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INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE -
400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-4704

JUN 25 2009

Chair, Board of Trustees
University of Dayton

Vice President for Finance and Administrative Services
Untiversity of Dayton

~ Audit Partner
Ernst & Young, LLP

SUBJECT: Report on Quality Control Review of the Ernst & Young, LLP Fiscal Year 2007
Single Audit of the University of Dayton (Report No. D-2009-6-006).

We are providing this report for yonr information and use. As the cognizant Federal
agency for the University of Dayton we performed a review of the Ernst & Young, LLP singie
audit and supporting work papers for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2007, to determine whether
the audit was conducted in accordance with Government Auditing Standards and the auditing
and reporting requirements of Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-133,
“Audits of States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations,” (OMB Circular A-133).
Our review of the audit of major programs was limited to the audit of the Research and
Development Cluster. Appendix A contains additional background, scope and methodology for
the review and Appendix B lists the compliance requirements applicable to the fiscal year 2007
audit period. :

Background. The University of Dayton is an independent, educational institution located in
Dayton, Ohio. The University of Dayton Research Institute performs basic and applied research
and development activities under industry and government contracts and grants. Approximately
90 percent of the University of Dayton’s research and development activities are for
government-sponsored programs. The University of Dayton expended $129.4 million in Federal
awards for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2007 under Federal research and development and
student financial aid programs. Of the $129.4 million, $61.5 million was expended for research
and development awards, of which $41.4 million were Department of Defense programs.

Review Results. Ernst & Young did not fully comply with OMB Circular A-133 requirements
and auditing standards in the fiscal year 2007 single audit. We identified deficiencies in the
performance and documentation of audit procedures for three of the nine applicable compliance
requirements (Finding A). Ernst & Young did not comply with the Governmental Auditing
Standards reporting requirements because the report on internal control over financial reporting
did not contain a reference to the management comment letter issued to the University of
Dayton’s Audit Committee (Finding B). Because of these deficiencies, additional audit
procedures were needed before Federal agencies could rely on the single audit to monitor and
manage Federal program awards. In addition, we identified several audit areas that require



enhanced documentation for future audits. These enhancements are discussed in the “Other
Matters of Interest” section of this report. The University of Dayton did not fully comply with
OMB Circular A-133 requirements for the presentation of the Schedule of Expenditures of
Federal Awards. In addition, the Data Collection Form was not completed in accordance with
OMB Circular A-133 requirements and the Federal Audit Clearinghouse repoiting instructions
(Finding C).

As a result of discussions with Ernst & Young throughout our site visit, Ernst & Young agreed to
immediately perform additional audit procedures to correct the deficiencies noted in our review
and to revise the fiscal year 2007 audit report as needed. Between August 7, 2008 and

January 14, 2009, Ernst & Young provided our office with written and verbal explanations and
documentation of additional audit procedures performed. The additional audit work generally
complied with OMB Circular A-133 requirements and provided sufficient evidence to support
the audit conclusions and opinion on the research and development cluster program. The results
of our review and Ernst & Young corrective actions are discussed in the Findings section below.

Findings

Finding A. Performance of Internal Control and Compliance Testing. The Ernst & Young
auditors did not perform adequate procedures {o support the conclusions on internal control over
and compliance with procurement, suspension and debarment and compliance with cash
management and subrectpient monitoring requirements. As a result, the audit did not provide
sufficient and appropriate evidence to support the conclusions on internal control over
compliance and the opinion on compliance over Federal research and development program
requirements. OMB Circular A-133 requires the auditors to obtain and document an
understanding of internal control over each applicable compliance requirement sufficient to plan
the audit to support a low-assessed level of control risk. The auditor is then required to identify
key internal controls and plan and perform tests of controls and tests of compliance sufficient to
support the opinion on Federal programs.

