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Executive Summary
Issue 1: The West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys

Institute Resubmitted Unsupported Modified
Time Sheets In An Attempt to Increase Its
Federal Grant Reimbursements By $8,107 for
July and August 2004.

The United States Department of Justice awarded  the federal Edward
Byrne Memorial State and Local Assistance Grant to the West Virginia Division
of Criminal Justice Services as part of the Drug and Violent Crime Control
Grant Program.  The West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Institute applied in
writing to the Division of Criminal Justice Services for funding from the federal
Byrne Grant.  The most recent federal Byrne Grant cycle began on July 1,
2004, and provided funding  solely for the prosecution of cases involving elder
abuse and training on elder abuse prosecution.  The intention of the Division of
Criminal Justice Services with the current grant cycle is to reimburse the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute up to 90% of the salary of one assistant
prosecutor used for cases that fall within the guidelines of the Byrne grant.

In 2003 and 2004, the Legislative Auditor’s Post Audit Division
conducted a post audit of the West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Institute.
During the July 2004 Legislative interim meetings, the Post Audit Division issued
a memo to the Legislative Post Audit Committee raising concerns regarding the
usage of the Byrne grant funds.  The Legislative Auditor was concerned that the
federal grant funds had been used by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute for
cases that did not fall within the guidelines of the previous grant limiting the grant
funds for use on domestic violence, sexual assault, and juvenile delinquency.
When questioned whether the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute had appropriately
used the federal grant funds for only domestic violence, sexual assault, and
juvenile delinquency, the Executive Director of the West Virginia Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute informed the Legislative Auditor on June 17, 2004:

The Institute has historically taken a liberal interpretation
of the Byrne grant requirements to find ways to provide
assistance, upon request, to the underfunded and
understaffed county prosecutor offices.

The Division of Criminal Justice Services responded by stating that:

The Division never intended a liberal interpretation of what
constituted a domestic violence, sexual assault or juvenile
delinquency case, nor communicated such intent to the
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Prosecuting Attorneys Institute.

As a result of the Legislative Auditor’s Office Post Audit report, the
Division of Criminal Justice Services immediately took action to ensure that
federal grant funds were spent appropriately in the future.  Prior to entering into
the new cycle for the federal grant which began on July 1, 2004, the Division of
Criminal Justice Services developed a new time sheet to be used by the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute in order to have better oversight on the types of
cases that were to be worked on and paid for through grant funds.

In November 2004, the director of the Division of Criminal
Justice Services contacted the Legislative Auditor with concerns
regarding the July and August time sheets that had been submitted to
the Division.  In October 2004, the Division of Criminal Justice Services had
received the July and August 2004 monthly reports from the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute.  The original July time sheet reported 85 hours of work.
However, after reviewing the time sheet, the Division of Criminal Justice Services
determined that only 40 hours of the work submitted actually qualified for
reimbursement according to the terms of the federal Byrne sub grant.  Therefore,
based on 176 possible work hours for a state employee during July 2004, this
amounts to 23% reimbursement of the assistant prosecutor’s salary and benefits.
Similarly, the original August 2004 monthly report with the time sheet reported
60 hours of work.  However, after reviewing the August time sheet submitted
by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute, the Division of Criminal Justice Services
determined that only 45 hours were within the parameters of the grant.  Based
on a possible 176 hours for a state employee during August 2004, this amounts
to 26% reimbursement of the assistant prosecutor’s salary and benefits.

The Institute was then informed by the Division of Criminal Justice
Services that based on the submitted time sheets, 90% of the assistant
prosecutor’s salary could not be reimbursed.  According to the Division of
Criminal Justice Services, a conference call with Prosecuting Attorneys Institute
staff commenced on November 4, 2004, and it was clearly communicated that
the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney must work at least 90% of monthly hours on
approved cases in order to receive full reimbursement of 90% of his salary and
benefits.  The following day the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute submitted
amended time sheets for July and August 2004.  Both amended time sheets
significantly increased time attributed to work on the cases that were within the
grant agreement.  For July 2004,   the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney originally
submitted a time sheet totaling 85 work hours.  Moreover, the second set of
time sheets submitted by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute increased the number
of hours worked on cases which the Institute claimed to be covered by the
federal grant from 40 hours to 176 hours, including 8 hours for the July 4th

The Institute was then
informed by the Division of
Criminal Justice Services
that based on the submitted
time sheets, 90% of the
assistant prosecutor’s
salary could not be
reimbursed.

...the second set of time
sheets submitted by the
Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute increased the
number of hours worked
on cases which the
Institute claimed to be
covered by the federal
grant from 40 hours to 176
hours...
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holiday.  Thus, the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s submission of the modified
reimbursement request was an attempt to increase the federal grant
reimbursement for work done in July  2004 from $1,244 to the maximum
reimbursement amount allowed.

On the August 2004 time sheet,  the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney
originally submitted 60 work hours.  Moreover, the amended time sheet submitted
by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute increased the number of hours worked
on cases which the Institute claimed to be covered by the federal grant from 45
hours to 176 hours.  Thus, the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s submission of
the modified reimbursement request was an attempt to increase the federal
grant reimbursement for work done in August 2004 from $1,385 to the maximum
amount allowed.

The Legislative Auditor concluded that the amended time sheets must
be incorrect by analyzing other documents either signed by the Assistant
Prosecuting Attorney as being true and correct or accurate, and by documents
written by the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney.  The 3 types of documents were:
travel expense reimbursement forms submitted by the Assistant Prosecuting
Attorney for July and August 2004 travel, which were signed as being accurate;
the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s Daily Time Records for July and August
2004, which were signed as being true and correct; and documents from the
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney’s computer, which were last modified during
July and August 2004.

Travel Reimbursement Forms:  The Legislative Auditor obtained
from the State Auditor’s Office the July and August 2004 travel expense
reimbursement forms for  the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney.  The travel
documents show cases that did not fall within the parameters required in the
grant, although amended time sheets and the daily time record show that the
maximum full-time work was conducted on grant related cases.  Thus, the
question of the accuracy of the amended time sheets is further raised.

