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August 6, 2008 
 

 
The Honorable Phil Bredesen, Governor  
 and 
Members of the General Assembly 
State Capitol 
Nashville, Tennessee  37243 
 and 
The Honorable Beverly Watts, Executive Director 
Tennessee Human Rights Commission 
710 James Robertson Parkway, Suite 100 
Nashville, TN 37243-1219 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 

Transmitted herewith is a special report on the review of case documents falsified by Mr. 
Leonard Madu, an investigator with the Tennessee Human Rights Commission (THRC).  On 
July 13, 2007, Comptroller John Morgan and staff from the Division of State Audit met with 
Lieutenant Governor Ron Ramsey to discuss the issue.  According to Lieutenant Governor 
Ramsey, one of his constituents had contacted him concerning an employment discrimination 
complaint she had filed with THRC.  Her complaint had been assigned to Mr. Madu.  After being 
told by THRC that her complaint was without merit, she obtained a copy of her case file through 
a Freedom of Information Act request filed with the EEOC.  The case file contained notes of 
telephone interviews that Mr. Madu claimed to have conducted with her witnesses.  She was 
surprised to note that her witnesses did not support her claim.  When she spoke with her 
witnesses, they told her that Mr. Madu had not contacted them.  We began our review of this 
issue in July 2007. 
 

Based on presently available information, we determined that Mr. Madu did not make the 
phone calls to the witnesses in the case brought to our attention by Lieutenant Governor Ramsey.  
Further, Mr. Madu created paperwork to make it appear that he had made the calls, and he placed 
the misleading paperwork in the case file. 
 

On August 7, 2007, Mr. Madu was placed on administrative leave by THRC and was 
given an Intent to Terminate letter.  THRC officials gave him an option to resign before his 
termination became effective August 10.  On August 9, Mr. Madu submitted his resignation 
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letter, effective August 10.  Mr. Madu’s annual leave, which totaled 400.5 hours and was worth 
$7,861.82, was forfeited under Section 8-50-807(d), Tennessee Code Annotated, because he 
resigned in lieu of termination for gross misconduct, and his employment record was coded “not 
eligible for rehire within state government.” 

 
The employment discrimination case in question, which was originally dual filed with 

EEOC, was referred to the EEOC Memphis office and is currently under review. 
 
THRC undertook a review of all of Mr. Madu’s 36 open cases at the time of his 

resignation, as well as a review of all 84 of his closed cases for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2007.  The 36 open cases were reassigned to other investigators with instructions to verify 
complainant and witness contact and to report any abnormalities.  One case contained falsified 
documentation related to a witness that was listed as having been contacted by Mr. Madu but 
was not.  The witness was subsequently interviewed by THRC staff. 

 
THRC’s review of Mr. Madu’s 84 closed cases found that 13 additional cases contained 

falsified documentation.  In addition, for ten cases, THRC staff were unable to verify that 
witnesses had in fact been contacted for a variety of reasons: there was no witness list in the file; 
there was no complaint in the file; based on notes in the file, the complainant allegedly told Mr. 
Madu that they didn’t want their witnesses to be contacted; based on notes in the file, Mr. Madu 
informed the complainant that the witnesses would not be contacted because they did not have 
any personal knowledge of the events; based on notes in the file and comparison of address 
information between the witness and the company against whom the complaint had been filed, 
Mr. Madu informed the complainant that the witness would not be contacted because the witness 
worked for the company against whom the complaint had been filed; or the witness contact 
information was not valid when THRC staff tried to contact the witness because the witness was 
no longer at the number provided, and no forwarding information had been given.  THRC staff 
found no issues with the notes in the files during their review. 

 
For the 13 cases where falsified documentation was found, and for the 10 cases that could 

not be verified, THRC performed additional reviews and determined that the cases were either 
no cause or administrative closures.  The cases that were dual-filed with the EEOC were 
reviewed and closed out by EEOC. 

   
In addition to this examination of Mr. Madu’s closed cases, THRC staff also reviewed 10 

percent of all employment and housing cases closed during the period July 1, 2006, through June 
30, 2007, which had been assigned to other investigators.  The total number of cases reviewed 
was 56: 44 employment cases and 12 housing cases.  THRC did not report any findings related to 
its review of cases closed by THRC investigators other than Mr. Madu. 

