2009 at your office. 
The objective of our review was to determine whether your firm's testing of 
CVLAS's compliance with LSC laws and regulations complied with audit 
requirements as set forth in the Compliance Supplement for Audits of LSC 
Recipients (December 1998) and related Audit Bulletins, and that the work was 
adequately documented in accordance with Generally Accepted Government 
Auditing Standards (GASGAS)1

• Our review was limited to the audit 
documentation supporting the auditors compliance testing and interviews with the 
auditor's staff. 

Overall, our review disclosed that the auditor complied with LSC audit 
requirements. However, we did note some instances where testing and/or audit 
documentation could be improved. These instances were: 

! One of the standards r~quires 1hnt audit documentation contain sufficfont information to enable ;in 
eKpericnced audltm not cC>nnected win1 the engagement to a:-certain from the docmncntation 1he evidence 
1hat supports the findings, conclusions and recornmendations. 

1 
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• Sampling of Case Files 

The LSC Compliance Supplement instructs the auditor to select a 
representative sample of case files based on a universe that includes 
seven attributes and document the sampling methodology in the working 
papers. 

The auditor's working papers did not clearly document that the case 
sampling methodology addressed the following four of the seven 
attributes: 

1. Cases both opened and closed during the audit period, 
2. Cases opened during a prior period and closed during the audit 

period. 
3. Cases opened during a prior period and remaining open at the end 

of the audit period. 
4. Cases opened during the audit period and remaining open at the 

end of the audit period. 

The Compliance Supplement also instructs the auditor to review the case files in 
the sample to assess compliance with applicable requirements of several 
regulations, and adequately document this assessment. While the steps to 
review compliance with the LSC regulations were initialed by the auditor in the 
auditor's copy of the Compliance Supplement, there was no documentation of 
the actual test in the case file review section of the working papers. 
The LSC regulations in question are: 

1. 1609 Fee Generating cases. 
2. 1613 Restrictions on Legal Assistance with respect to Criminal 

Proceedings. 
3. 1615 Restrictions on Actions Collaterally Attacking Criminal 

Convictions 
4. 1671 Class Actions 
5. 1620 Priorities in use of resources 
6. 1632 Redistricting 
7. 1633 Restriction on Representation in Certain Eviction Proceedings 
8. 1637 Restriction on Litigation on Behalf of a Prisoner 
9. Welfare Reform 
10. Restriction on Assisted Suicide, Euthanasia, and Mercy Killing. 
11. Disclosure of Case Information 

2 



We are not requiring corrective action for the 2008 audit. Instead, you should 
ensure that in future audits of LSC grantees that all appropriate work is 
pertormed and documented. 

Sincerely, 

£0&:~ 
Ronald D. Merryman 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 

cc: Henry W Mclaughin, Ill, Executive Director 
Central Virginia Legal Aid Society, Inc 

Legal Services Corporation 
Karen Sarjeant, Vice President 
Programs and Compliance 

3 
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February 25, 2010 

Mr. Patrick Hall 
Jaspers + Hall, PC 
9175 E. Kenyon Avenue, Suite 100 
Denver, Colorado 80237 

Via: Fax and U.S. Mail 
Fax: (303) 796-0137 

Subject: 

Dear Mr. Hall: 

Audit Service Review of the December 31, 2008 Audit of 
Colorado Legal Services 

This report (ASR 10~01) provides the results of the Legal Services Corporation 
(LSC) Office of Inspector General (OIG) Audit Service Review (ASR) of Jaspers 
+ Hall, PC (JH) December 31, 2008 audit of LSC grantee Colorado Legal 
Services' (CLS) compliance with LSC laws and regulations. In your April 10. 
2009 audit report, JH issued an unqualified opinion on CLS's compliance with 
these laws and regulations for the year ended December 3 i, 2008. 

