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L INTRODUCTION

Elliot R. Berman (“Berman”) and Berman & Company, P.A. (“Berman & Co.”)
(collectively “Respondents™) conducted an audit of MusclePharm Corporation’s (“MSLP”’) 2010
and 2011 financial statements. There is no dispute that Respondents were aware of the Securities
and Exchange Commission’s (“Commission”) long standing determination that indemnification
clauses impair independence, that Respondents nonetheless included indemnification clauses in
their engagement letters with MSLP, and that Respondents subsequently demanded (and received)
funds after invoking such indemnification. Thus, Respondents were not independent pursuant to
Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X.

However, in “determining whether an accountant is independent,” Rule 2-01(b) provides
that “the Commission will consider all relevant facts and circumstances.” In their Motion for
Summary Disposition (“Motion™), Respondents argue only that their independence was not
impaired by inclusion of indemnification provisions found in the MSLP engagement letters. While
Respondents quarrel with the Commission’s allegation that the indemnification provisions alone
impaired their independence, they ignore all other facts and circumstances alleging Respondents’
lack of independence in conducting the MSLP audits. Thus, at a minimum, there remain material
factual disputes — whether Respondents were independent on the facts and circumstances of this
case — making summary disposition inappropriate.

Moreover, even were the Court to consider only the text of the indemnification provisions
in adjudicating the allegations that Respondents violated independence requirements, summary
disposition would still be inappropriate. That is because the indemnification provisions at issue

violate Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X, as recognized by the Commission, the PCAOB, and the



AICPA, among others. For these reasons, and as more fully outlined herein, Respondents’ Motion
should be denied.
IL SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

By including indemnification provisions in the MSLP engagement letters, Respondents
were not independent pursuant to Commission Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X. Moreover, the
regulatory bodies that Respondents’ claim support their arguments in fact do the opposite, as both
the PCAOB and AICPA have publically held that pursuant to Commission rules and regulations,
indemnification provisions impair independence.

As more fully outlined herein, Respondents’ independence was impaired pursuant to Rule
2-01(b) of Regulation S-X. Respondents attempt to avoid the application of this rule by claiming it
does not specifically address indemnification. However, Rule 2-01(b) provides the general
standard of independence. The Notes to Rule 2-01 specifically explain that the rule “does not
purport to, and the Commission could not, consider all circumstances that raise independence
concerns, and these are subject to the general standards in Rule 2-01(b).” 17 C.F.R. § 210.2-01(b),
Note 2. The rule further provides that accountants “are encouraged to consult with the
Commission’s Office of the Chief Accountant [“OCA”] before entering into relationships,
including relationships involving the provision of services, that are not explicitly described in the
rule.” Id at Note 3. After passage of Rule 2-01, OCA, in 2004, published specific guidance on
indemnification (1) confirming the Commission’s long standing position that indemnification
impairs independence (which had been set forth by the Commission in published interpretations

years before), and (2) further clarifying additional indemnification language that impaired



independence (the “OCA FAQ”). The Commission and staff interpretations make clear that under
Rule 2-01(b), indemnification provisions impair independence.

It is undisputed that Respondents read both Rule 2-01 and the OCA FAQ and, despite the
specific instructions above, opted not to consult with OCA, and more troubling, knowingly
disregarded the OCA FAQ and falsified their audit workpapers by claiming there were no
indemnification agreements with MSLP. In fact, Respondents not only included indemnification
provisions in the MSLP engagement letters, but deliberately included an indemnification provision
that contained near identical language to that in the OCA FAQ, which was identified as facially
impairing independence.

In attempting to justify their misconduct, Respondents now claim they were permitted to
include indemnification language specifically rejected by the OCA FAQ because of the PCAOB
interim rules, which adopted AICPA rules when the PCAOB was first established. This argument
is without merit.

First, multiple PCAOB rules make clear that Commission rules and regulations, especially
if more restrictive, must be followed and, as noted above, Commission Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation
S-X disallowed indemnification.

Second, the PCAOB, the organization which Respondents’ claim permits the use of

indemnification provisions, has issued multiple statements setting forth its position that
Commission rules and regulations do not permit indemnification and, therefore, indemnification in
audits of SEC registrants impairs independence.

Third, the AICPA — the organization that originally passed the ruling Respondents allege
permits indemnification, which was later adopted by the PCAOB interim rules — specifically
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passed a rule in 2008 recognizing that pursuant to the Commission’s requirements, indemnification

would impair independence. The AICPA rule further stated that accountants were required to

follow not only regulatory agencies’ laws and regulations, but also “published interpretations,” and
that failure to do so would constitute an act discreditable to the profession. Thus, even if

Respondents believed Rule 2-01 was inapplicable, the AICPA required Respondents to follow the

OCA FAQ and Commission guidance, which they failed to do.

Finally, Respondents’ reliance on the PCAOB interim rules, even if applicable, applies to
only one of Respondents’ indemnification provisions. Respondents provide no justification for the
usage of the others that also violate Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X.

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS'

1. Elliot R. Berman, a resident of Boca Raton, Florida, has been a CPA licensed in Florida since
2005. (OIP 9 1.) Berman is the sole owner of Berman & Co., which he founded in 2006.
(1d)

2. Berman & Company, P.A. is an accounting and auditing firm based in Boca Raton, Florida.
(OIP 9 2.) Berman & Co. has been registered with the Public Company Accounting
Oversight Board (“PCAOB”) since 2006. (Id.)

3. MusclePharm Corporation (“MSLP”) is a Nevada corporation with its principal place of
business in Denver, Colorado. (OIP 4 3.) Since 2010, MSLP has had a class of securities
registered with the Commission pursuant to Section 12(g) of the Securities Exchange Act of

1934 (“Exchange Act”). (Id.)

! Pursuant to Commission Rule of Practice 250, because this motion was brought by
Respondents, the facts contained in the Order Instituting Proceedings (“OIP”) shall be taken as
true. See Rule 250.
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4. MSLP engaged Berman & Co. as its auditor in January 2011 and dismissed Berman & Co. in
September 2012. (OIP § 3.)

5. Berman & Co. issued audit reports containing unqualified opinions on MSLP’s financial
statements for fiscal years ended December 31, 2010 and December 31, 2011 (the “MSLP
Audits”). (OIP{5.)

6. Berman served as the engagement partner on the MSLP Audits. (OIP §6.) Berman
approved the issuance of audit reports containing unqualified opinions. (/d.)

7. In each of the MSLP Audits, Berman & Co. represented that the audits were conducted by an
independent auditor in accordance with PCAOB standards. (OIP § 7.) Berman signed the
audit reports for the MSLP Audits on behalf of Berman & Co. (/d) MSLP included these
audit reports in its Commission filings. (/d.)

8. Berman researched the use of indemnification provisions in engagement letters with SEC
registrants around the time he founded Berman & Co. in 2006, which included reviewing
PCAOB Rule 3520, PCAOB Rule 3500T, and Rule 2-01 of Regulation S-X. (OIP ¥ 10.)

9. Berman testified that he did not remember ever contacting anyone at the SEC about
indemnification provisions in engagement letters. (Exhibit. A, Testimony of Berman, at
538:7-10; 605:1-9.) Berman had consulted with OCA on other matters, such as related party
transactions. (Ex. A, at 328:11-331:16.)

10. The Commission has published its interpretation and guidance on auditor indemnification
provisions in Codification of Financial Reporting Policies Section 602.02f.i
(“Indemnification by Client”) (the “Codification™). (OIP 9 11.) The Codification provides in
part that when “an accountant and his client, directly or through an affiliate, have entered into
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11.

an agreement of indemnity which seeks to assure the accountant immunity from liability for
his own negligent acts, whether of omission or commission, one of the major stimuli to
objective and unbiased consideration of the problems encountered in a particular engagement
is removed or greatly weakened.” (/d.)

Berman testified that he “might have looked at [the Codification]...I have a very general

recollection, but I — I’m not a hundred percent sure.” (Ex. A at 608:5-13.)

12. Berman also claims to have reviewed the OCA FAQ. (OIP § 12; Ex. A at 605:13-21.) The

13.

14.

OCA FAQ notes the “Commission’s long standing view” that “when an accountant enters
into an indemnity agreement with the registrant, his or her independence would come into
question.” (Id.) The OCA FAQ provides that when “an accountant and his or her client,
directly or through an affiliate, enter into an agreement of indemnity which seeks to provide
the accountant immunity from liability for his or her own negligent acts, whether of omission
or commission, the accountant is not independent.” (Id) The OCA FAQ additionally states
that “including in engagement letters a clause that a registrant would release, indemnify or
hold harmiless from any liability and costs resulting from knowing misrepresentations by
management would also impair the firm’s independence.” (Id.) (Emphasis added.)

Berman testified that he considered the OCA FAQ when drafting the MSLP engagement
letters. (Exhibit A at 606:22-25.)

The PCAOB Office of the Chief Auditor released the PCAOB Standing Advisory Group
briefing paper, titled “Emerging Issue — The Effects on Independence of Indemnification,

Limitation of Liability, and Other Litigation Related Clauses in Audit Engagement Letters,”



1S.

16.

dated February 9, 2006.2 (OIP § 13.) The briefing paper was developed “by the staff of the
Office of the Chief Auditor to foster discussion among members of the Standing Advisory
Group” and is not a statement of the Board. (/d.) The briefing paper discusses the
Codification and OCA FAQs. (Id) The briefing paper also discusses Ethics Ruling Number
94 under Rule 101 of the AICPA’s Code of Professional Conduct (included in the PCAOB’s
interim independence standards), which provides that the auditor’s independence would not
be impaired by indemnification language. (Id.) However, the briefing paper notes that
auditors must “...comply with the SEC’s auditor independence requirements as well as those
of the Board in an audit of a public company” and concludes that “/bJecause SEC
independence requirements prohibit indemnification agreements in audit engagement letters,
Ethics Ruling Number 94 has no practical effect with respect to audits of public companies.”
(Id.) (Emphasis added.)

The PCAOB has also highlighted that indemnification provisions will impair an audit firm’s
independence under Commission rules. (OIP § 14.) For example, in 2007, the PCAOB
issued a report on its inspection findings noting that indemnification provisions violate the
SEC independence rules.? (d)

Other agencies have also issued guidance recognizing the Commission’s determination that

2 See http://pcaobus.org/N ews/Events/Documents/02092006_SAGMeeting/Indemnification.pdf
3 See pages 16-18 of the Report on the PCAOB’s 2004, 2005, and 2006 Inspections of Domestic
Triennially Inspected Firms, PCAOB Rel. No. 2007-2010 (Oct. 22, 2007)
http://pcaobus.org/Inspections/Documents/2007_10-22 4010 Report.pdf.
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the use of indemnification provisions impairs independence. (OIP q 15.)

17. After his research, and despite specifically reading the PCAOB and Commission rules on
independence and the Commission and Commission staff’s specific guidance that
indemnification provisions impaired an auditor’s independence, Berman drafted Berman &
Co. engagement letters for use with SEC registrant audit clients that included indemnification
provisions. (OIP 9 16.)

18. MSLP signed Berman & Co. engagement letters, dated January 5, 2011 and January 1, 2012,
relating to the MSLP Audits (the “MSLP Engagement Letters”). (OIP § 17.) Berman drafted
the MSLP Engagement Letters and signed the MSLP Engagement Letters on behalf of
Berman & Co. (Id)

19. Berman & Co. completed an “Engagement Acceptance Form” for the 2010 MSLP Audit (the
“2010 Form™). (OIP 4 19.) Berman reviewed and approved this form. (/d) Berman & Co.
completed an “Engagement Acceptance and Continuance Form” for the 2011 MSLP Audit

(the “2011 Form”). (/d.) Berman reviewed and approved this form. (/d.; see also Exhibit B

which contains the 2010 and 2011 Forms.)

20. Item 11 of the 2010 Form and Item 7 of the 2011 Form provided that the “SEC expects
accountants to comply with the independence requirements established by the PCAOB,
Independence Standards Board, and the accounting profession (the AICPA), as well as the
requirements promulgated by the Commission and the staff.” (OIP q 20; Ex. B.) (Emphasis

added.)

4 See Interagency Advisory on the Unsafe and Unsound Use of Limitation of Liability Provisions
in External Audit Engagement Letters,
http://www.federalreserve.gov/boarddocs/srletters/2006/sr0604al.pdf (2006).
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21. Item 11.h of the 2010 Form and item 7.h of the 2011 Form specifically asked “[a]re there any
relationships with the client or conflicts of interests that might impair independence? ... vii.
Indemnification?” (OIP § 21; Ex. B.) The 2010 Form explicitly stated that if Berman & Co.
answered this questioned “Yes,” “the firm would be precluded from accepting the
engagement.” (Ex. B.) Despite having included indemnification provisions in the MSLP
Engagement Letters, Respondents falsely responded “no” to this question both years, thereby
allowing Berman & Co. to continue with the engagement. (/d.)

22. Aside from the 2010 Form and 2011 Form, there is no evidence in the work papers that
Respondents considered Berman & Co.’s independence in relation to the indemnification
provisions in the MSLP Engagement Letters for the MSLP Audits. (OIP §22.)

23. Berman & Co. also provided a letter to the MSLP Audit Committee, signed by Berman, for
each audit pursuant to PCAOB Rule 3526, Communication with Audit Committees
Concerning Independence. (Exhibit C, Rule 3526 Letters). Despite having indemnification
provisions in the MSLP Engagement Letters, Respondents represented to the MSLP Audit
Committee: “We are not aware of any relationships between our Firm and the Company that,
in our professional judgment, may reasonably be thought to bear on our
independence...” (Id.) Moreover, Respondents in these letters represented: “We hereby
confirm that as of the date of this letter we are independent accountants with respect to the
Company, within the meaning of the Securities Acts administered by the United States
Securities and Exchange Commission, PCAOB (we are in compliance with Rule 3520) and
the requirements of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.” (/d.)

24. Berman & Co. invoked the indemnification provisions in the MSLP Engagement Letters and
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required MSLP to pay approximately $272,000 of costs Berman & Co. incurred related to an
SEC investigation. (OIP §23.)

25. The Commission first sent Berman & Co. a voluntary document request in November 2012.
(Motion, Ex. C.) Berman & Co. submitted an invoice for payment to MSLP of $6,000 on
December 5, 2012 with a description “[i]n connection with an inquiry from the Denver office
of the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (Division of Enforcement).” (Exhibit D.)

26. On July 29, 2013, the Commission issued its first subpoena to Berman & Co. (Motion, Ex.
D.)

27. On August 6, 2013, Berman emailed MSLP, introducing his legal counsel and writing: “As
we discussed yesterday, MSLP will be covering all legal expenses of Berman & Company,
P.A., pursuant to our engagement letter from the 2011 year-end audit.” (Exhibit E.)

28. On October 7, 2013, Respondents’ counsel emailed MSLP’s counsel demanding payment
pursuant to the engagement letter, specifically referencing the language “[r]easonable costs
and time spent in legal matters or proceedings arising from our engagement . . . at your
request or by subpoena will be billed to you separately and you agree to pay the same.”
(Exhibit F.) In the email, Respondents’ counsel refers to the provision as an
“indemnification issue.” (/d.)

29. On October 22, 2013, Berman & Co. submitted an invoice for payment to MSLP of
$47,075.00 for “SEC Investigation.” (Exhibit G.)

30. Berman provided testimony to the SEC on April 2, 2014 and April 3, 2014, where he was
directly questioned about the sufficiency of the MSLP Audits. (OIP §23.) On August 7,
2014, Berman sent an invoice to MSLP seeking reimbursement for time spent preparing for
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his testimony, and the testimony itself. (/d.)

IV. INDEMNIFICATION PROVISIONS RELEVANT TO RESPONDENTS’
MOTION

The MSLP Engagement Letters contained the following indemnification provisions:’

(a) “The Company agrees to release, indemnify, and hold Berman & Company, P.A. (its
partners, affiliates, heirs, executors, personal representatives, successors, and assigns)
harmless from any liability and costs resulting from known misrepresentations by
management.”

(b) “The Company agrees to release, indemnify, and hold Berman & Company, P.A. (its
partners, affiliates, heirs, executors, personal representatives, successors, and assigns)
harmless from any liability and costs resulting from fraud caused by or participated in
by the management of the Company.”

(c) “Reasonable costs and time spent in legal matters or proceedings arising from our
engagement, such as subpoenas, testimony or consultation involving private litigation,

arbitration or government regulatory inquiries at your request or by subpoena will be
billed to you separately and you agree to pay the same.”

(OIP 7 18(a)-(c).)
V. LEGAL STANDARD
Under Rule of Practice 250(b), the “hearing officer may grant the motion for summary
disposition if there is no genuine issue with regard to any material fact and the party making the
motion is entitled to a summary disposition as a matter of law.” 17 CFR § 201.250(b).
The federal securities statutes should be construed broadly and flexibly, not technically and
restrictively, to effectuate their remedial purpose. Affiliated Ute Citizens of Utah v. United States,

406 U.S. 128, 151 (1972); SEC v. Capital Gains Research Bureau, Inc., 375 U.S. 180, 195 (1963).

5 The Respondents’ Motion refers only to the first two provisions, (a) and (b), as
“Indemnification Provisions” and refers to the third provision, (c), as the “Other Services
Provision.” (Motion at §{ 6-7.) While all three provisions were intended to indemnify
Respondents, as confirmed by Berman’s attorney (see Ex. E), the Commission uses these
separate terms in this Reply for ease of understanding.
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In this vein, the Exchange Act was designed “to insure honest securities markets and thereby
promote investor confidence.” United States v. O’Hagan, 521 U.S. 642, 658 (1997). It was also
designed to achieve a high standard of business ethics in every aspect of the securities industry.
United States v. Naftalin, 441 U.S. 768, 775 (1979); Graham v. SEC, 222 F.3d 994, 1002 (D.C.
Cir. 2000).

V. ARGUMENT

a. Summary Disposition is Inappropriate Because Respondents Attack Only Some
Facts and Circumstances Evidencing their Lack of Independence.

Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X provides the general standard of auditor independence,
which requires that an auditor be independent in fact and appearance. Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation
S-X provides that the “Commission will not recognize an accountant as independent, with respect
to an audit client, if the accountant is not . . . . capable of exercising objective and impartial
judgment on all issues encompassed within the accountant’s engagement. In determining whether
an accountant is independent, the Commission will consider all relevant circumstances, including
all relationships between the accountant and audit client, and not just those relating to reports filed
with the Commission.” 17 C.F.R. § 210.2-01(b) (emphasis added.)

The 2000 Adopting Release to Rule 2-01 explained:

Circumstances that are not specifically set forth in our rule are
measured by the general standard set forth in final Rule 2-01(b).
Under that standard, we will not recognize an accountant as
independent with respect to an audit client if the accountant is not,
or if a reasonable investor knowing all relevant facts and
circumstances would conclude that the accountant is not, capable of
exercising objective and impartial judgment on all issues
encompassed within the accountant’s engagement.