 
 Our review resulted in six recommendations to THRC designed to strengthen controls 
over case file documentation. 
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 The issues discussed in this report were referred to the Office of the District Attorney 
General, 20th Judicial District, and to the Law Enforcement and Special Prosecution Division of 
the Office of the Attorney General. 
 
 

Sincerely, 

John G. Morgan 
Comptroller of the Treasury 
 

JGM/mdb 
08/01 
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ORIGIN OF THE REVIEW 
 

On July 13, 2007, Comptroller John Morgan and staff from the Division of State Audit 
met with Lieutenant Governor Ron Ramsey to discuss an issue related to the Tennessee Human 
Rights Commission (THRC).  According to Lieutenant Governor Ramsey, one of his 
constituents had contacted him concerning an employment discrimination complaint she had 
filed with THRC.  Her complaint had been assigned to Mr. Leonard Madu, an investigator with 
THRC.  After being told by THRC that her complaint was without merit, she obtained a copy of 
her case file through a Freedom of Information Act request filed with the EEOC.  The case file 
contained notes of telephone interviews that Mr. Madu claimed to have conducted with her 
witnesses.  She was surprised to note that her witnesses did not support her claim.  When she 
spoke with her witnesses, they told her that Mr. Madu had not contacted them. 
 
 We began our review of this issue in July 2007. 
 
 

OBJECTIVES OF THE REVIEW 
 

Our review had the following objectives: 
 

• to determine whether Mr. Madu falsified phone call documentation related to the case 
noted above; 

 
• to review work performed by THRC staff to determine whether phone call 

documentation had been falsified for Mr. Madu’s other cases, as well as for cases 
assigned to other staff; and 

 



 

 

• to refer the results of our review to the appropriate authorities. 
 
 

SCOPE OF THE REVIEW 
 

Our review included interviews with personnel from THRC as well as witnesses noted in 
the case file for Lieutenant Governor Ramsey’s constituent.  We reviewed relevant 
documentation related to the case, such as phone call documentation prepared by Mr. Madu and 
long-distance phone records for Mr. Madu’s office phone.  In addition, we reviewed 
documentation obtained through forensic analysis of the state computer used by Mr. Madu as 
well as his state GroupWise e-mail account. 

 
  

RESULTS OF THE REVIEW 
 

Based on presently available information, we determined that Mr. Madu did not make the 
phone calls to the witnesses in the case brought to our attention by Lieutenant Governor Ramsey.  
Further, Mr. Madu created paperwork to make it appear that he had made the calls, and he placed 
the misleading paperwork in the case file. 

 
On August 7, 2007, Mr. Madu was placed on administrative leave by THRC and was 

given an Intent to Terminate letter.  THRC officials gave him an option to resign before his 
termination became effective August 10.  On August 9, Mr. Madu submitted his resignation 
letter, effective August 10.  Mr. Madu’s annual leave, which totaled 400.5 hours and was worth 
$7,861.82, was forfeited under Section 8-50-807(d), Tennessee Code Annotated, because he 
resigned in lieu of termination for gross misconduct.  His state employment record was coded 
“not eligible for rehire within state government.” 

 
The employment discrimination case in question, which was originally dual filed with 

EEOC, was referred to the EEOC Memphis office and is currently under review. 
 
THRC undertook a review of all of Mr. Madu’s 36 open cases at the time of his 

resignation, as well as a review of all 84 of his closed cases for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2007.  The 36 open cases were reassigned to other investigators with instructions to verify 
complainant and witness contact and to report any abnormalities.  One case contained falsified 
documentation related to a witness that was listed as having been contacted by Mr. Madu but 
was not.  The witness was subsequently interviewed by THRC staff. 
 