The OIG conducted this review on November 3, 2009. The primary objective of 
the review was to determine whether your firm's testing of compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations complied with selective LSC audit requirements 
as set forth in the LSC OIG Audit Guide for Recipients and Auditors, specifically 
the Compliance Supplement for Audits of LSC Recipients (December 
1998)(Compliance Supplement) and related OIG issued Audit Bulletins. The 
review was limited to the audit documentation (as provided by JH) supporting the 
auditor's testing of compliance with the laws and regulations applicable to LSC 
grants and to interviews with the auditor's staff. 

The review identified several issues with the audit documentation that will require 
corrective action: 

1, JH documented compliance with the majority of regulatlons in its case 
sample testing. However, the case sampling working papers did not 



specifically document compliance with the following regulations: 45 CFR 
Parts 1626, 1643, 1644 and the other statutory prohibitions. 

2. The working papers did not clearly document the case sampling 
methodology. The Compliance Supplement instructs the auditor to select 
a representative sample of case files based on a universe that includes 
specific attributes and to document the case sampling methodology in the 
working papers, including how the sample size was determined and the 
total universe of cases from which the sample was selected. 

3. There was no documentation of JH's conclusion as to whether CLS's 
written policies and procedures are consistent with 45 CFR Parts 1609, 
1617, 1626, 1632, 1633, 1636, 1637, 1638, 1642, 1643, and 1644. There 
also was no documentation of the conclusion as to whether CLS's 
eligibility guidelines are consistent with the provisions of 45 CFR Part 
1611. However, the OIG notes that the testing documented by JH did not 
disclose any noncompliance by CLS with these regulations. 

4. The audit procedures detailed in the Compliance Supplement call for 
interviews of a sample of grantee staff as to their knowledge of LSC 
regulations. Audit procedures for four regulations - 45 CFR Parts 1609, 
1611, 1614, and 1620 - require that intake workers be included in the 
sample of grantee staff being interviewed. JH's sample of grantee staff 
did not document the inclusion of intake workers for the four regulations. 

5. Compliance cannot be assessed through the review of case files for 
certain regulations listed in the Compliance Supplement, i.e., 45 CFR 
Parts 1608, 1610, 1612, 1614, 1635 and 1638. The documentation was 
unclear as to the audit procedures performed and there was no 
documentation detailing any conclusions on compliance with these 
regulations. 

6. JH was provided evidence to indicate that the grantee maintained a 
timekeeping system for its professional staff. However, there was no 
documentation of a review of timesheets for assessment with 45 CFR Part 
1635. 

Due to JH's pending audit of CLS, we are requiring the corrective action be 
implemented for the calendar year 2009 audit. Jaspers + Hall, PC will need to 
correct the above detailed deficiencies during their forthcoming December 31. 
2009 audit of CLS. Upon completion of the December 31, 2009 audit and 
issuance of the auditor's report, the OIG wm follow-up on the deficiencies 
identified in the December 31, 2008 compHance audit to ensure the needed 
corrections have been made in the December 31, 2009 compliance audit of CLS. 

2 



As discussed during the course of the ASR, JH should consider cross-indexing 
the tests from the Compliance Supplement to the supporting audit 
documentation, which we noted was not done. While cross-indexing is not 
required. it would aid m ensuring that all compliance tests are adequately 
documented. 

We thank you and your staff for your cooperation. If you have any questions 
concerning the results of this review, please feel free to contact Anthony M. 
Ramirez at (202) 295-1668 or via e-mail at AR@oig.lsc.gov. 

Sincerely, 

4...d!d ;t_,v-~ 
Ronald D. Merryman 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 

cc: Jonathan D. Asher, Executive Director 
Colorado Legal Services, Inc. 

Legal Services Corporation 
Karen Sarjeant, Vice President 
Programs and Compliance 
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March 2, 2010 

Mr Job M. Quesada, Partner 
Harrington Group, CPAs, LLP 
2670 Mission Street Ste 200 
San Marino, CA 91108 

Via: Fax and U.S. Mail 
Fax: (626) 403-6866 

Subject: 

Dear Mr Quesada: 

Audit Service Review of the June 30, 2009 Audit of 
California Indian Legal Services, Inc. 

