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SUMMARY: This Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) proposes amendments to
the Legal Services Corporation’s regulations on termination and suspension procedures.
DATES:
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DC

20007;

202-295-1624

(ph);

202-337-6519

(fax);

mcohan@lsc.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background
The Legal Services Corporation (LSC) Act (the Act) provides general
enforcement authority to the Corporation. 1 LSC’s principal regulation discussing general
enforcement authority and procedures is the Enforcement Procedures regulation at 45
C.F.R. Part 1618. In accordance with the requirements of Part 1618, LSC uses a variety
of enforcement tools, formal and informal, to ensure compliance. Several enforcement

1

LSC Act, §2996e(b)(1)(A); 42 U.S.C. §1006(b)(1)(A).

10/17/08
tools are provided for in LSC-adopted regulations and are generally intended and
available to the Corporation to address those instances of significant non-compliance by a
recipient. 2 In particular, LSC has adopted suspension procedures (45 C.F.R. Part 1623)
and questioned cost procedures (45 C.F.R. Part 1630). LSC has also adopted grant
termination procedures (45 C.F.R. Part 1606) which contains procedures for the
termination in whole or part of funding in cases of a recipient’s substantial
noncompliance with LSC statutory or regulatory requirements and other policies,
instructions or grant terms and conditions. Under this regulation, any contemplated
reduction of 5% or more of a recipient’s funding is considered a termination and triggers
the termination procedures. 3 Reductions of funding of less than 5% are not considered
terminations. In order to reduce a recipient’s funding by less than 5% without using the
1606 termination procedures, procedures have to be established by rulemaking. 4 LSC
has not yet, however adopted regulations establishing such standards and procedures.
It should be noted that, by and large, the tools currently available to LSC are very
effective as the majority of LSC recipients are in substantial compliance with LSC
requirements most of the time. In those instances of non-compliance that occasionally
occur, recipients almost always work diligently and cooperatively with LSC staff to
promptly come into compliance.

However, exceptions do occur and LSC is now
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Under the general authority of Part 1618, LSC also uses a variety of other enforcement tools to address
situations not meriting suspension or termination or involving a questioned cost. Among these are the
imposition of Corrective Action Plans and imposing special grant conditions. These tools, along with onsite Case Service Report/Case Management System reviews, informal consultations and compliance
training, generally suffice to ensure that recipients remain in compliance with applicable requirements and
come back into compliance when violations occur.
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45 C.F.R. § 1606.2(d).
45 C.F.R. § 1606.2(d)(2)(v).

2

10/17/08
considering adding additional enforcement tools intended to increase LSC’s flexibility in
addressing compliance issues. 5
Amending Part 1606 to Include Standards and Procedures on Limited Reductions in
Funding
The adoption of standards for the imposition of a reduction of funding of less than
5% would provide LSC with additional flexibility in enforcement tools.

On those

occasions in which such a penalty would be warranted, having a limited reduction of
funding option utilizing a less cumbersome and involved process than the existing
termination process would be an appropriate way of sanctioning a recipient. There have
been a few cases in which a recipient has violated restrictions where the amount of LSC
funds expended in the commission of the violations was so small that a questioned cost
proceeding would not have provided a punishment commensurate with the nature of the
violation, but in which a 1606 termination would have been excessive. In such cases, an
intermediate sanction, such as a limited reduction in funding, could have provided LSC
with a meaningful and appropriate sanction to use to address the infraction, had it been a
viable option. The option to impose a limited reduction in funding would also minimize
the risk that a recipient’s client service or ability to implement corrective action would
suffer due to a significant lack of resources.
Accordingly, LSC is proposing to add a new section to Part 1606 to implement
procedures for the reduction of a recipient’s funding in an amount less than 5% of the
5