THRC’s review of Mr. Madu’s 84 closed cases found that 13 additional cases contained 
falsified documentation.  In addition, for ten cases, THRC staff were unable to verify that 
witnesses had in fact been contacted for a variety of reasons: there was no witness list in the file; 
there was no complaint in the file; based on notes in the file, the complainant allegedly told Mr. 
Madu that they didn’t want their witnesses to be contacted; based on notes in the file, Mr. Madu 
informed the complainant that the witnesses would not be contacted because they did not have 
any personal knowledge of the events; based on notes in the file and comparison of address 
information between the witness and the company against whom the complaint had been filed, 
Mr. Madu informed the complainant that the witness would not be contacted because the witness 
worked for the company against whom the complaint had been filed; or the witness contact 



 

 

information was not valid when THRC staff tried to contact the witness because the witness was 
no longer at the number provided, and no forwarding information had been given.  THRC staff 
found no issues with the notes in the files during their review. 

 
For the 13 cases where falsified documentation was found, and for the 10 cases that could 

not be verified, THRC performed additional reviews and determined that the cases were either 
no cause or administrative closures.  The cases that were dual-filed with the EEOC were 
reviewed and closed out by EEOC. 
 

In addition to this examination of Mr. Madu’s closed cases, THRC staff also reviewed 10 
percent of all employment and housing cases closed during the period July 1, 2006, through June 
30, 2007.  The total number of cases reviewed was 56: 44 employment cases and 12 housing 
cases.  THRC did not report any findings related to its review of cases closed by THRC 
investigators other than Mr. Madu. 
 

The issues discussed in this report were referred to the Office of the District Attorney 
General, 20th Judicial District, and to the Law Enforcement and Special Prosecution Division of 
the Office of the Attorney General. 
 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 Our review resulted in six recommendations to THRC designed to facilitate better review 
of investigative work by management and to strengthen controls over case file documentation. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 
ORIGIN OF THE REVIEW 
 
 On July 13, 2007, Comptroller John Morgan and staff from the Division of State Audit 
met with Lieutenant Governor Ron Ramsey to discuss an issue related to the Tennessee Human 
Rights Commission (THRC).  According to Lieutenant Governor Ramsey, one of his 
constituents had contacted him concerning an employment discrimination complaint she had 
filed with THRC.  Her complaint had been assigned to Mr. Leonard Madu, an investigator with 
THRC.  After being told by THRC that her complaint was without merit, she obtained a copy of 
her case file through a Freedom of Information Act request filed with the EEOC.  The case file 
contained notes of telephone interviews that Mr. Madu claimed to have conducted with her 
witnesses.  She was surprised to note that her witnesses did not support her claim.  When she 
spoke with her witnesses, they told her that Mr. Madu had not contacted them. 
 
 We began our review of this issue in July 2007. 
 
 
OBJECTIVES OF THE REVIEW 
 
 Our review had the following objectives: 
 

• to determine whether Mr. Madu falsified phone call documentation related to the case 
noted above; 

 
• to review work performed by THRC staff  to determine whether phone call 

documentation had been falsified for Mr. Madu’s other cases, as well as for cases 
assigned to other staff; and 

 
• to refer the results of our review to the appropriate authorities. 

 
 
SCOPE OF THE REVIEW 
 

Our review included interviews with personnel from THRC as well as witnesses noted in 
the case file for Lieutenant Governor Ramsey’s constituent.  We reviewed relevant 
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documentation related to the case, such as phone call documentation prepared by Mr. Madu and 
long-distance phone records for Mr. Madu’s office phone.  In addition, we reviewed 
documentation obtained through forensic analysis of the computer used by Mr. Madu as well as 
his GroupWise e-mail account. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
 Section 4-21-202, Tennessee Code Annotated, grants authority for THRC to promote the 
creation of local human rights commissions and enter into working cooperative agreements with 
them; receive, initiate, investigate, seek to conciliate, hold hearings on, and pass upon complaints 
alleging civil rights violations; furnish technical assistance on request to help organizations 
further their compliance with civil rights laws; and to cooperate with the U.S. Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission in its enforcement of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and with the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development in its enforcement of the Fair Housing Act of 
1968.  Under Section 4-12-905, Tennessee Code Annotated, a person alleging discrimination by 
state agencies receiving federal funds may file a complaint with the state agency or with THRC. 
 
