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INTRODUCTION

In Public Law 104-134', the 1996 appropriation for the Legal Services Corporation
(LSC), Congress imposed restrictions and prohibitions on the types of services LSC grantees may
provide to clients and on the methods they may employ in providing those services. The law
required the grantees to discontinue servicing certain types of cases immediately. It also
required grantees to divest of three other types of cases (class actions, prisoner litigation, and
alien representation) no later than July 31, 1996. Congress required LSC to report whether
grantees had divested of these cases within the time allotted.

In order to provide the LSC Board of Directors, management, and Congress with an
independent assessment of the grantees’ compliance with the new law, the LSC Office of
Inspector General (OIG) initiated two types of limited scope audits covering 12 grantees. A
performance audit tested: (1) whether grantees had divested of the prohibited cases and were
providing only those legal services permitted in restricted cases; and (2) whether the selected
grantees had implemented the policies and procedures to ensure that case-related activities were
within the new law. A financial related audit was designed to determine whether selected
grantees were supporting prohibited or restricted activities through the grantee or alternative

! 110 stat. 1321 (1996)
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organizations. This report presents the results of the financial related audit of Legal Services
Law Line of Vermont, Inc. (LSLLV).

BACKGROUND

LSLLYV received $404,806 from LSC in Fiscal Year 1996. The LSLLV office is located
in Burlington, Vermont. As of the date of field work, LSLLV employed, in addition to the
Executive Director, approximately five attorneys, one paralegal, and two other staff. LSLLV
is a new entity, having been created in January 1996 to handle cases permissible under LSC laws
and regulations. LSLLV replaced the previous LSC grantee, Vermont Legal Aid, which
continued to provide legal services including restricted and prohibited activities.

OBJECTIVES

The specific objectives of the financial related audit were to determine whether:

d LSLLYV used funds to pay other organizations to handle prohibited or restricted cases;

d current employees, terminated employees, and consultants continued to work on restricted
or prohibited cases and received LSC funds for their services after restrictions and
prohibitions took effect;

d timekeeping records indicated continued involvement in restricted or prohibited cases.

SCOPE

Field work was performed in the office in Burlington, Vermont from November 18-20,

o The management of LSLLV provided a representation letter, but edited three specific

representations that we requested. We considered the effects of these edits on the scope of our
audit. In its response to the second draft audit report, the management of LSLLV provided
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satisfactory alternative language addressing one of these three representations. This additional
information has been taken into consideration in this report.

The revised regulation 45 CFR 1610 became effective on June 20, 1997. A component
of this rule addresses program integrity as it relates to independence from another entity. This
new rule and its application are beyond the scope of this audit.

METHODOLOGY
The financial related audit of LSLLV was conducted in accordance with generally

accepted government auditing standards. Audit procedures included interviews with LSC and
LSLLYV personnel, review of policies and procedures, and examination of LSLLV records.

FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
We provide the following conclusions and findings on the audit objectives.
CONCLUSION 1
d We found no evidence that LSLLV used funds to pay other organizations to handle
prohibited or restricted cases.
During the course of our fieldwork, we identified a condition that we believe to be a

weakness in the internal control system.

Finding 1 - We reviewed a sample of payments made to law firms and private attorneys by
LSLLV and noted several instances where supporting documentation was not provided.

Advocates were reimbursed without specifying mileage or providing supporting
documentation such as receipts for photocopies, postage, telephone calls, fax charges and meals.
LSLLV explained that an effort would be made, such as revising the reimbursement form, to
eliminate or minimize these types of exceptions from recurring.
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Recommendation 1 - LSLLV should ensure that all payments contain proper supporting
documentation.

Management Comments

In its response to the second draft audit report, LSLLV did not dispute the finding, but
added that the discrepancies noted were few and of small dollar amounts. LSLLV added that the
attorneys receiving payments were pro bono private attorneys, and that being more stringent in
requiring documentation would be counterproductive.

OIG Response

The OIG reiterates its recommendation and notes that sound business practices mandate
such accountability.

CONCLUSION 2

d Because of the conditions identified in findings 3 and 5, we could not determine that
current employees, terminated employees, or consultants did not work on restricted or
prohibited cases and did not receive LSC funds for their services after restrictions and
prohibitions took effect, and we express no opinion on this audit objective.

We could not determine that current employees, terminated employees, or consultants did
not work on restricted or prohibited cases and did not receive LSC funds for their services after
restrictions and prohibitions took effect because of the following conditions identified in findings
3 and 5: (1) a majority of LSLLV’s attorney staff were part-time; (2) LSLLV did not have
written policies governing employee alternative work arrangements including part-time
employment; and (3) LSLLV’s timekeeping records did not account for all hours worked and
therefore were unreliable.

Additionally, during the course of our fieldwork, we identified conditions that we believe
to be weaknesses in the internal control system.
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Finding 2 - LSLLV did not have written policies governing accrued vacation leave and sick
leave.