LSC notes also that consideration of the adoption of additional enforcement tools responds to concerns
expressed by the Government Accountability Office (GAO) in its report, LEGAL SERVICES
CORPORATION: Improved Internal Controls Needed in Grants Management and Oversight, GAO-08-37
(December 2007). In that report the GAO noted that LSC has “limited options for sanctioning or replacing
poor-performing recipients.” GAO-08-37 at 17. As noted herein, LSC believes that its has a variety of
enforcement tools which suffice to ensure recipient compliance in the majority of cases. Nonetheless, LSC
agrees with GAO that having additional sanction mechanisms will enhance LSC’s oversight and
enforcement capabilities.
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recipient’s current annual level of financial assistance. Much of the proposed procedure
is modeled on the suspension procedure in Part 1623 because those procedures provide a
straightforward process with significant opportunity for recipient input and due process.
However, because the sanction proposed would involve a reduction of the recipient’s
funding for the grant year designated in the Corporations’ determination (as opposed to
the temporary withholding of funds as occurs in a suspension), LSC believes that it is
appropriate to provide a process that goes beyond that used for suspensions. LSC is
therefore also proposing to include a recommended determination step with the
opportunity for appeal prior to the imposition of a limited reduction in funding. These
proposed provisions are modeled on similar provisions elsewhere in the termination rule.
Authority and Responsibility
As proposed, §1606.15(a) 6 is an introductory paragraph setting forth a statement
of LSC’s authority to impose limited reductions in funding and LSC’s responsibility to
follow the procedures and requirements set forth in the section in such proceedings.
Although LSC believes it is clear from the language of the proposed text, LSC wishes to
clarify that any reduction would be only for the particular grant year for which the
reduction of funding is imposed. That is, for example, if a recipient was in the second
year of a three-year grant term and LSC imposed a 2% reduction in funding for that grant
year, it would reduce the recipient’s funds for that second year of the grant term only and
there would be no effect on the recipient’s level of funding for the third year of the grant
term (presuming the grant was renewed for the third year of the grant term).
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In accordance with Federal Register requirements, LSC is quoting the proposed
regulatory text language in this preamble. Readers are referred to the regulatory text
section supra.
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Grounds for Limited Reductions in Funding
Proposed paragraphs (b) and (c) address the permissible grounds for the
imposition of a limited reduction in funding. The proposed grounds for imposing a
limited reduction in funding are the same as set forth for both terminations and
suspensions, with the exception that LSC proposes to specify also that termination is not
warranted. LSC believes that, because limited reductions in funding can be characterized
as a sanction somewhere between suspension and termination, using the same grounds
and criteria for “substantial” violations used elsewhere in Part 1606 and in Part 1623 is
appropriate. Moreover, such an approach maintains a level of consistency in LSC’s
enforcement processes. At the same time, LSC believes that by limiting the grounds to
cases of “substantial” violations in which termination is not warranted will help
differentiate limited reductions in funding from terminations in part and ensure that this
tool is targeted for use in situations in which LSC anticipates its greatest utility.
Criteria for Determining the Amount of the Limited Reduction in Funding
Proposed paragraph (d) sets forth the criteria LSC would use in determining the
amount of a reduction in funding it was seeking to impose on a recipient. These are the
same criteria LSC proposes to use for determining whether there has been a substantial
violation for the purposes of justifying the grounds for imposing a limited reduction in
funding. These proposed criteria provide recipients with notice of the basic analytic
framework LSC would use in determining the amount of a proposed limited reduction in
funding; the worse the violation(s) (i.e., the more repeated, substantive, and/or knowing
and willful the violations are), the larger the limited reduction in funding would likely be.
Similarly, the longer a recipient failed to remedy a situation, the larger the limited
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reduction in funding would likely be. At the same time, the proposed criteria reserve
considerable discretion to the Corporation to fashion a proposed reduction. This is
necessary to enable the Corporation to tailor the proposed sanction as appropriate on a
case-by-case basis to achieve the most appropriate outcome.
The Limited Reduction in Funding Process
Proposed paragraphs (e) through (k) set forth the process LSC would follow to
impose a limited reduction in funding on a recipient. Proposed paragraphs (e), (f) and (g)
are based on similar provisions found at paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) of §1623.4 of the
suspension rule. The one difference between what LSC is proposing and the correlated
suspension procedure requirements is that LSC is proposing to also send notices of the
initial proposed, recommended and final determinations to the Chair of the recipient’s
governing body in addition to the recipient itself. This is similar to how notice is
provided regarding terminations. Because of the relative severity of the situation that
would be inherent in any case in which LSC was proposing a limited reduction in
funding, LSC believes that notice to the governing body Chair is necessary.
Proposed paragraphs (h) through (k) are based on paragraph (b) of §1606.9 and
§1606.10 of the termination rule. As noted above, LSC believes that the suspension
procedures provide a straightforward, reasonably simple process with significant
opportunity for recipient input and due process. These proposed provisions guarantee
recipients written notice of proposed limited reductions in funding, include the basis for
the proposed reduction, along with opportunities to provide a formal written response.
Recipients would also have an opportunity to request an informal in-person meeting to
resolve issues. However, also as noted above, LSC believes that it is appropriate to
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provide some enhancements over and above the process used for suspensions because the
sanction proposed herein would involve the reduction, rather than temporary withholding,
of the recipient’s funding (for the grant year as designated by the Corporation).
For these reasons, LSC is proposing to include additional steps after the initial
notice and exchange in writing and opportunity for informal meeting. Specifically, prior
to moving to adopting a final decision, LSC proposes to include procedures for a
recommended determination and appeal opportunity. As proposed, after consideration of
any response (oral or written) of the recipient, LSC would develop and issue a
recommended determination setting forth the facts and reasoning forming the basis for
the recommended determination. This recommended determination would be provided in
writing to the recipient and the Chair of the recipient’s governing body. After receipt of
the recommended decision, the recipient would then have an opportunity to lodge an
appeal with the LSC President or the President’s designee prior to the imposition of a
reduction in funding.