 THRC has 15 members appointed by the Governor, five from each of the three grand 
divisions of the state (East, Middle, and West).  The members are to be appointed on a 
nonpartisan basis and be broadly representative of employees, proprietors, trade unions, religious 
groups, human rights groups, and the general public. Commissioners are appointed for six-year 
terms and may be reappointed.  The members meet bimonthly. 
 
 Section 4-21-202(3), Tennessee Code Annotated, gives THRC the authority to appoint an 
Executive Director annually and set the Director’s compensation, as well as to maintain offices 
in Shelby, Davidson, Knox, and Hamilton counties and other offices as necessary. 
 
 The central office is located in Nashville, with regional offices in Memphis, Chattanooga, 
and Knoxville.  THRC has 12 full-time investigators and 14 other staff providing administrative 
and support services.  Some investigators handle employment and housing cases, some handle 
employment and housing cases as well as mediations, and others handle only employment cases 
or only housing cases. 
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DETAILS OF THE REVIEW 

 
 
OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 
 
 Based on presently available information, we determined that Mr. Madu did not make the 
phone calls to the witnesses in the case brought to our attention by Lieutenant Governor Ramsey.  
Further, Mr. Madu created paperwork to make it appear that he had made the calls, and he placed 
the misleading paperwork in the case file. 
 
 
INFORMATION BROUGHT BY LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR RAMSEY 
 

The issue was brought to us on July 13, 2007, by Lieutenant Governor Ron Ramsey.  
According to the allegation brought by one of Lieutenant Governor Ramsey’s constituents, an 
employment investigator at Tennessee Human Rights Commission (THRC), Mr. Leonard Madu, 
had not contacted six witnesses in an employment discrimination case but had placed documents 
in the case file to make it appear that he did make the calls.  According to documentation from 
the case file provided by Lieutenant Governor Ramsey, one of the calls took place on July 14, 
2006; two other calls took place on September 25, 2006; and three other calls took place on 
October 6, 2006. 

 
Based on a review of Mr. Madu’s personnel file, we noted that he received a law degree 

from the University of Tennessee College of Law in June 1988.  He began his employment as an 
investigator at THRC on November 1, 1993.  Prior to his employment with THRC, Mr. Madu 
was employed by the Tennessee Department of Human Services as a disability claims examiner 
for three years. 
 
 
INTERVIEWS WITH WITNESSES 
 

Using phone numbers obtained from the case file as well as additional phone numbers 
provided by Lieutenant Governor Ramsey’s office, we attempted to contact each of the six 
witnesses.  We reached five of the six witnesses listed in the case file and interviewed them by 
phone.  We were unable to reach the sixth witness.  Each of the five witnesses we contacted 
stated verbally that he or she had never been contacted by Mr. Madu or by anyone at THRC.  In 
addition, each of the five witnesses formalized his or her statements in writing and transmitted 
them to us by fax, mail, or both. 
 
 
FIRST INTERVIEW WITH MR. MADU 
 

We conducted our first interview with Mr. Madu on August 1, 2007, at our offices in 
Nashville.  He stated that he made the calls and did not understand why someone would say he 
had not.  When we told him that the witnesses had stated that he did not contact them, he said 
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that sometimes witnesses in discrimination cases would say that they had not spoken with 
investigators when in fact they had, particularly if they were unable to support the complainant.  
He stated that he prepared the documentation of the phone calls and would not have placed the 
phone call documentation in the file if he had not made the calls.  Mr. Madu stated that, given the 
time lapse, he could not recall the specifics of the calls. 
 

Mr. Madu stated that he was troubled on a personal level to understand the motivations of 
these individuals in saying that they did not talk to him because he took pride in his work, and he 
believed in the cause of human and civil rights.  He stated that he did the best job he could 
because he cared about individuals’ cases.  He stated that he was not calling the witnesses liars, 
but they might have been remiss in their recollections of the conversations.  He stated that the 
complainant never gave him any indications that her witnesses had not been contacted, and she 
never contacted the THRC office to state that her witnesses had not been contacted and she 
wanted reconsideration of her case.  Mr. Madu stated that the closure letter sent to the 
complainant clearly stated that she could call the director within 30 days if she felt that her 
witnesses had not been contacted. We obtained a copy of the letter, which was dated January 9, 
2007.  Mr. Madu said that he wondered why she waited this long to bring her complaint forward. 
 