A properly designed and implemented internal control system includes written procedures
governing employee vacation, sick, and other leave.

LSLLYV credited new employees with leave balances accrued at their previous employer,
Vermont Legal Aid. Three LSLLV employees were credited with leave balances (annual
vacation and sick) equal to the remaining leave balances at their date of departure from Vermont
Legal Aid, the previous LSC recipient in the service area. LSLLV explained that this was a
management decision to provide benefits to individuals who were leaving their old jobs and who
felt insecure about losing their sick and vacation time. Vermont Legal Aid was obligated to pay
the employees for the accrued vacation leave but not for the accrued sick leave. Thus, LSLLV
assumed an obligation incurred by Vermont Legal Aid before LSLLV existed

Recommendation 2 - LSLLV, with the participation of its board, should develop and implement
written policies and procedures to govern accrued vacation leave and sick leave.

Management Comments

In its response to the second draft audit report, LSLLV agreed with the OIG’s
recommendation that LSLLV adopt written policies “simply as a good management practice”,
but added that there is no requirement that this be done. LSLLV did not provide a corrective
action plan nor any additional information as to when it intended to implement the
recommendation.

Finding 3 - LSLLV did not have written policies governing employee alternative work
arrangements.

A properly designed and implemented internal control system over employee work and
benefits includes written procedures to ensure fair and equitable administration and appropriate
expenditures.
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The majority of LSLLV’s attorney staff were part-time. LSLLV management stated that
LSLLV’s policy was that part-time staff were expected to work three 7.5 hour days per week and
to receive 60% of the benefits received by full-time staff. However, LSLLV did not required
fixed schedules for part-time work hours.

Recommendation 3 - LSLLV, with the participation of its board, should develop and implement
written policies and procedures to govern employee alternative work arrangements, such as
part-time employment, and related benefits.

Management Comments

In its response to the second draft audit report, LSLLV agreed with the OIG’s
recommendation that it develop written policies. LSLLV added that this was not required by
LSC regulations but is a good management practice. LSLLYV stated that this policy was part of a
comprehensive set of written policies that LSLLV was developing, but did not provide any
additional information as to when it intended to implement the recommendation.

Finding 4 - LSLLV maintained both written and unwritten employee benefits policies that had
not been approved by its Board of Directors even though these policies benefitted LSLLV
management.

One of the three employees credited with leave balances at the commencement of their
employment with LSLLV was the Executive Director. There was no Board of Directors’
resolution approving this action.

LSLLV maintained a written computer purchase loan policy to lend their employees up to
$1,500 for the purchase of computer hardware or software. As of the date of the field work, one
of the two employees who received a computer purchase loan was the Executive Director. This
policy was not submitted to the Board of Directors for its approval.
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Recommendation 4 - LSLLV’s Board of Directors should develop and approve all employee
benefits policies that impact on LSLLV’s management and should specifically approve any
action benefitting the Executive Director.

Management Comments

LSLLYV stated that the computer loan policy is a written benefit provided to all LSLLV
employees, and the Executive Director intended to submit this policy, along with other personnel
policies, to the Board of Directors for its approval. LSLLV did not provide any information as
to when this would be accomplished. LSLLV did not comment on the finding with respect to
the awarding of additional leave to certain LSLLV employees.

CONCLUSION 3
d Because of the conditions identified in findings 3 and 5, we were unable to determine
from the timekeeping records that there was no continued involvement in restricted or

prohibited cases, and we express no opinion on this audit objective.

As described below, during the course of our fieldwork, we identified a condition that we
believe to be a weakness in the timekeeping system.

Finding 5 - We reviewed a sample of LSLLV attorney time sheets and noted some instances
where the daily reporting of hours did not add up to an LSLLV standard workday of 7.5 hours.

Because the LSLLV timekeeping records did not account for all hours worked, the
timekeeping records were not reliable.

LSLLYV stated that its timekeeping policy is to account for all time in the office, totaling

7.5 hours daily and 37.5 hours weekly. LSLLV stated that the discrepancies were due to errors
by new employees.
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Recommendation 5 - LSLLV should review time sheets on a regular basis to ensure that all time
sheets are completed in accordance with LSLLV’s timekeeping policy to account for all time in
the office totaling 7.5 hours daily and 37.5 hours weekly.

Management Comments

The Executive Director agreed with the OIG’s recommendation that LSLLV review time
sheets on a regular basis to ensure adherence to LSLLV’s timekeeping policy. The Executive
Director added that this was not required by LSC regulations but is a good management practice
and has been in place for several months. This report has been revised to reflect the cause of the
error identified by LSLLV management in its response.

GRANTEE MANAGEMENT RESPONSES TO THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORTS
The complete text of grantee management’s response to the first and second draft reports

are included as Appendix | and Appendix Il (except for the attached copy of the first draft audit
report), respectively.
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Legal Services Law Line of Vermont, Inc.