Cash Management Compliance Testing. The Ernst & Young auditors did not
perform audit procedures to determine whether the University of Dayton complied with the
paymennt requirements in 2 CFR §215.22 for advance payments and payment requests for awards
using the reimbursement method. The University of Dayton received advanced payments for
approximately sixty percent of its awards under an advance payment pool agreement with the Air
Force. The remaining Federal awards were paid using the cash reimbursement method. The
auditors did not perform audit procedures to determine whether the interest earned on advances
in excess of $250 was reported and remitted to the appropriate agency as specified in
2 CFR§215.22. In fiscal year 2007, the University of Dayton received approximately $25
million in advanced payments which were kept in an interest bearing account.



In addition, for awards funded using the reimbursement method, the auditors did not perform
audit procedures fo verify whether payment requests were based on actual cash disbursements.

Ernst & Young Corrective Actions. On November 12, 2008, Ernst & Young provided
the Office of Inspector General with documentation of supplemental audit procedures performed
to support their conclusions en cash management requirements. Ernst & Young performed
additional testing of 25 reimbursement requests and verified that the payment requests were
based on actual cash disbursements. Ernst & Young also identified interest income of $19,320
and verified 1t was returned to the Department of Air Force, The auditors did not note any
exceptions.

Procurement Internal Control and Compliance Testing. The Ernst & Young
auditors developed an understanding of internal controls and identified key controls for testing.
The auditors performed procedures to verify that procurements and subawards were not made to
suspended or debarred parties. However, the work paper documentation did not include
sufficient evidence to support that Ernst & Young performed the planned testing of internal
controls and tested for compliance with Federal procurement requirements in 2 CFR §215.41
through §215.48. The regulations include the requirement that the University of Dayton have
procurement procedures to provide for full and open competition, and maintain procurement files
to include, at a minimuny, the basis for the selection, justification for lack of competition when
competitive bids or offers are not obtained, and evidence to support the performance of a cost or
price analyses.

Ernst & Young Corrective Actions. On November 12, 2008, Ernst & Young provided
the O1G with documentation of supplemental audit procedures perfornied to support their
conclusions on internal controls over and compliance with procurement requirements. Ernst &
Young obtained a listing of 37 federally funded equipment purchase transactions greater than
$25,000. Ernst & Young selected four transactions and reviewed the vendor contract files to
determine if the required Federal procurement documentation was contained in each file. The
auditors did not note any exceptions.

In Ernst & Young’s management response letter, the auditors state they performed
supplemental audit procedures and determined that the procurement, suspension and debarment
compliance requirement is not direct and material with respect to the research and development
cluster for fiscal year 2007. Therefore, a review of the University of Dayton’s compliance with
the requirements of procurement, suspension, and debarment was not necessary, We have not
reviewed the workpapers that supports these statements. Furthermore, this information should
have been determined and documented in the workpapers during the planning phase of the audit,

Subrecipient Monitoring Compliance Testing. The Ernst & Young auditors did not
perforin sufficient audit procedures to test for compliance with 2 CFR 215.51 and OMB Circular
A-133 requirements to monitor subrecipient use of Federal awards. The workpaper
documentation did not evidence that Ernst & Young performed sufficient audit procedures to
determine that the University of Dayton adequately monitored subrecipient activities to gain
assurance that pass-through awards were used for authorized purposes and that subrecipients



complied with laws, regulations and award provisions and achieved performance goals. In
addition, there was limited documented evidence of performed procedures to determine that the
University of Dayton ensured subrecipients met OMB Circular A-133 audit requirements and
took required actions on subrecipient audit findings, including evaluating the effect of any
findings on the University of Dayton’s awards.

Ernst & Young Corrective Actions. On November 12, 2008 Ernst & Young provided
the Office of Inspector General with documentation of suppleimental audit work performed to
support their conclusions on the review of subrecipient monitoring requirements. Ernst & Young
selected 8 pass-through awards and verified that the University of Dayton monitored subrecipient
activity by reviewing progress repotts, invoices and the most recent A-133 audit reports. The
auditors did not note any exceptions.