Daily Time Records:  The Legislative Auditor’s Office also examined
the possibility that some of the changes in the amended time sheets might be
explained by the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney working overtime. The
Legislative Auditor’s Officer analyzed the Daily Time Records from 13 months
preceding and 2 months following the July and August 2004 records.  Daily
Time Records show that the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney denoted when he
worked overtime hours in the months before and after the months in question.
The Legislative Auditor concludes from this analysis that the pattern of behavior

... the amended time sheet
submitted by the
Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute increased the
number of hours worked
on cases which the
Institute claimed to be
covered by the federal
grant from 45 hours to 176
hours...

The Legislative Auditor
concluded that the
amended time sheets must
be incorrect by analyzing
other documents either
signed by the Assistant
Prosecuting Attorney as
being true and correct or
accurate, and by
documents written by the
Assistant Prosecuting
Attorney.



Page 8 May 2005

when filling out the daily time records is that overtime hours are claimed.  Thus,
when reviewing July and August 2004, and no hours are claimed, the Legislative
Auditor’s Office conclusion is that overtime hours were not worked by the
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney in the months of July and August 2004 since no
overtime hours are shown on the daily time records for these months.

The Assistant Prosecuting Attorney’s work documents:  The staff
from the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute provided the Legislative Auditor with a
disc containing a copy of the contents of the “My Documents” folder from the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s computer formerly assigned to the Assistant
Prosecuting Attorney.  The Legislative Auditor found 31 documents on the
CD-R that were last modified in July and August 2004.   Of the 31 documents,
16 were documents related to cases not included on the amended
submission for July and August 2004.  Of those 16 documents, 5 were
documents pertaining to cases that were specifically not approved to be
reimbursed by the Division of Criminal Justice Services.  The Legislative Auditor
was unable to determine whether the remaining 11 would be approved for
reimbursement.  The majority of these documents were dated correspondence
regarding these cases.  Thus, the conclusion can be made that these documents
were created and worked on close to the date and time last modified.
Alternatively, while these documents may have been located on the Assistant
Prosecuting Attorney’s computer, it does not necessarily mean that he worked
on the documents.  But, several of the documents such as sentencing orders
state that they were prepared by the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney, and there
was no indication on the bottom of the documents that it was prepared by a
secretary or paralegal.

The Legislative Auditor concludes that the amended time sheets must
be incorrect.  The Legislative Auditor cannot determine whether the amended
set of submitted time sheets were intentionally falsified or just a result of poor
record keeping.  While poor record keeping may be the cause for the
discrepancy in the amended time sheets, the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s
conflicting documentation gives the appearance that the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute intentionally misrepresented the amended time sheets in order to receive
full reimbursement for the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney’s salary and benefits.
While the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney is no longer employed with the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute, better time recording could have offered
substantial proof of time spent on grant approved cases.  In the opinion of the
Legislative Auditor, upon receiving the letter from the division and the questions
on usage of grant reimbursements in the Post Audit report, and the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute’s Executive Director admitting in his June 28, 2004 letter
that the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute “simply needs to do a better job at
record keeping,” the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute should have immediately

The Legislative Auditor
found 31 documents on the
CD-R that were last
modified in July and
August 2004.

The Legislative Auditor
cannot determine whether
the amended set of
submitted time sheets were
intentionally falsified or
just a result of poor record
keeping.
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enacted policy to keep detailed track of time spent on cases.

Issue 2:  The Former Executive Director of the West
      Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Institute Abused
      His State Issued Wireless Phone.

In January 2005, the Legislative Auditor’s Office began reviewing the
former Executive Director’s  use of the wireless phone provided to him by the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute.  The former Executive Director’s state wireless
phone records were obtained from the State Auditor’s Office for the period
beginning in August 2002 through April 2004.  Through  analysis, the Legislative
Auditor was able to determine that 60% of calls placed on the Executive
Director’s wireless phone were for personal use, while 28% of calls were
determined to be work-related.  The Legislative Auditor was unable to determine
the remaining 12% of calls.

Analysis not only showed that the majority of calls from the former
Executive Director’s wireless phone were personal, but the former Executive
Director abused the phone, in such a way that  caused the monthly minute
allowance to be exceeded, thus resulting in overcharges. Further, roaming charges
were accumulated while on out of town business and personal trips.  The total
for all additional charges beyond the monthly payment plan for the twenty-one
month period was $1,082.75.  This total includes total overtures for roaming
and non-roaming incoming calls ($196.07), overtures for roaming ($580.87)
and non-roaming ($154.95) outgoing calls, voicemail calls that resulted in a
charge ($25.86), and text messaging ($125).  Even if all indeterminable outgoing
calls were found to be work related, it is the opinion of the Legislative
Auditor that there is still a pattern of abuse of state resources.   In
addition, according to the fiscal officer at the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute,
the Executive Director never reimbursed the state for his personal use of his
state wireless phone.

Recommendations

1. The Legislative Auditor recommends that the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute enact policy requiring grant funded employees to maintain detailed
time records including:  a daily sign - in sheet or a time clock; detailed
time sheets showing time spent working on Byrne grant cases broken down
into 30 minute increments; and total time spent working on cases that do
not fall within the parameters of the Byrne grant.

Through  analysis, the
Legislative Auditor was
able to determine that 60%
of calls placed on the
Executive Director’s
wireless phone were for
personal use...

The total for all additional
charges beyond the
monthly payment plan for
the twenty-one month
period was $1,082.75.



Page 10 May 2005

2. The Legislative Auditor recommends that the Executive Council
of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute should request that the former
Executive Director reimburse the Institute for a minimum of $345.43 in
personal phone calls made from August 2002 through April 2004 on his
state issued wireless phone.  In addition, the Institute’s Executive Council
should request the former Executive Director to reimburse an additional
$588.30, for a total reimbursement of $933.73, unless the former Executive
Director can prove that the additional $588.30 in charges were work
related.
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Review Objective, Scope and Methodology
This Special Report of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute is required

and authorized by the  the West Virginia Code §4-2-5  as amended.  The
report was initiated as a result of concerns brought to the attention of the
Legislative Auditor by the Division of Criminal Justice Services regarding time
sheets submitted by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute for July and August
2004.  Upon review of the time sheets, the Division had determined and
informed the Institute that 90% of the assistant prosecutor’s salary could not be
reimbursed.  As a result, the Institute resubmitted time sheets for July and
August 2004 which increased the amount of work hours for the assistant
prosecutor.  This raised a red flag with the Division, and representatives
contacted the Legislative Auditor in November 2004 to discuss their concerns.
The Legislative Auditor thus began auditing the time sheets and all pertinent
data which resulted in multiple issues, 2 of which are included in this report.