264 dorth Winooskl Awenoc
Butlitgm, YT 0501
Ted (A2 8563-7153
JRO0N 30T
Fax (&IF) 651-4130

February 28, 1947

Albert B. Puglia

Acting Assistanl Inspector Gemeral for Program Integrity
Lepal Services Corpotation

T50 First Strest, NE, Ltkh Vloor
Washington, IDC 200024250

Re:  Aundit Project 96-064, Financial-Related Andil of Lepal Services Luw Line of Vermont,
w1430

Dwar Mr. Puglia:

1 have your draft audit report. I have nothing 0 add 2ad no commends 10 make om the deafi,
If you have any questions, please [eel ree w call. Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

\%f

Thoimas F. Gammett
Iixeculive Dxeclor

oo Jobhn Tr. Shullenbereer
Lisa Shelkrot



Legal Scrvices Law Lme ol Vermont, Inc.
04 Korh Wimooeki Avemae
Iwclington, VT 05401
Tel (R02) ¥63-7151
{ SN 392857
L (RO 6314 LM

July 31, 7

Alexis M. Slowe

Assisianl [ospecior General for Aadit
Legal Services Corporation

TS0 |5t Street, NE, 10th Floor
Washington, DC 20002-4250

e:  Andit Projoct 96-064, Financial-Related Audit of
Leapal Services Taw Line of Verment, Inc., Becipient Na, 146010

Dear My, Stowe:
[ wish tw wake Lhe following eonuneits on the sceond dmll of your audit rcpoﬁ
INTRODUCTHON

I and the rest of the staff of Legal Services Law Lme of Vermont, Inc. (LSLLV) rexponded
fully and candidly to all inyuiries from the Office of Inspector General (DIG). | was offered a
management letier that contined overly broad, undefined terms that would have made my
certificaton unclear and would have intnsded ot (e privaie Hves of LSLLY cmployees, 1
raised my congerns with the OIG but was wven o explanation or guidance on Lhese problems.
| alteted the management leller, nol (O be evasive, bat to be clear and (o be respectial of my
ohligations as an comployer, The tesponse 1 received was the Firsl Dicall of the (0G5 Audit
Heport, which found no evidence of violstions asd concluded thal LSLLY was in compliance
with all LSC reguircments amd regincions. Several months laler 1 received a Second Dradt of
the Audit Repont wiich implicd, wilhool auy supporting evidence, thal LSLLY was not in
compliance with sigmificant LSC reguirsmnents. | take very stromg cxceplion 1o the inferences
contained in e Second Draft of the Awdit Report.  LELLY coployees were not and are not
engagoed o prolabated or restricied activitics. LSLLY 15 pot unduly influenced by Vermoni
Tggal Aid board or management. The second draft of the audit report dies not accurately or
fairly reflect this organization,

SOOE AND FINDINGS

Vield work was performed in our office in Burlington [rom Movember 18-20, 19%6. Duriug
that time | and other staff made availuble all information snd records hat were reguested and
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responded fully and comprehensively to all questions,  We [olloaved up cur responses and
prowvided further information to questions puased in fhe two weeks after the ficld team's wisil.

Om February 1E, 1997, 1 received a facsimile of a lelter from Anlhony Ramirez, senior
auditor, attaching ¥ managemenl representation letter. {Copy attached.) The mamagement
representation letter eontained three requcsts that had not been discussed at the field wisit or at
any olher lime, Those three reqirests concerned a) represcnialioms aboul activiries of Law Lie
employess outgide regular working hours; b) repressmtahions alwat activities of |aw Line
employees performed while “cmployed elsewhere™; and ¢} representations about whether Law
Line is “influenced by™ the hoard or manapement of Yemmont Legal Awd (WLA). T spoke o
Mr. Ratnirse abont coacerns | had abom these represcotations. I explanedd 1o Mr, Ramirez
that 1 could not make a representation about non-work acvilies of LSLLY employess hecanse
I Fclt that would involve iogoiries joko their private lives which were vulside my authotiry, 1
explained that | could not say T wax not “infloenced™ by ¥ILA manzgemient or board, s thal
word is broadly understood, because I consider il imporeant (¢ he ahle 03 consult with many
people putside 15LLY, including the manmyement and board of VLA, However, I most
emphatically can conify that LSLLY i nod contenlled by ¥VLA board or management nor 14
LSLLY influcniced by ¥YLA or any individual or organization {o the extend we da nol inaintain
an amrns lempelh refavionship. T explained that I could coerkly thal L3T.LY employees were ot
eigaged in 150 reatricted activitics a5 LSLLY employess. | summarized thesc issucs in a
letter thal accomparied the management letber [ rewrnesd 1o Mr. Ramirez, in which T modificd
thewe throe assues. (Ceples altached, )

Om Februaty 27, 1997, the Office. of Tospector General 1wsued a deatt amdic report which
conciuded that “I5LLY demonsirated substantial compliance with the requirements rclated 1o
the prohibitions and restrictions on U uxe of LSC and non-1.8C funds. The audit revealed no
evidence to indicate that LSLLV suppoiied prolibited or restricted activilies, either directly o
throuph ailemative endes.” Copy attached ) [ responded to this drafl, sayiog that T had no
additions or comments.