This report (ASR 10-02) provides the results of the Legal Services Corporation 
(LSC) Office of Inspector General (OIG) limitecl Audit Service Review (ASR) of 
Harrington Group, CPAs, LLP audit of LSC grantee California Indian Legal 
Services, Inc compliance with specific LSC laws and regulations for the year 
ended June 30, 2009. 

ASRs are designed to evaluate the effectiveness of all aspects of compliance 
audits performed by grantees' independent public accountants (IPA) and are 
generally conducted on-site by the OIG at the IPA's offices. A limited ASR, on 
the other hand, is more selective in the audit documentation reviewed by the OIG 
and may be conducted on~site or at our office. 

This review was conducted at the offices Harrington Group, CPAs, LLP. The 
primary objective of the review was to determine whether your firm's testing of 
compliance with selected laws and regulations complied with LSC audit 
requirements as set forth in the LSC OIG Audit Guide for Recipients and 
Auditors, specifically the Compliance Supplement for Audits of LSC Recipients 
(December 1998) and related O!G issued Audit Bulletins. Our review was limited 
to the audit documentation (as provided by the IPA) supporting the auditor's 
testing of compliance with the regulations applicable to LSC grants, specifically 
45 CFR Parts 1610, 1611, 1612, 1617, and 11330 and including the case file 



sample, description of case sampling methodology, and staff interview 
documentation. 

The review concludes that for the regulations and audit documentation reviewed 
as to this limited ASR, Harrington Group, CPAs, LLP complied with the LSC OIG 
audit requirements. 

Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions concerning this 
review, please contact Anthony M. Ramirez at {202) 295-1668 or via e·mail at 
ar@oig.lsc.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Af2Ad~~ 
Ronald D. Merryman 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 

cc: Devon Lee Lomayesva, Executive Director 
California Indian Legal Services, Inc. 

Legal Services Corporation 
Karen Sarjeant, Vice President 
Programs and Compliance 
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March 30, 2010 

Mr. Jose L. Cardona 
Jose L. Cardona & Co., PSC 
PO Box 194806 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 00919 

Via: Fax and U.S. Mall 
Fax: (787) 793-5366 

Subject: Limited Audit Service Review of the December 31, 2008 
Audit of Puerto Rico Legal Services, Inc. 

Dear Mr. Cardona: 

This report (ASR-10-3) provides the results of the Legal Services Corporation 
(LSC) Office of Inspector General (OIG) limited Audit SeNice Review (ASR) of 
Jose L Cardona & Co., PSC's (JC) audit of LSC grantee Puerto Rico Legal 
Services' (PRLS) compliance with specific LSC laws and regulations for the year 
ended December 31, 2008. 

ASRs are designed to evaluate the effectiveness of all aspects of compliance 
audits performed by grantees' Independent public accountants (IPA) and are 
generally conducted on-site by the OIG at the IPA's offices. A limited ASR, on 
the other hand, is more selective in the audit documentation reviewed by the OIG 
and may be conducted on-site or at our office. 

This limited review was conducted on-site at the i;entral office of PRLS located in 
San Juan, Puerto Rico and at the OIG's office in Washington D.C. The primary 
objective of the review was to determine whether your firm's testing of 
compliance with specific laws and regulations complied wlth selective LSC audit 
requirements as set forth in the LSC OIG Audit Guide for Recipients and 
Auditors, specifically the Compliance Supplement for Audits of LSC Recipients 
(December 1998) and related OIG issued Audit Bulletins. Our review was limited 
to the audit documentation (as provided by JC) supporting the auditor's testing of 
compliance with the regulations applicable to LSC grants, specifically 45 CFR 
Parts 1610, 1612, 1617 and including the case file sample and description of 
case sampling methodology. 

=!bLSC If •w. ... , .. , ... ".,. f ...... 11. .... 



Overall, Jose L. Cardona & Co., PSC complied with the LSC OIG audit 
requirements for the regulations and audit documentation reviewed as part of this 
limited ASR. However, in some instances, audit documentation could be 
strengthened in the future. 