12



See Release Nos. 33-7919, 34-43602, and 35-27279 at https://www.sec.gov/rules/final/33-
7919.htm (“Adopting Release”).

In their Motion, Respondents argue that because “all three provisions cited in the OIP
provide[d] for indemnification or payment only in limited circumstances” and therefore “d[id] not
impair Berman & Co.’s independence in violation of SEC rules and regulations and/or PCAOB
standards,” there is “no genuine issue with regard to any material fact” and the “lack of
independence [claims] should be dismissed.” (Motion at 6.) However, even if the text of the
indemnification provisions alone did not impair auditor independence under Rule 2-01(b) (which
they did), summary disposition would nonetheless be inappropriate. That is because Respondents
do not address the other facts pleaded by the Commission evidencing their lack of independence in
conducting the MSLP Audits.

Specifically, Respondents failed to adequately document the audits relating to
independence as required by AS 3 (OIP q{ 72-73(a)), Berman failed to properly supervise the
audits relating to independence as required by AS 10 (OIP { 74, 78), Respondents failed to issue
- accurate audit reports relating to independence, as required by AS 14 and AU § 508 (OIP g 79-
80), and Respondents failed to exercise due care and professional skepticism relating to
independence as required by AS 13 and AU § 230 (OIP ¢ 81-82(a).) Additionally, as a result of
Respondents’ lack of independence, Berman & Co. and Berman willfully aided and abetted and
caused MSLP’s violations of Section 13(a) of the Exchange Act and Rule 13a-1 thereunder and
Respondents engaged in improper professional conduct under Rule 102(e)(1)(ii) as defined in Rule

102(e)(1)(iv)(A) and (B)(2) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice, and willfully violated and
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willfully aided and abetted violations of provisions of the federal securities laws and rules and
regulations thereunder pursuant to Rule 102(e)(1)(iii). (OIP, Section F, Violations, { 1-6.)

In fact, as set forth in the OIP, the indemnification provisions also contributed to
Respondents’ other audit failures. Because Respondents included indemnification provisions in
the MSLP Engagement Letters, Respondents failed to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence
as a result of inappropriately relying on oral and written representations of MSLP’s management,
without conducting sufficient audit procedures. (See OIP at { 63, 64.) Respondents
inappropriately relied on management representations, which contributed to audit failures relating
to related party disclosures (id. at §{ 32, 66), sales incentives (id. at § 37, 67), and international
sales (id. at 47, 71). At the administrative hearing, these facts will support the Commission’s
allegations that the failures were in part the result of Respondents knowing they were indemnified,
or at a minimum, a reasonable investor could conclude, that Respondents failed to do additional
audit work beyond management representations because of the indemnification provisions.

Accordingly, even if the Court determines that the text of the three indemnification
provisions discussed in Respondents’ Motion do not facially impair independence, summary
disposition is nevertheless inappropriate.

b. Indemnification Provisions Impair Auditor Independence

Even were the Court to consider only the text of the indemnification provisions in

adjudicating whether Respondents’ independence was impaired, summary disposition would
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nevertheless be inappropriate. That is because the indemnification provisions at issue violate Rule
2-01(b) of Regulation S-X.5

It is axiomatic that independence is a key principle of public accounting. “Public faith in
the reliability of a corporation’s financial statements depends upon the public perception of the
outside auditor as an independent professional.” United States v. Arthur Young & Co., 465 U.S.
805, 819 n.15 (1984). Congress established the requirement for independent audits with the

passage of the Securities Act of 1933. Securities Act of 1933, Section 7(a), Schedule A. With the

8 Respondents’ aver that this is the “very first time” the Commission has sanctioned an auditor
for indemnification provisions in engagement letters. (Motion at 4.) Assuming this is true,
Respondents’ offer no explanation as to why this is relevant. In any event, Respondents cannot
credibly claim to be surprised by this enforcement action, as their conduct was reprehensible and
their violations blatant and willful. Berman researched the use of indemnification provisions in
engagement letters and reviewed Commission Rule 2-01, which specifically provides that the
rule does not list all situations that would impair independence and encourages auditors to
consult with OCA. (OIP § 10.) Berman, however, could not recall ever consulting with anybody
at the SEC on indemnification provisions. (Ex. A at 538:7-10; 605:1-9.) However, Berman
testified that he did review the OCA FAQ, which confirms the Commission’s long standing view
that indemnification impairs independence and provides examples of specific language that OCA
determined would impair independence (and that Berman used). (OIP at Y 12.) Berman also
recalled reading the Codification, which similarly held that indemnification impaired
independence. (Ex. A at 605:5-13.) Despite this, Berman included indemnification provisions in
the MSLP Engagement Letters that he drafted and signed on behalf of Berman & Co. (OIP at
16-18.) Moreover, during the course of the MSLP Audits, Respondents falsified the
Engagement Acceptance Forms in the work papers, hiding the fact that indemnification

existed. (/d. at § 19-21; Ex. B.) Respondents further informed the MSLP Audit Committee that
they were independent and in compliance with Commission, PCAOB, and AICPA rules, despite
(as described below) being in violation of each organization’s rules. Respondents then continued
to perform insufficient audit procedures, in part due to the indemnification provisions, in which
Respondents’ improperly relied on management representations resulting in audit failures
concerning related party disclosures, sales incentives, and international sales. Finally, when the
Commission began to investigate the public filings of MSLP, Respondents demanded
indemnification pursuant to the engagement letters, and continued demanding payment
throughout the investigation, including after Berman’s own deposition. (/d. at § 23;
Respondents’ Motion, Exs. D & E.) Respondents have also both been sanctioned for other
violations of federal securities laws. (OIP ] 1, 2.)
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passage of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (“SOX”), Congress reconfirmed the authority of the
Commission to adopt its own auditor independence rules. (SOX, Public L. No. 107-204, Section
3(c)(2), 116 Stat. 745 (2002).)
i. Commission Rule 2-01 of Regulation S-X

As noted above, Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X provides the general standard of auditor
independence, which provides the “Commission will not recognize an accountant as independent,
with respect to an audit client, if the accountant is not . . . . capable of exercising objective and
impartial judgment on all issues encompassed within the accountant’s engagement.” 17 C.F.R.
§ 210.2-01(b). Further guidance is provided by the Preliminary Notes to Rule 2-01. Note 1
explains that Rule 2-01 “is designed to ensure that auditors are qualified and independent of their
audit clients both in fact and in appearance.” Relevant to the instant case, Note 2 makes clear that
the “rule does not purport to, and the Commission could not, consider all circumstances that raise
independence concerns, and these are subject to the general standards in Rule 2-01(b).” Similarly,
Note 3, reiterates that “in determining whether an accountant is independent, the Commission will
consider all relevant facts and circumstances” and that “registrants and accountants are encouraged
to consult with the Commission’s Office of the Chief Accountant before entering into
relationships, including relationships involving the provision of services, that are not explicitly

described in the rule.”
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ii. Respondents Violated Commission Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X

Berman included indemnification provisions in the MSLP Engagement Letters. Asa
result, Berman & Co. was not independent as required by Rule 2-01 (b).” Berman & Co. violated,
and Berman aided and abetted violations of, Rule 2-02(b)(1) of Regulation S-X by submitting audit
reports to MSLP, which were filed with the Commission, that provided Berman & Co. was
independent and the audits were conducted in accordance with PCAOB standards. The crux of
Respondents’ counterargument is that no Commission rule or regulation holds that any of the
indemnification clauses at issue impair independence. Therefore, according to Respondents, their
conduct cannot have violated independence rules. (Motion at 5-6.) Respondents are mistaken.

Respondents’ argument ignores the explicit language of Rule 2-01, which (1) specifically
explains that the “rule does not purport to, and the Commission could not, consider all
circumstances that raise independence concerns,” (2) unambiguously states that the Commission
will “consider all circumstances that raise independence concerns” and (3) therefore encourages
accountants to consult with OCA “before entering into relationships, including relationships
involving the provision of services, that are not explicitly described in the rule.” 17 C.F.R.
§ 210.2-01 (emphasis added.) The Commission could not have been more clear that Rule 2-01°s
application is not limited to explicit examples set forth in the rule, and as a result specifically

encourages consultation with OCA.

7 As detailed in the OIP, in addition to failing to comply with Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X,
Respondents also failed to comply with auditing standards AU § 220 and AS 9. (See OIP 9 58-
60.)
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On this topic, OCA has published guidance that indemnification impairs independence. It
unequivocally states that at least one of the indemnification provisions at issue impairs an auditor’s
independence. The OCA FAQ provides:

“Q: Has there been any change in the Commission’s long standing
view (Financial Reporting Policies (“FRP”) — Section 600 —
602.02..i. “Indemnification by Client”) that when an accountant
enters into an indemnity agreement with the registrant, his or her
independence would come into question? A: No. When an
accountant and his or her client, directly or through an affiliate, enter
into an agreement of indemnity which seeks to provide the
accountant immunity from liability for his or her own negligent acts,
whether of omission or commission, the accountant is not
independent. Further, including in engagement letters a clause
that a registrant would release, indemnify or hold harmless from
any liability and costs resulting from knowing misrepresentations
by management would also impair the firm’s independence.”
(Issued Dec. 31, 2004.) (emphasis added.)

Most troubling, Berman read, but chose to disregard, the OCA FAQ that specifically
alerted him the indemnification clauses he included in MSLP Engagement Letters impaired
independence. (OIP §16.) Thus, Berman was on notice that (1) Rule 2-01 did not purport to
consider all circumstances that raise independence concerns, (2) the rule encouraged contacting
OCA; and (3) OCA’s position, along with the Commission’s long standing view, was the
indemnification provisions in the MSLP Engagement Letters impaired independence. It is
therefore not surprising that despite consulting with OCA on other matters, such as related party
transactions (Ex. A, at 328:11-331:16) , Berman could not recall contacting anyone at the SEC
about indemnification provisions in engagement letters (Ex. A, at 538:7-10; 605:1-9.) This is

because Berman knew there was no question that indemnification impaired independence.
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In attempting to excuse their conduct, Respondents argue the OCA FAQ is a “non-
authoritative source,” and therefore Respondents were free to ignore OCA’s determination, which
confirmed the Commission’s long standing view, that indemnification impairs independence.
(Motion at 15.) Respondents fail to explain, however, how they could have believed
indemnification provisions were permissible after reading the OCA FAQ, and after reading Rule 2-
01, in which the Preliminary Notes specifically state the Commission does not (and cannot)
“consider all circumstances that raise independence concerns™ and explicitly encourages
“consult[ation] with the Commission’s Office of the Chief Accountant before entering into
relationships, including relationships involving the provision of services, that are not explicitly
described in the rule.” 17 C.F.R. § 210.2-01, Notes 2, 3. Implicit in Respondents’ argument is that
either they were permitted to disregard the Notes of Rule 2-01 that stated the rule was more
expansive than its text, or they were free to disregard OCA and Commission guidance without
running afoul of Rule 2-01. Regardless, their argument should be rejected.

Moreover, Respondents find no support for their argument that Rule 2-01’s requirement of
independence does not incorporate OCA’s determination, confirming the Commission’s long
standing view, that indemnification impairs independence. In fact, as more fully explained below,
the PCAOB has not surprisineg recognized that Rule 2-01 incorporates this very guidance, and
has published its own reports making clear that “if an issuer audit client agrees to release,
indemnify, and hold harmless its audit firm and the firm’s personnel from liability arising out of
knowing misrepresentations by management, the audit firm’s independence is impaired.”8

Ironically, Respondents argue the PCAOB provides authoritative guidance on this issue of

8 See footnote 3.
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indemnification (Motion at 11), but at the same time argue they were free to disregard the
PCAOB’s recognition that Commission rules and regulations have determined indemnification
clauses impair independence because the PCAOB cited as support “the Codification and the staff’s
FAQ.” (Motion at 16.) This only illustrates how far Respondents must stretch in attempting to
excuse their misconduct.

Put simply, the indemnification provisions in the MSLP Engagement Letters impaired
Berman & Co.’s independence under Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X. The Court should reject
Respondents’ arguments that a independence violation cannot exist absent text in the rule explicitly
prohibiting indemnifications clauses. This is contrary to the language (and spirit) of Rule 2-01, as
recognized by the PCAOB and other authorities, discussed supra.

iii. Respondents Violated Section 602.02f.i of the Codification set forth by
the Commission

Even were the Court to consider only the text of indemnification provisions in adjudicating
Respondents’ independence, and even were the Court to accept Respondents’ arguments that Rule
2-01 does not hold indemnification impairs independence and that the OCA FAQ can be ignored,
summary disposition is still inappropriate. That is because the provisions did not only indemnify
Respondents against management misrepresentations and fraud, but also against their own
negligence.

The Commission has provided additional interpretation and guidance regarding
independence in the Codification, which was revised with the release of the revised Rule 2-01 in

2000.° The revised Codification contains the Commission’s “interpretations that may continue to

% See Footnote 7.
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be useful in situations not specifically or definitely addressed” in Rule 2-01. Id “Examples of
these items include business relationships, unpaid prior professional fees, indemnification by client,
and litigation.” Id. (emphasis added.)

Accordingly, in Section 602.02f.i of the Codification the Commission provided specific
guidance on indemnification. The introduction to Section 602.02 of the Codification provides that
“the guidelines and illustrations presented in this section cannot be, nor are they intended to be,
definitive answers on any aspect of this subject,” but it continues to state that the guidelines and
illustrations “are designed to apprise the practitioners of typical situations which have involved
loss of independence, whether in appearance or in fact, and by so doing to place them on notice of
these and similar potential threats to their independence.” (emphasis added.) Section 6.02.02f.i
provides:

“When an accountant and his client, directly or through an affiliate,
have entered into an agreement of indemnity which seeks to assure
to the accountant immunity from liability for his own negligent acts,
whether of omission or commission, one of the major stimuli to
objective and unbiased consideration of the problems encountered in
a particular engagement is removed or greatly weakened. Such
condition must frequently induce a departure from the standards of
objectivity and impartiality which the concept of independence
implies. In such difficult matters, for example, as the determination
of the scope of audit necessary, existence of such an agreement may
easily lead to the use of less extensive or thorough procedures than
would otherwise be followed. In other cases it may resultin a
failure to appraise with professional acumen the information
disclosed by the examination. Consequently, the accountant cannot
be recognized as independent for the purpose of certifying the
Jfinancial statements of the corporation.”

(emphasis added.) Berman testified that he likely read the Codification (Ex. A at 608:5-13), and
was at a minimum aware of the Codification because the OCA FAQ referenced it. Yet, despite the
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Codification stating that it placed accountants on notice that the specific examples and similar
items could impair independence, Berman still did not recall seeking advice prior to including
three indemnification provisions in the MSLP Engagement Letters.

First, as more fully explained in Section VI(e) below, Respondents used the “Other
Services Provision” to indemnify themselves against their own negligence acts. The Commission
brought this action as a result of Respondents’ negligence due to several failures under Generally
Accepted Auditing Standards (“GAAS”) — this action against Respondents is not based on
management misrepresentations. Therefore, when Respondents demanded indemnification in
relation to the investigation, they sought and received (and likely have not paid back)
indemnification for their own negligent acts. Indeed, Berman & Co. was subpoenaed for
documents on July 29, 2013 (Motion, Ex. D), and only days later Berman and Respondents’
counsel contacted MSLP demanding payment pursuant to the engagement letters. (Exhibits E &
F.). Moreover, Berman provided testimony to the SEC on April 2-3, 2014, where he was directly
questioned about the sufficiency of the MSLP Audits, for which he also sought indemnification
from MSLP. (OIP § 23.) Prior the initiation of this action, Respondents had no issue calling this
an indemnification provision and demanding reimbursement pursuant thereto. (Exhibit F.)

Moreover, the other two indemnification provisions, while referring to “kmown
misrepresentations by management” and “fraud caused by or participated in by the management of

the Company,” necessarily include indemnification for auditor negligence.!® That is because by

19 Section 6.02.02f.i of the Codification’s reference to indemnification “from liability for [an

accountant’s] own negligent acts” in no way implied that an accountant may be permitted to

obtain indemnification from management misrepresentations. This Section stems from a 1941

public opinion that dealt with a “particular case [that] cited the accountant was indemnified and
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including these indemnification provisions in an engagement letter, the auditor is indemnified, so
long as a he can point to a known misrepresentation made by management, even if he was
negligent in conducting his audit, including accepting that misrepresentation. Because the
representations by management are so broad, this essentially could indemnify the auditor for any
deficiencies in the audit. For instance, in the 2010 and 2011 MSLP Audits, MSLP management
provided representation letters with 57 management representations, including a representation that
“the financial statements referred to above are fairly presented in conformity with U.S. generally
accepted accounting principles and include all disclosures necessary for such fair presentation and
disclosures required to be included therein by the laws and regulations to which the company is
subject.” (Exhibit I). Put another way, because the auditor is indemnified for management
misrepresentations, the auditor can, without fear, accept the misrepresentation (even if he knew it
was a misrepresentation), rather than conduct an audit compliant with PCAOB standards, including
questioning management regarding their statements as is expected from an independent auditor.
This is exactly the type of behavior the Codification warns indemnification may lead to,
stating that “[i]n such difficult matters, for example, as the determination of the scope of audit

necessary, existence of such an agreement [an indemnification provision] may easily lead to the

held harmless from all losses and liabilities arising out of his certification, other than those
flowing from [the accountant’s] own willful misstatements or omissions.” (Exhibit H at 3.) The
Commission explained that when an accountant enters into an “agreement on indemnity which
seeks to assure to the accountant immunity from liability for his own negligent acts, whether of
omission or commission,” it was the opinion of the Commission that “one of the major stimuli to
objective and unbiased consideration of the problems encountered in a particular engagement is
removed or greatly weakened.” Id. As outlined herein, indemnification from management
misrepresentations not only indemnifies against the auditor’s negligent acts of omission (e.g.
merely accepting as true statements the auditor would otherwise challenge), but it also similarly
removes or weakens “one of the major stimuli to objective and unbiased consideration of the
problems encountered in a particular engagement.” Section 6.02.02f.i.
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use of less extensive or thorough procedures than would otherwise be followed.” (Section
6.02.02fi.) Similarly, the indemnification provisions may impair the auditor’s compliance with
the PCAOB standards requiring due professional care and professional skepticism. As discussed
in Section VI(a) above, this likely occurred between Respondents’ and MSLP management
resulting in audit failures concerning related party disclosures, sales incentives, and international
sales.

c. PCAOB Doces Not Permit Indemnification Clauses for Auditors of Public
Companies Filing with the Commission.