Finding B. Government Auditing Standards Reporting Requirements. The auditors did
not comply with Governmental Auditing Standards paragraph 5.09 reporting requirements
because the Report on Internal Control over Financial Reporting and on Compliance and Other
Matters Based on the Audit of the Financial Stafements Performed in Accordance with
Government Auditing Standards did not include a reference to the October 1, 2007 management
letter issued fo the University of Dayton’s Audit Committee. The management comment letter
communicated information technology system control deficiencies and recommendations for
improvements in system procedures and controls. Based on discussions with the Ernst & Young
audit manager, the omission was due to an incorrect interpretation of firm guidance relating to
types of information that should be communicated to the auditee,

In Ernst & Young’s management response letter, the auditors state that the control
deficiencies were insignificant. We did not see clearly documented evidence in the workpapers
that supports Ernst & Young’s rationale for determining the sighificance of these deficiencies.
Furthermore, Government Auditing Standards require that sufficient detail be included in the
audit documentation to provide an experienced auditor who has had no previous connection with
the audit to ascertain from the docuinentation the evidence that suppouts the auditors’ significant
judgments and conclusions.

Finding C. Presentation of Pass-through Awards in the Schedule of Expenditures of
Federal Awards and the Data Collection Form. The Schedule of Expenditures of Federal
Awards and Data Collection Form were not prepared in accordance with OMB Circular A-133
requirements and Data Collection Form instructions,

Schedule of Expenditures and Federal Awards. The University of Dayton did not
correctly prepare the Schedule of Expenditures and Federal Awards because the schedule did not
identify pass-through awards in accordance with OMB Circular A-133 § .310 (b) 1. OMB
Circular A-133 requires that for the Research and Development Cluster, total Federal awards
expended be shown either by individual award or by Federal agency and major subdivision
within the Federal agency. The Univeusity of Dayton presented all pass-through awards received
as one line item in the Schedule of Expenditures and Federal Awards and provided details of



individual awards in Schedule B to the Schedule of Expenditures and Federal Awards. However,
neither the Schedule of Expenditures and Federal Awards nor Schedule B grouped the
pass-through awards by the Federal agency that funded the award. This information is required
to be provided to the University by the non-Federal entity that provides the pass-through award.

Data Collection Form. The University of Dayton did not correctly prepare the Data
Collection Form because they did not identify the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
number or the Federal agency prefix number for pass-through awards received by the University
of Dayton. The University of Dayton identified all pass-through awards with a
“99 Miscellaneous” code. OMB Circular A-133 § .320 (2) ix and the instructions to the Data
Collection Form require that Part I, Item 9 of the Data Collection IForm include the Federal
agency Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance number, or if the Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance nuinber is not available, the two digit Federal agency prefix code associated with the
pass-through award. The “99 Miscellaneous™ code should only be used for Federal agencies not
listed in Appendix 1 to the Data Collection Form instructions.

Recommendations and Management Comments

Recommendat|on 1 . Werecommend that the Audit Partner, Ernst &
Young, LLP:

a.  Use the results of this quality control review to strengthen existing or
implement additional quality control monitoring procedures to ensure that
future single audits reports and workpapers comply with Government
Auditing Standards and the audit requirements of the Officc of Management
and Budget Circular A-133 audit.

b. Revise the appropriate audit reports in the Reporting Package, to reflect, at a
minimum, the issuance of the management comment Ictter and the completion
date of the additional audit procedures.

c¢.  Provide the revised Reporting Package and signed Data Collection T'orm to the
University of Dayton to file with the Federal Audit Clearinghouse,

Ernst & Young Comments: Emst & Young’s comunents were responsive and conform to
requirements; no additional comments are needed.