1. The OIG noted that Jose L. Cardona & Co.. PSC documented 
compliance with the LSC regulations tested as part of its case file review 
either in the case sampling workpaper:s or in the compliance summary 
write-up workpaper. Consideration should be given to documenting the 
conclusion on compliance with each regulation as it relates to the specific 
case tested in lhe case sampling workpapers for better clarity. 

2. While expenditure testing pursuant to the requirements of 45 CFR 
Parts 1610 and 1612 appeared to bet tested as part of the general 
disbursements testing, each compliance summary workpaper did not 
adequately reference to the appropriate- audit documentation supporting 
the respective conclusion on compliance. 

3. In the audit documentation provid€1d to the OIG, a section of the 
workpapers contained the Compliance Supplement that appeared to be 
the audit plan. However, because this document was neither signed off 
nor referenced to any audit workpapers, it was unclear if it was used as 
the audit program guide. JC should consider cross-indexing the tests from 
the Compliance Supplement to the supporting audit documentation. While 
cross-indexing is not required, it would aid in ensuring that all compliance 
tests are adequately documented. 

Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions concerning this 
review, please contact Anthony M. Ramirez at (202) 295-1668 or via e-mail at 
AR@oig.lsc.gov. 

cc: Charles S. Hay Maestre, Executive Director 
Puerto Rico Legal Services, Inc. 

Legal Services Corooratjon 
Karen Sarjeant, Vice President 
Programs and Compliance 
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March 30, 2010 

Mr Job M. Quesada, Partner 
Harrington Group, CPAs, LLP 
2670 Mission Street Ste 200 
San Marino, CA 91108 

Via: Email and U.S. Mail 

Subject: Audit Service Review of thE~ December 31, 2008 Audit of 
Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 

Dear Mr. Quesada: 

This report (ASR-10-04) provides the results o1' the Legal Services Corporation 
(LSC) Office of Inspector General (OIG) Audit Service Review (ASR) of 
Harrington Group, CPAs, LLP's (HG) December 31, 2008 audit of LSC grantee 
Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles (LAFLA) compliance with LSC laws and 
regulations. In your March 27, 2009 audit report, HG issued an unqualified 
opinion on LAFLA's compliance with these laws and regulations for the year 
ended December 31, 2008. 

This review was conducted on January 14-15, 2010. The primary objective of 
the review was to determine whether your firm's testing of compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations complied with selective LSC audit requirements 
as set forth in the LSC OIG Audit Guide for Rec;pients and Auditors, specifically 
the Compliance Supplement for Audits of LSC li~ecipients (December 1998} and 
related OIG issued Audit Bulletins. The review was limited to the audit 
documentation (as provided by HG) supporting the auditor's testing of 
compliance with the laws and regulations applicable to LSC grants and to 
interviews with the auditor's staff. 

The review concluded that HG complied with the LSC OIG audit requiremen1s. 
However, in some Instances, audit documentation could be strengthened in the 
future as follows: 

1. For compliance with two specific regulations documented in the case 
sampling workpapers, 45 CFR Parts 1626 and 1636, the description of 



the attribu1e tested was unclear. While HG was able to adequately 
explain the attribute tested and the specific testing conducted, the OIG 
believes the description of the testing needs to be better documented 
in the workpaper. 

2. The workpapers contained documentation supporting an assessment 
of compliance with 45 CFR Part 1612. The documentation included 
staff interviews, testing of the reported activities on the grantee's 
semiannual recordkeeping form submitted to LSC, and a summary 
conclusion workpaper. However, the auditor is also required to ensure 
that in accordance with § 1612.1 O(b ), recipients shall maintain 
separate records documenting the expenditure of non-LSC funds for 
legislative and rulemaking activities permitted by § 1612.6. While HG 
was able to subsequently provide documentation that the step had 
been performed, there was no documentation in the lead summary 
schedule for this regulation detailing the conclusion. 