The core of Respondents’ argument is that Berman & Co. was permitted to use
indemnification provisions under the PCAOB Rules. (Motion at 11-13.) This argument is
similarly misplaced. Contrary to Respondents’ assertions, PCAOB standards do not permit
indemnification clauses for auditors associated with SEC registered companies. Moreover, as
discussed below, the PCAOB ruling that Respondents’ rely upon, even if it was applicable, would
only apply to one of the three indemnification provisions used by Berman & Co. Respondents cite
no support that would allow the other two indemnification provisions.

The PCAOB was established and authorized by Congress with the passage of SOX, which
gave the PCAOB the ability to establish independence and auditing standards rules for auditors.
SOX, Public L. No. 107-204, Section 101, 116 Stat. 745 (2002) As previously mentioned, SOX
also reconfirmed the authority of the Commission to adopt its own auditor independence rules.

(Id))) Congress also stated in SOX that state boards of accountancy could set differing
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independence rules that would apply to audits of non-public companies. (/d. at Section 209) The
AICPA rules have been established by and for the members of the AICPA."!

When the PCAOB was first established, it adopted the then existing auditing, ethical, and
independence rules of the AICPA as “interim rules.”’> The Commission approved these PCAOB
rules in April 2003. Securities Act of 1933 Release No. 8222 and Exchange Act Release No.
47745, April 25, 2003, located at http://www.sec.gov/rules/other/33-8222.htm. In its order, the
SEC approved the language, noting the SEC’s rules that are more prescriptive must be followed by
auditors of public companies. (/d.)

i. PCAOB Rule 3500T"

Rule 3500T(b), Interim Ethics and Independence Standards, provides that in connection
with the preparation or issuance of any audit report, a registered public accounting firm, and its
associated persons shall comply with the independence standards (1) as described in the AICPA’s
Code of Professional Conduct Rule 101, and interpretations and rulings thereunder, as in existence
on April 16, 2003 (AICPA Professional Standards, ET §§ 101 and 191 (AICPA 2002)), to the
extent not superseded or amended by the Board.” The Note to this rule provides: “The Board’s
Interim Independence Standards do not supersede the Commission’s auditor independence rules.
See Rule 2-01 of Reg. S-X, 17 C.F.R.§ 210.2-01. Therefore, o the extent that a provision of the

Commission’s rule is more restrictive — or less restrictive — than the Board’s Interim Independence

' See PCAOB Release No. 2003-006, located at
https://pcaobus.org//Rulemaking/Interim_Standards/Release2003-006.pdf

2 See id.

13 This Rule was originally 3600T when adopted in 2003. See PCAOB Release No. 2003-026,
located at https://pcaobus.org//Rulemaking/Docket011/2003-12-17_Release 2003-026.pdf
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Standards, a registered public accounting firm must comply with the more restrictive rule.”
(emphasis added.)
ii. AICPA Rules and Interpretations
The AICPA’s Code of Professional Conduct Rule 101, Independence, which was adopted

by Rule 3500T, like the Commission’s Rule, does not explicitly address indemnification. Rather,
the rule provides: “A member in public practice shall be independent in the performance of
professional services as required by standards promulgated by bodies designated by Council.” The
PCAOB, in Rule 3500T, also adopted, to the extent there were not more restrictive Commission
Rules, the interpretations and rulings under AICPA Rule 101 in ET § 191, which contained rulings
on 111 topics. Ruling 94 in the Ethics Rulings under ET § 191, which serves as the basis for
Respondents’ Motion, sets forth the following Question and Answer:

Question - A member of his or her firm proposes to include in

engagement letters a clause that provides that the client would

release, indemnify, defend, and hold the member (and his or her

partners, heirs, executors, personal representatives, successors, and

assigns) harmless from any liability and costs resulting from

knowing misrepresentations by management. Would inclusion of

such an indemnification clause in engagement letters impair

independence?

Answer — No.
(ET § 191 99188-189.)

ili. PCAOB Independence Rule 3520
In addition to the interim ethical rules of the AICPA that the PCAOB adopted, the PCAOB

has also adopted its own ethical rules. PCAOB Rule 3520, Auditor Independence, provides: “A

registered public accounting firm and its associated persons must be independent of the firm’s

26



audit client throughout the audit and professional engagement period.” This rule, like the
Commission rule, does not explicitly mention indemnification. Note 1 of PCAOB Rule 3520 does,
however, specifically state that “a registered public accounting ﬁfm or associated person’s
independence obligation with respect to an audit client encompasses not only an obligation to
satisfy the independence criteria applicable to the engagement set out in the rules and standards of
the PCAOB, but also an obligation to satisfy all other indepehdence criteria applicable to the
engagement, including the independence criteria set out in the rules and regulations of the
Commission under the federal securities laws.” (emphasis added.) Therefore, the PCAOB makes
clear that Respondents were required to follow not only PCAOB rules, but also any rules or
regulations of the Commission.

iv. The PCAOB Recognizes that, Pursuant to the Commission,
Indemnification Impairs Independence

Respondents argue that Ruling 94 in ET § 191 is the authoritative guidance which allows
the use of indemnification provisions in the MSLP Engagement Letters without impairing
independence. (Motion at 11.) Respondents concede that the PCAOB rules require that
Commission rules and regulations be followed, but claim that no Commission rule or regulation
exists on this issue. (/d at 12-13.)

As discussed above, however, there is a more restrictive Commission Rule — Rule 2-01(b)
of Regulation S-X. The Codification by the Commission and the OCA F AQ proVide additional
guidance relating to Rule 2-01 determining that indemnification impairs independence. Moreover,

the notes to Rule 2-01 specifically acknowledge the language of the rule cannot cover every
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independence issue, and encourages consultation with OCA. One need not even consult with OCA
on this issue because of OCA FAQ is unequivocal.

Thus, Rule 2-01(b) is more restrictive than PCAOB Ruling 94 in ET § 191 because Rule 2-
01 prohibits indemnification related to “knowing misrepresentation by management.”
Accordingly, because both PCAOB Rule 3500T and Rule 3520 require the more restrictive
Commission rules and regulations to be followed, Respondents were required to follow the
Commission Rule 2-01 of Regulation S-X.

Moreover, even if Ruling 94 under ET § 191 applied to audits of SEC registrants, which
both the Commission and PCAOB have repeatedly publicly stated it does not (as explained below),
Ruling 94 would only permit the text of one of Respondents’ three indemnification provisions
from facially impairing Respondents’ independence. Respondents group two of the
indemnification provisions together, arguing that Ruling 94 permits both provisions. (Motion at
13.) However, the ethics ruling only addresses one of the indemnification provisions. While both
indemnification provisions begin the same, stating: “The Company agrees to release, indemnify,
and hold Berman & Company, P.A.. harmless from any liability and costs resulting from,” the
endings are distinct. The first provision indemnifies against “known misrepresentations by
management,” while the second provision indemnifies against “fraud caused by or participated in
by the management of the Company.” Although ET § 191 concludes that indemnification
provisions indemnifying “knowing misrepresentations by management” would not impair
independence — nowhere does it address whether indemnification for fraud caused by or
participated in by management impairs independence, nor have Respondents cited to any support

this this is permissible indemnification language under any rule.
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Respondents’ argument is further weakened because the PCAOB, the authority upon which
Respondents’ claim to rely, has stated that under Commission rules, indemnification impairs
independence.

In 2006, the PCAOB Office of the Chief Auditor released a briefing paper, the SAG
Memo, providing that Ethics Ruling Number 94 under ET § 191, upon which Respondents rely,
does not apply to audits of public companies."* While this was a statement by the staff of the Chief
Auditor, and not an official statement of the board, the 2006 SAG briefing paper discussed both the
Codification and Ruling 94 under ET § 191, and concluded that because auditors must comply
with the “SEC’s auditor independence requirements” and “because SEC independence
requirements prohibit indemnification agreements in audit engagement letters, Ethics Ruling
Number 94 has no practical effect with respect to audits of public companies.” (emphasis added.)

Moreover, in 2007, the PCAOB board itself issued a report that included a summary of
deficiencies the PCAOB found in the various inspections its staff had performed (the “2007
Release”)."”” The 2007 Release stated the PCAOB inspections found violations of the SEC’s
auditor independence rules. It also stated that the PCAOB was providing the report so that audit
firms could be advised of the more common deficiencies the PCAOB has found in inspections of
audits. This report was issued over three years before the date of Respondents’ first MSLP
Engagement Letter. The 2007 Release has a section titled “Indemnification,” which explicitly

states “[u]nder the SEC’s independence requirements, agreements between an auditor and its issuer

14 See footnote 2.

15 See footnote 3. The PCAOB 2007 Release states that it includes “descriptions of deficiencies
that the Board views as warranting emphasis in a general public report.”
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audit clients that provide certain types of limits on the auditor’s potential liability impair the
auditor’s independence.” The report continues to explain: “For example, if an issuer audit client
agrees to release, indemnify, and hold harmless its audit firm and the firm’s personnel from
liability arising out of knowing misrepresentations by management, the audit firm’s independence
is impaired.” (Emphasis added.)

The PCAOB Board yet again affirmed that indemnification impaired independence under
Commission rules and regulations in a report published in 2013. In this report, the Board discusses
and specifically includes “inclusion of indemnification clauses” as an example of “certain
independence violations.”"® 7

Respondents attempt to dismiss these reports, referring to them as non-authoritative
sources, seemingly because the reports cite to the Codification and OCA FAQ, which Respondents
state are not rules. (Motion at 15-16.) This argument should fail..

First, Respondents do not explain how statements from the PCAOB Board, which is the

entity that adopted the interim rule Respondents are attempting to rely upon, are “non-

16 PCAOB Report on 2007-2010 Inspections of Domestic Firms that Audit 100 or Fewer Public
Companies, dated February 25, 2013;
http://pcaob.org/Inspections/Documents/02252013_Release_2013_001.pdf

17 Additional regulators have also promulgated guidance recognizing that indemnification
provisions may make external audits unreliable. For instance, the Office of Thrift Supervision,
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the
National Credit Union Administration, and the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency
collectively issued an advisory noting that limitation of liability provisions (including
indemnification provisions), may weaken external auditors’ objectivity, impartiality, and
performance. See footnote 4. While the Advisory applies to engagement letters between financial
institutions and external auditors with respect to financial statement audits, it also notes that based
on Commission guidance, indemnification provisions in engagement letters are inappropriate
between auditors and public financial institutions that file reports with the SEC, specifically citing
the FAQ and Codification.
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authoritative.”'® Second, even if the reports from the PCAOB are relying upon only the
Codification and the OCA FAQ, it does not make the PCAOB conclusions wrong. Rather, the
PCAOB’s citation to the Codification and OCA FAQ, shows that the industry understands that
auditor independence is impaired under the Commission rule when indemnification provisions are
present. Thus, because the PCAOB repeatedly made clear that pursuant to Commission rules and
regulations indemnification impaired independence, and because the PCAOB directs that the
Commission rules and regulations must be followed, the Respondents were on notice that even the
PCAOB does not claim that ET § 191 permits indemnification in audits of public companies
registered with the Commission.

It is also worth noting that the AICPA, which issued the Ruling 94 under ET §> 191, upon
which Respondents rely, and of which Berman was a member of since 1996, requires accountants
to follow not only Commission rules and regulations, but also published interpretations. ET
Section 501, Acts Discreditable, provides that a member of the AICPA shall not commit an act
discreditable to the profession. In 2008, three years prior to Respondents’ MSLP Engagement
Letters, interpretation ET 501.09 501-8 was issued, which makes unequivocal that accountants
must follow the guidance of regulators, including published interpretations. It provides:

“Certain governmental bodies, commissions, or other regulatory
agencies (collectively, regulators) have established requirements

through laws, regulations, or published interpretations that prohibit
entities subject to their regulation (regulated entity) from including

18 Respondents’ Motion misstates the SAG Memo: “But the report itself discloses that the basis
for its characterization of the SEC’s position is the FAQs discussed above that were issued by the
SEC staff and expressly do not represent the Commission rules.” (Motion at 16) (emphasis in
original.) While the SAG Memo does cite to the OCA FAQ, along with the Codification, it does
not state that these authorities or the SAG Memo statements “do not represent Commission

rules.”
31



certain types of indemnification and limitation of liability provisions
in agreements for the performance of audit or other attest services
that are required by such regulators or that provide that the
existence of such provisions causes a member to be disqualified
Jrom providing such services to these entities. For example, federal
banking regulators, state insurance commissions, and the SEC have
established such requirements. If a member enters into, or directs or
knowingly permits another individual to enter into, a contract for the
performance of audit or other attest services that are subject to the
requirements of these regulators, the member should not include, or
knowingly permit or direct another individual to include, an
indemnification or limitation of liability provision that would cause
the regulated entity or a member to be in violation of such
requirements or that would cause a member to be disqualified from
providing such services to the regulated entity. 4 member who
enters into, or directs or knowingly permits another individual to
enter into, such an agreement for the performance of audit or other
attest services that would cause the regulated entity or a member to
be in violation of such requirements, or that would cause a member
to be disqualified from providing such services to the regulated
entity, would be considered to have committed an act discreditable
to the profession.

(Emphasis added.) Thus, Respondents’ argument that they were permitted to ignore “published

interpretations” prohibiting indemnification is in fact, under the AICPA, an act discreditable to the

profession. (/d.)

Respondents additionally claim to rely upon AU 310 (Statement of Audit Standard

(“SAS”) No. 83), which was issued in 1997, to support their argument that the indemnification

provisions did not impair their independence. (Motion at 11.) Yet, SAS 83 specifically states, as

does the PCAOB, that the Commission may have different rules. While AU 310 states that an

engagement letter may include “[a]ny limitation of or other arrangement regarding the liability of

the auditor or the client, such as indemnification to the auditor for liability arising from knowing

misrepresentations to the auditor by management,” this provision is immediately qualified by a
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statement that the Commission “may restrict or prohibit such liability limitation arrangements.”
Therefore, Respondents did not have a basis upon which to choose to follow SAS 83 over
Commission rules and regulations.

The industry’s understanding of the Commission rule is further highlighted in a 1997
Journal of Accountancy article, which discusses SAS 83 and specifically warns practitioners that
legal counsel should be consulted before including an auditor indemnification provision limiting an
auditor’s liability. Gibson, Kim, Kurt Pany, and Steven Smith, “Do We Understand Each Other?”
Journal of Accountancy (Dec. 31, 1997) (attached Exhibit J.)

Also, as with ET § 191, AU 310 only specifically mentions “knowing misrepresentations to
the auditor by management.” Accordingly, even if this provision did apply, it would only apply to
one of the three indemnification provisions.

d. Berman & Co.’s Own Audit Engagement Forms Informed Him that
Indemnification would Impair Berman & Co.’s Independence.

Notably, Respondents fail to address that Berman & Co.’s own Engagement Acceptance
Forms, which were completed for each audit of MSLP, specifically informed Berman & Co. that
the Commission expected accountants to comply with not only the Commission rules, but also the
“requirements promulgated by the Commission and the staff.” (OIP § 23) (emphasis added.) In
fact, the initial Engagement Acceptance Form stated that if Respondents had indemnification
agreements with the client, they could not continue with the audit.

For each audit, Berman & Co. filled out an “Engagement Acceptance Form.” (Ex. B.) The
2010 Form stated that if Berman & Co. answered “Yes” to question 11, “the firm is precluded from

accepting the engagement.” (/d.) Question 11 of the 2010 Form stated: “Document consideration
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of whether the firm is independent of the prospective client by answering the following questions.
The SEC expects accountants to comply with the independence requirements established by the
PCAOB, Independence Standards Board, and the accounting profession (the AICPA), as well as
the requirements promulgated by the Commission and the staff. The general standard of
independence — set forth in Rule 2-01 — requires both the fact and appearance of independence.”
(/d.) Subpart h asked: “Are there any relationships with the client or conflicts of interest that might
impair independence? Explain “Yes” answers.” (Id.) Subpart vii, then questioned:
“Indemnification?” Despite having multiple indemnification provisions in the MSLP Engagement
Letters, Respondents responded “No” to this question. (/d.) The 2011 Form asked the same
question (item 7 in the 2011 Form), and again, when asked whether there was indemnification,
Respondents incorrectly responded “No.” (Id.)

Berman reviewed and approved each of the MSLP Engagement Acceptance Forms. (OIP
9 19) There is no other evidence in the work papers that Berman & Co. considered its

independence in relation to the indemnification provisions. (Id. at 22.)

e. The “Other Services” Provision was Impermissibly Used as an Indemnification

Clause.
The “Other Services Provision” provides:

This engagement includes only those services specifically described
in this letter. Reasonable costs and time spent in legal matters or
proceedings arising from our engagement, such as subpoenas,
testimony or consultation involving private litigation, arbitration or
government regulatory inquiries at your request or by subpoena will
be billed to you separately and you agree to pay the same.

(OIP § 18(a)-(c); Motion Ex. A.) Respondents argue that (1) the provision’s plain language belies
the conclusion that the “Other Services Provision” is an indemnification clause against
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Respondents’ own liability (Motion at 17-19) and (2) the “Other Services Provision” does not —
and cannot — indemnify Berman & Co. for its own negligent acts (Motion at 19-21).

Even were Respondents correct (which the Commission does not concede) on what the
Other Services Provision does or does not cover, or even what it could cover in a Florida court of
law, the facts in this case belie their claim that this provision did not impair Respondents’
independence. That is because Respondents specifically contacted MSLP and demanded payments
invoking this provision — which they specifically referred to as an indemnification provision — as
soon as Berman & Co. received a subpoena from the Commission. (Exhibits. E & F.) Moreover,
Berman provided testimony to the SEC on April 2, 2014 and April 3, 2014, where he was directly
questioned about the sufficiency of the MSLP Audits and subsequently sent an invoice to MSLP
seeking reimbursement for time spent preparing for his testimony, and the testimony itself. (OIP
23.) While Respondents maintain reimbursement was permitted because it was related to
testimony and document subpoenas “in the MSLP investigation” (Motion at 21), there is
nonetheless a material factual dispute on this point making summary disposition inappropriate.

In sum, Respondents are not entitled summary disposition.

VIl. CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, Respondents’ motion for summary disposition should be
denied.

Rule 450(d) Certification: Undersigned counsel certifies that this brief contains 9,787

words and therefore complies with the limitations set forth in Rule of Practice 450(c).
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would be included in that.

Q. _oOkay. And is Jeremy DeLuca reaping any
type gf personal benefit from increasing those
sales?

A. Not that we were aware of.

Q.  Are you aware if Mr. DeLuca was receiving a

bonus based on increase in sales revenues year
after year?