On fuly 18, 1997, the Office of Inspector General issued its sceond drafl of the andit report, in
which it fioend:

13 OIS “could nod dederming thae LSLLY did not wse LSO funds 1o pay
other nrganizations to hamdic probibiled or restricted cascs and wo CXpross oo
opinion on this wadil objactive ™

2} *ISLLV and Vermont [egal Aid appear to have some of he indicia of
control, incleding the vverlap of directors, contractual and hoancial
relationships, and a history of a relationship. However, determining whether or
ot LSLLY and Yermom Legpl Aild are interrelated organizations 15 beyond the
scope of this audil, amd we express no opioien om il.”



3 A revicw of payments made fo law tirms and private attorneys made by
LALLY revealed “sevoral instanees where supporting documantation was not
provided.”

4} OIG “could pol delermine that current employess, ferminated
employees, o7 consullans Jid not work on restricted or prohibited cases and did
nol receive LSC [unds For their services after restrictions and prohibitdons took
effect . . "

Y TS0V did not have writtcn pelicics goverming sectued vacation leave
arMd sick leave,”

) “LELLY dil ol have wolicn policies poverning employes alternative
work arranpements, "

£} “1.51.1.V maintained boeth writen and enwottco cooployes benefils
policies that had not been approved by its Board of Dhireciors even thangh (hese
policies bencfitted LILLY management.”

8) OIG was “unable Lo determine from the fimekeeping records that there
was no contnued involvement in resivicted or prohibited cases . 7

) Review of fme sheels “moled some instances where the daily reporting
of bours did ool add up to an 1LSLLY standard workday of 7.5 bours,”

CONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

13 “We could ot determine thar 15115 did not use LSC funds o pay
other organizaticns 0 hamndle prohibiled or restricied cases and we express
aptnion on rhis ardit ohjective.”  Second Dmall, Fiancial-Relared Andit, page
Z,

{5 hases this conchusion, that W could nol [usd tha, TSTLY used LEC tunds o pay othcr
organizabions (o hamdle resiriceed cases, on the management letter and 3 finding 1hal suppaorting
docmentation on payments to private atomeys and law {inms was “nor provided ™ The
mlerence drawit, hioweyer, has no suppor in the manapement leller, the finding, or anywhere
clec. The fmdmyg 1s oot wecorate, nor does it support OIG's conclusion,  As was Toaod i the
[irst drall of Qe andic veport, there is no cvidence thal LELLY Las used LEC funds for
prohibited activily amd there is ample evidence that LSLLY 1y entively separate from VLA and
has at all time dealt 2t arms lengeh with YL A,

When the management etter was pruposed by OIG, 1 explained that the word *influcnce™ was
lon browd, “Influence” roeans “the power of capacity of causing Ao ellecl in wrdirecl or
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intangiblc ways.™ Merriam-Webster, Springfield, Mass. 1995, As | explained, it was
impossible 1o make such a hroad certification for several ressows. 1o the first place, members
of the VLA board are also on my board.  Obviousiy, I am influenced by those individuats
Nor can I claim that 1 am not influcnced, n 4 broad senze, by the management of other legal
pervices programs, including VLA, with whom I must be able to consult about issues common
to our clients. For example, in scttmg priorities, LSLLY must consider the availsbility of
lepnl services by fll service providers in Vermonl, Cur decisions, therefore, must be
influenced by VLA decigions (as well as those of the Vermont Law School clinic and Vermont
Protection and Advocacy, [ne.) as 10 what cases they will or will not undertake. It would be
irresponsible not o consult with namgement of ofher lagal services programs or to fal to be
influencad by management decisions U affect the ability of owr chcnty w0 receive [uli sexvice
legal representation. When O1G reflusad o respond o my request @ narmow the quesiion of
mflucnce or make il more specific, | anempicd 10 do so mysclf. My purpose was not o
conceul bul to be accorate,

The 1986 LEC Audit and Accounting Guide, referenced in (he second draft of the andit report,
dnes not contain the broad prohibition againse *influcnce” Gt (be OIG requested in the
inanagement Jetter . Tes prohibition v more taceow, against “influcnee . . fo e exteny that
on arm’s length transaction may vt be gohieved,” (Second Draht, page 3, cophbasis 3dded )
Thus, the Andit Guide provides previsely the narrowing and speeificily thal T requested from
the O1G. T was never asked, ot would readily have corlifed, that 1LY11.V has never uscd
LSC funds v pay other arganizations 1o handle prohibited or restricted cases. and that LSLILV
15 ol influenced by VILA management or buard "o the extent that an amm's lenglh frasaction
may pul be achisved, ™