Proposed section (i) specifies that if the President has been

involved in the process leading to the recommended determination, the appeal must be
considered by a senior Corporation employee designated by the President who does not
have prior involvement in the process.

This is intended to ensure that reviews of

recommended determinations are made by an impartial decisionmaker.
LSC believes that the proposed procedures provide a significant amount of due
process to recipients, while being simple and straightforward and without being nearly as
resource intensive as the formal hearing process used for terminations.
Other Conforming Amendments to Part 1606

7

10/17/08
LSC is proposing to amend the title of Part 1606 to specifically reference
limited reductions in funding. Since a limited reduction in funding is not a termination,
LSC believes that adding the reference to limited reductions in funding to the title of Part
1606 is not only more accurate, but will aid LSC, recipients and others in understanding
where to find the limited reduction in funding procedures in LSC’s regulations. LSC is
also proposing amendments to §§1606.2, Definitions, and 1606.13, Interim and
termination funding; reprogramming, to harmonize these sections with the proposed new
section. First, LSC is proposing to amend §1606.2(d)(v) which specifies that a reduction
of funding of less than 5% of a recipient’s funding is not a termination. That paragraph
currently provides that nosuch reduction shall be imposed except in accordance with
regulations promulgated by the Corporation. Since LSC is now proposing to promulgate
such regulations, LSC proposes to delete this sentence and include a specific crossreference to the proposed new §1606.15.
Second, LSC proposes to amend paragraphs (a), (b) and (d) of §1606.13, Interim and
termination funding; reprogramming. 7 Currently §1606.13 addresses issues related to
funding during and upon the conclusion of termination procedures and Corporation use of
funds recovered through a termination proceeding. LSC believes these provisions should
be equally applicable in cases involving a limited reduction in funding. Accordingly,
LSC proposes to amend paragraphs (a), (b) and (d) of §1606.13 to include references to
limited reduction in funding procedures pursuant to §1606.15.
LSC notes that, with respect to proposed paragraph (d), in addition to including a
reference to limited reductions in funding, LSC is proposing a substantive change to this
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Amendment of paragraph (c) is not necessary because that paragraph addresses close-out funding which
applies only to circumstances involving a termination in whole.
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provision. The current provision reflects the Corporation’s longstanding policy that
recovered funds are generally to be used in the service area which the funds originally
supported, unless the Corporation exercises its discretion to reallocate the funds for some
other basic field purpose, such as for making emergency or other special grants.
Although this policy is appropriate in other cases involving recovered funds, in the case
of limited reductions in funding and terminations, especially terminations in part, the
funds are being recovered as a sanction to the recipient. As most service areas only have
one recipient operating within them, a presumption or expectation that funds be returned
to the same service area would imply a presumption toward or expectation of returning
funds to the recipient from whom they had been taken as a punishment. It is highly
likely, however, that in such cases LSC would choose to exercise its discretion to
reallocate the funds, so as to avoid return the funds back to the recipient from whom they
had been taken. 8 As such, it is more appropriate for the policy in this instance to not
reflect any presumption or expectation and, instead, just reflect the Corporation’s
discretion to reallocate the funds for basic field purposes.
LSC is proposing one additional conforming amendment to Part 1606. To the
extent that LSC is proposing to set forth the criteria it will use for determining the amount
of a limited reduction in funding when it seeks to impose one, it is appropriate to also
specify criteria the Corporation will use in determining whether to terminate a grant in
whole or in part, and if terminating in part, the amount of the termination. LSC proposes
to use the same criteria LSC uses for determining whether there has been a substantial
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It is more likely that in the case of a termination in whole that the Corporation would choose to exercise
its discretion to return the recovered funds to the original service area to fund services by an interim or new
recipient. In such a case, however, LSC would presumably be providing the funds to someone other than
the terminated recipient.
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violation for the purposes of justifying the grounds for terminating a recipient’s grant.
These proposed criteria would provide recipients with notice of the basic analytic
framework LSC would use in determining the amount of a proposed termination; the
worse the violation(s) (i.e., the more repeated, substantive, and/or knowing and willful
the violations are), the larger the amount of the grant terminated would likely be (up to an
including a termination in while). Similarly, the longer a recipient failed to remedy a
situation, the larger the amount of the grant terminated (up to and including a termination
in whole) would likely be. At the same time, the proposed criteria reserve considerable
discretion to the Corporation to fashion a proposed termination sanction.