3. The O!G noted that Harrington Group, CPAs, LLP documented 
compliance with the LSC regulations tested as part of its case file 
review either in the case sampling workpapers or in the compliance 
summary write-up workpaper. As discussed during the course of the 
ASR, HG should consider documenting the conclusion on compliance 
with each regulation as it relates to the specific case tested in the case 
sampling workpapers for better clarity. 

I thank you and your staff for your cooperation. If you have any questions 
concerning the results of this review or if we can be of any further assistance, 
please feel free to contact Anthony M. Ramirez at {202) 295-1668 or via e-mail at 
AR@oig.lsc.gov. 

Sincerely, 

4,.,~4//,Y-1/'." / 71"(A/ 
Ronald D. Merryman 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 

cc: Silvia Argueta, Executive Director 
Legal Ald Foundation of Los Angeles 

Legal Services Corporation 
Karen Sarjeant, Vice President 
Programs and Compliance 
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April 13, 2010 

The Honorable Darrell Issa 
Ranking Member 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Dear Congressman Issa: 

In response to your request of March 24, 2010, I am pleased to provide the following 
information regarding the Legal Services Corporation Office of Inspector General's open 
and unimplemented recommendations. Our responses are keyed to the questions as 
presented in your letter. As you requested, we are also including our suggestions for 
legislative changes which we believe will further improve the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended. 

1. Identify the current number of open and unimplemented IG 
recommendations. 

Currently, the OIG is tracking 16 open recommendations. One of the 16 open 
recommendations was made by the public accounting firm who conducted LSC's 
annual financial statement audit. The recommendation was very similar to a 
recommendation contained in the OIG's report on LSC's consultant contracting 
practices (#AU09~05, issued July 7, 2009, http://oig.lsc.gov/reports/0905/au09-
05.pdf). 

2. For those recommendations that have an estimated cost savings 
associated with them, identify the recommendation, the date first 
recommended, and the total estimated cost savings your office believes is 
obtainable if the recommendation is implemented by agency management. 

LSC management has completed formal proceedings on all questioned costs 
referred by the OIG. As of March 31, 2010, there are no unresolved questioned 
costs outstanding. 
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3. Identify what your office considers to be the three most important open 
and unimplemented recommendations. For each identify: 

a. The status of the recommendation, including whether agency management 
has agreed or disagreed with the recommendation; 

b. The cost savings associated with the recommendation (if applicable); 
and 

c. Whether there are plans to implement the recommendation in the near 
future. 

Audit of Legal Services Corporation's Consultant Contracts 

The OIG found that LSC may have entered into independent contractor 
agreements with individuals who should have been classified as employees 
under IRS rules. As a result, LSC could be liable for fines, penalties, and 
additional payments to workers. The OIG recommended that management 
ensure that the issue of the status of LSC consultants as independent 
contractors versus employees is resolved expeditiously or file an SS-8 with IRS 
to obtain an administrative determination of the proper classification of its 
consultants under IRS rules if the issue cannot be resolved quickly through other 
means. 

a. Status of Recommendation. Management agreed with the recommendation. 
LSC management hired a law firm to advise it on this issue and has now filed 
an SS-8 with IRS seeking a determination on the proper classification of 
these individuals. 

b. Cost Savings Associated with the Recommendation. There is no cost 
savings associated with the recommendation. However, if LSC misclassified 
individuals as consultants, it could be assessed fines, penalties, and 
additional payments to misclassified workE~rs. 

c. Plans to Implement Recommendations. Management is taking action to 
implement the recommendation. An SS-8 has been submitted to IRS for 
action and management is awaiting results of IRS' determination. 

Legal Aid & Defender Association (Detroit) 

An LSC grantee engaged a contractor to operate the grantee's IT services and 
maintain its network. When the contractor began working for the grantee, the 
contract was written to reflect him as the only' individual who would be providing 
services under the contract. According to the contractor, he began hiring staff to 
assist him as the work expanded over time. However, the contract was never 
amended to reflect the change in work or the cost of such work. Rather, the 
contractor would simply bill the grantee for the cost of the contractor's additional 
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employees, which the grantee paid. Grantee management stated that not 
amending the contract to reflect the changes was an oversight and 
acknowledged that they did not have contr•::)IS in place to prevent the payment of 
amounts in excess of amounts authorized in the contract. The OIG questioned 
the cost of the contract as being unsupported. LSC management conducted a 
questioned cost proceeding and ruled that the cost was allowable based on the 
documentation the grantee subsequently provided to LSC management. 