O1G also attempis to support i conclusion with 2 finding that thers weére “lnstapces where the
nurmber of miles iraveied by the advocate [for the private stomey or law firm)] was not
included on the case closure and attorney rembuorsernent [orm™ and that “advoeales were
reimbursed without peoviding supporting docuzoentarion such as veceipts for pholocopies,
pustage, (elephone calls, tax charges and meals.” (Second Draft, page 3.) This Dnding does
not suppord the GIG™S conclusion. The discrepancics noled were few and minor, Theme were
pechups 2-3 inscances in which we puid a pro bong attorney $.30 per mile wostead of $.25 per
mile and/or reimbursed small amounts of mileage withont 2 statcmenl of (he total nomber of
miles traveled. The amoonts of moncy involved were very small, less than §50 foml. There is
no suggcshon of rand or overhilling. Most simalhcant, even If these discrepancics were
subsianiial, pone of the payments at issue could have been uscd improperly because nonc of
Uhe cases involved LEC prohibubed sclivities.

These reintlurscments were 10 private attorneys who were providing, their scrvices o low
income Vermunlers pro bono. Nomk of ibese cases involved LSC prolibited activities. Very
lictle money was invelved,  In all of the years that the Vermwnt Vohantoer Lawyers Project

has heen in existener, il bas (eied 1o be accommodating o pro bono atorneys and bas not
wigigled on excessive docymentation from tiern.  Flexibility i necessary in order to be ablc o
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TeoTuic busy private attomeys mbo the Vemmon! Volunieer Lawsers Project and get (hemi o
prowvide valuable [Pes services for Tow income Vermonters. '[he system tor reimburscment bas
been in place for almast twenty ycars amd has passcd scveral audits and revicwvs by LSC in that
time. 'We can be more stringent in roquiring documcentation from private attorneys for their
expenses. However, we do not beligve areater stringency would gain as much as it wombd lose
m good will and rood relstionstups with pro bone attoroeys.

2} “Because LSLLY was unable o provide specific written representations
requested and hecause of the conditions identificd in finding 2 below, we could
not determine (hal current employess, leminaet employess!, or consobians?
did not work on restricted or prolibited cases and did not receive LEC funds for
their services after restrickons and probibitions ook elecl ami we express oo
apinicn on this audit objective.™ Sceond Draft, Finemeial-Felated Andil, page
5.

In itz proposed manapement letter, OIG asked me to certify that “{oo (ullHime TSLLY
cmployoeos perform LEC-prohibited activities during or outside TSLLVs regular worlang
hours.® Thizs was not discussed with me durmg the fickd visit or al any 1ime before T received
the proposed manaeement leder in Pebruary of 1947, T discoszed with Mr. Ramirez my
inahility tn certify that full-time cmplovecs were not engaging in LSC-probabuled solivilies
while away from work. O1G's reguesl wend far beyomd the Imilk of sy aulhonily over
LELLY employees. [ cannet certify that LSLLY cmplovees are nol, om Gelr homes,
entirely outstde of their worl,, wriling Ietlers (o e editor ot 0 their legislator, or making
their political views known as is the right of cvery cihzen. I8C repulations do nol prohibit
employees from engaging in LSC prohibited, lepal activities away from their work, T did not
receive a substanrive response when | raised these concerns so [ altered the management letter
in an effort 1o meet (s neads in a way that was consistert with my obligalions as an
coployer. I can corofy that no LSLLY cmploves, whetlier (El] or parl Lime, & enpaginp, i
LSC resiricted activities while working at 1. SLLY ar while on the premiscs at LSLLY, nor ame
they wsibe any of oor equipiment, inchuding copiers, telephones and computers, fo cogage m
L.SC prohibited activity. I will ng aticmpt to cortity anything abowl the provale hves of

1. 5i.LY employess.

1G5 conclusion 5 not supported by ns finding that "1.8T.LY did not have writicn policies
goverting acorued vacation leave and sick leawe.” (Sccond Drafl, page 4.) While T agree
with the O3 s rccommendation thal LTIV sdupl wrillen policies on this issue, simply as a
pond managerent practice, therc is Do roquitcment that this be dome s T oses oo basds Ge die

'1.81.LY had no eerminated employecs at the tioc of the fweld vist T have never been
asked to make any written representations about the sctisates of terminated employecs,

*T hawis never heen asked b make any representations abot activities of consultants.
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conchision that the lack of thesc policies indicates support for or imolvement in LSC restricted
Bckivitics.