This is

necessary to enable the Corporation to tailor the proposed sanction as appropriate on a
case-by-case basis to achieve the most appropriate outcome.
Amending Part 1623 to Increase Maximum Period of Suspension of Funding Pending
Corrective Action
LSC is proposing to extend the current maximum suspension period from 30 days
to six months, with the suspended funding fully restored at the end of that suspension
period. Although §1011(2) of the LSC Act provides that “a suspension of financial
assistance shall not be continued for longer than thirty days, unless [the recipient] has
been afforded reasonable notice and opportunity for a timely, full, and fair hearing, and,
when requested, such hearing shall be conducted by an independent hearing examiner,”
§501(b) of LSC’s FY 1998 appropriation legislation (which has been carried forth in each
subsequent appropriation) renders that provision inoperative. Specifically, that section
states that “[s]ections 1007(a)(9) and 1011 of the Legal Services Corporation Act (42
U.S.C. 2996f(a)(9) and 2996j) shall not apply to the provision, denial, suspension, or
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termination of any financial assistance using funds appropriated in this Act.” LSC is,
thus, within its statutory authority to increase the maximum suspension period through
regulatory action.
As with limited reductions in funding, LSC believes that a longer maximum
suspension period can be a useful option due to its expected deterrent effect (thereby also
enhancing the efficacy of non-monetary sanctions) and as a meaningful sanction in itself
in the infrequent instances in which it would be needed. Moreover, the reasons as
discussed below justifying the regulation’s current 30-day maximum suspension period
are no longer as compelling as they were when the rule was adopted. Rather the current
operating environment for many recipients suggests that a longer maximum suspension
period is now merited.
The preamble to the current version of Part 1606 explains that the 30-day limit
was chosen to:
reflect[ ] the presumption that a suspension of too long a duration would
likely endanger a recipient’s ability to continue service to its clients. A
suspension is intended to be used for extraordinary circumstances when
prompt intervention is likely to bring about immediate corrective action.
The Corporation, therefore, should act quickly to determine that the
problem is solved and is unlikely to reoccur, the appropriate corrective
action has been taken, or initiate a termination process under part 1606.
63 Fed. Reg. 64646 at 64648 (Nov. 23, 1998). In the nearly nine years since this rule was
adopted, many recipients have significantly increased the variety of sources of their
funding. While there are some recipients with little or no non-LSC funding, many
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recipients now receive significant amounts of funding from other, non-LSC sources. As
such, a 30-day suspension in funding for these recipients might represent nothing more
than a short-term cash flow challenge, if that, given that the LSC funds are restored at the
end of the suspension period. A longer potential maximum suspension period may,
therefore, now be necessary to achieve the same level of recipient response that a 30-day
suspension period was expected to engender in 1998. Moreover, because of the short
duration of the current maximum suspension period, LSC has rarely gone to the trouble
of actually imposing a suspension. 9

Having the option of a longer suspension term

would make suspension a more practical option.

For example, a more practical

suspension option would have been useful in a few situations in which recipients refused
to provide LSC access to certain records. LSC believes that having a more credible threat
of a suspension may have provided additional incentive to those recipients to be more
cooperative in producing these records.
LSC anticipates that the maximum six month suspension would be warranted only
in rare cases, and would only seek to apply the minimum suspension period it believes
would be necessary to result in the required corrective action being taken. As is currently
the case, the full funding would be restored upon conclusion of the suspension period, or
earlier upon the timely and satisfactory implementation of all required corrective actions.
However, the flexibility to apply up to a maximum six-month suspension would be
helpful. LSC is of the opinion, however, that if a suspension of longer than six months
would be needed or appropriate, other sanctions (such as a reduction in funding or
termination) would likely be more appropriate.
9