Recommendation 2 We recomnnend that the Vice President of Finance

and Administrative Services, University of Dayton:



a.  Revise the Fiscal Year 2007 Schedule of Expenditures and Federal Awards
according to Office of Management and Budget A-133 requirements.
Specifically, the Schedule of Expenditures and Federal Awards should identify
pass-through awards received by the appropriate Federal funding agency.

b. Revise the Fiscal Year 2007 Data Collection Form according to Office of
Management and Budget A-133 requirements. The Data Collection Form
should identify the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance number or Federal
agency prefix number for pass-through awards received by the University of
Dayton.

¢.  File the revised I'iscal Year 2007 Reporting Package and signed Data
Collection Form with the Federal Andit Clearinghouse and notify the
Department of Defensc Office of Inspector General upon completion,

University of Dayton’s Comments: The University of Dayton’s comments were responsive
and conform to requirements; no additional comments are needed.

Other Matters of Interest. Ernst & Young needs to enhance the audit documentation of
the review of the Schedule of Expenditures and Federal Awards and the Reporting compliance
requirement. We had to obtain significant additional explanations from the audit manager in
order to conclude that there was sufficient evidence to support the audit conclusions and opinion
on these audit areas. Government Auditing Standards require that sufficient detail be included in
the audit documentation to provide an experienced auditor who has had no previous connection
with the audit to ascertain from the documentation the evidence that supports the auditors’
significant judgments and conclusions. Audit documentation should be appropriately detailed to
provide a clear understanding of its purpose and source and should be appropriately organized to
provide a clear link to the findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

We appreciate the courtesies extended to the audit staff. For additional information on
this report, please contact Ms. Janet Stern at (703) 604-8750 (DSN 664-8750).

ﬁwﬁ,w/@ Lot

Carolyn R. Davis
Assistant Inspector General
for Audit Policy and Oversight



Appendix A. Quality Control Review Process

Background, Scope and Methodology

The Single Audit Act, Public Law 98-502, as amended, was enacted to improve the financial
management of State and Local Governments and nonprofit organizations by establishing one
uniform set of auditing and reporting requirements for all Federal award recipients required to
obtain a single audit. OMB Circular A-133 establishes policies that guide implementation of the
Single Audit Act and provides an administrative foundation for uniform audit requirements of
non-l‘ederal entities administering Federal awards. Entities that expend at least $500,000 or
more in a year are subject to the Single Audit Act and the audit requirements in OMB Circular
A-133 and therefore must have an annual single or program-specific audit performed under
Governmental Auditing Standards and submit a complete reporting package to the Federal Audit
Clearinghouse.

We reviewed the Ernst & Young fiscal year 2007 single audit of the University of Dayton and
the resulting repotting package that was submitted to the Federal Audit Clearinghouse on March
31, 2008, using the 1999 edition of the “Uniform Quality Control Guide for the A-133 Audits”
(the Guide). The Guide applies to any single audit that is subject to the requirements of OMB
Circular A-133 and is the approved President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency checklist
(now referred to as The Council of Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency) checklist for
performing single audit quality control reviews. We performed the review from July 2008
through June 2009. The review focused on the following qualitative aspects of the single andit:

. Qualification of Auditors,

. Independence,

. Due Professional Care,

¢  Planning and Supervision,

e Internal Control and Compliance testing,

¢  Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards, and

¢  Data Collection Form.



Appendix B. Compliance Requirements

OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Applicable Not Applicable
Regquirements

Activities Allowed/Unallowed X

Allowable Costs/Cost Principles X

Cash Management X

Davis-Bacon Act X
Eligibility X
Equipment and Real Property Management X

Matching, Level of Effort, Earmarking X

Period of Availability of Federal Funds X

Procurement, Suspension, and Debarment X

Program Income X
Real Property Acquisition and Relocation X
Assistance

Reporting X

Subrecipient Monitoring X

Special Tests and Provisions X




Ernst & Young, LLP Comments
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June 8, 2009

Ms. Carolyn Davis

Assistant Inspector Geneinl for
Audit Policy and Oversight
Tnspector Genera)