A. I don't recall that. I don't know if his
employment agreement said that or not.

Q. okay. well, if his employment agreement
did say that and revenues were going up in part due
to increases in revenue to BodyBui]ding.com, do you
agree that that would have a personal benefit to
himself in the form of a bonus?

A. In this case, yes, I could see that.

Q. Okay. I want to turn to the last page of
Exhibit 84.

A. (The witness complies.) _

Q. The box at the bottom of the page, where
you discuss -- indicate that you discussed the
matter with John Dersh at the SEC and ocA --

A. Yes.

Q. -- which you mentioned yesterday as well?

A. Yes.

Q. In this process of trying to determine if a

“disclosure was required for the relationshi

between MusclePharm and BodyBuilding.com, when was
this discussion with Mr. Dersh in that process?

A. This would have occurred at the time of the
memo being written, sometime in that. It could

have been a day before. Sometime before the memo
was provided to us, I did independent research
before getting information back from them, back
from mMusclePharm.

Q. You did independent research before hearing
back from MusclePharm?

Yes.

And what independent research did you do?

I called the SEC and AICPA.

okay. And so you talked to the SEC before
the memo we're looking at, several days before it

was prepared, before you received it?

A. On or about the same time. I don't -- I
would saK it would have to be before because I
needed that information to discuss with the client.

Q. Okay. And what information about the
relationship did you provide to John Dersh and OCA?

A. My recollection is exactly what's largely
contained in this document, the family
relationship, the sales, the material amount of
sales, both before and after, DeLuca's involvement
and that there was no special treatment.

Everything appeared to be arm's length, and
the company had believed for reasons stated in the
memo that no required disclosure was necessary.

oro»

Q. And what was -- strike that.
And this was what you provided to Mr. Dersh
verbally?
A. Yes.
Page 17
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Q. On the phone?

A. Yes.

.Q. _And did you provide him anything in
writing?

A. ~ No. : ‘

Q. Did you send him any e-mails?

A. No.

Q. Wwhat was his response?

A. In the box here, it says they said we were

on the right track, both himself and Arthur Romano
from the AICPA. He said there that was no exact
bright Tine that said you have to or don't have to.
He said it's facts and circumstances and every case
could be different.

. Q. Okay. So he didn't conclude on whether
disclosure was required or not?

A. He said we were on the right track, because

I did tell him that the company doesn't want to
provide disclosure. wWe believe that no disclosure
1s necessary, and it says here he couldn't provide
the exact guidance, but he said we're on the right

track with the analysis.

Q. Right. He says you're on the right track
and it deﬁends on the facts and circumstances?

A. Which I told him what the facts were.

Q. But he didn't conclude on whether
disclosure was required or not?

A. Correct.

Q. okay. And this was just one conversation,
telephone conversation, you had with Mr. Dersh?

A. One, it could have been two, but I would
say one. Occasionally, I would follow up if
there's -- if there's something else that comes to
my attention I would have called him back.

Q. Right. But to your best recollection it
was just one call?

A. Yes.

Q. okay. So tell me about the call then with
Mr. Romano. Was that the same time?

A. Probably the same day and same conversation.

Q. You gave Mr. Romano the same facts that you
gave Mr. Dersh that you just told me?

A. Yes.

Q. oOkay. And what was Mr. Romano's response?

A. The same. You're on the right track. 1It's
not a bright Tine. It's fact specific. And based

on the fact pattern you're giving us, it sounds
Tike you're on the right track. :

He didn't specifically say, yes, I agree to
disclose or, no, you shouldn't. Wwhat he did say
was Kou're on the_right track with the analysis
which I guess could be interpreted that if we told
them, if we communicated to the SEC and the AICPA
that no disclosure was necessary, then saying
you're on the right track could be interpreted as
no disclosure, although I don't specifically say
that in the memo. :

Q. okay. But once again, Mr. Romano didn't
conclude one way or the other, other than saying
you're on the right track, and it depends on facts
and circumstances?

Page 18
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well, back up a second here. Did you sign the
engagement letter on the -- as indicated on the last
page for Berman & Company?

A YES. dd

Q Okay. And did you draft this en
Tetter? Y gagement

A Yes.

. Q Okay. If you'd turn to Page 7 of 8 of
this engagement letter.

A Yes.

Q Okay. sSpecifically Paragraphs 3 and 4.
Just read those to yourself for a second.

A Okay. i

Q At any point do you recall these two
paragraphs being removed from Berman & Company's
engagement letters with its audit clients?

. A You asked previously. Miss Frederick I
think asked previously.

Q Right. I'm just following up now, having
seen_the language if that refreshes any
recollection.

A I'm familiar with the language. I don't
remember whether or why it was removed.

Q But do you recall it was removed then?

A I don't.

Q okay. At any point did you ever do any
research on indemnification provisions in engagement
Tetters with SEC registrants?

A Yes.

Q when did you do such research?

A I would say probably when I opened the
firm in 2006.

Q okay. what research do you recall doing?

A I reviewed the PCAOB standards, the
interim standards that adopts the AICPA standards.
I'm going to go off memory here. I think it's -- I
want to say it's Section 3520. And there's a
reference to -- I believe it's ET 191. And I know
there's a paragraph in there, 1 -- I don't know if
I'm this good, but maybe 188. oOkay. And it
references the fact that indemnification clauses in
engagement letters are specifically allowable and
they do not impair independence.

Q okay. And this is -- just to make sure I
got it right, Section 3520, ET 191. 1Is that a PCAOB
or AICPA cite? What are you citing there?

A ET 191 is an AICPA standard that was
adopted into the PCOB interim standards.

Q And Section 3520, is that a PCAOB
reference?

A Yes.

Q Okay. okay in 2006 did you do any other
research with respect to indemnification provisions?

A Yes.

Q what else did you do?

A The PCAOB standards indicate that if the
SEC has independence rules that -- or any rules in
general that are more restrictive, you would follow
the more restrictive rule.

Q okay.

A And so in the codification, I know it's
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SX 201, the indemnification provision is
Sﬁec1f1ca11y excluded, and it's not referenced in
that literature, so I_don't think that that would be
a more restrictive rule. So the PCAOB standards
%@op% the rule that, I guess you could say, is
inal.

Q okaxz I think it was SX 201 you said.
A I think so.

Q okag.

A Maybe it's CFR 17.

Q okay.

A I don't want to swear by these numbers,

but I think so.
Q Right. oOkay. 1In 2006 did you do any

other research regarding indemnification provisions?

A I think that's it.

Q okay. After 2006 did you subsequently
refer to any of these cites that you just gave me on
indemnification provisions?

A Yeah. Yes.

Q okay. When was the next time after 20067

A In preparation for this testimony.

Q okay. And when was that exactly or as
close to exactly as you can get on when?

A From the time that, I guess, the subpoena
came to us. Between then and today.

okay. And which subpoena are you
referring to?

A what was the date? September 8th, maybe.

Q oOkay. Let me just pull it out.

A I don't remember. 1It's on one of the
exhibits.

Q we sent several subpoenas, so I'm not sure
which one you're referring to.

A The one where you asked for the engagement
Tetters.

Q okay. .

A Here it is.

Q I believe it's the July 16, 2015,

subpoena. Is that correct?

A Yeah. Correct.

Q okay. So you believe it was_around that
time that you looked, again, at the rules with
respect to indemnification provisions?

A Yes.

Q okay. At any point did you ever talk to
anyone at the SEC about indemnification provisions
in engagement letters?

A Not that I remember.

oops. Sorry. Just handed you what has
been marked as Exhibit 489 in this investigation.
It's an e-mail from Larry Meer, dated April 13th,
2012, to yourself and Mr. Redensky. And attached is
an engagement letter dated January lst, 2012. Did
you sign this engagement letter on behalf of Berman

& Company?
A " Yes. ]
Q And did you draft it?
A Yes.

Q Has Berman & Company sent any invoices to
Musclepharm after the August 7th, 2014, invoice that
Page 21
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stuff?
Q  Not stuff. Just about BodyBuilding.com.
. A I don't specifically. I mean, it's a Tong
time ggo. i don't remember what we talked about.
okay.

MR. D'ANGELO: Let's go off the record.
(Lunch break taken.)
AFTERNOON SESSION
MR. D'ANGELO: Back on the record after
our lunch break.
BY MR. D'ANGELO:

Q  During the Tunch break there were no
substantive communications between Mr. Berman and
the SEC staff; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q  Just want to revisit something we talked
about this morning regarding the indemnification
agreements and the research you had conducted.

A okay.

Q. In addition to the research that you
testified about this morning, did you call oca and
get any advice from them or opinions from them on
indemnification provisions?

A Did I call them?

Q Or e-mail them or communicate with them in
some way.

A Not that I recall.

(SEC Exhibit 504 was marked
for didentification.)
BY MR. D'ANGELO:

Q Mr. Berman, I'm handing you what has been
marked as Exhibit 504. 1It's a 24-page document.
Numbers are on the bottom left portion of the page.
It's titled office of the Chief Accountant,
Application of the Commission's Rules on Auditor
Inde?endence, Frequently Asked Questions. And if
you look in the upper right-hand corner, there is
the -- their web address where this document was
printed from.

A Okay. )
Q Have you ever seen this document before?
A Yes.

Q When's the first time you saw this -- a

document -- this document? )

A I don't remember the first time.

Q okay. Do you believe you looked at this
document in about 2006 when you did your other
research with respect to indemnification provisions
and independence?

A Yes. ) o

Q Is there a reason you didn't mention it
this morning when you listed out your research?

A You refreshed my memory by showing this to
me.

Q Do you recall this document discussing
indemnification provisions?

A Yes. There's an FAQ.

Q Okay. 1If you'll turn to Page 14 of 24.
Just read it to yourself. 1It's Question 4. There's
an issue date of December 13th, 2014.

A Okay.
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Q Do you believe Kou read this FAQ in about
2006 when you did your other research?

A Yes.

Q okay. Did you consider this research in
drafting or crafting Berman & Company's engagement
letters to SEC registrants?

A Yes.

Q And how did you consider it?

A well, I read the -- I read -- this is just
guidance. But can I point you back to the first
page?

Q Sure.

. A The Tead in -- pardon me. And I'11 read
this. The answers to these freguent1y asked
questions represent the views of the Office of the
Chief Accountant. They are not rules, regulations
or statements of the Securities and Exchange
Commission. Further, the Commission has neither
approved or -- nor disapproved them.

Q Okay.

A so this is not a rule or a regulation.
The PCOB standards indicate you follow the more
restrictive rule. And this 1s a view of the OCA.
This is not a rule.

Q okay. Did you consider -- after seeing
this FAQ, did you consult with anyone with respect
to this FAQ that we're looking at?

A That's nine years ago. I couldn't tell
you. I don't remember.

Q okag. How about after 2006, have you ever
consulted with anyone regarding this FAQ that we're
Tooking at on Page 14 of 24?

MR. JAKOBY: Other than with counsel?
BY MR. D'ANGELO:

Q other than with counsel, yes.

A No. Not that I recall.

Q The question also references financial
reporting policy -- policies, Section
600-602.02.F.I. Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Did you read that guidance or that policy?

A I would say back then I must have looked
at it if I evaluated FAQ No. 4, Question 4. I have
a very general recollection, but I -- I'm not a
hundred percent sure, but I believe this section was
removed from the final independence rules in CFR
17201, if I'm quoting correctly. I'm not a hundred
percent sure, but I think that's where you'll find
it.

Q How am I going to find it if it was
removed? I'm not sure. )

. A Yeah, it was removed, so you won't find
1t.

Q You believe it was in there at one point?

A I don't know reading this now -- I don't
know what I knew nine years ago.

Q okay.

A But in the final independence rules,
indemnification is not mentioned.
Q okay.
Page 50
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A I would expect maybe it_would have said
something. Then I would have evaluated differently.

Q okay. Prior to the SEC -- prior to
November 2012 when you received your voluntary
request for documents from the SEC -- so prior to
November of 2012, did you consult with any attorneys
with respect to indemnification provisions in
engagement letters?

A Did I_consult with them?

Q Consult with them, communicate with them,
ask them about it.

A I don't remember. I don't think so.

Q Okay. Anything we've talked about since
lunch refresh any recollection about why Berman &
Company removed the indemnification provisions in
1ts engagement letters with the SEC registrants?

A You know, my under -- my long
understanding of the rules, sort of what we just
talked about, my only thing is I just maybe decided
to take it out. But it wasn't because anybody
pointed to it. Maybe we changed the way we
customized the engagement Tetters at that point, and

it just so happened that came out. But it wouldn't
have been incorrect to leave it in based on the PcOB
standard and the SeC final rule.

Q But you don't recall why it was taken out,
you're speculating?

A Speculating.

Q Okay.

BY MS. FREDERICK:

Q when you reviewed what we're looking at in
Exhibit 504, Question 4 on Page 14, the Tlast
sentence says, Further, including 1in engagement
Tetters a clause that a registrant would release,
indemnify or hold harmless from any liability and
costs resulting_from knowing misrepresentations by
management, would also impair the firm's
independence. Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Were you aware that your engagement letter
had such a clause in it when you read this
provision?

A Yes.

Q Did you have concern in keeping that
provision in there when it went against the 0OCA
guidance?

A No. I mean, OCA you reference as

guidance, and to me that's all it is is guidance of.
It's not -- as it says on the intro, they're not
rules or regulations or statements of the Securities
and Exchange Commission, and the Commission has
neither approved nor disapproved them. so would I
have_considered it? Yes. And if it was part of a
final rule, I believe I would have considered it and
maybe have changed the wag, you know, the engagement
letter came out, but not based on the FAQ.

Q If you considered Exhibit 504 to just be
guidance and not binding, why did you bother reading
1t

A Probably would have been whatever I did
nine years ago just in the course of doing research.
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And I read stuff. so just reading to read. I don't
know, maybe if I learned something I would have had
a different answer.
Q Have you ever made changes to your
procedures based on OCA guidance?
A Not that I can I think of off the top of
my head. g
.. Q Did you -- after you read what's in
Exhibit 504 with the ocA guidance, did you consult
anyone, attorney, SEC, anyone about whether you
should change your engagement letters?

A Not that I recall.
Q okay.
BY MR. D'ANGELO:

Q okay. changing topics and talk about
sponsorship agreements now.

A Okay.

Q During the 2011 audit, were you aware that
MusclePharm had sponsorship agreements with various

sponsors?

A Yes.

Q so, for example, were you aware that
MusclePharm had a sponsorship agreement with zuffa
Marketing?

A Yes.

Q Were you aware of a sponsorship agreement
with Michael vick?

A Yes.

Q Were you aware of a sponsorship agreement
with chad Ochocinco?

A Yes.

Q Okay. During the 2011 audit were you also
aware that the sponsorship agreements called for
payments in 2011, but also future payments in 2012
and 2013 with respect to these multiyear sponsorship
agreements?

A Yes.

Q During the 2011 audit, did you consider if
these future sponsorship commitments needed to be
disclosed in MusclePharm's financial statements?

A Yes.

Q what did you do to evaluate that?

A well, first thing is read the agreement,
understand the nature, the terms, everything that's,
you know, relevant or pertinent in -- 1in the
contract. Knowing myself, I -- you know, in the
course of doing a disclosure checklist, we would
Took there to see if it's something that's relevant
for disclosure, and going back to the GAAP, which I
believe is ASC 440, which is commitments.

Q Okay. So during the 2011 audit did you
read these three agreements?

A Yes.

Q okay. And during the 2011 audit did you
Took at and review ASC 4407

A I believe I did.

Q And your review of literature, was that
documented anywhere in the work papers?

A Documentation may be in the form of a
disclosure checklist. That's all I can think of
right now.
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PCA-CX-1.1: Engagement Acceptance Form
Company: MusclePharm Corporation Balance Sheet Date: December 31, 2010
Completed by: [ ] Date: [ ]

Instructions: This form should be completed for all potential audit clients. The form is a guide for assessing
potential clients, but it is not necessarily a complete listing of all factors that might be considered. Specific
circumstances may require additional considerations. Explain any “Yes" answers, excluding question 1. You
should be familiar with the matters discussed in section 201 . If questions 7 or 11 are answered “Yes,” the firm
is precluded from accepting the engagement. Information gathered when completing or updating this form
should be considered when completing PCA-CX-3.1 and PCA-CX-7.1 . If an audit of internal control is being
performed, information gathered while completing this form that may indicate a deficiency in internal control
should be carried forward to PCA-CX-15.1 , “Control Deficiency Evaluation Form," for summarization and
evaluation.

Although this form should be prepared before the initial engagement, assessment of these factors continues
throughout the engagement. At least annually the firm should evaluate whether to continue auditing the client's
financial statements. This form or the “Engagement Continuance Form” at PCA-CX-1.2 , can be used to identify
issues that should be considered when making the continuance decision. If this form is used to assess
continuance at PCA-AP-1 , refer to the “List of Substantive Changes” included with each annual supplement of
the Guide to determine whether the form has been revised in the current edition.

Auditors should be familiar with Chapter 2 before completing this form.

Yes No N/A Comments
1. What services does the company desire from our firm?

a. Audit of financial statements?

b. Audit of internal control?

c. Preparation of tax returns?
(Specify) [ ] v

d. Other? (Specify.) [ 1]

2. Briefly describe the intended use of the financial statements.

Financial statements will be filed on Form 10-K.

Yes No N/A Comments

3. Does the firm possess the necessary competence and
capabilities to serve the client, including any specialized industry,
regulatory, or reporting requirement knowledge?

4. Does the firm possess the necessary competence regarding
PCAOB standards, SEC rules and regulations, and the subject
matter of auditing internal control over financial reporting to serve
the client?