The exception to this is in cases involving a recipient’s failure to provide the Office of Inspector General
with an acceptable audit. However, in these cases, the suspension term runs, as required by statute, until an
audit is completed.
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PART 1606 – TERMINATION, LIMITED REDUCTION IN FUNDING, AND
DEBARMENT PROCEDURES; RECOMPETITION
For reasons set forth above, and under the authority of 42 U.S.C. 2996g(e), LSC
proposes to amend 45 CFR Part 1606 as follows:
1. Amend the title of Part 1606 to read:
Part 1606 – Termination, limited reduction in funding, and debarment procedures;
recompetition
2. The authority citation for Part 1606 continues to read as follows:
Authority: 42 U.S.C. 2996e(b)(1) and 2996f(a)3); Pub. L. 105-199, 111 Stat 2440,
Secs. 501(b) and (c) and 504 ; Pub. L. 104-134, 110 Stat. 1321.
3. Amend Sec. 1606.2 by revising paragraph (d)(2)(v) to read as follows:
Sec. 1606.2 Definitions
*****
(2)(v) A reduction of funding of less than 5 percent of a recipient’s current annual level
of financial assistance imposed by the Corporation in accordance with §1606.15 of this
Part.
4. Amend Sec. 1606.3 by adding a paragraph (c) to read as follows:
*****
(c) The Corporation shall determine the dollar amount of a termination in part based on
consideration of the following criteria:
(1) The number of restrictions or requirements violated;
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(2) Whether the violation represents an instance of noncompliance with a
substantive statutory or regulatory restriction or requirement, rather than an instance of
noncompliance with a non-substantive technical or procedural requirement;
(3) The extent to which the violation is part of a pattern of noncompliance with
LSC requirements or restrictions;
(4) The extent to which the recipient failed to take action to cure the violation
when it became aware of the violation; and
(5) Whether the violation was knowing and willful.
5. Amend Sec. 1606.13 to read as follows:
Sec. 1606.13 Interim and termination funding; reprogramming.
(a) Pending the completion of termination or limited reduction in funding proceedings
under this part, the Corporation shall provide the recipient with the level of financial
assistance provided for under its current grant or contract with the Corporation.
(b) After a final decision has been made to terminate a recipient's grant or contract or
impose a limited reduction in funding, the recipient loses all rights to the terminated or
reduced funds.
*****
(d) Funds recovered by the Corporation pursuant to a termination or limited reduction
in funding shall be reallocated by the Corporation for basic field purposes at its sole
discretion.
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6. Add a new Sec. 1606.15 to read as follows:
Sec. 1606.15 Limited reductions of funding
(a) The Corporation may, in accordance with the procedures and requirements set forth
in this section, impose a limited reduction of funding by reducing a recipient’s funding in
an amount not to exceed 5% of the recipient’s current annual level of financial assistance.
(b) Grounds for limited reduction in funding. A limited reduction of funding may be
imposed when the Corporation determines that termination in whole or in part of the
recipient’s grant is not warranted, but that nevertheless there has been a substantial
violation by the recipient of an applicable provision of law, or a rule, regulation,
guideline or instruction issued by the Corporation, or a term or condition of the recipient's
current grant or contract with the Corporation; and the Corporation has reason to believe
that prompt action is necessary to:
(1) Safeguard LSC funds; or
(2) Ensure immediate corrective action necessary to bring a recipient into
compliance with an applicable provision of law, or a rule, regulation, guideline or
instruction issued by the Corporation, or the terms and conditions of the recipient's grant
or contract with the Corporation.
(c) A determination of whether there has been a substantial violation for the purposes of
paragraph (b) of this section will be based on consideration of the following criteria:
(1) The number of restrictions or requirements violated;
(2) Whether the violation represents an instance of noncompliance with a
substantive statutory or regulatory restriction or requirement, rather than an instance of
noncompliance with a non-substantive technical or procedural requirement;
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(3) The extent to which the violation is part of a pattern of noncompliance with
LSC requirements or restrictions;
(4) The extent to which the recipient failed to take action to cure the violation
when it became aware of the violation; and
(5) Whether the violation was knowing and willful.
(d) The Corporation shall determine the dollar amount of the reduction in funding based
on consideration of the following criteria:
(1) The number of restrictions or requirements violated;
(2) Whether the violation represents an instance of noncompliance with a
substantive statutory or regulatory restriction or requirement, rather than an instance of
noncompliance with a non-substantive technical or procedural requirement;
(3) The extent to which the violation is part of a pattern of noncompliance with
LSC requirements or restrictions;
(4) The extent to which the recipient failed to take action to cure the violation
when it became aware of the violation; and
(5) Whether the violation was knowing and willful.
(e) When the Corporation has made a proposed determination to impose a limited