Objective

The objective of this review was to determine whether time sheets
submitted to the Division of Criminal Justice Services for reimbursement through
Byrne grant were falsified.  As a result, the wireless phone records of former
Executive Director of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute were reviewed.

Scope

The scope of the report was from May 2003 - October 2004 for the
issue regarding the former Assistant Prosecuting Attorney’s time records.  The
focus of that issue was the July and August 2004 time sheets submitted to the
Division of Criminal Justice Services, although daily time records for other months
were used to determine whether overtime hours were recorded.  The scope of
the wireless phone records issue was from August 2002 - April 2004, which
was the period of time that the former Executive Director was issued a wireless
phone while an employee with the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute.

Methodology

Information used in compiling this report was gathered from the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute, the Division of Criminal Justice Services, and
the West Virginia Auditor’s Office.  The methodology included interviews with
staff from the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute and Division of Criminal Justice
Services, compiling data provided by the agencies, including but not limited to
travel data, wireless phone records, computer files, and Byrne grant time sheets
submitted by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute.  Every aspect of this review
complied with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS).
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Issue 1
The West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Institute
Resubmitted Unsupported Modified Time Sheets In An
Attempt to Increase Its Federal Grant Reimbursements
By $8,107 for July and August 2004

The West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Institute Receives
Federal Byrne Grant Funds from the Division of Criminal
Justice Services.

The United States Department of Justice awarded  the federal Edward
Byrne Memorial State and Local Assistance Grant to the West Virginia
Division of Criminal Justice Services as part of the Drug and Violent Crime
Control Grant Program.  The West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Institute
applied in writing to the Division of Criminal Justice Services for funding from
the federal Byrne Grant.  Beginning July 1, 2000, the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute entered into a legal grant agreement with the West Virginia Division of
Criminal Justice Services, with the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute being the
grantee.  According to the terms of the grant, the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute was responsible for providing two assistant prosecutors and one
paralegal to support West Virginia county prosecutors for specific types of
cases during a four-year grant cycle.

The four-year federal grant cycle beginning on July 1, 2000 and ending
on June 30, 2004 provided funding only for cases involving aspects of
prosecution of domestic violence, sexual assault and juvenile delinquency.  This
limitation was clearly stated in the Grant Contract Agreement entered into by
the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute with the Division of Criminal Justice
Services.  This grant cycle, focusing on domestic violence, sexual assault and
juvenile delinquency, ended on June 30, 2004.  The grant also provided funds
for training criminal justice professionals throughout the State of West Virginia.

The most recent federal Byrne Grant cycle began on July 1, 2004, and
provided funding  solely for the prosecution of cases involving elder abuse and
training on elder abuse prosecution.  The intention of the Division of Criminal
Justice Services with the current grant cycle is to reimburse the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute up to 90% of the salary of one assistant prosecutor used for
cases that fall within the guidelines of the Byrne grant.  The present Grant
Contract Agreement entered into by the West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute and the Division of Criminal Justice Services specifically states:

Beginning July 1, 2000,
the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute entered into a le-
gal grant agreement with
the West Virginia Division
of Criminal Justice Ser-
vices, with the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute being
the grantee.

 The intention of the Divi-
sion of Criminal Justice
Services with the current
grant cycle is to reimburse
the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute up to 90% of the
salary of one assistant
prosecutor used for cases
that fall within the guide-
lines of the Byrne grant.
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WHEREAS, the DCJS is the recipient of a Drug Control and
System Improvement Grant from the United States
Department of Justice, and

WHEREAS, the Grantee [the West Virginia Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute] is an eligible applicant who is desirous of
receiving funds.  Funds will provide ONLY for a statewide
Elder Abuse Prosecution and Training Project.

The Grant Contract Agreement was signed by  the former Executive
Director of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute and the Director of the Division
of Criminal Justice Services.  However, on July 2, 2004, the
Division of Criminal Justice Services agreed in writing to also reimburse the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute in the interest of justice for:

...all official current pending cases that originated under
subgrant 03-DC-34, (the previous grant for prosecution of
domestic violence, sexual assault and juvenile delinquency)
- in which the Institute’s assistant prosecutor was the
official prosecutor of record for the case ...

Subsequently, on August 17, 2004, the Division of Criminal Justice Services
approved allowing the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute to expend federal grant
funds for 13 cases which the Institute was assisting outside the scope of the
elder abuse limitations.

Thus, as of July 1, 2004, the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute was
limited to using the federal Byrne Grant solely for statewide elder abuse
prosecution and training projects, with the exception of the 13 cases
referenced above.  The Prosecuting Attorneys Institute was notified by the
Division of Criminal Justice Services that elder abuse cases were defined as
follows:

Elder abuse cases will be cases where the victim of a crime is
over or equal to 65 years of age.  The crimes included, but
not limited to, are murder, manslaughter, forcible rape,
robbery, aggravated assault, simple assault, intimidation,
forcible sodomy, kidnaping, abduction as well as white collar
crimes which have a financial impact on the elderly victim.

...as of July 1, 2004, the
Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute was limited to
using the federal Byrne
Grant solely for statewide
elder abuse prosecution
and training projects, with
the exception of the 13
cases referenced above.
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Legislative Auditor’s Post Audit Division Raises Concerns
About Cases Prosecuted With Federal Byrne Grant Funds

In 2003 and 2004, the Legislative Auditor’s Post Audit Division
conducted a post audit of the West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Institute.
During the July 2004 Legislative interim meetings, the Post Audit Division
issued a memo to the Legislative Post Audit Committee raising concerns
regarding the usage of the Byrne grant funds.  The Legislative Auditor was
concerned that the federal grant funds had been used by the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute for cases that did not fall within the guidelines of the
previous grant limiting the grant funds for use on domestic violence, sexual
assault, and juvenile delinquency.  A July 2004 Post Audit memo stated:

We were provided a list of cases that was prepared by the
Institute.  We also prepared a list of cases from the West
Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Monthly Activity Reports
for the period July 1, 2001 through June 30, 2003.  The
[r]eports were submitted to the DCJS as support for
reimbursement of salaries paid through the Byrne Grant.
We were unable to determine the accuracy of either list
because of the lack of information provided in the reports.