5. Is the staffing commitment, including the use of specialists,
required by the engagement within the capabilities of the firm? il

EXHIBIT GB-2
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Yes No N/A Comments
6. Doqument the results of communications with the predecessor
auditor and of reading Form 8-Ks filed related to auditor changes
(if applicable).
a. Has thg predecessor had disputes with the client about
apcountlng principles, proposed adjustments, or other
significant matters? v
b. Has the predecessor been prevented from applying
necessary procedures? v
c. Does the predecessor auditor have reason to doubt
management’s integrity? v
d. Have other auditors refused to serve this client? v
Fees will be
paid per
e. Are there unpaid fees to the predecessor for services v SJ;guBs,‘:s,alzn
rendered? Pyatt, CEO
f.  Are there any fee disputes with the predecessor auditor? v
g. Has management been domineering in dealing with the
predecessor auditor? v
h. Has management placed unreasonable demands (such as
unreasonable time constraints on the concerning of the audit)
on the predecessor auditor? v
i. Has the predecessor had any communications with the client
concerning fraud, illegal acts, or internal control deficiencies? v
j.  Were there any disagreements or other matters reported on
Form 8-K regarding the change in auditors? v
k. Document the identified reasons for a change in auditors and
any additonal comments based on inquiries of the
predecessor auditor and on reading Form 8-K:
Predecessor auditor did not have the experience in
dealing with complicated equity and debt transactions.
7. Does it appear that the company’s financial reporting system is
insufficient to provide evidence to support that transactions have
occurred and that all of the transactions that should be recorded
are, in fact, recorded? (A “yes” answer precludes the auditor from
accepting the engagement.) v
8. Are there any concerns about management’s integrity, including
the identity and business reputation of key management, related
parties, the board of directors and the audit committee, or the
risks associated with providing professional services, based on:
a. Contacts or discussions with others, such as:
i. Bankers? v
ii. Afttorneys? v
iii. Credit services, rating agencies, or lenders? 4
iv. Others having business relationships with the client? v

PCA-CX-1.1
(Continued)
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Yes No N/A Comments
b. Beading Form 8-Ks, if applicable, to determine any changes
in officers or directors, including resignations or declinations
to stand for reelection. v
9. Are there any concerns about management's integrity that might
be derived from SEC or other regulatory actions in process or
settled? v
See
10. If the firm’s policy is to obtain a background investigation on !’:,'igza,f,f rfor
potential clients, have the results of the investigation raised any additional
concerns about management's integrity? v responses.
11. Document consideration of whether the firm is independent of the
prospective client by answering the following questions. The SEC
expects accountants to comply with the independence
requirements established by the PCAOB, Independence
Standards Board, and the accounting profession (the AICPA), as
well as the requirements promulgated by the Commission and its
staff. The SEC’s independence rules are set forth in Rule 2-01 of
Regulation S-X. Rule 2-01's general standard of independence
requires both the fact and the appearance of independence. (See
section 202 for a discussion on independence, including the
PCAOB’s Ethics and Independence Rules Concerning
Independence, Tax Services, and Contingent Fees.)
a. If a continuing client, have the audit partners been rotated off
the audit engagement team after the required number of
years (five or seven) and prohibited from rejoining the audit
team for the required number of years (five or two)? Explain a N/A — First
“No” answer. ¥ | year audit
b. Have all audit and allowable nonaudit services been (or will
be) pre-approved by the audit committee? Explain a “No”
answer. v
¢. Has an audit partner received (or is expected to receive)
compensation for procuring engagements to provide products
or services to the client other than the audit, review, or
attestation services? Explain a “Yes” answer. v
d. Does the firm, any covered person, or any covered person’s
immediate family members have a direct or material indirect
financial interest in the client or in an entity over which the
client has significant influence? Explain a “Yes” answer. v
e. Does the client have an interest in the audit firm; or has the
client been engaged to be an underwriter, broker-dealer,
market maker, promoter, or analyst for the firm's issuance of
securities? Explain a “Yes” answer. v
f. Have material fees for prior-year audit services or other N/A — First
services been collected? Explain a “No" answer. v year audit
g. Do the fees for this client, and its related group, represent a
significant portion of the firm's total fees? Explain a “Yes”
answer. v
h. Are there any relationships with the client or conflicts of
interests that might impair independence? Explain “Yes”
answers.
PCA-CX-1.1
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i. Employment relationships?

ii. Business relationships?

iii. Contingent fee or commission arrangements?
iv. Competing against the client?

v. Litigation?

vi. Unpaid fees (including unpaid accounting support fees
assessed by the PCAOB)?

vii. Indemnification?
viii. Other? (Specify.)[ ]

Have any prohibited nonaudit services been performed for
this client? Explain a “Yes" answer.

12. Are there circumstances that would not permit an adequate audit
and the expression of an unqualified opinion? (If so, the auditor
should discuss the possibility of a disclaimer of opinion.)

13. Has our review of the following, provided information that would
cause us to regard the engagement as requiring special attention
or presenting unusual risks or that would cause us not to want to
be associated with the client?

a
b.

=~ o o o

g
h

I
je

Latest annual and interim financial statements?
Income tax returns?

Auditor's reports?

SEC filings?

Analysts’ reports?

Information from rating agencies?

Press releases?

Reports to other regulatory agencies?

Other auditor communications, if any?
Other? (Specify)[ 1]

14. Does the engagement fail to meet the firm’s standards from an
economic standpoint. If yes, document your considerations.[ ]

Yes

N/A

NNAYAYAYAY

AN

<

AN NI N NN N AN AN AN AN

v

Comments

Acceptance: (Some firms require concurrence with the acceptance decision by the managing partner, another
designated partner, or a policy making committee.)

We should accept X or not accept[ 1 the engagement.

If issues were identified and the firm has decided to accept the engagement, document how those issues were
satisfactorily resolved.[ ]

[ 1]

Lead Partner

[ ]

PCA-CX-1.1
(Continued)
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Index [WPRef]
PCA-CX-1.1: Engagement Acceptance and Continuance Form
Company: MusclePharm Corporation Balance Sheet Date: December 31, 2011
Completed by: [ ] Date: [ ]

Instructions: This form should be used to assess potential audit clients and perform the annual reevaluation of
existing audit clients. However, this form is not necessarily a complete listing of all factors that might need to be
considered. Specific circumstances may require additional considerations. Complete this form before the
engagement begins. Part | applies to all new or recurring engagements and includes general acceptance and
continuance considerations. Part Il includes additional considerations for initial audit engagements.

Explain any “Yes” answers, excluding question 1. You should be familiar with the matters discussed in section
201 . Information gathered when completing or updating this form should be considered when completing
PCA-CX-3.1 and PCA-CX-7.1 . If an audit of internal control is being performed, information gathered while
completing this form that may indicate a deficiency in internal control should be carried forward to
PCA-CX-15.1, “Control Deficiency Evaluation Form,” for summarization and evaluation.

Although this form should be prepared before the initial engagement, assessment of these factors continues
throughout the engagement. At least annually, the firm should evaluate whether to continue auditing the client's
financial statements. Auditors should be familiar with Chapter 2 before completing this form.

The PCAOB Interim Quality Control Standards require firms fo establish policies and procedures to provide
reasonable assurance of minimizing the likelihood of accepting or continuing association with a client whose
management lacks integrity. However, the Interim QC Standards are less rigorous than the AICPA Quality
Control Standards (for auditors of nonpublic entities) in several areas, including the acceptance and
continuance of client relationships and engagements. As a result, the authors recommend that auditors of
issuers consider implementing the AICPA Quality Control Standards to the extent appropriate. In 2010, the
AICPA issued Statement on Quality Control Standards (SQCS) No. 8, A Firm’s System of Quality Control
(Redrafted), effective for a firm's system of quality control as of January 1, 2012. The acceptance and
continuance requirements of SQCS No. 8 have been incorporated as appropriate throughout this form.

Part [—General Acceptance/Continuance Considerations

Yes No N/A Comments
1. What services does the company desire from our firm?

a. Audit of financial statements? v

b. Audit of internal control? v

¢. Preparation of tax returns? v
(Specify) [ ]

d. Other? (Specify.)[ ] v

PCA-CX-1.1
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2. Briefly describe the intended use of the financial statements.

To be included in form 10-K filed with the SEC

3. Has management refused (or are there indications that
management will refuse) or be unable to do the following:

a. Accept responsibility for the financial statements or for the
design, implementation, and maintenance of internal control
over the financial statements?

b. Provide us with unrestricted access to all information relevant
to the preparation and fair presentation of the financial
statements, any additional information we may request for the
audit, and persons within the company from whom we
determine we need to obtain audit evidence?

4. Do firm personnel lack (or will they be unable to obtain) the
necessary competence and capabilities to serve the client,
including the ability to comply with any specialized industry, legal,
regulatory, or reporting requirements?

‘5. Does firm lack the necessary competence regarding PCAOB
standards, SEC rules and regulations, and the subject matter of
auditing internal control over financial reporting to serve the
client?

6. Is the staffing commitment, including the use of specialists,
required by the engagement beyond the capabilities of the firm?

PCA-CX-1.1
(Continued)

Yes

No

N/A

Comments
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3

Document consideration of whether the firm is independent of the
prospective client by answering the following questions. The SEC
expects accountants to comply with the independence
requirements established by the PCAOB, Independence
Standards Board, and the accounting profession (the AICPA), as
well as the requirements promulgated by the Commission and its
staff. The SEC’s independence rules are set forth in Rule 2-01 of
Regulation S-X. Rule 2-01's general standard of independence
requirés both the fact and the appearance of independence. (See
section 202 for a discussion on independence, including the
PCAOB’s Ethics and Independence Rules Concerning
Independence, Tax Services, and Contingent Fees.)

a. If a continuing client, has the firm failed to rotate the audit
partners off the audit engagement team after the required
number of years (five or seven) and prohibited them from
rejoining the audit team for the required number of years (five
or two)?

b. Has the firm failed to have all audit and allowable nonaudit
services pre-approved by the audit committee?

c. Has an audit partner received (or is expected to receive)
compensation for procuring engagements to provide products
or services to the client other than the audit, review, or
attestation services?

d. Does the firm, any covered person, or any covered person’'s
immediate family members have a direct or material indirect
financial interest in the client or in an entity over which the
client has significant influence?

Yes

No

N/A

Comments

PCA-CX-1.1
(Continued)
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Yes No N/A Comments

e. Does the client have an interest in the audit firm; or has the
client been engaged to be an underwriter, broker-dealer,
market maker, promoter, or analyst for the firm's issuance of
securities? v

f. Are there material uncollected fees for prior-year audit
services or other services? v

g. Do the fees for this client, and its related group, represent a
significant portion of the firm's total fees? v

h. Are there any relationships with the client or conflicts of
interests that might impair independence?

i. Employment relationships? v
ii. Business relationships? v
iii. Contingent fee or commission arrangements? v
iv. Competing against the client? v
v. Litigation? v
vi. Unpaid fees (including unpaid accounting support fees
assessed by the PCAOB)? v
vii. Indemnification? v
viii. Other? (Specify.)[ ] v
.
.
i. Have any prohibited nonaudit services been performed for
this client? v

PCA-CX-1.1
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j. Have procedures performed as part of the firm's quality
control monitoring system indicated that there may be
violations of firm independence policies?

8. Does it appear that the company’s financial reporting system
(including internal control) is insufficient to provide evidence to
support that transactions have occurred and that all of the
transactions that should be recorded are, in fact, recorded?

9. Are there any concerns about management’s integrity, including
the identity and business reputation of key management, related
parties, the board of directors and the audit committee, or the
risks associated with providing professional services? (If you
conclude that the client lacks integrity, the firm should not be
engaged to perform the audit.)

Yes

No

N/A

Comments

PCA-CX-1.1
(Continued)




6 PCA (4/11)
Yes No N/A Comments
10. Are you aware of any actual instances of fraud or illegal acts, or
any allegations of fraud? v
11. Are there circumstances that would not permit an adequate audit
and the expression of an unqualified opinion? (If so, the auditor
should discuss the possibility of a disclaimer of opinion.) v
12. Has our review of the following or our previous experience with
the client provided information that would cause us to regard the
engagement as requiring special attention, presenting unusual
risks, or causing us not to want to be associated with the client? v
a. Latest annual and interim financial statements? v
b. Income tax returns? v
c. Auditor's reports? v
d. SEC filings? v
e. Analysts’ reports? v
f.  Information from rating agencies? v
g. Pressreleases? v
h. Reports to other regulatory agencies? v
i. Other auditor communications, if any? v
j. Other? (Specify)] 1]
*
L]
13. Does the engagement fail to meet the firm’'s standards from an
economic standpoint? v
L]
PCA-CX-1.1

(Continued)
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Yes No N/A Comments

The Company
has had a
drastic
increase in
sales from
prior year but
still has
financial
issues that
could affect its
) _ ability to
14. Is there anything else about the client or the engagement that continue as a

causes us to be uncomfortable about being associated with this going

client or the related engagement? v concern

Acceptance or Continuance: (Some firms require concurrence with the acceptance decision by the managing
partner, another designated partner, or a policy making committee.)

We should accept/continue M not accept/continue I" the engagement.

If issues were identified and the firm has decided to accept or continue the engagement, document how the
issues were resolved. [ ]

Elliot Berman [ 1]
Lead Partner Concurring Partner
12/12/2011 [ 1
Date Date

Part ll—Additional Acceptance Considerations for Initial Audit Engagements — NA (2" yr audit)

Yes | No | NNA| Comments

1. Document the results of communications with the predecessor auditor
and of reading Forms 8-K filed related to auditor changes.

a. Has the predecessor had disputes with the client about accounting
principles, proposed adjustments, or other significant matters?

b. Has the predecessor been prevented from applying necessary
procedures? I

PCA-CX-1.1
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Yes | No | NNA | Comments

c. Does the predecessor auditor have reason to doubt management's
integrity?

d. Have other auditors refused to serve this client?

e. Are there unpaid fees or fee disputes with the predecessor for
services rendered?

f. Has management been domineering in dealing with the
predecessor auditor?

g. Has management placed unreasonable demands (such as
unreasonable time constraints on the completion of the audit) on
the predecessor auditor?

h. Has the predecessor had any communications with the client
concerning fraud, illegal acts, or internal control deficiencies?

i. Were there any disagreements or other matters reported on Form
8-K regarding the change in auditors?

j. Document the identified reasons for a change in auditors based on
inquiries of the predecessor auditor and on reading Form 8-K:

[ ]

2. Have contacts with bankers, attorneys, credit services, rating agencies,
or others having business relationships with the client, reviews of
Forms 8-K regarding changes in officers and directors; or SEC or other
regulatory actions in process or settled raised any concerns about
management's integrity or other concerns about the client? (If you
conclude that the client lacks integrity, the Firm should not accept the
engagement.) I I

3. If the firm's policy is to obtain a background investigation on potential
clients, have the results of the investigation raised any concerns about
management'’s integrity? I S

PCA-CX-1.1
(Continued)




BERMAN & COMPANY. P. A.

Certified Public Accountants and Consultants

January 31, 2011

MusclcPharm Corporation and Subsidiary
4721 Ironton Street
Denver, Colorado 80239

Dear Audit Committee:

We have been engaged to audit the consolidated financial statements of MusclePharm Corporation
and Subsidiary for the year ended December 31, 2010 and the related statements of operations,
stockholders’ deficit and cash flows for the year then ended.,

The Public Company Accounting Oversight Board ("PCAOB" or "Board") adopted an ethics and
independence rule, Rule 3526, Communication with Audit Committees Concerning Independence,
requires that we disclose to you in writing at least annually all relationships between our Firm and
the Company that, in our professional judgment, may reasonably be thought to bear on our
independence. We have prepared the following comments to facilitate our discussion with you
regarding independence matters,

We are not aware of any relationships between our Firm and the Company that, in our professional
judgment, may reasonably be thought to bear on our independence, which have occurred during the
year ended Deeember 31, 2010 and through the date of this letter.

We hereby confirm that as of the date of this letter we are independent accountants with respect to
the Company, within the meaning of the Securities Acts administered by the United States Securities
and Exchange Commission, PCAOB (we arc in compliance with Rule 3520) and the requirements of
the American Institute of Certificd Public Accountants.

This report is intended solely for the use of the Audit Committee, Board of Directors, management,
and others within the Company and should not be used for any other purposcs.

We look forward to discussing with you the matters addressed in this letter as well as other matters
that may be of interest to you. We will be prepared to answer any questions you may have regarding
our independence as well as other matters,

Very truly yours,

[ leg—0 P A.

Berman & Company, P.A.
Certified Public Accountants

551 NW 77th Street Suite 201 © Boca Raton, FL 33487
Phone: (561) 864.4444 » Fax: (561) 892.3715 EXHIBIT

www.bermancpas.com ¢ info@bermancpas.com ]
Registered with the PCACOB ¢ Member AICPA Center for Audit Quality
Member American Institute of Cefjr‘:;ﬁed Public Accountants
Member Florida Institute of Certified Public Accountants



BERMAN & COMPANY, P.A.

Certified Public Accountants and Consultants

B

February 13, 2012

The Board of Directors of:

MusclePharm Corporation

C/O Mr. Brad Pyatt, Chairman of the Board of Directors
4721 Ironton Street

Denver, Colorado 90839

Dear Board of Directors:

We have been engaged to audit the consolidated financial statements of MusclePharm Corporation
for the year ended December 31, 2011 and the related consolidated statements of operations,
stockholders’ deficit and cash flows for the year then ended.

The Public Company Accounting Oversight Board ("PCAOB" or "Board") adopted an ethics and
independence rule, Rule 3526, Communication with Audit Committees Concerning Independence,
requires that we disclose to you in writing at least annually all relationships between our Firm and
the Company that, in our professional judgment, may reasonably be thought to bear on our
independence. We have prepared the following comments to facilitate our discussion with you
regarding independence matters.

We are not aware of any relationships between our Firm and the Company that, in our professional
judgment, may reasonably be thought to bear on our independence, which have occurred during the
year ended December 31, 2011 and through the date of this letter.

We hereby confirm that as of the date of this letter we are independent accountants with respect to
the Company, within the meaning of the Securities Acts administered by the United States Securities
and Exchange Commission, PCAOB (we are in compliance with Rule 3520) and the requirements of
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.

This report is intended solely for the use of the Audit Committee, Board of Directors, management,
and others within the Company and should not be used for any other purposes.

We look forward to discussing with you the matters addressed in this letter as well as other matters
that may be of interest to you. We will be prepared to answer any questions you may have regarding
our independence as well as other matters.

Very truly yours,

foo. oy A4

Berman & Company, P.A.

Cemﬁed Pubhc Accountarfts! NW 77th Street Suite 201 ® Boca Raton, FL 33487
: Phone (561) 864-4444  Fax: {561) 892-3715
rmancpas.com ® info@bermancpas.com
Reglsmed with the PCAQOB © Member AICPA Center for Audit Quality
Member American Institute of d Public Accountants
Member Florida Institute of Certified Public Accountants



Berman & Company, P.A.
7700 Congress Avenue, Suite 3208

Boca Roton, FL 33487-

Tel: (S61) B&4-4444 Fox: (561) 892-3715
eberman@bermancpas.com
www.bermancpas.com

Invoice
Mr. Brad J Pyatt Involce Date: Dec 5, 2012
MusclePharm Cerporation - SEC Investfigation Involce Num: 2309

4721 Ironton Sireet, Building A
Denver, CO 80239

MusclePharm Corperation - SEC Investigation {MusclePharm Corporation - SEC Investigation:) - Managed by (Berman.
ElioT)

jervices;
Rescripfion Cost Tax% Amount
In connectlon with an inqulry from the Denver office of the US. Securifies and $6,000.00
Exchange Commission {Division of Enfd&g?rﬂé;g} it

e A @ $6,000.00

This involce is due vpon raceio!