reduction in funding in accordance with this section, the Corporation shall provide a
written proposed determination to the recipient and the Chair of the recipient’s governing
body. The proposed determination shall:
(1) State the grounds, the amount and the effective date for the proposed limited
reduction in funding;
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(2) Identify, with reasonable specificity, any facts or documents relied upon as
justification for the proposed limited reduction in funding;
(3) Specify what, if any, corrective action the recipient can take to avoid the
limited reduction in funding;
(4) Advise the recipient that it may request, within 5 days of receipt of the
proposed determination, an informal meeting with the Corporation at which it may
attempt to show that the proposed limited reduction in funding should not be imposed;
and
(5) Advise the recipient that, within 10 days of its receipt of the proposed
determination and without regard to whether it requests an informal meeting, it may
submit written materials in opposition to the proposed limited reduction in funding.
(f) If the recipient requests an informal meeting with the Corporation, the Corporation
shall designate the time and place for the meeting. The meeting shall occur within 5 days
after the recipient's request is received.
(g) The Corporation shall consider any written materials submitted by the recipient in
opposition to the proposed limited reduction in funding and any oral presentation or
written materials submitted by the recipient at an informal meeting. If, after considering
such materials, the Corporation determines that the recipient has failed to show that the
reduction in funding should not become effective, the Corporation may proceed to make
a recommended determination to impose a limited reduction of funding.
(h) A recommended determination to impose a limited reduction of funding shall:
(1) be set forth in writing;
(2) contain findings of the relevant facts and the reasons for the decision; and
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(3) be promptly transmitted to the Chair of the recipient’s governing body, and to
the recipient in a manner that verifies receipt of the determination by the recipient.
(i) The recipient may seek review by the President of a recommended determination. A
request for review must be made in writing within 10 calendar days after the recipient’s
receipt of the recommended determination and must state in detail the reasons for seeking
review. If the recipient does not request review by the President, a recommended
determination shall become final 10 calendar days after receipt by the recipient. If the
President has had prior involvement in the consideration of the recommended
determination, the President shall designate another senior Corporation employee who
has not had prior involvement to consider the review of the recommended determination.
The President shall also have discretion where the President has not had prior
involvement in the recommended determination, to designate another senior Corporation
employee to consider the review, provided that the senior Corporation employee has not
had prior involvement in the recommended determination.
(j) The President or designee’s review shall be based solely on the information in the
administrative record of the limited reduction in funding proceeding and any additional
submissions, either oral or in writing, which the President or designee may request. A
recipient shall be given a copy of and an opportunity to respond in writing to any
additional submissions made to the President or designee. All submissions and responses
made to the President or designee shall become part of the administrative record.
(k) As soon as practicable after receipt of the request for review of a recommended
determination, but not later than 30 days after the request for review, the President or
designee shall affirm, modify, or reverse the recommended determination, or direct
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further consideration of the matter. The final determination of the President or designee
shall conform to requirements of paragraph (h) of this section and shall become final
upon receipt by the recipient.
PART 1623--SUSPENSION PROCEDURES
For reasons set forth above, and under the authority of 42 U.S.C. 2996g(e), LSC
proposes to amend 45 CFR §1623.4 as follows:
1. The authority citation for Part 1623 continues to read as follows:
Authority: 42 U.S.C. 2996e(b)(1); Pub. L. 104-134, 110 Stat. 1321, Sec. 509; Pub.
L. 105-119, 111 Stat. 2440, Sec. 501(b).
2. Amend Sec. 1623.4 by revising paragraph (e) to read as follows:
Sec. 1623.4 Suspension procedures
*****
(e) The Corporation may at any time rescind or modify the terms of the final
determination to suspend and, on written notice to the recipient, may reinstate the
suspension without further proceedings under this part, provided that the Corporation will
rescind the suspension and restore any withheld funds upon the timely and satisfactory
implementation of all required corrective actions. Except as provided in paragraph (f) of
this section, the total time of a suspension shall not exceed 180 days, unless the
Corporation and the recipient agree to a continuation of the suspension without further
proceedings under this part.
*****

____________________________
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Victor M. Fortuno
Vice President & General Counsel
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