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In the Matter of
DAVID PRUITT, CPA

ORDER DENYING MOTION TO AMEND THE ORDER INSTITUTING PROCEEDINGS
David Pruitt, CPA, the former Vice President of Finance at the Army Sustainment
Division (“ASD”) of L3 Technologies, Inc., requests that we amend the order instituting
proceedings (“OIP”) in this matter.1 The OIP alleges that Pruitt caused L3 to violate Section
13(b)(2)(A) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, which requires that an issuer maintain
accurate books, records and accounts, and willfully violated Exchange Act Section 13(b)(5) and
Rule 13b2-1, which prohibit a person from knowingly circumventing or failing to implement a
system of internal accounting controls or knowingly falsifying any required book, record, or
account of an issuer. According to Pruitt, evidence contradicts three of the OIP’s factual
allegations. The Division of Enforcement opposes Pruitt’s request. We deny the motion.
I.

Background

The OIP alleges that Pruitt ordered subordinates to generate, but not submit, invoices for
an L3 client, the U.S. Army, thus causing L3 to improperly recognize revenue. The OIP further
alleges that Pruitt misled L3’s accounting staff and auditor that the invoices had been submitted.
Pruitt claims that “key events in the OIP are false and without basis.” First, paragraph 21
of the OIP alleges that Pruitt acted without the permission of his supervisors to invoice items as
part of L3’s contract with the Army. Pruitt claims that testimony and affidavits from Timothy
Keenan, Pruitt’s former accounting supervisor, to the effect that Keenan directed Pruitt to
prepare the invoices at issue and that Pruitt lacked the authority to determine the appropriate
accounting treatment disprove this allegation. Second, paragraph 27 of the OIP alleges that
Pruitt’s motive for generating the improper invoices was to help ASD reach its revenue goals so
that he could obtain a bonus. According to Pruitt, Keenan’s testimony that revenue recognition
did not trigger bonuses and that Pruitt was not involved in subsequent discussions regarding
adjustments senior management made to ASD’s financial results that determined bonus
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eligibility contradicts this allegation. Third, paragraphs 30 and 36 of the OIP allege that the
Army was not prepared to accept the invoices at issue and that it was therefore unreasonable for
Pruitt to prepare them. Pruitt claims that an affidavit from Roderick Hynes, a former L3 Senior
Program Manager, stating that the Army did request invoices, was prepared to accept them, and
paid for a substantial portion of the work invoiced undermines this allegation.
The Division responds that the allegations in paragraph 21 that Pruitt acted without his
supervisor’s approval remain in dispute because earlier statements Keenan made supported the
allegation; the Division states that Keenan “is subject to being impeached at trial and it is the
providence of the finder of fact at trial . . . to determine which of Keenan’s versions is factual.”2
The Division also argues that the allegation in paragraph 27 that Pruitt was motivated by the
possibility of receiving a bonus is in dispute because the relevant time is when the invoices were
created “and not some later time when adjustments may have been made by others to achieve”
the requisite bonus threshold. According to the Division, Keenan also “said that the issuance of
the invoices ‘certainly’ played a part in reaching the bonus threshold . . . .” The Division argues
further that the allegations in paragraphs 30 and 36 of the OIP that the Army was not prepared to
accept the invoices at issue are in dispute based on the testimony of Karen Fletcher, the relevant
Army contracting officer, who testified that it was premature to submit the invoices.
II.

Analysis

Rule of Practice 200(d)(1) provides that the Commission may amend an OIP to include
new matters of fact or law at any time, and Rule 200(d)(2) provides that prior to the filing of an
initial decision the administrative law judge presiding over the hearing may amend an OIP to
include new matters of fact or law that are within the scope of the original OIP.3 The Division
states that the claims in Pruitt’s motion concern facts that “are within the scope of the original
OIP and are so specific to the facts that will be disputed at the hearing” that the presiding
administrative law judge “is better situated to make the initial determination regarding the
content of the OIP.” We agree with the Division that the issues Pruitt’s motion raises are best
addressed by the administrative law judge at this stage in the proceeding.
We have applied Rule 200(d)(1) repeatedly to grant requested amendments that
incorporate subsequent developments in the case or correct clear errors—particularly when the
parties agree. As Pruitt notes, our practice has been to freely grant such requests subject to the
consideration that other parties not be surprised or prejudiced by the amendment.4 For example,
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we have granted motions to amend an OIP to clarify relevant corporate relationships and the
proper names of parties,5 and to reflect the results of subsequent related criminal proceedings.6
But Pruitt cites no precedent—and we are unaware of any—where we have deleted allegations
based merely on a respondent’s disputed claim that they are not supported by the evidence. And
we have denied a motion to amend where a party opposed the motion on the ground that the
motion was “based on incomplete facts” and we determined that the record in the case
“require[d] further development.”7 We make that same determination here.
As we have stated, an “OIP does not establish facts, it alleges them.”8 In the case of an
OIP that sets the matter down for a hearing before an administrative law judge, the hearing
before the administrative law judge is normally the proper forum for the Division to try to
establish the basis for the allegations in the OIP and for a respondent to challenge them. Here,
the parties disagree about critical circumstances related to the allegations at issue. Given those
differences, and consistent with our rules and longstanding practice, the evidence regarding those
allegations can best be developed and assessed by the law judge in the first instance. As we have
made clear in other contexts, we are reluctant to “interfere[] with the orderly hearing process.”9
Courts have shown similar reluctance to resolve disputes that are better handled, in the first
instance, by the trier of fact, reflecting a “particular wariness about forcing appellate courts to
prematurely untangle ‘factual controversies . . . that, before trial, may seem nebulous.’”10
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Pruitt argues that he “should not be forced to expend limited resources to prepare a
defense against unfairly prejudicial allegations that lack factual basis.” We fail to see how his
situation differs from that of the typical respondent who disputes the allegations made in the OIP.
To the extent a respondent believes it is entitled to a ruling as a matter of law and that there are
no disputes of material fact, Rule of Practice 250 authorizes dispositive motions.11
Although we have determined to deny Pruitt’s request under Rule of Practice 200(d)(1),
he may renew it before the law judge pursuant to Rule 200(d)(2).12 Pruitt claims that the
Division “espoused . . . new facts and legal theories” in its opposition brief and that as a result
“this motion cannot properly be directed to the ALJ for decision.” But the only motion before us
is Pruitt’s, and that motion, which seeks to delete allegations from the OIP, is clearly within the
scope of the OIP and, therefore, subject to the law judge’s authority under Rule 200(d)(2).
Pruitt also moves to stay the proceeding during our consideration of his motion to amend.
We deny that request as moot in light of our denial of the request to amend the OIP. We also
deny Pruitt’s request for oral argument because we have not determined that, pursuant to Rule of
Practice 451(a), “the presentation of facts and legal arguments in the briefs and record and the
decisional process would be significantly aided by oral argument.”13
Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that David Pruitt’s motion to amend the Order Instituting
Proceedings is denied; and it is further ORDERED that Pruitt’s request to stay these proceedings
is denied; and it is further ORDERED that Pruitt’s request for oral argument is denied.
By the Commission.

Brent J. Fields
Secretary
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