Account Summary
| Services BID | ExpensesBID Lastinv Num  Llastlnv Date ' Lastinv Amt | Lost Pay Amt  Prev Unpaid Ami
$ 6.000.00 | $ 0.00 - - $ 0.00 ! $0.00 ; $0.00

Total Amount Due Including This Invoice: | $6.000.00

EXHIBIT

-

BliZunck Slendorg Irvoice Copyight § 2012 BOE Sollware, Inc. Poge 10/ 1

FOIA Confidential Treatment Reguest B&Co-MP 282560



Message

From: lakoby, Arthur [ajakoby@herrick.com]

Sent: 8/8/2013 2:25:04 AM

To: Elliot Berman [eberman@bermancpas.com]; Brad Pyatt [brad.pyatt@musclepharm.com); Shea, Daniel F.
[dan.shea@hoganlovells.com)

Subject: RE: In the matter of Musclepharm

Attachments: imageQ0L1.jpg; image001.jpg

Mr. Pyatt,

In accordance with Musclepharm’s retainer agreement with Berman & Company and your
conversation with Mr. Berman, below please find my firm’s wire instructions.

Bank: Citibank, N.A.
666 Fifth Avenue, Fifth Floor
New York, NY 10103

ABAK: 021000089 Accti: [

Acct Name: Herrick, Feinstein LLP

Thank you, Arthur

trihur G. Jakoby, Esq.
Martner

Hemick, Feinstein, LLP

2 Park Avenue

New York, New York 10016

Tal: 212-592-1438

Fax: 212-545-3340

e-mail: ajakobyfherricik.com
www. herrick.com

From: Elliot Berman [mailto:eberman@bermancpas.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2013 1:54 PM EXHIBIT
To: 'Brad Pyatt'; 'Shea, Daniel F.'; Jakoby, Arthur
Subject: In the matter of Musclepharm % E

I%ER.MAN & COAA PA NY’.L P A- GOVERNMENT

Certifizd Public Accountants and Consultants S0 EXHIBIT

502
L -03309

Canficential Trealment Requested under FOIA by Hogan Lovells US LLP on Behalf of MusclePharm Corporalion MPSEC01283854



Brad, please meet my legal counsel Arthur Jakoby of Herrick Feinstein. Arthur will be assisting in all MSLP related
matters.

As we discussed yesterday, MSLP will be covering ali legal expenses of Berman & Company, P.A. pursuant to our
engagment letter from the 2011 year end audit.

At this time, kindly forward a retainer of $10,000 to Arthur’s firm. Arthur will provide you the necessary wire
instructions in a future email. Arthur has confirmed that any unused portion will be refunded to MSLP.

If there are any questions specifically pertaining to this matter, kindly caordinate through Arthur.

I appreciate your assistance in this matter. Thanks very much.

Elliot Berman, CPA

Managing Director

Berman & Company, P.A.

551 NW 77th Street, Suite 201
Boca Raton, Florida 33487

Phone: 561-864-4444 ext 11
Celivhone: (NN
Fax 561-892-3715

Web: www.bermancpas.com

The information in this message may be privileged, intended only for the use of the named recipient. If you
received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by return e-mail and delete the original and
any copies. To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any tax advice
contained in this communication (and its attachments), unless expressly stated otherwise, was not intended or
written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax-related penalties under the Internal
Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any tax-related matter(s)
addressed herein.

Confidential Treatment Requested under FOIA by Hagan Lovells US LLP on Behalf of MusclePharm Corporation MPSEC01263855



Message

From: DONALD W PROSSER [dpro-cpa@msn.com]

Sent: 10/7/2013 8:58:08 PM

To: Jim Greenwell [/O=DATRIAINT/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=JGREENWELL]
Subject: FW: Berman & Co. / Musclepharm - engagement letter

From: dan.shea@hoganlovells.com
—'Fe-:-dprc Cpa@. nSh-Com

CC: david.demarco@hoganlovells.com
Subject: Fw: Berman & Co. / Musclepharm - engagement letter
Date: Mon, 7 Oct 2013 17:03:35 +0000

Fyi

From: Jakoby, Arthur [mailto:ajakoby@herrick.com] EXHIBIT
Sent: Monday, October 07, 2013 10:20 AM Mountain Standard Time

To: Shea, Daniel F. 5

Subject: Berman & Co. / Musclepharm - engagement letter

Dan,

Attached is a copy of the engagement letter you ask for this morning. The operative language can be found at
the bottom of page 6. | have pasted it below:

This engagement includes only those services specifically described in this letter. Reasonable
costs ané time spent in legal matters or proceedings arising from our engagement, such as
subpoenas, twt:mony or consultation involving private litigation, arbitration or government
regulatory inquiries at your request or by subpoena will be billed to you separately and you agree
to pay the same,

As we explained Friday, responding to the SEC subpoena has already required Berman & Co., partners to
spend dozens of hours culling through documents and, at this point, they have barely scratched the surface of

document review at this time.

The retainer agreement clearly requires Musclepharm to pay for the time incurred by Berman & Co. to respond
to the SEC subpoena and related items such as these document requests. Furthermore, although
Musclepharm has paid $10,000 toward Berman & Co.’s legal fees, that is unlikely to cover all of the fees
incurred in producing the documents, dealing with the SEC and your office in connection with this

matter. Insofar as the document production is concerned -- other than my dealing with the issues raised by
Brad's threat and this indemnification issue -- neither | nor any lawyer at my firm will be reviewing the
documents (only if Mr. Berman needs to discuss documents with us insofar as relevance or any particular
issue). My e-discovery team (who have low hourly rates) have been working for two weeks with Mr. Berman

Confidential Treatment Requested under FOIA by Hogan Lovells US LLP on Behalf of MusclePharm Corporation MPSEC01261786



and have helped him search for relevant documents and through relevancy techniques, reduced the number of
documents he will need to review. Although at this point we cannot predict the amount of our total fees
(Herrick Feinstein not Berman) it may total as much as $15,000 (i.e., slightly more than the $10,000 retainer
already paid). You should know that the document production is going to be very significant.

afﬂrmatlon of Musclepharm s contractual obhgat;on to pay for both Berman & Co s time and my firm’s

time. This includes not just a current obligation in connection with the pending SEC subpoena but also in the
event that one or more representative of Berman & Co. is subpoenaed for testimony, which we are anticipating
a likely occurrence. As you know, the cost of preparing my client for testimony, conferring with you about
issues, and then attending the testimony is going to be expensive.

Finally, as you and | discussed a long time ago, it is imprudent for Musclepharm’s employees to call Mr.
Berman to discuss this matter or our production. And, as discussed this morning, Musclepharm is not
authorized —- and was not authorized -- to make any representations about what Berman & Co., is doing or
may do vis-a-vis the SEC inquiry. The representation concerning Berman & Co. in Musclepharm’s 8K filed
earlier this week was unauthorized. Additionally, the tone of the disclosure implies that the SEC is
investigating Berman & Company, and while we have cooperated in document production, this public
d:sclosure could reflects negatnvely on my cllent as readers may amproperly assume at this time, that Berman

Berman & Co.in any pubi:c filing, even if the terms used are “our auditor’ or any variation thereof that would
give the connotation that Berman is the audit firm.

Dan, we are looking to cooperate with Musclepharm but you can certainly appreciate our concerns in light of
our recent dealings.

Please have your client agree to our request herein in writing and Berman will supply the workpaper you
requested. Please note that at this time, Berman anticipates between 100-125 hours for document production,
this could change to be more or less as time goes on while assembling documents for production. The
partners at Berman currently bill at $375/hour, however, they have agreed to honor the old engagement letter
at $350/hr. My client is requesting a payment for 100 hours @ $350/hr, which is $35,000, with such payment
to be made by wire this week, at that time, any workpaper requests can and will be addressed promptly. My
client has also agreed to make themselves available to answer any related questions. In the event not all time
is used, the amount will be refunded.

Thanks, Arthur

————Arthur-G—JFakobyFsg:
Partner
Herrick, Feinstein, LLP
2 Park Avenue
New York, New York 10016
Tel: 212-592-1438
Fax: 212-545-3340

e-mall: ajakobyfherrick.com

The information in this message may be privileged, intended only for the use of the named recipient. If you received this

Confidential Treatment Requested under FOIA by Hogan Lovells US LLP on Behalf of MusclePharm Corporation MPSEC01261787



communication in error, please immediately notify us by return e-mail and delete the original and any copies. To ensure
compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we inform you that any tax advice contained in this communication
(and its attachments), unless expressly stated otherwise, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used,
for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax-related penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or
recommending to another party any tax-related matter(s) addressed herein.

About Hogan Lovells
Hogan Lovells is an international legal practice that includes Hogan Lovells US LLP and Hogan Lovells International LLP. For more information, see

www.hoganlovells.com.
CONFIDENTIALITY. This email and any attachments are confidential, except where the email states it can be disclosed; it may also be privileged. If
received in error, please do not disclose the contents to anyone, but notify the sender by return email and delete this email (and any attachments) from

_ yoursystem

Confidential Treatment Requested under FOIA by Hogan Lovells US LLP on Behalf of MusclePharm Corporation MPSEC01261788



Berman & Company, P.A.
7700 Congress Avenue, Suile 3208

Boca Raton, FL 33487~
Tel: (561) B64-4444 Fax: [561) 892-3715
eberman@bermancpas.com
www.bermancpas.com

Involce Submitted To:

Mr. Brad J Pyatt

MusclePharm Corporation - SEC Investigation

4721 lronton Sireel, Building A

Denver, CO 80239

In Reference To: MusclePharm Corporation - SEC Investigation {MusclePharm Corporation - SEC Investigotion:)

Invoice

Involce Date: Oct 22, 2013
Involce Num: 2454
Billing Through: Oct 21, 2013

Professional Services:
Hours Rate Amount
8/12/2013 Berman, Ellict  SEC Investigation 4.00 $350.00 $1,400.00
8/14/2013 Berman, Elliat  SEC Investigotion 5.00 $350.00 $1.750.00
8/15/2013 Redensky, Felix SEC Investigalion 1.00 $350.00 $350.00
8/15/2013 Bermoan, Elllct  SEC Investigafion 3.00 $350.00 $1,050.00
8/146/2013 Berman, Elliot  SEC Investigotion 5.00 $350.00 $1,750.00
9/24/2013  Redensky.felix SEC investigafion. $350.00 $2.450.00
9/30/2013 Redensky, Felix SEC inveqjqu!idn $350.00 $700.00
9/30/2013  Berman,Elict SEC Invesiigation $350.00 $1,050.00
10/1/2013 Redensky, Felix SEC Inveﬁféaﬁon $350.00 $700.00
10/1/2013 Berman, Elliot  SEC Invesligation $350.00 $350.00
10/2/2013 Redensky, Felix SEC Invesligation $350,00 $700.00
10/2/2013 Berman, Elliot  SEC Invesligation $350.00 $1.750.00
10/3/2013 Berman. Elliot  SEC Invesligation $350.00 $1,750.00
10/4/2013 Redensky, Felix SEC Invesligation $350.00 32.275.00
i0/4/2013 Berman, Elliot  SEC invesligation $350.00 $1.050.00
10/7/2013 Redensky, Felix SEC Invesligation X $350.00 $2.800.00
10/7/2013 Berman, Elict  SEC Investigation 4.00 $350.00 $1.400.00
10/8/2013 Redensky, Felix SEC Invasligation 8.00 $350.00 $2,800.00
10/8/2013 Berman, Elliot _SEC Investigation | 4.00- $350.00 $1,400.00
10/9/2013  Redensky, Felix SEC Investigation 10.00 $350.00 $3.500.00
10/9/2013 Berman, Ellol  SEC Investigation 4.00 $350.00 $1,400,00
10/10/2013  Redensky, Fellx SEC Investigation 5.00 $350.00 $1.750.00
10/10/2013 Berman, Elliol  SEC investigation 4.00 $350.00 $1.400.00
10/11/2013  Redensky, Fellx SEC Investigalion 0.50 335000 $175.00
10/11/2013  Berman, Eliot  3EC Investigation 4.00 335000 $1.400.00
10/14/2013  Berman, Eliol  SEC Investigation 3.00 $350.00 $1,050.00
10/15/2013  Berman, Elliot  SEC Investigation 500 $350.00 $1,75000
10/16/2013  Berman, Elliol  SEC Investigotion 3.00 $350.00 $1,050.00
10/17/2013 Redensky, Felix SEC Investigation 375 $350.00 $1.312.50
10/17/2013 Berman, Elllel  SEC Investigation 200 $350.00 $700.00
10/18/2013  Redensky, Felix SEC Investigation 7.75 $350.00 $2,712.50
.10/18/2013 Berman, Elliot  SEC Invesligalion 1.00 $350,00 $350.00
10/21/2013 Bermon, Elliot  SEC Investigation 3.00 $350.00 $1,050.00
for Prolessional Services Rendered 134.50 $47,075.00

Main Service Tax:

Relainer Applled: {$47,075.00)
Tofal Amount Of This Bik 50.00
BeGyck Slonderd iInvoica Coppight & 2011 83QL Solbwar2., Inc. Page 1of 2

FOIA Confidential Treatment Request
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Berman & Company, P.A.
7700 Congress Avenue, Suits 3208

8oca Raton, FL 33487-

Tel: (561) B64-4444 Fax: (S41) 892-3715

ebeman@bermancpas.com
www.bermancpas.com
Mr. Brad J Pyatt Involce Date; Oct 22, 2013
MusclePharm Corporation - SEC Investigation Involce Num: 2454
4721 kronton Street, Bullding A
9 Bliing Through: Oct 21, 2013

Denver, CO 80239

In Reference To: MusclePharm Corporation - SEC Investigation (MusciePharm Corporation - SEC Investigation:)

Erotessiongl Jervicas:
Hours Bate Amount
’ Previous 8alonce; $0.00
Ralance Due: . $0.00
This invoice is due upon raceipt

Thgtwement Confcugs Charges mrg;;gh Oclo 2'th!3
“M! . :;'. Bida Sy

Poge 20f2

BRiGUick Slandard Inveicé Copyiighl @ 2012 BOE Software, InS,

FOIA Confidential Treatment Request B&Co-MP 282559
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Release No. 22

If any significant change in accounting
principle or practice, or any signifieant
retroactive adjustment of the accounts of
prior years, has been made at the beginning
of or during any period covered by the profit
and loss statements filed, a statement
thereof shall be given in a note to the

3035

appropriate statement, and if the change or
adjustment substantially affects proper
comparison with the preceding fiscal period,
the necessary explanation.

The foregoing action shall be effective
March 1, 1941.

[7 8023)

RELEASE NO. 22

March 14, 1941, 11 F.R. 10922; Securities Act Release No. 2498, Exchange Act Release

. No.2820.

Independence of Accountants—Indemnification by Registrant.

The Securities and Exchange Commission
today made public an opinion in its Account-
ing Series Releases regarding the in-
dependence of certifying accountants who
have been indemnified, by the company
whose statements are certified, against all
losses; claims and damages arising out of
such certification other than as a result of
their willful missiatements or omissions.
The opinion, prepared by William W.
Werntz, Chief Accountant, follows:

“Inquiry has been made as to whether an
accountant who certifies financial
statements included in a registration
statement or annual report filed with the
Commission under the Securities Act of
1933 or the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
may be considered to be independent if he
has entered into an indemnity agreement
with the regisirant. In the particular
illustration cited, the board of directors of
the registrant formally approved the filing
of a registration statement with the Com-
mission and agreed to indemnify and save
harmless each and every accountant who
certified any part of such statement, ‘from
any and all losses, claims, damages or
liabilities arising out of such act or acts to
which they or any of them may become
subject under the Securities Act of 1933, as
amended, or at ‘common law,’ other than for
theirwillful misstatements or omissions.’

**The Securities Act of 1933 requires
statements to be ceriified by independent
accountants and the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 gives the Commission power o
require that the certifving accountants be
independent. The requirement of
independence is incorporated in the several
forms promulgated by the Commission and
is partially defined in Rule 2-01(b) of
Regulation S-X which reads: "The Commis-
sion will not recognize any ceriified public
accountant or public accountant as
independent who is not in fact independent.

SEC Accounting Rules

An accountant will not be considered
independent with respect to any person in
whom he has any substantial interest, direct
or indirect, or with whom he is, or was
during the period of report, connected as a
promoter, underwriter, voting trustee,
director, officer or employee. 2

“This concept of independence has also
been interpreted in Accounting Series
Release No. 22 and in several stop-order
opinions, In the matter of Cornucopia Gold
Mines, 1 S.E.C. 364 (1936), the Commission
held that the certification of a balance sheet
prepared by an emplayee of the certifying
accountants, who was also serving as the
unsalaried but principal financial and
accounting officer of the registrant, and who
was a shareholder of the registrant, was not
a certification by an independent
accountant. In the matter of Rickard
Ramore Gold Mines, Ltd., 2 SE.C. 377
(1937), an accountant was held to be not
independent by reason of the fact that he
was an employee or partner of another
accountant who owned a large block of stock
issued to him by the registrant for services
in connection with its organization. In the
matter of American Terminals and Trapsit
Company, 1 S.E.C. 701 (1936), conscious
falsification of the facts by the certifying
accountant was held to rebut the presump-
tion of independence arising from an
absence of direct interest or employment. In
the matter of Metropolitan Personal Loan
Company, 2 S.E.C. 803 (1937), it was held
that accountants who completely
subordinate their judgment to the desires of
the client are not independent. In the
matter of 4. Hollander & Son, Inc.,
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, Release
No. 2777 (1941) [8 S.E.C. 586, '41-'44 CCH
FEDERAL SECURITIES LAw REPORTS
£75.129], the Commission held that an
accountant could not be considered
independent when the combined holdings of

AS-22 3023
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himself, one of bis partners, and their wives
in the stock of the registrant had a
substantial aggregate market value and con-
stituted over a .period of 4 years from 1%
percent to 9 percent of the combined
personal fortunes of these persons. It was
g}i‘sio hfi!d to l:;ﬁ evidence of lack of
independence, with respect to the registrant,
that the accountant had made loans to, and
" received loans from, the registrant’s officers
and directors. In the same case, the evidence
showed that registrant’s president, over a
period of years, had used the accountant’s
name as a false caption for an account on
books of an affiliate not audited by such
accountant and that upon learning of these
facts the accountant protested and procured
a letter of indemnification in connection
with such use, It was held that this
continued use of the accountant's name,
after his protest, and the overriding attitude
apparently assumed by the registrant’s
president in this matter, constituted addi-
tional evidence of lack of independence.