The Post Audit memo further stated that:

In many instances we were unable to determine whether
the case involved domestic violence, sexual assault or a
juvenile.  Some of the cases we noted were first degree
murder, second degree murder, felony plea, battery,
probation revocation, harrassment, animal cruelty, and
habeas corpus.  We also noted several cases in which there
was no indication of the type of case at all.

When questioned whether the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute had appropri-
ately used the federal grant funds for only domestic violence, sexual assault,
and juvenile delinquency, the former Executive Director of the West Virginia
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute informed the Legislative Auditor on June 17,
2004:

The Institute has historically taken a liberal interpretation of
the Byrne grant requirements to find ways to provide
assistance, upon request, to the underfunded and understaffed
county prosecutor offices.  For example, most, if not all,
criminal defendants have been adjudicated as juvenile
delinquents.  Moreover, most witnesses and/or victims have a

The Legislative Auditor
was concerned that the
federal grant funds had
been used by the Prosecut-
ing Attorneys Institute for
cases that did not fall
within the guidelines of the
previous grant limiting the
grant funds for use on do-
mestic violence, sexual as-
sault, and juvenile delin-
quency.

The Institute has histori-
cally taken a liberal inter-
pretation of the Byrne
grant requirements...”
- former Executive Direc-
tor

“
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history of family violence.  Since the Byrne grant relates to
juvenile delinquency and domestic violence, the requirement
of the funding source is met.

Subsequently on June 22, 2004, the Legislative Auditor asked the former
Executive Director of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute the following
question:

Over the past four years, has the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute simply ignored the grant requirement and used
the federal Byrne grant money to fund the Institute’s
operations for any and all cases for which the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute assisted county prosecutors?

The former Executive Director  replied on June 28, 2004:

The answer is no.

As the recently concluded audit shows, the Institute simply
needs to do a better job at record keeping... Beginning July
1, 2004, however, the Institute will begin documenting the
style of the case, the nature of the action and how the case
relates to the requirements of the grant by including this
information in the grant funded position’s monthly
activity report...

The Institute has always complied with the provisions of
the Byrne grant.  This agency will continue to comply with
the provisions of this, and every other, grant.  I am
confident any review will show nothing less.

Because the post audit showed that the statement of the former
Executive Director was not supported by the information on the cases on which
federal grant funds had been expended, the Legislative Auditor informed the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute that, if necessary, he would send a Legislative
staff attorney who was a former assistant county prosecutor to the appropriate
county prosecutors offices to review the files of the cases in question.
Subsequently, the former Executive Director sent a new letter on July 2, 2004,
stating:

After an initial review of the cases handled and discussions
amongst the Executive Council of the West Virginia
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute, there have been instances
where cases have been handled which were outside of the
parameters of the Byrne Grant...  We realize that we should

“...there have been
instances where cases have
been handled which were
outside of the parameters
of the Byrne Grant....”
- former Executive
Director
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have exercised more care in reviewing which cases would be
handled under this grant.  On behalf of the Institute, we
apologize for any problems this may have caused...  With this
letter I would ask that the letter previously sent on June 28,
2004 be withdrawn and this letter be considered instead.

In addition to criticizing the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s handling
of the federal grant funds, the Legislative Auditor’s Office Post Audit Division
memo also criticized the Division of Criminal Justice Services’ lack of
monitoring of the use of the federal Byrne grant funds.  As a result of the Post
Audit Division’s findings concerning the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s use of
federal grant funds, the Division of Criminal Justice Services admitted
weaknesses in monitoring the federal Byrne grant funds for this project.  On
June 29, 2004, the Director of the Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS)
wrote the Legislative Auditor and stated:

The monthly program reports for the PAI (Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute) grant varied in style and content
depending on the incumbent special prosecutor.  Reference
in the reports was generally by the style of the case (i.e.
State vs Jones for example) or by a combination of style
and county (i.e. the Jones case in Green county).
Activities done on the case were stated (interview witnesses,
file motions, trial, sentencing hearing, etc.) But the details
of the connectivity to the grant were only rarely stated.
This was an administrative oversight on the part of DCJS
in not demanding specific information or a specific
manner of reporting references to defendants’ age for
juvenile cases, relationship of defendant to victim, to
determine domestic violence connections or the
categorical nature of any case worked by the special
prosecutor.  Our [grant] monitoring therefore could
determine that the grant supported person was working,
but was unable to determine whether the cases were
appropriate to the intent of the grant.  This oversight on
the part of DCJS will be addressed immediately to
assure something of this nature does not occur in this
sort of sub grant in the future. (Emphasis Added)

While admitting that the Division’s grant monitoring process had been
inadequate, the Director of the Division of Criminal Justice Services went on to
say in his June 29, 2004, letter:

In addition to criticizing
the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute’s handling of the
federal grant funds, the
Legislative Auditor’s Of-
fice Post Audit Division
memo also criticized the
Division of Criminal Jus-
tice Services’ lack of  moni-
toring of the use of the fed-
eral Byrne grant funds.
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... the prosecuting attorneys [n]ever ask[ed] for advice on
whether a particular case fit within the grant guidelines.  The
Division never intended a liberal interpretation of what
constituted a domestic violence, sexual assault or juvenile
delinquency case, nor communicated such intent to the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute. (Emphasis Added)

The Post Audit evidence shows the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute did not take
the responsibility of following the Byrne grant guidelines seriously, dating back
to at least July 1, 2001.  However, the Legislative Auditor finds that both
agencies - the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute and the Division of Criminal
Justice Services - were at fault for the administration of grant funds through
June 30, 2004.  The Prosecuting Attorneys Institute was at fault for using grant
funded prosecutors to work on cases not falling within the Byrne grant
parameters and not properly documenting time and cases worked.  The DCJS
was at fault for not monitoring the reimbursement of grant funds to the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute properly and not requesting enough
documentation as justification for reimbursement.  The difference between
the two agencies, which will be discussed in detail below, is that the
Division of Criminal Justice Services immediately attempted to correct
its internal control weaknesses detailed in the Legislative Auditor’s
Office Post Audit Division memo.