United States Department of Defensc
400 Army Navy Drive (Room $33)
Ardington, Virginia 22202-4704

Response to Report on Quality Control Review of the Eranst & Young
LLI Single Audil ol the University of Dayton for the Fiscal Year Ended
June 34, 2007

Dear Ms. Davis:

We are pleased to provide our response to the Quality Control Review {“QCR™) of (he
OMB Cireular A-133 Single Audit conducted by Ernst & Young LLI ("E&Y”) under the
Federal Single Awtit Act and OMB Circular A-133 of the University of Daylon for the
fiseal year ended Jwise 30, 2007,

As an independent auditor, our overriliug objective is to make cerlain that all aspeets of
our audiling rnd quality control processes are of high quality. ‘This foeus on quality
serves the inlerest of the Offices of the Inspecior General of the Redleral Departments and
Agencics that rely on audits performed under e Federal Single Audit Act and benelits
the Firm.

We appreeiale your comments from the QCR, and we acknowledge that your findings are
Telpfuk in highlighting areas for improvement and nre belng used lo cominue o enhance
our audil processes. Ior example, in order to promele consistency within the Grm
regavding the testing of cerlain complianee requirements, we plan to widely dislribute
stanclard compliance testing templates for the various compliance requivements cited in
your QCR report thnt move closely corrchaie 1o the suggesled audit proceduies in Part (11
ol the OMB Circilar A-133 Complicnce Supplensent,

Concurrent with your execution of the QCR, owr audil documentation and procedures
(appropriately dated) were endranced in certain areas (o make it more uscful to you in
your role as the University of Dayton's cognizamt [ederal agency.  We apprecinte your
acknowledgement that such work generally complied with OMB Civeular A-133 and
provided sufficlent evidence to support the aidit conclusions and opinion on the research
and development cluster progeamn. No additional findlings regardiag the University of
Dayton’s compliance with applicable requiretnents were noted, amd ihc overall
conelusion remained unchanged, Ouwr report for the audit is boing veissucd.




Response to Report on Quality Control Review of the June 8, 2009
Lenst & Young LLP Single Audil of the Unlversily ol Daylon Page 20l 5
for the Fiseal Year Ended June 30, 2007

We have summarized below owr responses to the findings, recommendations, other
malters ol interest and Telnled review resulls noted in your QCR reporl. ln all eases, the
mallers noted refleet initinl observations that were resolved subsequent to our work
together.

Fiudiug A, Performance of Internal Conlrol amd Compliance Testing

The B&Y auditors did not perforin adequale procedures to support the conclusions on
internal eontrol over and compliance with Procurement, Suspension nnd Debarment
requirements and compliance with Cash Management and Subreeipient Monitering
vequirements. As a reswll, the nudit did not provide sufficicnt and nppropriate evidence lo
support the report on Internni control over complinnce nad the opition on compliance
wilh Federal research and development program requirements. ‘The report further notes
instanees in whieh limited cvidenee to support procedures perfornmed was inilially
refleeted in the workiig papers,

E&Y Response (o Finding A
E&Y Response to Procurement Internal Control and Compliance Testing

[n retrospeel, Procurement, Suspension and Debarment was orguably not a diveet and
material complinnee requirement with respeet lo the research and deyelopment progeam
due to the welatively low applicable expenditures. Notwithstanding 1his poial, we
supplemented our procedues nid documentalion to address tiis matter.

To the extent thal procurcment is net a direct and material compliance requirement,
internak control testing and complianee audit procechuires did not ave to be performed for
procurcnient with respeet to the research and development clusler major program. We
acknowledpe Hat wo shoukt have correctly made and documented that determination
wihien planning the audjt.

The componeut of fiscal year ended June 30, 2007 rescarch and development
expendilures related to purchases of over $25,000 for which procmeiment eompliance
vequircments apply s only $2,423,114 or 3.9% ol the [ederal expendilures on (he
Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards {("SEFA™) for research and development
based on the University of Daylon supplicd spreadshest.