3 “Becaose LSLLY was unable 1o provide specalic weittets tepresairations
requested and because of the conditions dentified in Findings 3 and 3, we were
umable (0 delermine from the timekeeping records that there was no contimed
myvolvement 1o rextrocled or probibited cases aod we express no opinion o this
audil obpective, As described helow, during the course of our fieldwork, we
identified a condition that wo bolicye to be a weakness o (e limeleepinge
gysicm.” Sccond Dmelt, Fiomwral-Eelated Awdit, page 6.

This conclusion is not supported by the Goding it is baged on, nor is the finding itself accurate.
Az i5 discussed ahove, fhe wriden representations roquestcd by OIG wers overly broad and
intorded oo the riehes of employess.

The fipding on which OI0 bases this conciusion, that there were “some instanees where (e
daily reporting of hons did not add up o0 an LSLLY standand workeday of 7.5 bowors,”
muissEtes LSLLY policy. Our policy 15 b be Oesible in dealing with the length of the
workday [ur parl {1ime emplovess, With the permission of the Executive Dircctor, part-time
employesy are allvwed (o work less han 7,5 howrs inoa given day, then make it up withino the
next fiw days cither by working exira hoors or working on a day oot normally scheduled as a
workday. LSLLY did not state that “the disczepancies were due Lo Slall carelessness and
[ailure i adbere 10 Lhe policy. ™ {Second Draft at page £.) This statcoent 16 the OIG's, ool
LSLLY"s. LSLLY did state ihal some of the shent days may have been duc to new cmployees
making crrors while beouminge fomiliar with a new timekeeping system. Ilowever, even if the
discrepancies nobed were of sipnificance, they do not indicate involvemcot in restricted cases
and do oot xoppott the conclusion reached by GIG.

1 agree with OIG's reconunetdarion that " 1LILLY should review time sheets o ety
manner to ensurc that all Ame sheets are completed in accordance with LSLIY's timekeepmg
policy . . " when tha policy is property understond.  This is not reguired by L3C regulations
hut ir 35 a pond management practice and has 1o fact been the poley Tor seversl owonlbs.

OIG lser armucs that its conelusion i supported hy a finding that LSLLY *did not have
wrillen policies poverning employee alternative work armangements, " 1 agree with OIG's
recommendation that we develop wnillen policies in this area.  Although not required by LSC
repwlations, it is 3 #zood manszement practice and is part of a comprebensive set of wollen
policies thyl we are developing. However, this finding is not evidenee of “contimed
mmvolvement in restricled o prohibited cases™ and docs not supporl OIG's conclusions.

071G alsa fonnd thar our computer loan policy bencfitcd manspemend and was not approved by
thc Board of Dircotors. 'To the contrary, (he computer loan policy is a wiitten benefit that all
ermployees haye seen and are aware of . 1 intend to submit this, along wilh otber pemonme]
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nolicies, to the Board of Direciors for their approval, The fact that I, management, ok
sdvantage of the policy is nothing morc than a ceincidence. It is not an indication that the
benefit, avallable 1o everyone, 15 restricted in any way., Purlbermore, Angeles Coart is not
managernent. She is responsilile for the Yermont Voluoteer Lawyers Project but she does not
have supervisory, fscal, or masagemcnt responsibililics,

SUMMARY

The changes T made in e mansygeroenl leter were nod done out of mtransigenee or an effort
o conceal. They were made hecanse the OIG propesal lailed to detive “influence” and did
not recogmize the realitics of cesponsible management, The inferences drawan [rom (e
changes are unfounded. I am very proud of our program. W bave worked very hard Lo
howor both the loder and (e spinil of e 1.5C regulations and to provide mliovidusbeed, high
guality logal serviees lor pogr YVermonters.

T cannot regulate emploves activitics oulside their smployment and L nust be able w consull
with, listen to, and be influcoeesd by olber directors of legal scrvices programs, along with
miany others. Legal Services Law Line of Vermont, ne, ig 1wt enpaged in any L8C prohibiled
activitics, nor is it diverling LSC funds to any arganizatiom Lhat does engage in | 5C probimicd
activitics, nor is any of ils equipment being used tir LSC prohibited activities. 1 can certify to
LSLLV's complizmwe with a1l applicable repulations. There is no evidence supporting any
contrary Dmlings er copchisions.

Thank you for the opportumity 1o respond o the Second Draft of our Fimancial-Belated Audit.
Please fecl frec to call il you wish to discuss any of this furiber.

icer.

—_—

Thomas I'. Gareert
Toaevulive Elimctor

ce? Tohn . Shullenberger
Lisa Shelkrot
Inhb Tall
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== [ EGAL SERVICES CORPORATION

TR Tt Seremel, k1, 10k Flnnr, W-i-’h|'|'|ﬂ.|l.'ll'l. 1%, LEATZ-42591]
(2] 136-28120 Fax (203 3358955

OFFIOE G INSPE T GENIRAS.