Division of Criminal Justice Services Changes Reporting
Requirements in June 2004

As a result of the Legislative Auditor’s Office Post Audit report, the
Division of Criminal Justice Services immediately took action to ensure that
federal grant funds were spent appropriately in the future.  In a June 30, 2004,
letter to the former Executive Director, the deputy director for programs at the
Division of Criminal Justice Services clearly stated what information should be
included in the monthly financial and progress reports.  This information as
quoted from the letter included:

• Time sheet - Outlining only the number of
hours worked within the scope of the grant.
Attached to this time sheet there must be
detailed backup information.  This should
consist of the number of hours worked each
day, case names and information regarding
the case which shows that it is directly linked
to elder abuse.

...the Legislative Auditor
finds that both agencies -
the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute and the Division
of Criminal Justice
Services - were at fault for
the administration of
grant funds through June
30, 2004.

As a result of the Legisla-
tive Auditor’s Office Post
Audit report, the Division
of Criminal Justice Ser-
vices immediately took ac-
tion to ensure that federal
grant funds were spent ap-
propriately in the future.
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• Financial Report and Request for Reim-
bursement - These documents should reflect
your expenditures.  Please note you may
only request reimbursement for the number
of hours that were worked related to the
scope of the grant.

• Progress Report - This report should give
a detailed, daily account of the assistant
prosecutor, paralegal, training, etc.

The Prosecuting Attorneys Institute provided no evidence that
“detailed backup information” or a “detailed, daily account of
expenditures” was completed by the assistant prosecutor.  The former
Assistant Prosecutor at the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute  stated that he had
not been informed of this letter.  It should be noted that neither the former
Executive Director nor the former Assistant Prosecutor are currently
employed at the ProsecutingAttorneys Institute.

In November 2004, the Division of Criminal Justice
Services Contacts the Legislative Auditor Because the
Division  Is Concerned with Accuracy of Time Sheets
Submitted by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute

Prior to entering into the new cycle for the federal grant which began
on July 1, 2004, the Division of Criminal Justice Services developed a new
time sheet to be used by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute in order to have
better oversight on the types of cases that were to be worked on and paid for
through grant funds.  In the June 30, 2004 letter, from the deputy director for
programs at DCJS to the former Executive Director, it was communicated that:

...No funds will be reimbursed to the WV Prosecuting
Attorney’s [sic] Institute for cases or activities that do not
reflect the current scope of the grant.

In addition to elder abuse cases, the Division later agreed for the grant to
support 13 pending cases from the previous grant cycle.

In November 2004, the director of the Division of Criminal
Justice Services contacted the Legislative Auditor with concerns
regarding the July and August time sheets that had been submitted to
the Division.  In a letter dated November 23, 2004, the Director of the
Division of Criminal Justice Services wrote the Legislative Auditor and stated:

It  should be noted that nei-
ther the former Executive
Director nor the former
Assistant Prosecutor are
currently employed at the
ProsecutingAttorneys In-
stitute.

Prior to entering into the
new cycle for the federal
grant which began on July
1, 2004, the Division of
Criminal Justice Services
developed a new time sheet
to be used by the Prosecut-
ing Attorneys Institute in
order to have better over-
sight on the types of cases
that were to be worked on
and paid for through grant
funds.
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In light of the events surrounding the WV Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute (PAI) this past summer in relation to
the administration subgrant 03-DC-34, the Division [of
Criminal Justice Services] believed it to be imperative that
this information be shared which is related to the new
subgrant 04-DC-27, which began on July 1, 2004.

In October 2004, the Division of Criminal Justice Services had received the
July and August 2004 monthly reports from the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute.
The July 2004 monthly report was accompanied by a time sheet requesting
90% of the assistant prosecutor’s salary.  The original July time sheet
reported 85 hours of work.  However, after reviewing the time sheet,
the Division of Criminal Justice Services determined that only 40 hours
of the work submitted actually qualified for reimbursement according
to the terms of the federal Byrne sub grant.  Therefore, based on 176
possible work hours for a state employee during July 2004, this amounts to
23% reimbursement of the assistant prosecutor’s salary and benefits.

Similarly, the original August 2004 monthly report with the time sheet
reported 60 hours of work.  However, after reviewing the August time
sheet submitted by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute, the Division of
Criminal Justice Services determined that only 45 hours were within
the parameters of the grant.  Based on a possible 176 hours for a state
employee during August 2004, this amounts to 26% reimbursement of the
assistant prosecutor’s salary and benefits.

The Division of Criminal Justice Services contacted the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute by fax on November 1, 2004, to inform it that 5 cases were
included on the time sheets that did not fall within the parameters of the grant,
and that 90% of the former Assistant Prosecutor’s  salary could not be paid
based on the submitted time sheets for July and August 2004.  A request was
then made to the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute to resubmit the requests
 excluding the cases not included in the grant.  According to the Division of
Criminal Justice Services, a conference call with Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute staff regarding the fax commenced on November 4, 2004, and it was
clearly communicated that the former Assistant Prosecutor must work at least
90% of monthly hours on approved cases in order to receive full
reimbursement of 90% of his salary and benefits. The following day, the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute submitted via fax amended time sheets for July
and August 2004.  Both amended time sheets significantly increased time
attributed to work on the cases that were within the grant agreement.

The original July time
sheet reported 85 hours of
work.

Similarly, the original Au-
gust 2004 monthly report
with the time sheet reported
60 hours of work.

... 90% of the former
Assistant Prosecutor’s
salary could not be paid
based on the submitted
time sheets for July and
August 2004.

Both amended time sheets
significantly increased
time attributed to work on
the cases that were within
the grant agreement.
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As shown in Table 1, for July 2004,  the former Assistant Prosecutor
originally submitted a time sheet totaling 85 work hours.  Moreover, the second
set of time sheets submitted by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute increased
the number of hours worked on cases that the Institute claimed to be
covered by the federal grant from 40 hours to 176 hours, including 8 hours for
the July 4th holiday.  Thus, the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s submission of
the modified reimbursement request was an attempt to increase the federal
grant reimbursement for work done in July  2004 from $1,244 to the maximum
reimbursement amount allowed.  The maximum reimbursement for July 2004
was $5,409 or 90% of the former Assistant Prosecutor’s total salary and ben-
efits, which was $6,010.