Because the cost of the contract more than doubled and the work required was 
not documented in the contract, the OIG recommended that the grantee develop 
a new statement of work clearly describing what the organization needs, the work 
product to be delivered, and how performance will be measured; and that it re-bid 
the contract under a competitive process to ensure that the organization receives 
the best value for its money. 

a. Status of Recommendation. A management team from LSC headquarters 
will be visiting the grantee in June 2010 ti0 review all actions taken. 

b. Cost Savings Associated with the Recommendation. The OIG questioned 
$267,000 in contract costs as being unsupported. LSC management 
conducted a questioned cost proceeding and ruled that the contract costs 
were adequately supported and allowed. 

c. Plans to Implement Recommendations. A team from LSC Headquarters will 
be visiting the grantee in June 2010 to review all actions taken. 

Legal Services NYC 

The grantee's Accounting Manual did not describe the specific cost allocation 
procedures used to comply with LSC requirements. Costs were allocated to 
grantee funding sources, including LSC, through the use of pre-determined rates. 
However, the grantee did not have documentation readily available to 
demonstrate how the rates were developed or explain the rationale for the rates. 
According to the grantee, the methodology for allocating indirect costs is based 
on rates that were arrived at several years ago and have not been substantively 
revised. 

The OIG recommended the grantee include a written methodology for allocating 
indirect costs in the grantee's Accounting Manual that complies with LSC 
requirements. The OIG further recommended that the grantee should apply this 
methodology in allocating its indirect costs. 
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a. Status of Recommendation. Grantee management has developed and 
documented the methodology. Currently the grantee is implementing the new 
process. 

b. Cost Savings Associated with the Recommendation. No cost savings 
identified. 

c. Plans to Implement Recommendations. The grantee is in the process of 
implementing the new system. Onc:e the system is implemented and 
compliant, the recommendation will be closed. 

4. Identify the number of recommendations your office deems accepted and 
implemented by the agency during the time period January 5, 2009 - the 
date of the Committee's last report - and the present. 

The number of recommendations deemed accepted and implemented by LSC 
and LSC grantees for the period January 5, 2009 through March 31, 2010 is 40. 

Legislative Suggestions 

The LSC OIG has requested a number of technical amendments to the IG Act, all 
but one of which have been taken up by the Legislation Committee of the Council 
of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency (CIGIE). The Chair of 
CIGIE'S Legislation Committee, J. Anthony Ogden, Inspector General of the 
Government Printing Office, responding to your March 24th request, recently 
provided your office with a summary of CIGIE's current legislative initiatives. 

Among other things, CIGIE's recommendations seek to correct flaws in the IG 
Reform Act that resulted from the use of terms such as "agency" and 
"department" in a number of its provisions in a way that did not encompass 
certain existing OIGs. 

LSC is a "designated Federal entity" ("DFE'') under the Inspector General Act of 
1978. See 5 U.S.C. App. 3 §8G(a)(2). LSC is not, however, an agency, 
department, or instrumentality of the Federal Government. See 42 U.S.C. 
§2996d(e)(1) ("Except as otherwise specmcally provided in this subchapter, 
officers and employees of the Corporation shall not be considered officers or 
employees, and the Corporation shall not be considered a department, agency, 
or instrumentality, of the Federal Government."). 