E&Y Response to Cash Management mnd Subweeipient Monitoring Complinnee
Tesling

We supplemented owr documentation ond procedures to address these matlers.

10




Respanse ta Repart on Quality Conlrol Review of the June 8, 2009
Ernst & Young LLP Single Audit of the University of Dayton Pagc Jof 5
for the Fiseal Year Ended June 39, 2007

Fluding B, Govérnment Auditing Standards Reporting Requirements

The auditors did not comply with GAS paragraph 5.09 reporting requicciments because
the Report on Internal Conico] over Financial Reporting and Other Malters Based on an
Audit of the Financial Statemenls Performed in Accordance wilth Government Auditing
Standards dil not include a reference to the October [, 2007 management lelter issued to
the University of Dayton’s Audit Committee.  The management comment letler
communlenated information technology system control deficiencies and recommendations
far improvements in system procedures nnd controds. Basctd on discussions with the
L&Y awclit manager, the omission was due 1o an incoirec! interpretation of firm guldance
relating to types of informalion that shoukd be eommunicated (o the auditee.

E&Y Response to Finding I

All of the ilems in the manngement letter are insignifieant control deficiencics related to
information teclnology contrals. Control delicieneies that are nol considered significant
delicienciss or malerinl weaknesses are by their dafinition considered insignificant
control deficiencles thal have an inconscquential cffect on the financinl statements.
Conlrol deficicncies that have an inconsequential effect on the financial slalements are
not required (o be comnmanicaled in wyiting in 1le management letter as it is o miter of
professional judgment as o Dow auditors communicate these matters, We voluntarily
chose to reporl 1hese items in the management letler to the University of Dayton. We
acknowledge thal we could have documented in the warking papers our rationale for why
these conteal deficicneics weré not slgnificant deficiencies and taterial weaknessos in a
clearcr fashion. Notwilhstanding the ¢onclusion thot such maticis did not rise ta the level
of a significanl deficlency, we have included nveference in our report on reissuance to
such management letter,

We wish to note thal while the manager is an integral part of auwe audit team, she did not
speak for the Fiom, and she was clearly mistalken in indicating that our tack of a reference
to the managemenl letter was a misinterpretation of I'irm policy as you asserl.

L&Y Response lo Other Mnflets of Intevest

We concur wilh the comment, We agree 1o enhance the andit documentation of ihe
review of the SEFA and the related Reporting Complianes requisement. Please nole thal
issues with respeel to the anditor's documentation of their audil procedures wilh respeel
fo the SEFA was a common eficiency in the Preskient’s Council for Integrily and
Efficiency Report on MNational Single Audil Sapling Project that wes issued on June 21,
2007. As n result, the AICPA established a (nsk foree eatilted SEFA Reporting Issues.
E&Y has been actively moniloring the activities of (his task force. The lask force is
cxpecied to issue an illustrative audil progiam Lo assist auditors in documenling ihe
pracedures performed on the SEFA. Subsequent Lo its issuance, L&Y anticipates sl il
will integrate bls audit program into our Firm guidance with respect o pecforiming OMB
Circular A-133 aundils.

11




Response to Report on Quality Control Review of the June 8, 2009
Ernst & Young LLP Siugle Awdit of the Unlversity of Dayton Page 4 of 5
for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2007

L&Y Responsc to Recommendation o

We agree with the recoimmendnlion.  We wish o note that E&Y las an cstablished
quality control monitoring process for Office of Management and Budget Cireular A-133
mlit reports and work papers (o ensure that these audits comply with all applicable
prafessional standnrds.