As shown in Table 2, for August 2004, the former Assistant Prosecutor
originally submitted 60 work hours.  Moreover, the second set of time sheets
submitted by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute increased the number of hours
worked on cases which the Institute claimed to be covered by the federal grant
from 45 hours to 176 hours.  Thus, the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s
submission of the modified reimbursement request was an attempt to increase
the federal grant reimbursement for work done in August 2004 from $1,385 to
the maximum amount allowed.  The maximum reimbursement for August 2004
was $5,327 or 90% the former Assistant Prosecutor’s total salary and
benefits, which was $5,919.  It must be noted that the total salary and benefits
for July 2004 is higher than August 2004 is because worker’s compensation
benefits are paid quarterly, and were paid in July 2004.  Combining both months,
submission of the modified monthly time sheets was an attempt by the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute to increase the federal grant reimbursement by
$8,107.

Combining both months,
submission of the modified
monthly time sheets was an
attempt by the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute to in-
crease the federal grant re-
imbursement by $8,107.
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The updated time sheets increased hours worked on cases from the previous
time sheet and also included additional cases. On December 3, 2004, the
Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) informed the Legislative Auditor
that:

DCJS questions the accuracy of all time sheets due to the
significant increase in hours and as well as some cases
being added. . .

The Division of Criminal Justice Services did concur with
a resubmission of July and August 2004 time sheets but
that was based solely on the original submissions being
incorrect because of the inclusion of cases not paid by the
subgrant.  The Division did not tell, imply or infer to the
PAI (Prosecuting Attorneys Institute) that cases and/or time
shall or should be added to the resubmitted time sheets
for July and August 2004.

As you are already aware, the Division has a firm grasp
on the monitoring of this important project to ensure only
approved cases are supported by Federal funds.  The Di-
vision has accepted and will process the July and August
2004 reports based on the original time sheet submissions
and not the resubmitted versions.

As a result of the July and August inconsistencies, the Division of Criminal
Justice Services revised the time sheet for clarity, and it was to be used starting
with the September 2004 submission of time.  On January 25, 2005, the Divi-
sion of Criminal Justice Services informed the Legislative Auditor that:

The Division has not processed monthly reports for
September 2004 through December 2004, and the

The updated time sheets
increased hours worked on
cases from the previous
time sheet and also in-
cluded additional cases.

“The Division did not tell,
imply or infer to the PAI
(Prosecuting Attorneys In-
stitute) that cases and/or
time shall or should be
added to the resubmitted
time sheets for July and Au-
gust 2004.”
 -Division of Criminal Jus-
tice Services
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Division’s confidence in the accuracy of the new time sheets
for these months remains a concern.

Legislative Auditor Seeks Explanation From the Former
Assistant Prosecutor

As a result of receiving the information from the Division of Criminal
Justice Service, the Legislative Auditor scheduled a meeting with
representatives from the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute to inquire about the
time sheets.  The assistant prosecuting attorney, whose time sheets were in
question, as well as the chairperson for the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s
Executive Council were present for the meeting.  In addition, 2 staff members
of the Legislative Auditor’s  Performance Evaluation and Research Division
and an audit manager from the Legislative Auditor’s Post Audit Division also
attended.

At the beginning of the meeting, the former Assistant Prosecutor was
advised by the Executive Council Chair to not speak about the situation,
 although the former Assistant Prosecutor eventually did discuss the situation.
It must be noted that representatives of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute
refused to sign the notes or documents of the Legislative Auditor which would
ensure reporting accuracy.  The former Assistant Prosecutor attributed the
situation  to “sloppy record keeping,” stating that he “only took five
minutes to fill out the first time sheet.”  He further explained that he was not
aware or was simply confused about which cases should or should not have
been listed on the time sheets.  In addition, he stated that the original time sheet
hours were underreported and that in resubmitting the amended time sheets a
“good faith” effort was made in estimating the approximate hours worked.
The Prosecuting Attorneys Institute did not keep records of days or time worked
within the office.  When asked whether the office had a daily sign-in sheet, the
former Assistant Prosecutor responded by saying that, “He was a
professional,” and didn’t have to maintain those records.  The former Assis-
tant Prosecutor produced newspaper clippings, and letters written, which in no
way show the amount of time spent working.  The Legislative Auditor can not
determine the time it would take to work on these particular projects.  The
chairperson of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s Executive Council stated
that the actual time spent on cases could possibly be rebuilt.

Questions must be raised about the reporting of the time sheets.  For
example, 3 major cases consisting of 78 hours of reported work were omitted
from the original July 2004 submission, one of which - State vs. Keenan - was
a murder case.  The Legislative Auditor questions how an individual could
“forget” to include 78 hours or 46% of work for the month.

The former Assistant Pros-
ecutor attributed the situ-
ation  to “sloppy record
keeping,” stating that he
“only took five minutes to
fill out the first time sheet.”

The Legislative Auditor
questions how an indi-
vidual could “forget” to
include 78 hours or 46% of
work for the month.
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State Auditor’s Office Travel Expense Documents Conflict
with Prosecuting Attorneys Institute Time Sheets

The Legislative Auditor obtained the travel expense reimbursement forms
for the former Assistant Prosecutor from the State Auditor’s Office for July and
August 2004.  The goal was to match the former Assistant Prosecutor’s travel
with work that was claimed on the time sheets.  The travel
reimbursement documents show that the former Assistant Prosecutor
submitted and was approved for travel to the locations as shown in Table 4.
The purpose of travel was listed on all travel expense forms by the former
Assistant Prosecutor as “prosecuting cases.”  No other information was listed,
and only the date of travel was listed.  The time of travel was left blank.
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As shown in Table 4, the only travel in July that matched grant
approved cases on the amended time sheets was the July 14, 2004, trip to
Welch.  In August, the trip on August 26, 2004 to New Martinsville was for a
grant approved case - State v. Blair.  This trip included an overnight stay in
Morgantown, and no hotel stay was charged for the trip.  The amended time
sheet only stated 5 hours of work on the State v. Blair case, although if the
travel to Morgantown for the overnight stay was during state work hours, the
drive time alone could have been more than 5 hours.  The original submission
was for 10 hours for the State vs. Blair case, thus shows the inaccuracy of the
amended time sheet.