Febroary 11, 1997

Mr. Ihomas F. Garrell

Fxeculive Dueector

Legal Services Taw Lang of Yemond
264 Morth Winousk Avenue
Rurbingten, Vennont  $4301

Mear Mr. Clarmett:

Encloscd is a dralt of the management represeatation leticr that we discussed dormg the
exll conference. Please put the representation on Legal Scrvices Law Line of Vermont, Inc,
leteerhead and dute the letter November 20, 1996, [ vou have any questions regarding the
reprasentation letior, feel lree to contact me at (202) 236-3872,

ainverely, 3
/ < Ty .r"'.
i J
A
 Anthany Ramirez Jl
Scnior Awditor

Enciosure



{LSLLV L:TTERHEAD]

Iowvembier 20, 199G

Mr. Aathony Famircz

Obfice of Inspecior Geneval
Legal Servives Corpoeraton
750 Furst Strees. N
Washunglon, DO 20062-4250

Dhear M. Ramirez:

I conection with your limitel seope audit of Legal Services Law Line of Vermont, Tne s
(LSLLY) use of Tewal Sevices Corpotation (LSC) funds o prolubited and restricied actiaties
(pursiant t Pullic Law 104-134) dunng calendsr year 1990, we confirm, 10 Lhe est of our
knowledse and bebef. the tollowing representations made to vou during vour audit

1 We are responsibie for admimstening LSLLY's LSC grant
i We have made available to you all relevam:

a. Finangial records und related data.

Cane files,

Timekeeping roeords

laformation concerning privs and cureent LSLLY perliwmance of activitics naw
profubied by Public Taw 104-134,

a

oG

There bave bieen no:

-

i Icregulanstics involving cnanagement or cmplovees wha bave signdicant rabe in the
miermal contiol SICIre or management vontrol structhre

b. Irregulariics mvobng olther emplovees that conld have a3 matenal cffosr om
L5LLY s comphianee with Public Law 104-[34
€ Communications i reaulatony agencics conueining anicomplance: with, m

deficiencies in, case seleclion, acceptance, ot comlinudion practices that could
have a matenal elfec) on LSLLY's compliance with Public Law [04-134
d, Diversions o LSLLY Rinds, rosonrroes, p:munnﬂl tune, oF awsels Lo enlities,

persons, of organizations thal perform activitics probibited by Public Taw 10H-
[3,



We have no plans or intentions that might affect L3).1L.Y"s continued and fulure compli-
ance with Pubhe |aw 104- 134

The follnwing have: been properly recorde] gnd disclosed to you in LSLLV's accoumling,
timckeeping, and case management files and records:

4. HRelaled party fransactions and celated amounts receivable ar payalle, including
salies, purchises, loans, lransfers, leasing armmngements, and guarantecs La i Lm
Ctitics, persoms, ur organialions whe are or nught be perbunug actiities
profibited v Public |aw [04-144.

b. Aurcements 1o repurchase assets previously sold.

c Aoresments 10 resumc mansgemenl of cases previously transfermed.

Ihere arc po violations or possible violatins of laws or regulacions whose cificcts shoukil
be considered lor disclosurs 1o LSC.

There arc no matergl tranactinns that have not been properly recorded mn LSTTV S
accounting records, wnekeeping covonls, or case management Ales

Mo full-cine LSLLY cmplovees pediinm 1L5C-prohibited avtivities during or outside
LSLLY's repular working hours

ho part-time LSLLY emplovees perform L SC-prohibited sctivities while working at
LSIT.¥ or while emplaved elsewhere.

L5LLV s nesther coatrolled by nor mfloenced by the hoard or management of Vermont
b egal Aid.

LSLLY neither recerves fnds or other cesenrces from nor provides furds ar other
resources 1o Yermont Leanl Aid,

We have complicd with all aspects ol our LSC agreement, LSC regulations. and appslicabic
Law s that wonld have & material elect on the tinancial starcrents in the evenl of

noncomphance.

We will contact the Office ol Inspector General if cvents ovan subsequent to the daie «of
thas beiter that would requie adjusaments to the repressntations made m thos Jetier

n E e —

Thomas T Garrckt Angele Court Cate MacLachlan
I xecutive Brector Dircerar ol the Volumeer Lawyers  OfMice Manager

Project



Legal Services Law Line of Yermont, Inc.

264 Momh Winoosky Avenic
Burlingtom, ¥T 041
Ted (BIX) B65-TIS3
[A0G) 634-4%37
Fax (B02) 65141 3)

February 21, 19497

Anlbony Bamire?

Office of Inspecror Gensrai
Legal Services Corporslion
T30 1st Strewed, N, 10ch Floor
Washinpton, 1DC 200024250

Be:  Recipient No. 146010
Lisited Iinaneial Audit - Movember 13-20, 19596

Dear Mr. Bamirez:

| have enclosed the management represenlalion lefter as you requested. I have made some
nodifications in your draft based vpen my understanding of whar the law and regelaitons
requirc and what T can honestly cerrify.