Under the Inspector General Act, the term "Federal agency" refers to an "agency 
as defined in section 552(f) of Title 5." 5 U.S.C. App. 3 §12(5). Section 552(f) of 
Title 5, in turn, defines "agency" as "any executive department, military 
department, Government corporation. Government controlled corporation, or 
other establishment in the executive branch of the Government (including the 
Executive Office of the President), or any independent regulatory agency." 
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Because it is not a "department. agency, or instrumentality, of the Federal 
Government," LSC (along with its Office of Inspector General) is not included 
within the literal terms of certain important provisions of the amended IG Act, 
e.g., §§BL and 11 (c). We respectfully refer you to Mr. Ogden's letter of April 2, 
2010, for a fuller discussion of the issues which the CIGlE proposals seek to 
address. 

Our office also proposed to CIGIE a tE~chnical amendment relating to the 
Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act (PFCRJ\) as it applies to LSC, which was not 
taken up by the CIGIE Legislation Committee. Without the proposed 
amendment, however, LSC will not be able to benefit from the IG Act's expansion 
of the PFC RA to include OF Es. 

Prior to the IG Reform Act. DFEs were not "authorities" authorized to proceed 
under the PFCRA. Section 10 of the IG Reform Act revised the definitions 
section of the PFCRA to include DFEs as "authorities." See 31 U.S.C. 
§3801(a)(1)(F). 

When bringing an action under the PFCRA, an authority is required, inter alia, to 
appoint a "presiding officer" to adjudicate the case. See 31 U.S.C. 
§3803(d)(2)(A). In authorities subject to the provisions of subchapter II of 
chapter 5 title 5 (popularly known as the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 
§ 501 et seq. ("APA")), such a presiding officer may either be an administrative 
law judge ("ALJ") appointed by the authority, or an AU detailed to the authority 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. §3344. See 31 U.S.C. §3801 (a)(?)(A). In authorities not 
subject to the provisions of subchapter II of chapter 5 of title 5, the PFC RA sets 
forth detailed requirements for the selection and appointment of a presiding 
officer from within the ranks of the authority itself, pursuant to the competitive 
examination process set forth in chapter 33 of title 5. See id. at §3801 (a)(?)(B). 

With some exceptions not relevant here, LSC is not subject to the APA; nor is it 
subject to the provisions of chapter 33 of title 5. Moreover, even were LSC 
subject to the APA, it would be ineligible to receive ALJs under detail pursuant to 
section 3344 of title 5 because it is not an "agency." See 5 U.S.C. §3344 ("An 
agency as defined by section 551 of this title which occasionally or temporarily is 
insufficiently staffed with administrative law judges appointed under section 3105 
of this title may use administrative law judges selected by the Office of Personnel 
Management from and with the consent of other agencies."). 

As it has no way of receiving or appointing ALJs to serve as presiding officers. 
LSC cannot proceed under the PFCRA as that statute currently stands. 

To remedy this problem and effectuate the cle!ar intent of Congress that all OFEs 
be authorized to proceed under the PFCRA, the definitions section of the PFC RA 
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should be amended to provide that, for purposes of the PFCRA (31 U.S.C. 
§3801), a designated Federal entity (as defined in Section 8G(a)(2) of the 
Inspector General Act of 1978) shall be considered an agency which is permitted 
to use administrative law judges selected by the Office of Personnel 
Management pursuant to section 3344 of title 5. 

With the benefit of this amendment to current law, LSC will have not only the 
authority to proceed under the PFCRA, but also the practical means to do so. 

I hope this information is helpful to you and the Committee. Please do not hesitate to 
call on me if you have any questions or if you require any further information. 

Sincerely, 

a-~ ,., . '\JI J _.)~ ~~-
e e · E. Schan· j 

Inspector Gener~ 
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' 1 l. L'f'rr:m. Un (j\ l!l >i:;ht .m,1 G\>\ ·1 Rd\:.rm. I l D' Cong .. "ln::p<.>crnr< G>'ll1:r~1l l1111,le1m•,11inf! Th<'l•' mds 
of Up.:n Rsommend.11i01i, C,,uld Sin·<' Ta~p.i) c1;; .\lmo<t )::6 Billion'' Ll<1:1. "· ~lJ09 i. 
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Plea.;11 pru\·idc thl! follo\\ ing infonn:ithll1 rc:pm.ling your ofi ic.: · s open and 
unimpkmcmcd recommendations: 