All other travel was for cases that did not fall within the
parameters required in the grant, although amended time sheets and
the daily time record show that the maximum full-time work was
conducted on grant related cases.  Thus, the question of the accuracy of the
amended time sheets is further raised.

Submitted Documents Require Signature for Verification
from Employee and Supervisor

Both original and resubmitted time sheets require signatures verifying
their accuracy.  The employee/contractor time sheet as shown in Appendix
B - E were signed by the former Assistant Proscecutor and the executive
director of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute.  Signature of the document
signifies as follows:

The undersigned certifies that the above information is
accurate and the above named employee/contractor was
paid for the above hours worked.

Likewise the “Daily Time Record” submitted by the former Assistant
Prosecutor has space for a date and signature from the employee and
supervisor.  This document as shown in Appendix F is a daily accounting of
hours worked.  the former Assistant Prosecutor and the former Executive Di-
rector  both signed and dated these records for July and August.  Above the
signatures is the statement:

CERTIFIED AND SUBMITTED AS TRUE AND CORRECT

In addition, the state Travel Expense Account Settlement form states:

I certify that these costs incurred were in connection with my
assigned duties, are true, accurate and actual, and do not
reflect any costs or expenses reimbursed or to be reimbursed

All other travel was for
cases that did not fall
within the parameters re-
quired in the grant, al-
though amended time
sheets and the daily time
record show that the maxi-
mum full-time work was
conducted on grant related
cases.
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from any other source.Thus, if these documents conflict, then one or more
must be incorrect and may have been falsely signed.

Verification of Travel Shows Direct Conflict With Amended
Time Sheet

In order to determine which document was incorrect, the Legislative
Auditor contacted each of the prosecutor’s offices for each county to which
the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s former Assistant Prosecutor traveled
according to the travel reimbursement forms.  These contacts were made to
determine the name of the case or cases that the former Assistant Prosecutor
would have been prosecuting on the travel day.  The amended time sheets
show that 100% of possible hours for a state employee were worked on grant
approved cases, but the travel documents show that time was spent on other
cases.  Just for actual traveling time, the Legislative Auditor estimates that a
minimum of 16 hours would have been spent on non-reimbursable cases during
July, and a minimum of 4 hours would have been spent in August.  These
estimates are assuming that the  former Assistant Prosecutor  drove to the
destination and immediately turned around and returned to Charleston.  If cases
were actually being prosecuted in court, a full day could have been spent on the
travel, which means that as many as 40 hours could have been spent on
non-reimbursable cases in July 2004 on travel dates alone, and as many as 8
hours in August 2004.  Thus, the  former Assistant Prosecutor’s certified
travel documents directly conflict with the amended set of certified time
sheets which were submitted by the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute
seeking additional federal grant reimbursement.

Pattern of Behavior in Reporting Time Shows Overtime
Hours Before and After July and August 2004

The Legislative Auditor’s Office also examined the possibility that some
of the changes in the amended time sheets might be explained by the assistant
prosecuting attorney working overtime. The Legislative Auditor’s Officer
analyzed the Daily Time Records from 13 months preceding and 2 months
following the July and August 2004 records.  Table 5 below displays the months
analyzed. As shown in the table, the former Assistant Prosecutor denoted when
he worked overtime hours in the months before and after the months in
question.  The Legislative Auditor concludes from this analysis that the pattern
of behavior when filling out the daily time records is that overtime hours are
claimed.  Thus, when reviewing July and August 2004, and no hours are claimed,
the Legislative Auditor’s Office conclusion is that overtime hours were
not worked by the former Assistant Prosecutor in the months of July

Thus, if these documents
conflict, then one or more
must be incorrect and may
have been falsely signed.

The amended time sheets
show that 100% of possible
hours for a state employee
were worked on grant ap-
proved cases, but the travel
documents show that time
was spent on other cases.
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and August 2004 since no overtime hours are shown on the former
Assistant Prosecutor’s daily time records for these months.
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Legislative Auditor’s Review of the Assistant Prosecuting
Attorney’s Work Documents

The staff from the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute provided the
Legislative Auditor with a CD-R1containing a copy of the contents of the “My
Documents” folder from the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s computer
formerly assigned to the assistant prosecuting attorney. The Legislative Auditor
found 31 documents on the CD-R that were last modified in July and August
2004.  The intention was to assist in determining whether or not the amended
time sheets were accurate.  The Legislative Auditor could not determine the
case on 2 of the documents.  Of the 31 documents, 16 were documents
related to cases not included on the amended submission for July and
August 2004.   Of those 16 documents, 5 were documents pertaining to cases
that were specifically not approved to be reimbursed by the Division of
Criminal Justice Services.  The Legislative Auditor is unable to determine whether
the remaining 11 would be approved for reimbursement.  Table 6 shows each
document reviewed by the Legislative Auditor.

The majority of these documents were dated correspondence
regarding these cases.  Thus, the conclusion can be made that these documents
were created and worked on close to the date and time last modified.
Alternatively, while these documents may have been located on the assistant
prosecuting attorney’s computer, it does not necessarily mean that he worked
on the documents.  But, several of the documents such as sentencing orders
state that they were prepared by the former Assistant Prosecutor, and there
was no indication on the bottom of the documents that it was prepared by a
secretary or paralegal.

1A CD -R is a recordable compact disk. The disk can be written to by a user
with the proper kind of CD recording drive, and cannot be erased to be written on
again.

The Legislative Auditor
found 31 documents on the
CD-R that were last modi-
fied in July and August
2004.
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The review of these documents is further indication that the assistant
prosecuting attorney worked on cases that were not included on the amended
time sheets.  In addition, the documents show that the assistant prosecuting
attorney worked on cases that were not approved for grant reimbursement that
were shown on the original time sheet.  Thus, providing further evidence
that the amended time sheets were an attempt to increase the former
Assistant Prosecutor’s  reimbursement by $8,107 for July and August
2004.

Justification for Legislative Auditor’s Conclusion That the
Amended Time Sheets Are False

The Daily Time Record - which indicates the total number of hours
worked per day - in July 2004 showed 168 work hours plus 8 holiday hours
for July 4th.  No overtime was shown on the Daily Time Record.  The Daily
Time Record for July 2004 was signed as being true and correct by the former
Assistant Prosecutor on August 2, 2004.  In addition, the document was signed
by the Executive Director of the Institute as being true and correct.  Thus,
according to this document signed as being accurate, the former Assistant
Prosecutor did not work any overtime hours for the month of July 2004.

