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VI.  Scope limitations andmpact on Work Performed

The purpose of this section is to identify any areas where VLS had scope limitations and explain
how this limitation impacted the work performed. A scope limitation was presented when VLS
requested certain documents from the District and District Bond Program vendors (vendors) and
Scee Limitations and Impact on Work Performed is explained below.

X Scope Limitation: VLS did not receive documents requested from the District, vendors,
or other third parties.

x Impact on Work Performed: Indicates whether VLS was able to reach a concliien o
work step by performing alternative and/or sufficient testing and investigation.

Scope Limitations and Impact on Work Performed

1) District: The District was able to provide all the documents and records requested by
VLS; therefore, there was no seplimitation from the District.””

2) Vendors (Other than SGI): VLS sent a letter requesting certain information and
documents related to the work the vendors performed for the District, contributions

*"® Four vendors contacted by VLS retained legal counsel. Three of these vendors ultimately provided VLS

with the records requested. One of these vendors did not provide VLS with the records requested.
Additionally, two other vendors failed to provide VLS with the records requested. One of these vendors
indicated they needed additional time. The other vendor never acknowledged or responded to VLS's
request.
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subsequent to VLS’s request of documents. At such time, Mr. Kawahara, legal counsel to
the Subcommitteefor the Clay Investigation, was advised and VLS worked under the
direction of Mr. Kawahara in communication with SGI. What follows is a summary of key
events with SGI and the impact on work step FI (3).

For the review and analysis performed in the FI (3) section, VLS made requests of both



IFDRS

are not authorized, however, to transmit other personnel information and there is
nothing in the contract or law that requires SGI provides such information.”

Mr. Kawahara, legal counsel for the Subcommittee for@hay Investigation, on behalf
of the District communicated the following to SGI's legal counéelt stated previously,
the contract does not contemplate payment to SGI from the District when the District
exercises the right to examine and audit the contractor's records. The contract
establishes an affirmative duty on SGI to maintain records in an orderly manner that
complies with GAAP.