We told Mr. Madu that we would be reviewing his phone records, and we asked if all the 
telephone interviews in question were placed from his office phone.  He said that they were.  He 
further stated that he welcomed the review of his phone records because it would prove that he 
had made the calls.  
 
 
REVIEW OF PHONE RECORDS 
 

Because the witnesses in the case were located in eastern Tennessee, we reviewed the 
long-distance phone records for Mr. Madu’s Nashville office phone for the time period July 2006 
through October 2006.  We searched for phone numbers obtained from the witness list in the 
case file as well as for additional phone numbers provided by Lieutenant Governor Ramsey’s 
office.  Review of the long-distance phone records for Mr. Madu’s office phone did not show 
any calls to any of the six individuals. 
 
 
SECOND INTERVIEW WITH MR. MADU 
 

We conducted a second interview with Mr. Madu on August 7, 2007, again at our 
Nashville office.  When confronted with the absence of the phone calls from the long-distance 
phone records for his office phone, he admitted that he did not make the phone calls and that he 
put paperwork in the case file to make it appear that he did make the calls.  He stated that he did 
not know why he did this.  He stated that it was an “aberration” and it should not have happened.  
He stated that his actions were “outrageous, nauseating, and egregious.”  He stated that he did 
not intend to harm the complainant, and he had no malice toward her.  He further stated that he 
had never done this on any other cases. 
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On August 7, Mr. Madu was placed on administrative leave by THRC and was given an 
Intent to Terminate letter.  THRC officials gave him an option to resign before his termination 
became effective August 10.  On August 9, Mr. Madu submitted his resignation letter, effective 
August 10.  Mr. Madu’s annual leave, which totaled 400.5 hours and was worth $7,861.82, was 
forfeited under Section 8-50-807(d), Tennessee Code Annotated, because he resigned in lieu of 
termination for gross misconduct.  His state employment record was coded “not eligible for 
rehire within state government.” 

 
The employment discrimination case in question, which was originally dual filed with 

EEOC, was referred to the EEOC Memphis office and is currently under review. 
 
 

REVIEW OF STATE COMPUTER AND E-MAIL ACCOUNT 
 
 We performed a forensic review of the hard drive from Mr. Madu’s state computer.  
Using a variety of keywords related to the case brought to us by Lieutenant Governor Ramsey, 
we searched Mr. Madu’s hard drive for evidence of work on this case.  We located a document 
titled “Evidence/Rationale Determination” that outlined the complaint, the respondent’s position, 
jurisdiction, witness statements, a summary of available evidence, and the conclusion.  In the 
section under witness statements, Mr. Madu wrote that the complainant’s witnesses stated that 
they did not have any relevant information about the complainant’s case.  Mr. Madu lists five of 
the six witnesses shown on the paperwork in the case file provided by Lieutenant Governor 
Ramsey.  The sixth witness is not listed.  Mr. Madu also wrote that another witness declined 
because of a conflict of interest because she was a member of a selection committee.  This 
witness was not included on the paperwork in the case file provided by Lieutenant Governor 
Ramsey. 
 
 During the review of Mr. Madu’s hard drive, we also noted a large amount of material, 
including e-mails, conference materials, and articles, relating to Mr. Madu’s work with human 
rights organizations in Africa.  The materials listed Mr. Madu in various capacities as the 
president of an organization and as the coordinator for conferences and meetings. 
 