*1 think the purpose of iequiring the
certifying accountant to be independent is
clear. Independence tends to assure the
objective and impartial consideration which
is needed for the fair solution of the complex
and often coniroversial matters that arise in
the ordinary course of audit work. On the
other hand, bias due to the presence of an
entangling affiliation or imterest,
inconsistent with proper professional
relations of accountant and client, may
cause loss of objectivity and impartiality
and tends to cast doubt upon the reliability
and fairness of the accountant’s epinion and
of the financial statements themselves. Lack
of independence, moreover, may be
established otherwise than sclely by proof
of misstatements and omissions in the
financial statements. As wag said in a recent
opinion of the Commission:3

“‘We cannot, however, accept the theory
advanced by counsel for the intervenors
that lack of independence is established only
by the actual coloring or falsification of the
financial statements or actusl fraud or
deceit. To adopt such an interpretation
would be to ignore the fact that one of the
purposes of requiring a certificate by an
independent public accountant is to remove
the possibility of impalpable and unprovable
biases which an accountant may
unconsciously acquire because of his
intimate nonprofessional contacts with his
client, The requirement for certification by
an independent public accountant is not so
much a gudrantee against conscious
falsification or intentional deception as it is

13023 AS-22

Accounting Series Releases

a measure to insure complete objectivity. It
is in part to protect the accounting
profession from the implication that slight
carelessness or the choice of a debatable
accounting procedure is the result of bias or
lack of independence that this Cornmission
has in its prior decisions adopted objective
standards. Viewing our requiremients in this
light, any inferences of a personal nature
that may be directed against specific
members of the accounting profession
depend on the facts of a particular case and
do not flow from the undifferentiated
application of uniform objective standards.’

“While Rule 2-01(b) quoted above
designates certain relationships that will be
considered to negative independence, it is
clear from the opinions cited that other
situstions and relationships may also so
impair the objectivity and impartiality of an
accountant as to prevent him from being
considered independent for the purpose of
certifying statements required fo be filed by
a particular registrant.

‘In the particular case cited the
accountant was indemnified and held

‘harmless from all losses and labilities

arising out of his certification, other than
those flowing from his own willful mis-
statements or omissions. When an
accountant and his client, directly or
through an affiliate, have entered into an
agreement of indemnity which seeks to
assure to the accountant immunity from
lisbility for his.own negligent aets, whether
of omission or commission, it is my opinion
that one of the major stimuli to objective
and unbiased consideration of the problems
encountered in a particular engagement is
removed or greatly weakened.* Such
condition must frequenily induce a
departure from the standards of objectivity
and impartiality which the concept of
independence implies. In such difficult
matters, for example, as the deterroination
of the scope of audit necessary, existence of
such an agreement may easily lead to the
use of less extensive or thorough procedures
than would otherwise be followed. In other
cases it may result in a failure to appraise
with professional acumen the information
disclosed by the examination. Consequently,
on the basis of the facts set forth in your
inquiry, it is my opinion that the accountant
cannot be recognized as independent for the
purpose of certifying the financial
statements of the corporation.”

©1977, Commerce Clearing Houss, Inc.




Release No. 25

—Footnotes —

1 Rule 2-01(b) of Regulation S-X was
subsequently amended, most recently in ASR No.
125 dated June 23, 1972. As amended it reads:

The Commission will not recognize any certified
public accountant or public accountant as
independent who is not in fact independent. For
example, an accountant will be considered not
independent with respect to any person or any of
its parents, its subsidiaries, or other afflilates (1) in
which, during the period of his professional
engagement to examine the financial statements
being reported on or at the date of his r'egorl:, heor
his firm or a member thereof had, or was
committed to acquire, any direct financial interest
or any material indirect financial interest, or (2)
with which, during the period of his professional
engagement to examine the financial stotements
being reported on, at the date of his report or

. during the period covered by the financial
statements, he or his firm or a member thereof was
connected -as a promoter, underwriter, voting
trustee, director, officer, or employee, except that
a firm will not be deemed not independent in
regard to a particular person if a former officer or
emtfloyee of such person is employed by the firm
and such individual has completely disassociated

himself from the person and its affiliates and does
not participate in auditing financial siatements of
the person or its affiliates covering any period of
his employment by the person. For the purposes of
Rule 2-01 the term “member” means all partners
in the firm and all professional employees
participating in the audit or located in an office of
the firm participating in a significant portion of
the audit.

2 Accounting Series Release No. 2 reads in part:

3037

*, .. the Commission has taken the position that
an accountant can not be deemed to be
independent if he is, or has heen during the period
under review, an officer or director of the
registrant or if he holds an interest in the
registrant that is significant with respect to its
total capital or his own personal fortune.

“In a recent case involving a firm of public
accountants, one member of which owned stock in
a corporation contemplating registration, the
Commission refused to hold that the firm could be
considered independent for the purpsse of
certifying the financial statements of such
corporation and based its refusal upon the fact
that the value of sech holdings was substantial and
constituted more than 1 percent of the pariner’s
personal fortune.”

2In the Matter of A. Hollander & Son, Inc.,
supra.

41t may be noted that Section 152 of the English
Companies Act (1929) makes comparable
indemnity agreements void:

“152. Subject as hereinafter provided, any
provision, whether contained in the article of a
company or in any contract with a company or
otherwise, for exernpting any director, manager or
officer of the company, or any person (whether an
officer of the company or not) employed by the
company as auditor from, or indemnifying him
against, any Hability which by virtue of any rule of
law would otherwise aitach to him in respect of
any negligence, default, breach of duty or breach of
trust of which he may be guilty in relation to the
coempany shall be void.”

[93024]

RELEASE NO. 23

5 April 9, 1941, 11 F.R 10923; Securities Act Release No. 2524, Exchange Act Release No.

Treatment of Federal Income agd Etnezgc)ass Profits Taxes. (Rescinded and
mil

[18025)

RELEASE NO. 24

May 23, 1941; Securities Act Release No. 2566, Exchange Act Release No. 2903,

Investment Company Act Release No. 134.

Amendment to Articles 1,6, a.:bd 12 05 )Regulation S-X. (Text of Release
mitte

{93026

RELEASE NO. 25

May 29, 1941, 11 F.R. 10923; Securities Act Release No. 2574, Exchange Act Release
No. 2912, Investment Company Act Release No.137.

Procedure in Quasi-Reorganization.

SEC Accounting Rules
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April 13; 2012

Benmnan & Company, PA.
551 NW 77" Street, Suite 201
‘Boca Raton, Florida 33487

We are providing this letter in connection with your audit -of the consolidated balance. sheets of

MuselePharm Corporation and Subsidiaty (the “Company”) as of December 31, 2011 and 2010, and the

related consolidated statements of operations, stockholders” deficit and cash flows for the year then

ended, for the purpose of expréssing an opinion as to whether these financial statements present fairly, in

all material Tespects, the financial position; results of operations; and cash flows: of MusclePharm

‘Corporation in conformity’ with. U.S. Generally Accepted Accounting. Principles. We are also .
responsible for adopting sound aceounting policies, estabhshmg and mamtammg mternal control; and

' preventmw and detecting fraud.

=Certam représentations in this letter are dcscnbed as being hrmted to matters that ave material. [tems are
considered material if they involve an omission or misstatement of accounting information that, in light -
of surrounding circumstances, makes it probable that the judgment of a reasonable person. relying on the:
information. would be changed or influenced by ‘the omission or misstatement. An omission or

misstatement that is monetarily small in amount ¢ould be: codeercd material as 4 result of qudlttalwe

factors.
We confirm, to the best of our knowledge and belief; as of April 13, 2012, the following representations
made to youduring the audit:

1. The financial statements referred to above are fairly preseated in conformity with U.S generalfy
accepted accounting principles and include all disclosures necessary for such fair presentation
and disclosures required to be included therein by the laws.and regulations to which the company
is subject.

2  We have made available to you all:

a; Financial records and related data.

b. Minutes of the meetings of the stockholders, directors, and committees of directors, or
summaries-of actions of recent meetings for which minutes have not yet been prepared.

EXHIBIT

3. There has been no:

FOIA Confidential Treatment Request B&Co-MP 109116



4 Fraud involving managément or employees who have significant roles in the system of
internal accounting control.

b. Fraud involving other employees that could have a. material effect on the financial
statements.
e, Communication from the SEC or other regulatory agencies concerning noncompliance

with, or deficiencies in, financial reporting practices that could have a material ‘effect on
the financial statements.

d. Other fraud that could liave a material effect on the financial statements.

e.  We believe that we arein ‘(:dmplianccfwiﬂ;t._.ﬂzc‘provisi:_on.s of SAS No. 99.

s - 2 We. have no knowledge of any aliegauons of fraud or smpected fraud affcmmg o B M
the Company received in’ ‘comimunicatiors from cmployees former ernp!oyees :
rcgulalors, or others. .

5, . 'We have no plans or intentions that may materially affect the carrying value or classxﬁcatlou of
assets and liabilities.

6 'The _fblfdwing, if material, have been properly recorded or ﬂiselqsed in the financial statements:

a Significant estimates and material concentrations known to management that are required
to be disclosed in accordance with the AICPA’s Sté‘ltemen‘t ‘of Position 94-6, “Disclosurs:
of Certain Significant Risks, and Uticertainties. (Sigrificant estimates are estinzates at the
balance sheet date that could change materially within the next year. Concentrations
refer to volumes of business, revenues, available sources of supply, or markets or
geographic areas for which events. could .0ccur that would significantly disrupt norimal
finances within the next year.

9 Related party transactions and related amounts receivable or payable, including sales;:
purchases, loans, transfers, leasing-arrangements, and guarantees.

c. Stock options and warrarits issued as compensation or. pursuant to employment/consulting
agreements for services.

d. Guarantees, whether written or oral, under which the company is contingently liable,

7. THere are no:

BURIESANERNEE B
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a. Violations or possible violations of laws or régulations whose éffects should be
considered for disclosure in the financial statements or as a basis for recording a loss
contingéncy.

‘b. Other material liabilities or gain orloss contingencies that are required to be-accrued or
disclosed by Statement of Financial Ac¢counting Standards No. 5.

8. ‘There are no unasserted clajims or assessments that we are aware of or that our lawyer has
advised us: are probable of assertion and. mwust be disclosed in accordance with. Statement of
Financial At:countina-Standal'ds~ No‘ 5

9, _ ’I’here are no sigriificant deﬁuenuc:: mcludmg m&tenaf weaknesses, in the design or opcranen
of internal control over financial reporting that are reasonably likely to adversely affect the
Cornpa't_y s ability to rccord process, summanze and report ﬁnanmal data,

0. We acknmvled‘rc otir respoiigibility for the desxgn and implementation of prngrams_'aﬁd '
‘contrals'to prevent and detect ﬁ-dud. ' Ea

5 2 From time to time; the Company may be involved. in litigation through the normal cousse of’
- business. The Company is :not currently experiencing any pending, resolved or threatened
lmcranon except as made. known to-you,

“There are-no-material transactions that have not been properly recorded in the accounting records
underlying the financial statements.

13.  We believe that the effects of uncorrécted financial statements misstatements ar¢’ immaterial,
both individually and in the aggregate, to the financial statements taken as a whole, No material
uncorrected financial misstatements were noted for the yearended December 31, 2011.

14.  The Company has satisfactory title to all owned assets, and there are no liens or encumbrances
oi.such assets norhas any asset been pledged as collateral.

15.  Provision has been made for any material loss to be sustained in the fulfillment of, .or from
‘inability to fulfill, any sales commitments.

16.  There are no estimates that mdy be subject to a material change in the near term  that have not
been properly disclosed in the financial statements: We understand that near term means the-
period within one year of the date of the financial statements. In addition, we have no knowledge
of concentrations existing at the date of the financial statements that make the Company

Mk ARART S B 4
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vulnerable to the risk of severe imipact that have not been properly disclosed in the financial
statements.

17. We have complied. with all aspects.of contractual agreements that would have a material effect
on the financial staterients in thie event.of noneompliance.

18.  No events have ocerrred subsequent to the balance sheet date that would require adjustiment to,
or disclosure in the financial sfatements,” other than those which have been disclosed or with -
respect. fo’ wirich an adjustment has been. made. All significant subsequent events havé been
-dzsc}osecl in The fiotes-on the: ﬁnanctal statements. ‘ .

1% We have fuily cﬁsclosed toﬁyou all sales tcrms, mc}udm" all nghts of return.or pncc adlustments -
e and all warrantyfprowstons - " ‘ A

20. The Company as deteimitied that uhder SFAS hi it operated ins one’ Segment of business, thus - |
.Sepatite dzsc!osure isnot. reqmred ' - . :

or befnre tbe balanceesheet daté and have been reduced te thezr eshmated net realizable value:

22. The Company hiss upproptiately reconciled ity general Tedger actourits to theirrelated supporting
~ information, All related reconciling ftems considered to be material were: identified and mcluded A
‘on the' reconcﬂmtmns ‘and were appropnately adjusted.in the ﬁnanclal statements. ‘

'23.4' “We confitn that all formial employmzm“t agreeients that would require the recordmg or
disclosureof & commitinent ligve been recorded and disclosed as such

24.  Arrangements with financial ipstitutions inveliing compensating balances or other aﬂangemeats
involving' restrictions on cash balances, lines of credit, or similar arratigerients have been
properly disclosed. At December31, 2011, there were no: such arrangenents.

25.  “The registtant’s -other cemfymg officers and: ) have notified you; our anditors™ whether or not
there were: significant changes in internal confrols or in other factors that eould sighificantly’
affect. internal cantrols subsequent: to the date: of our tiost recent evaluation, including any’
corfective actions with regard to significant deficiencies and material weaknesses..

26.  We confirm that all formal and informal communications throughout the audit to implement.
‘sugpestions fo.improye our internzl controls as well -as improve any. perceived. weaknesses and
reportable.conditions are under review and we infend to make any necessary changey, We'slso
intend t6 review and comply with PCAOB- ASS in otder to document and disclose managenient’s.
.effectiveness. over internal controls. We will cortinue to provide sw.xppottmg decamentation

_and/ar narratives commencing in fiscal year 2012,

BUETAPEGRALEAI B
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29,

30.
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34.

36.

FOIA Confidential Treatment Request
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We confirm that there is substantial doubt about our inability to continue as a going corcern.
entity. We have certain negative firiancial indicators; and do not have sufficient cash to meet our
current or expeeted obligations over the next twelve months. There is a high probability that our
business will cease operations within twelve months trom the date of our most recent balance.
sheet that has been andited (December 31, 2011). 7{} O M wre e U< ¢

d e W St Jd{["-f f & “‘f“"'
We confirm that since we e‘{pect no net incomé in the future, that our deferred tax asset balance
should be reserved at 100%.

We confirm that we believe the use of the black-scholes option pricing model is an ‘aceuraté.
reflection of fiir value. We understand that the SEC has considered the use of the laftice model

- for more comphcated transactions, however, we do not have the expertise to:properly compute
this valiation. ” We have: mfurmally ¢onsulted- professmnals inaccounting and Tegal profession -
‘and believe our valuahon methodology-is sufficient.

Asof Decemben 31,2011, we confirm that we onIy had 3. material disclosable legal niatters that’
have not been settled. These are accurately described. in the footnotes to the financial statements

We couﬁrm that. since our inception all share based payments; meals and enterfainment,
impairment losses and officers’ life insurance are permanent differences under ASC 740 and are
non-deductible (inctuding sharé based paymients, derivative expense and. change in fair value of

derivative: Tability). Additionally, FIN No. 48 is not applicable. The Company has taken a full

valuation allowance and will not report any deferred tax-assets at December 31,201 1.
We confirm that alt property and equipmenfis-:iﬁ service:as of D.ec'e‘mber 31, 2011.

We confirm that no. IRS notices have been received for payroll taxes past due to which the-
payroll tax liability as of December:31, 2011 can be agreed to forreasonableness. We understand

that non-payment of IRS payroll taxes can be:considered a very serious matter that could impose.
penalties:and sanctions to the Company and its officers.

We confirm that the payroil taxes past due are complete and accurately presented in the ﬁnanmal

staterments as of Decemiber 31, 201 1.

'We confirm that we have common stock equivalents totaling 511,925,538 at December 31, 201 1.
‘We. have sufficient authorized unissued capital to service ail potent:al conversions. We also

confirm that since We have a net loss, that we have no diluted earnings. per share to report.

We confirm that at the time we executed a reverse recapitalization with Tone in Twenty, the net.
equity of their books on February 18, 2010 was approximately $100 as previously disclosed in

2010.

i

‘
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37.  We intend to service the miajority of our débf through the issuance of stock, both free trading in
Section 3A-10 transactions as well as restricted stock.

38.  We confirm that our intention is to settle all previously issued convertible debt and warrants that
were accounted for as liabilities through the issuance of cash and stoek. Our footnotes discuss
this.

30, We confinm that all prepaid stock based compensation is recoverable and that all services are
expected to be performed as agreed upon. No impainnent is required at ‘December 31, 2011 or
today. '

40.  All management ¢stimates are reviewed for appropriateness. and accuracy. Our most sensitive
atenal estimates have been disclosed in our financial sfatement footnotes innote 1.

41.  Weconfirm that the only material lease existing as of Deceinber 31,2011 and April. 16,2012 is
the ]cdbe for office’space located 4t 4721 Ironton Stréet, Denver, Colorado D0839..

42.  We confirm that all elupmeqts except for our customer GNC, wh;ch is FOB destination; are
FOB' sh:ppmg point.

43, The Compay has an informal 7-day-right of returt for products. Ther¢ were nominal returns in
2011 and 2010. There have also not been any material returns in 2012 pertaining to the 2011
‘year.

44.  We confirm that all credit-meimos issued subscquent to year end pertaining.to the prior-year have
been properly applied to the year ended Deeeimber 31, 2011.

45.  'We confirm that all accounts-receivable confirmations received have been reconciled to actual
.accounts rt:cclvables ledger ‘and- that the accounts receivable ledger is an accurate reflection. of
balanees owed from vendors.

46. "We confirm that all debt and equity transactions reported in the financial statements as of'
December 31,2011 and through April 13,2012 are-complete and accurate. We understand that
we process a high volume:of potentially complex ‘transactions and have provided..all necéssary
supporting documentation as to existence and valuation.

47. A notice of conversion downloaded. from NetSuites dated January. 26, 2012 which references a.
‘December 8, 2011 note to Carrage Group; LLC in the amount of$300,000 was drafted in error.
We confirm that no .note exists in the amount of $500,000 from Carriage Group, LLC dated
December 8, 2011.

48.  Dule & Lessmann, LLP was paid a retainer to assist with the Company’s possible expansion into
Canada. No [egal matters exist with which this attorney was assisting.

SEpssugan o W
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49.  The Company paid Monohan & Padel as an agent pertaining to the Company’s payoftf of an
existing liability to C-4 Analytics. No additional accruals or litigation exist in regards to these

payments.

50.  JAH & CO, IP assist the Company with intellectual property and patents in the Middle East: No
legal matters exist with which these attorneys are assisting.