I. Iden tit~ th.: cm1..:nt numbl!r 0f open and unimplememc:d IG rce0mmenda1ion:>. 

For those l\:commenJ~ilion~ that haY.: ctn ·:stim.:ited ..:os1 sm·in:;s nssocink'd 
\\"ith th.;'m. identify t!1..: n:commenJ::nion, the date: lir.>t rt."commcnd1:d, and th•: 
tOL.11 c-.ti1m11eJ cost sa\ ings) our offic;: bdie,-,:s is obt:iinubk if the: 
recomm.:ndation i$ impkmi;nted by 11ge1w;. nnm:igt>m<"iH. 

3. ldentif~ '~ hnt your oilic..: consiJ1.·r~ Lo be: the: tlm:.: most i rnponam 0p1.n :md 
unimplc>m.:nt1.:d rcco11rn11::ndations. For t.:nch iJ..:ntil~·: 

a. ·1 he Mattis of th..: recommeudntion. indudinl! \\'hctl1.:r aUl.".llC' 
manugemcnt has agreed nr disagr.:cd \\ i th tl;~ - • 
rernmme11da1i011: 

b. The c\'St saYings :is~~'l'iaied \\ hh th1.• re~o1mnl!nd,uion <if 
applic:ibk): nnd 

i:. \Vhcther ihcr..:: ar..:: plans hi impkm.::111 the r~·t·ummcndnti•m in 
the near fmur~ . 

.t. ld..!nti f~ thi: number of n.:c0mmcnda1ions ~ 01ir oflkc deems accepted and 
implcmt!nt..:d by th.! ngt"ncy during the 1im1; period Januar: 5. :ooq -- 1Jw elate 
ufth..: Comminee·" J,1<i1 report - and the pn;:scnt. 

T run also imcrcsli..:J in sol kiting your opinion nbom impro' ing the Inspector 
GctJcral .\ct of 1 ''78 l"IG Act" 1.

1 Durinu the last Con~rcss. this Co111minee :;tr..:nl.!.thcncd 
... ..... lo;• 

th.: .-\c1 in a m1111b1.r of"a;::;. The ln:.rector General Reform .\ct or::::oos cR.:iorm A.c1··1 
cre:Jtcd additional protcdicms :md au1horities fN !Gs with rcgarJ to tcmoY:il or lran,:frr of 
an JG. budgl'l'>, la\\ l!nforcement authority, pny, and subpoena po\\ er . .:: In your r.:.:iponsc. 
or undC:'r separ..ih.' CO\ er. identil\ any kgislatin: ·mggc~;ti1 1ns .' ou ha\-.· to further improv...' 
Lh..: lG \ct or the Reform Act. 

Th..: C ommitti:..: on 0h:r-.:ight and Gm .:mment R~form i:> th.: prin~ipal m <:'r~ight 
( ommitte.: in th~ l-k1us..: of Repr,..:'.:nLatin:.:> anJ hss br1:i:1d flYi!r"ight jurisdkthm .:t:> set 
fo11h in House Ruic X. 

1 Th.; !Mp\'<:1.ir G~1h:r:1l .\,,1of19~8, as nmend~d . .'.' t·~c .\rr. 3, ~: .'.'(J1. 
: IJ>e ln>pemir Geo, ml Rcfom1 \ct of::11t1&. Pub. L. '.o. I 10-.JO'l, H.R. 9.:'ll \Ocl. J.! • .'.:ll• 1S1. 
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Pl~.is.;: re pl~ b\· \ pr!J l G. 2010. If) uu h:.i'e any qut:stions about thi:> r.::qu.:st. ~ ou 
m~: con1:ic1 Jomnlmn Skladauy or St.::Yc Castor nfthe CommiH.:c ::.tnff at ?0.::'.-:::5 .. 507 .. 1, 

·nrnnk ) nu for y~n1r m.t~mion l•' thi'i m:ittcr. 

c~: The Honorah!e Edulphos TO\\ ns. Chairman 
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