 
WORK PERFORMED BY THRC STAFF 
 

In response to the issue with Mr. Madu, THRC officials made the decision to undertake a 
review of all of Mr. Madu’s 36 open cases at the time of his resignation, as well as a review of 
all 84 of his closed cases for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2007.  In addition, a sample of closed 
cases for the other investigators was reviewed.  THRC chose this time period because of the 
number of cases to review and the availability of staff to review the cases.  The results of their 
review of Mr. Madu’s closed cases and the sample of cases for the other investigators, including 
a description of the methodology used in conducting the review, are included in Exhibit A, 
“Summary of 2007 THRC Internal Audits,” dated January 29, 2008.  The results of their review 
of Mr. Madu’s open cases are included in Exhibit B, “Summary of Findings on Open Cases,” 
dated July 7, 2008. 
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THRC staff examined all 84 of the cases closed by Mr. Madu during the period July 1, 
2006, through August 17, 2007.  According to THRC’s summary, 13 additional cases contained 
falsified documentation relating to interview records.  No other types of falsified records were 
noted.  In 12 of these cases, the claims had originally been denied (referred to as a finding of “no 
cause,” which means that there was insufficient evidence that discrimination had occurred), and 
one case was an administrative closure (which means that it was dismissed for procedural 
reasons not based on findings of fact as to whether there had been discrimination, such as the 
complainant withdrew the complaint; the complainant failed to cooperate with the investigation; 
the complainant could not be located; or the allegations had already been disposed of in a 
duplicate charge filed with EEOC).  In this particular case, based on notes in the file, the case 
was administratively closed because a case with the same allegations had been filed with and 
investigated by EEOC. 

 
Eleven of the 13 cases had been dual-filed with EEOC.  For a case to be dual-filed with 

EEOC, the employer in question must have 15 or more employees, the case must be timely, and 
the case must meet other criteria outlined in the Tennessee Human Rights Act as well as the 
EEOC Contracting Principles. 

 
In addition, for ten cases, THRC staff were unable to verify that witnesses had in fact 

been contacted for a variety of reasons: there was no witness list in the file; there was no 
complaint in the file; based on notes in the file, the complainant allegedly told Mr. Madu that 
they didn’t want their witnesses to be contacted; based on notes in the file, Mr. Madu informed 
the complainant that the witnesses would not be contacted because they did not have any 
personal knowledge of the events; based on notes in the file and comparison of address 
information between the witness and the company against whom the complaint had been filed, 
Mr. Madu informed the complainant that the witness would not be contacted because the witness 
worked for the company against whom the complaint had been filed; or the witness contact 
information was not valid when THRC staff tried to contact the witness because the witness was 
no longer at the number provided, and no forwarding information had been given.  THRC staff 
found no issues with the notes in the files during their review. 

 
The method of verification included review of telephone records of long-distance calls 

for witnesses who were not local to the Nashville calling area, and telephone calls to the 
witnesses, or the complainants themselves, if they were local to the Nashville calling area. 

 
For the 13 cases where falsified documentation was found, and for the 10 cases that could 

not be verified, THRC performed additional reviews and determined that the cases were in fact 
either no cause or administrative closures.  The cases that were dual-filed with the EEOC were 
reviewed and closed out by EEOC. 

 
The 36 open cases were reassigned to other investigators with instructions to verify 

complainant and witness contact and to report any abnormalities.  One case contained falsified 
documentation related to a witness that was listed as having been contacted by Mr. Madu but 
was not.  The witness was subsequently interviewed by THRC staff. 
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During their review of Mr. Madu’s open and closed cases, THRC noted no patterns of 
falsification based on employer, industry, race, age, or gender. 
 

In addition to this examination of Mr. Madu’s open and closed cases, THRC staff also 
reviewed 10 percent of all employment and housing cases closed during the period July 1, 2006, 
through June 30, 2007.  The total number of cases reviewed was 56: 44 employment cases and 
12 housing cases.  The purpose of THRC’s review was to ensure that the investigators were 
producing “a consistent, good quality product” and to assist THRC Executive Staff in 
determining “the strengths and weaknesses of the agency’s operations.”  THRC’s review focused 
on the efficiency and accuracy of the investigative process by paying special attention to case file 
organization and proper documentation.  In conducting their review, THRC staff used an Internal 
Guidance checklist that was created in October 2007 by THRC’s Deputy Director, with input 
from THRC’s General Counsel, to identify and clarify the issues that needed to be reviewed with 
each.  THRC’s summary did not report any findings related to its review of cases closed by 
THRC investigators other than Mr. Madu. 
 