51.  Thereare no unpaid/past due PCAOB support tees.

52, We confirm that MP Canada has had no ‘activity, no lease has been entered into and no
operations have commenced in Canada, However, we have issued a press release in April 2012
that was informational on the intent of our Coempany. There are no closing documents or
éxctm’ted'legal agreements for.this.

38, Accruecl t.ompensanon for all officersis accurately stated

54. We confirm that Jeremy Deluca, under ASC No. 850 is not a related party based upon our
na.lys:s and memo provided to you.

55. We ctmﬁﬁn the internal control matters noted i1 the 10K, item 9(A).

. 56. 'Weconfum that we-are in receipi of your independence.letter and note there have been no direct
‘or indirect material or immaterial relationships bctween our Company and any members of your

firm.

57.  We confirm that our representations above are congistent, complete and accurate as of the date of
our response (manual signature and date below),

The following is the Conpany’s representation pertaining to journal entries that affect the books and
records:

~ The Company has recorded adjusting; reclassification and/or eliminating journal entries as part of the
required financial reporting for the presentation of the December 31, 2011 financiél statements. ‘These
entries have been summarized in the accounting software package used, which is Netsuite, and is
maintained by Company personnel, specifically, Larry Meer, CFO.

T hereby certify that any and all such journal entries have been reviewed and approved by me.
Additionally, I represent that all such entries are made timely when evidence becomes available that,
these transactions should be recorded. For any entries proposed by Berman & Company; P. A. during
the course of this audit, weare in full agreement and have recorded the necessary adjustments**, We do
not believe that audit entries would cause any concern as to our internal controls pertaining-to financial

rsrigensrE e N X
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stutement disclosure and preseniation. We'intend to muke any-adjosunents. for future reperting periods

it accordance with SEC Rules and Regislations ag well 45 1).S. G.A AP,

#43ee attached fistingof journal entries for 2011, We confiim that we approved alt enfnes that arebeing

submitted back to us for our recends.
Musc:e!’ham Corporauon

By:  Qfficer Signalure
. By (Brad Pyen)

By Oficer Sigaature " fere
By:  (Lawrence Meer)

By:  Officer Signattire

2 T

((:'h,a Exbe wtwe“@t’hccr)

> Do _afin

{Chief Finasicial Offreer)

Dte 4/ ”'3/ 2.

"By (Jolm Rluher) ¢
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Journal of Accountancy

Do We Understand Each Other?

Clear communication at the start averts trouble later.

BY KIM M. GIBSON, KURT PANY AND STEVEN H. SMITH
December 31, 1997

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
= THE AUDITING STANDARDS BOARD issued SAS no. 83 and SSAE no. 7 to
provide CPAs with guidance on establishing an understanding with the client.

*+ THE TWO NEW STATEMENTS ARE IN LINE with SQCS no. 2, which requires
firms to have policies and procedures in place for obtaining an understanding.

*+ CPAs MUST DOCUMENT THEIR UNDERSTANDING of an engagement in the
working papers and include its objectives, the responsibilities of the auditor and of
management and the engagement's limitations.

« AVARIETY OF OTHER ITEMS MAY be included in an engagement letter,
including how the engagement is to be conducted, fee and billing arrangements and
the use of specialists or internal auditors.

Kim M. Gibson , CPA, is a technical manager in the American Institute of CPAs audit
and attest division.

Kurt Pany , CPA, PhD, is a professor in the school of business at Arizona State
University, Tempe, and a member of the auditing standards board and auditor
communications task force.

Steven H. Smith is a doctoral student in the school of business at Arizona State
University. Ms. Gibson is an employee of the American Institute of CPAs and her views,
as expressed in this article, do not necessarily reflect the views of the AICPA. Official
positions are determined through certain specific committee procedures, due process
and deliberation.

In October 1997, the American Institute of CPAs auditing standards board issued Statement on
Auditing Standards no. 83 and Statement on Standards for Attestation Engagements no. 7, both
titled Establishing an Understanding With the Client . These standards provide guidance on the
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understanding a CPA should have with a client when performing auditing and other attestation
services. This article explains why the American Institute of CPAs issued the standards and
provides guidance on how to apply them.

Why Issue New Standards?

Statement on Quality Control Standards (SQCS) no. 2, System of Quality Control for a CPA Firm's
Accounting and Auditing Practice , which became effective on January 1, 1997, requires firms to
have policies and procedures for obtaining an understanding about the services to be performed.
These policies and procedures are intended to minimize the risk of misunderstandings with the
client regarding the nature, scope and limitations of engagements.

While most CPAs have always—at least implicitly—realized the need for such an understanding,
SQCS no. 2's explicit requirement suggested to the ASB the need to provide related guidance for
audit and attestation engagements. The board issued the new standards to provide that guidance
and to help firms comply with the SQCS requirement.

What's Required?

Both statements require the CPA to establish an understanding with the client for each
engagement and provide details on the nature of the understanding. Auditors must document that
understanding in the working papers, preferably in writing. CPAs generally can meet these
requirements with an engagement letter.

The understanding addresses four areas:

* The objectives of the engagement.

* The responsibilities of management.

* The responsibilities of the practitioner.

* The limitations of the engagement.

Rather than simply identify the areas that need to be addressed, in SAS no. 83 the board provides
illustrations of matters that must be included. Exhibit 1 , presents the required elements of an
understanding in an audit. Exhibit 2 , is a sample engagement letter, containing the elements and
several other items frequently included in an understanding.

Using Professional Judgement in Attestation Engagements



While SSAE no. 7, like SAS no. 83, requires an understanding in the four areas, it does not provide
a list of matters that must be included. The board concluded that the wide variety of attestation
services made it impossible to develop such a list. Therefore, a CPA should use judgment on what
matters to include. However, for any attestation service, the list included in SAS no. 83 (exhibit 1)
may provide a valuable starting point.

Exhibit 1: Required Elements of an Understanding With the Client for a Financial Statement
Audit



Objective of the Engagement
* The objective of the audit is the expression of an opinion on the financial statements.
Management's Responsibility

* Management is responsible for the entity's financial statements.

+ Management is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control over
financial reporting.

+ Management is responsible for identifying and ensuring that the entity complies with the laws
and regulations applicable to its activities.

« Management is responsible for making all financial records and related information available
to the auditor.

» Management will provide the auditor with a letter that confirms certain representations made
during the audit.

Auditor's Responsibility

* The auditor is responsible for conducting the audit in accordance with generally accepted
auditing standards.

« The auditor is responsible for ensuring that the audit committee or others with equivalent
authority or responsibility are aware of any reportable conditions that come to his or her

attention.
Limitations of the Engagement

» GAAS requires that the auditor obtain reasonable, rather than absolute, assurance that the
financial statements are free of material misstatement, whether caused by error or fraud.
Accordingly, a material misstatement may remain undetected. Also, an audit is not designed to
detect error or fraud that is immaterial to the financial statements.

+ If, for any reason, the auditor is unable to form or has not formed an opinion, he or she may
decline to express an opinion or decline to issue a report as a result of the engagement.

» An audit includes obtaining an understanding of internal control sufficient to plan the audit
and to determine the nature, timing and extent of audit procedures performed. An audit is not
designed to provide assurance on internal control or identify reportable conditions.



Additional Matters
In addition to the matters listed in exhibit 1, SAS no. 83 presents other items that may be included

in the engagement letter:

+ Arrangements regarding the conduct of the engagement (for example, timing, client
assistance regarding the preparation of schedules and availability of documents).

« Arrangements concerning any involvement of specialists or internal auditors.
* Arrangements involving a predecessor auditor.
» Arrangements regarding fees and billing.

« Any limitation of or other arrangements regarding the liability of the auditor or the client, such
as indemnification to the auditor for liability arising from knowing misrepresentations by
management to the auditor. (Regulators, including the Securities and Exchange Commission,
may restrict or prohibit such liability limitation arrangements.)

» Conditions under which access to the auditor's working papers may be granted to others.

+ Additional services relating to regulatory requirements.

» Arrangements regarding other services to be provided in connection with the engagement.

Exhibit 3, contains sample wording that may be used in an engagement letter. However, the
evolving nature of the law and differences in each state's laws make it advisable for CPAs to
consult with legal counsel to develop acceptable wording in some areas.

Implementation Issues
The brevity of SAS no. 83 and SSAE no. 7 may lead to questions concerning how they should be

implemented. Some guidance follows.

Alternatives to engagement letters. The auditing standards board realizes that in some
circumstances these letters will not be used. For some engagements, a formal contract might
include all details on the needed understanding. Alternatively, an oral discussion with the client



may be summarized in a memo. Board members unanimously believe, however, that following up
an oral discussion with an engagement letter is a much better approach than relying entirely on a
discussion. The standards state a preference for written communication with the client.

Timing. The standards are silent on when the CPA must obtain the understanding. The first
standard of fieldwork reads: "The work is to be adequately planned and assistants, if any, are to be
properly supervised." Therefore, we anticipate that CPAs will obtain an understanding during the
planning phase. Often CPAs will be able to obtain a signed engagement letter from a client before
beginning audit fieldwork. However, occasions may arise in which a CPA obtains the
understanding during the audit process. In those situations, the practitioner should consider that
the later the understanding is obtained, the more likely the occurrence of misunderstandings.

Exhibit 2: Sample Engagement Letter



ABC Co.
123 Main Street
Anytown, USA 12345

Dear

This will confirm our understanding of the arrangements for our audit of the financial statements of
ABC Co. for the year ending December 31, 1999.

We will audit the company's financial statements of the year ending December 31, 1999, for the
purpose of expressing an opinion on the fairness with which they present, in all material respects,
the financial position, results of operations and cash flows in conformity with generally accepted
accounting principles.

We will conduct our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards. Those
standards require that we obtain reasonable, rather than absolute, assurance that the financial
statements are free of material misstatement, whether caused by error or fraud. Accordingly, a
material misstatement may remain undetected. Also, an audit is not designed to detect error or
fraud that is immaterial to the financial statements; therefore, the audit will not necessarily detect
misstatements less than this materiality level that might exist due to error, fraudulent financial
reporting or misappropriation of assets. If, for any reason, we are unable to complete the audit or
are unable to form or have not formed an opinion, we may decline to express an opinion or decline
to issue a report as a result of the engagement.

While an audit includes obtaining an understanding of internal control sufficient to plan the audit
and to determine the nature, timing and extent of audit procedures to be performed, it is not
designed to provide assurance on internal control or to identify reportable conditions. However, we
are responsible for ensuring that the audit committee (or others with equivalent authority or
responsibility) is aware of any reportable conditions that come to our attention.

The financial statements are the responsibility of the company's management. Management is also
responsible for (1) establishing and maintaining effective internal control over financial reports, (2)
identifying and ensuring the company complies with the laws and regulations applicable to its
activities, (3) making all financial records and related information available to us and (4) providing
to us at the conclusion of the engagement a representation letter that, among other things, will
confirm management's responsibility for the preparation of the financial statements in conformity
with generally accepted accounting principles, the availability of financial records and related data,
the completeness and availability of all minutes of the board and committee meetings, and, to the
best of its knowledge and belief, the absence of fraud involving management or those employees
who have a significant role in the entity's internal control.



Assistance to be supplied by your personnel, including the preparation of schedules and analyses
of accounts, is described on a separate attachment. Timely completion of this work will facilitate the
completion of our audit.

As part of our engagement of the year ending December 31, 1999, we will also prepare the federal
and state income tax returns for ABC Co.

Our fees will be billed as work progresses and are based on the amount of time required at various
levels of responsibility, plus actual out-of-pocket expenses. Invoices are payable upon
presentation. We will notify you immediately of any circumstances we encounter that could
significantly affect our initial estimate of total fees of $

If this letter correctly expresses your understanding, please sign the enclosed copy and return it to
us.

We appreciate the opportunity to serve you.

Sincerely,

Partner's Signature

Firm Name

Accepted and agreed to:

Client Representative's Signature

Title

Date

Who is the client? While the requirement is to establish an understanding with the client, SAS no.

83 and SSAE.no. 7 indicate the identity o i r thig purpose. Because the Code of
o e Rl ont e socton 2.0, 1o
board did not believe a redefinition was necessary. ET section 92.01 defines a client as "any
person or entity, other than the member's employer, that engages a member or a member's firm to
perform professional services or a person or entity with respect to which professional services are
performed.” The board anticipates that practitioners ordinarily will obtain an understanding with
management, including the chief executive officer and the chief financial officer, on behalf of the
company.



Changes during engagement. A CPA must use judgment when the understanding changes. For
example, if the client requests significant additional services, the CPA may wish to use an
additional engagement letter to provide assurance that an understanding has been obtained. If a
practitioner does not use an engagement letter, at a minimum he or she should discuss the change
with the client and document the understanding in the working papers.

Documentation. An understanding in the form of an engagement letter signed by the client
ordinarily is adequate. If no engagement letter is used, the practitioner must use judgment on
documentation. In certain government audits, a signed contract may serve as proper
documentation. In other engagements, the working papers should document the information
discussed, including the matters in exhibit 1.

No understanding. Both standards require that a CPA decline an engagement when he or she
believes that an understanding with the client has not been obtained. However, the board believes
this will be very rare. SAS no. 83 also says that if the auditor is unable to complete the audit or is
unable to form or has not formed an opinion—for any reason—he or she may decline to express
an opinion or decline to issue a report as a result of the engagement.

Codification and dates. SAS no. 83 amends AU sec. 310, "Relationship Between the Auditor's
Appointment and Planning," of AICPA Professional Standards and renames that section
"Appointment of the Independent Auditor." SSAE no. 7 amends SSAE no. 1, Attestation

Standards , AT sec. 100, "Attestation Standards." Both standards are effective for engagements for
periods ending on or after June 15, 1998.



Exhibit 3: Additional Topics Relating to an Understanding

Additional Topics

Use of a specialist

Use of internal
auditors

Predecessor
auditor

Indemnification
clause

Jury waiver clause

Sample Wording

Due to the complex and/or subjective nature of the subject matter of

[ name area of complexity ], which is potentially material to the financial
statements, during our audit we will require the special skill and
knowledge of [ include name of specialist and area of expertise ].

We will consider many factors in determining the nature, timing and extent
of the auditing procedures to be performed. One is the existence of
internal auditors in the organization who may be used during the audit.
Because we ultimately have the responsibility to express an opinion on
the financial statements, judgments about assessments of inherent and
control risks, the materiality of misstatements, the sufficiency of tests
performed, the evaluation of significant accounting estimates and other
matters affecting our audit report will always be ours.

Since this is the initial audit of the company, inquiry of the predecessor
auditor and review of the prior-pericd working papers are necessary
procedures because they may provide us with information that will assist
in the planning of the engagement. You will agree to authorize the
predecessor auditor to respond fully to our inquiries and grant us access
to the working papers. If the predecessor auditor requests that
authorization in writing, you will comply with that request.

The company will indemnify [ name of CPA firm ] and its partners,
principals and employees and hold them harmless from any claims,
liabilities, losses and costs arising in circumstances where there has been
a knowing misrepresentation by a member of [ name of company I's
management, regardless of whether such person was acting in the
company's interest. Note: Regulators, including the Securities and
Exchange Commission, may restrict or prohibit such liability limitation
arrangements. Practitioners who wish to include this clause in an
engagement letter should consult with their legal counsel before using this
clause.

In the unlikely event that differences concerning our services or fees
should arise that are not resolved by mutual agreement, we both
recognize that the matter probably will involve complex business or
accounting issues that would be decided most equitably to us both by a
judge hearing the evidence without a jury. Accordingly, you and we agree
to waive any right to a trial by jury in any action, proceeding or
counterclaim arising out of or relating to any of our services or fees for this
engagement. Note: Practitioners who wish to include this clause in an
engagement letter should consult with their legal counsel first.



Alternative dispute
resolutions/binding
arbitration

Access to working
papers

Electronic filings

In the event either party claims a breach of any term of this engagement,
the dispute first shall be submitted to voluntary mediation. If this is
unsuccessful, then the dispute will be brought to binding arbitration
conducted under the rules then prevailing of the American Arbitration
Asscciation in the city where this agreement is signed, and the judgment
or award of the arbitration shall be binding and conclusive upon the
parties and may be entered in any court having proper jurisdiction. Note:
Certain professional indemnity liability insurers may prohibit the insured
from agreeing to binding arbitration in these circumstances. Practitioners
need to check their insurance policies, contact their insurance carriers or
consult with legal counsel.
The working papers for this engagement are the property of [ name of
CPA firm ] and constitute confidential information. Except as discussed
below, any requests for access to our working papers will be discussed
with you before making them available to requesting parties.
1. Our firm, as well as other accounting firms, participate in a peer
review program covering our audit and accounting practices. This
program requires that once every three years we subject our system
of quality control to an examination by another accounting firm. As
part of this process, the other firm will review a sample of our work.
It is possible that the work we perform for you may be selected for
review. If it is, the other firm is bound by professional standards to
keep all information confidential.

2. We may be requested to make certain working papers available
to [ name of regulator ] pursuant to authority given to it by law or
regulation. If requested, access to such working papers will be
provided under the supervision of [name of CPA firm ] personnel.
Furthermore, upon request, we may provide photocopies of
selected working papers to [ name of regulator ]. The [ name of
regulator ] may intend, or decide, to distribute the photocopies or
information contained therein to dthers, including other government
agencies.

With regard to electronic filings, such as in connection with the SEC
Electronic Data Gathering Analysis and Retrieval (EDGAR) system or the
WorldWide Web area of the Internet, you understand that electronic sites
are a means of distributing information and, therefore, we are not required
to read the information contained in these sites or to consider the
consistency of other information in the electronic site with the original
document.



Year 2000

Other services to
be provided

Because many computerized systems use only two digits to record the
year in date fields (for example 1998 is recorded as 98), such systems
may not be able to accurately process dates ending in the year 2000 and
after. The effects of this problem will vary from system to system and may
adversely affect an entity's operations as well as its ability to prepare
financial statements. An audit of financial statements conducted in
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards is not designed to
detect whether a company's information systems are Year 2000
compliant. Further, we have no responsibility with regard to the company's
efforts to make its information systems, or any other systems, such as
those of the company's vendors, service providers or any other third
parties, Year 2000-compliant or provide assurance on whether the
company has addressed or will be able to address all of the affected
systems on a timely basis. However, for the benefit of management, we
may choose to communicate matters that come to our attention relating to
the Year 2000 issue.

You have requested that we provide other services [ list other services ] in
connection with the engagement. The terms of these other services will be
provided in a separate engagement letter.

Or

The engagement includes only those services described in this
engagement letter. Any additional time spent regarding judicial
proceedings, government organizations or regulatory bodies will be billed
to you separately.
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