I amn unable to cenify that Law Line empleyess are not performing LSC-prohibiled activiigs
when they are nor working for Law Line. I do net believe the law or regufations mmpose such
restrictions, oo Jo I think such a requirement would be within the proper scope of my
esponsibility as an employer. [ have redratied paragraphs nine and ten consistent with this
wnderstanding.

| cannet cerafy that [ am oo “ influenced™ Ty individuals on the beard of or nthe
viavagenent of Vennoent Legal A, However, T am ool contealled by . T have redpified
raragraph ten accordingly .

I have added clarilying language to paragraph cleven. consisient with 43 OF R § 1610.2(g].

Fipally, Cate MacLachlan does ol have manasement respomsibiiitics amt T am onwilling e
ask her to sign this leller.

If you hawve any [urilier gquestinns, please feel frec to eall.



Simcerely,

Thomas F. Garretl
Executive Djrector

oo John D Shullenberpet
Liza Shelkret
Angede Courl



Lcgal Services Law Line of Vermont, Tnc.

20d Motk Winocski Avemwe
Burliugtcon, ¥T 05401
Tel (B0X) BG3-T153
{300 G30-BEST
Fax (BOZ} 631 4130

Movember 20, 199G

Mr. Anthomy Ramirez
(ffice of Inspector General
Legal Services Corporation
750 First Strect, NI,
Washington, 1DC 20002-4250

Naar Mr. Ramirez:

In connection with vour limited gcope andit of'1 agal Services Law Live of Vermont,
Inc."s {1.SLLV) use of Fcgal Secvices Corporation (LSC) funds for pechibited and resoicted
activilies {pursuunt to Poblic Law 104-134) doring the calendar year 1996, we conlumi, o the
best of cur Koowicdge and helict, the following repeese ntations ihade to you during your qudit.
) We are responsiblc [ur adminstering T SLLY's 1.3C grant.

o We have made available o you all velevine;

a Financial revords and related dam.

b. Case files.
c. Tiinekecping records.
d. Information concerning prior and current LSLLY perfonmance of scrivities now

prohibicad by Public Law 104-134

3. Therc huve been no:
a Trregnlarities invelving manspemant or emplovess who have sigmficant coles in
the miernal contnd SoUciure o Management onoral simgcturs.
b. Irrequlanafies involnog ofher employvees that colld have s material effeel ou
LSLLY s vowpliance with Puhlic Law 104-134,
£ Comrnoricatons from regulatery agencies concerning noacompliance with, or

deficiencies in, case seloction, acceptunce, or continuation practices that could
have a maierial effecs on LST.LV's compliance with Pablic Law 104-134,

il Disersions of LSLLY funds, rosources, personpe! Gine, or 455008 W enbiies,
persons, arganizalions tar perfomn acuvities probibied by 1'ublic Taw 104-
134.

4, We bave oo plans or uteations thal might affect LSLLY"s contimied and fuinee



compliance with Public Law 104-134.

5. The following have been properly reconled and disclused 10 you io LSLLV's
accounting, limekceping, and case management Gles and records:

a Kelated pacty transactioos and related amounts receivable or payable, inchuding
sales, purchases, boans, iransfers, leasing arrangemcnis, and guarantees (o or
from entities, persons, or orgapiations who are or omght be performmg
activilies probibited by Public Lyw L(4-134,

b. Agrecrnents 1o repurchase asscts previously sold,
(= Agreemepts th resume management of cascs previonsly munsfered.
6. There are no violations or possible viclations of laws or regulstions whose eflecis

should be considered for disclosure to LESC,

1. There are no makerial Tansaciions that have oot been properiy recurded in LSLLY's
acoounting records_ omekeeping records, of case management files.

A, Mav fuld tiroe LST.LY cmployees perform 150 -profibiled activities while in the
ernployment of 1.5LLV,

9. o part tme LS1.1.Y cmployees perivom .50 profobited achivilies while working at
LSLLY.

1.  LSLLYV is not contrelled by the board or management of Vermont Lega] Aid.

11. LSLLYV neither receves funds or other resources fram nor provides fumds o other
resciuces 1o Vermont Legal Al encept in connecton with ono-programmnatic foo-fie-
service arrangements of puyments for geods or servicesy,

52 We bave complicd with all aspects of our LSC agreement, T.5C regululions, and

applicable laws that would have a material cffect on the osncial smeements in the
evenf of noncempliance,

L3 We will contact the Office of Inspector Cencral if eveny occwr subseguent oo the date
of this letter that would require sdjusoments o the represcofations mude i this letter.

L ; 7
Thomas F. Garren Angcle €

Txecutive Direcuoe Director, Yolunoeer Lawyer's Project
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