 
MEASURES IMPLEMENTED BY THRC 
 
 According to THRC management, prior to the discovery of the issue with Mr. Madu, case 
files were reviewed by the investigator’s supervisors (the Deputy Director and the Housing 
Director) as well as the Legal Department.  The cases were reviewed to make sure that the file 
was in the proper order, there was proper documentation, there were minimal grammatical and 
typing errors, and the case was legally sufficient.  Cases that fell under federal jurisdiction were 
also reviewed by staff from EEOC and HUD.  THRC management stated that they depended on 
the honesty and integrity of their investigators, and they did not check behind the investigators 
for falsified work. 
 

As a result of the issue with Mr. Madu, THRC expanded current practices and 
implemented new measures to lessen the likelihood that such an issue would happen in the 
future.  Reviews of case files were expanded to include verification of witness contacts on a 
random basis.  Investigators are now asked to sign a verification statement certifying they took 
specific actions on cases, including interviewing witnesses.  A memo to remind investigators of 
their ethical obligations and to outline the new procedures was issued to investigators on August 
13, 2007.  A training session on September 9 that was scheduled before the improper actions of 
Mr. Madu arose was amended to include discussion of the concerns raised by the actions of Mr. 
Madu and the resulting new procedures.  

 
In addition, THRC’s standard operating procedures manual, which was under review 

prior to this incident, was also updated to reinforce the procedures to be used during the 
investigation of employment and housing complaints.  Furthermore, a customer satisfaction 
survey has been developed to determine the level of customer service that THRC provides and 
also to aid in preventing and identifying any future issues with THRC staff during the course of 
an investigation.  THRC has put a procedure in place where staff from THRC’s communications 
division randomly contacts parties to a complaint to determine the overall level of service and to 
identify problems in the investigative process, including contacting individuals involved in cases. 
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REFERRAL 
 
  The issues discussed in this report were referred to the Office of the District Attorney 
General, 20th Judicial District, and to the Law Enforcement and Special Prosecution Division of 
the Office of the Attorney General. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 

Our review resulted in the following recommendations: 
 

1. The Commission should ensure that witness contacts are verified on a random basis 
as per the newly expanded review of case files.  All reviews and verifications should 
be adequately documented.  Swift, appropriate action should be taken whenever any 
discrepancies are noted in the verification process.  These actions should include 
taking all steps necessary to make a final determination of whether an investigator 
misrepresented information in the case file and, if so, taking prompt, appropriate 
personnel action and referring the matter to appropriate officials, including the 
Division of State Audit. 

 
2. The Commission should establish other procedures, in writing, for additional 

effective, timely review of case files to identify any other inconsistencies or other 
indicators of problems and take appropriate, prompt action to resolve the problems. 

 
3. The Commission should ensure that the new practice of asking investigators to sign a 

verification statement certifying they took specific actions on cases, including 
interviewing witnesses, is implemented.  This statement should be included as part of 
the case file, and its existence should be verified during the review of the case file.  
Management should fully investigate any situations in which the statements are not 
signed. 

 
4. The Commission should continue to remind investigators of their ethical obligations 

and the importance of their work. 
 

5. The Commission members, and particularly the Audit Committee, should carefully 
review this report and the related internal audit report and take measures to ensure 
that top management has effectively identified and appropriately documented all risks 
related to the issues discussed in these reports, as well as any other risks of fraud, 
waste, or abuse facing the entity.  Furthermore, they should review and, if satisfied 
with them, approve management’s documented internal controls designed and 
implemented to mitigate all of these risks. 

 
6. Since the Commission is ultimately making significant decisions about fundamental 

rights of Tennessee citizens based on the sufficiency of the information developed by 
Commission investigators, the Commission members should ensure that management 
is effectively reviewing case files and taking responsibility for the accuracy and 
completeness of the information presented to the Commission for their consideration.  
If the Commission members determine that management is failing to meet their 
responsibilities to the Commission and the individuals seeking assistance from the 
Commission, they should take all measures necessary to correct such situations. 


























