B&Y continuousiy cvaluales our quality control moniloring process lo delermine tlee
Single Audits comply with Government Anditing Standards and the audil requirements of
the Office of Management ael Budget Cireular A-133 audit. Some aspecis of this pracess
are:

= An annual internal inspection program (Assurance Qualily Review or AQIY) that
assesses the quality of our audit work for a cross-scetlon of engagements, whiobh
includles  Single Audils.  As a requivemen of membership in the AICPA
Governmenlal Audil Quality Conter, Single Audits ave given specific focus in our
AQR program and AQRs of Single Audits are performed by reviewers with deep
expettise in Single Audits. The objective of the AQR program is to evaluate the
design and operating cffeetiveness of the firm's qunlity control policles and
procedures for otr accounting and awdliing practice. The AQR progeam also alds our
cftorts 1o continue to identity arens where we can improve our performance or
enlinnee our policies nud procedures.

= Substantial fraining specific 1o Sngle Awdits thal goes beyond the continuing
professional education requirements of Govesnmen! Anditing Standereds. Anmally,
L&Y lhiolds a one day Governprent Atwditing Standards and A-133 technical update.
Federal agency inspector genernl officials roulinely speak at these updates on matters
of interest and QCR abservations with respeet to OMB Cirenlar A-133 auwdits. Each
sub-aren In the [irm also holds a1 leasl one annunl elassvoom trpining entitled
“Performing a Government Auditing Standards nnd OMB Circular A-133 Audi™,
The Tirn also has an extensive library of just-in time web based programs on various
aspeets of the Slngle Audil,  These include four two-hour web based learning
programs with respeet 1o auditing Indirect costs under the varions OMB cost civeulars
including oac (wo-hour course on audiling Indirect costs for colleges aad universilies
under OMB Cireular A-21,

* A strong Tirmk commitment to Inform all professionals working on Single Audits of
changes Lo relevant requirements and standnrds (hvough the disteibution of a monihly
fedderal awmrds  lechnical newsletles to over 1100 professlonals  performing
Government Auditing Standards and  Single Audits.  These pewsletters nre
supplemented by several conference ealls each yeur on emerging Single Awdit Lopics
4nd updates.
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Response o Report on Quality Control Review of the June 8, 2009
Ernst & Young LLP Single Audil of the University of Dayton Page 5 of 5
for the Fiscal Yaar Iinded Junc 30, 2007

E&Y Response to Reecommendation 1a (continued)
= An E&Y prolossional and regulalory requirement thal an exceulive Independent of
the audit team reviews all the audit repoits contained it the Single Audil reporting

package and performs certain oflier procedures prior lo issuance of the reporting
package.

E&Y Response to Recommendatlon 1k

We agree with the recommendation.

E&Y Response to Recommendntlon [o

We agree with the recominendation.

We appreciat¢ lhe oppoitunity to provide our response 1o the QCR Report and would
welcome diseussion of eny mallets that require Rurther explanation before you finalize the

resulls of your QCR,  Pleaso feel fico to call me at 614 232-7450 or c-mail me al
aig. narshall@ey.com

Respeetfully submited

zzp”

Craig A, Macshall
Parlaer
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University of Dayton Comments

April 22, 2009

Ms, Carolyn R. Davis
Assigtant Inspector General

for Audit Policy and Oversight
Office of Audit Policy and Oversight
Room 833
400 Army Navy Drive
Arlington, VA 22202

Dear Ms. Davis:

We have received your draft report, dated March 26, 2009, regarding the quality control review
ol the Emst & Young LLP FY 2007 Single Audit of the University of Dayton, We bave
reviewed the comment pertineat to the University of Dayton regarding the additional delail
needed on the Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards and in the Data Collection Form for
fiscal year 2007 and have updated both documents as requested. We will file the revised Data
Collection Form and audit report with the Federal Audit Clearinghouse once we have received a
report with Lhe revised schedules from our auditors.

Sincerely,

Ve ea

Thomas E. Burkhardt
Vice President for Finance
and Administrative Services

¢o: Felicia M. Fuller

VICE PRESIDENT FOR FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
300 Cotlege Park  Dayton, Chin 45469-1660
Telephone (937) 2293631
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