The amended time sheet for July 2004 showed a total of 176 hours
worked including 8 holiday hours for July 4th.  The time sheet was signed as
certification that the information was accurate by the former Assistant

In addition, the documents
show that the assistant
prosecuting attorney
worked on cases that were
not approved for grant re-
imbursement that were
shown on the original time
sheet.

The Daily Time Record -
which indicates the total
number of hours worked
per day - in July 2004
showed 168 work hours
plus 8 holiday hours for
July 4th.  No overtime was
shown on the Daily Time
Record.
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Prosecutor and the former Executive Director.  Thus, since both the Daily Time
Record and the amended time sheet signed as being accurate each equal 176
hours, the conclusion must be made that all hours and cases worked for the
month of July 2004 were intended to be reflected on the amended time sheet.

Similarly, the Daily Time Record in August 2004 showed 120 work
hours plus credit for 24 hours of sick leave and 32 hours of annual leave.  No
overtime was shown on the Daily Time Record.  The Daily Time Record for
August 2004 was signed as being true and correct by the former Assistant
Prosecutor  on September 16,  2004.  In addition, the document was signed by
the former Executive Director as being true and correct.  Thus, according to
this document signed as being accurate, the former Assistant Prosecutor did
not work any overtime hours for the month of August 2004.

The amended time sheet for August 2004 showed a total of 176 hours
worked including credit for 24 hours of sick leave and 32 hours of annual
leave.   The time sheet was signed as certification that the information was
accurate by the former Assistant Prosecutor  and the former Executive
Director.  Thus, since both the Daily Time Record and the amended time sheet
signed as being accurate each equal 176 hours, the conclusion must be made
that all hours and cases worked for the month of August 2004 were intended to
be reflected on the amended time sheet.

If the July and August 2004 amended time sheets and Daily Time
Records agree that 176 hours were worked, including leave taken, and were
signed stating so, then the evidence compiled by the Legislative Auditor clearly
suggests that the time sheets seeking the maximum grant reimbursement are
false.  Travel documents and documents created by the assistant prosecuting
attorney show that cases were worked on that were not included on the amended
time sheet.  In addition, these documents show that cases were worked on that

...the Daily Time Record in
August 2004 showed 120
work hours plus credit for
24 hours of sick leave and
32 hours of annual leave.
No overtime was shown on
the Daily Time Record.
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were not within the parameters of the grant.  In addition, the first submitted time
sheet indicates that work was conducted on cases outside of the grant.  Thus,
the conclusion must be made that the amended  submission was an attempt to
receive the former Assistant Prosecutor’s full 90% reimbursement of salary
and benefits for July and August 2004 after being told that full reimbursement
could not be paid with the first submission.

Legislative Auditor’s Analysis of the Time Sheet
Discrepancies

The Legislative Auditor’s analysis of the discrepancies in the original
time sheets for July and August 2004 and the amended time sheets show, at a
minimum, poor record-keeping on behalf of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute
and a disregard for the responsibility associated with the federal Byrne grant
funds.   At issue is whether the resubmission of time sheets was an example
of poor record-keeping or whether the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute
intentionally misrepresented the hours worked by the former Assistant Pros-
ecutor on grant related activities in order to receive the maximum
reimbursement for the former Assistant Prosecutor’s salary and benefits.  The
discrepancies in the amended time sheets and the fact that the amended
time sheets clearly conflict with the former Assistant Prosecutor’s travel
documents give the appearance that the Prosecuting Attorneys Insti-
tute intentionally submitted misrepresented documents.  The Legislative
Auditor offers the following timeline in summary to justify the conclusion that
time sheets may have been intentionally misrepresented:

• June 17, 2004 - Letter from the former Executive Director  to
the Legislative Auditor admitting to taking a “liberal”
interpretation of the Byrne grant requirements (see Appendix
G).

• June 28, 2004 -  Letter from the former Executive Director  to
the Legislative Auditor stating that the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute  needs to do a better job of record keeping, and that
the record keeping will improve starting July 1, 2004. (see
Appendix H).

• June 30, 2004 - Division of Criminal Justice Services informs
the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute of time sheet reporting
changes in the new grant cycle starting July 1, 2004 (see
Appendix I).

At issue is whether the
resubmission of time sheets
was an example of poor
record-keeping or whether
the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute intentionally mis-
represented the hours
worked by the former Assis-
tant Prosecutor on grant
related activities in order
to receive the maximum re-
imbursement for the former
Assistant Prosecutor’s sal-
ary and benefits.
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• July 26, 2004  - Memo dated July 19, 2004 from Legislative
Post Audit Division presented to the Post Audit committee
regarding the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s usage of the
Byrne grant funds (see Appendix J).  This meeting was
attended by representatives of the Prosecuting Attorneys Insti-
tute.

• October 14, 2004 - Daily Time Record and Time Sheet
submitted to Division of Criminal Justice Services for July 2004.
Daily Time Record reports 168 hours of work- maximum
full-time hours including holidays with no overtime  (see
Appendix F).  Time Sheet reports  85 hours of work (see
Appendix B).

• October 14, 2004 - Daily Time Record and Time Sheet
submitted to the Division of Criminal Justice Services for
August 2004.  Daily Time Record reports 120 hours of work-
maximum full time hours including vacation and sick leave with
no overtime (see Appendix F).  Time Sheet reports 60 hours
of work (see Appendix C).

• November 1, 2004 - The Division of Criminal Justice Services
sent a fax to the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute stating that
there were not enough allowable hours to reimburse 90% of
Mr. Giggenbach’s salary.

• November 4, 2004 - The Prosecuting Attorneys Institute
informed the Division of Criminal Justice Services that maybe
all appropriate hours were not reported and amended sheets
would be submitted.

• November 5, 2004 - The division received amended time sheets
by fax for July 2004.  The amended sheets increased to 168
hours from 85 hours (see Appendix  D).

• November 5, 2004 - The division received amended time sheets
by fax for August 2004.  The amended sheets increased to
120 hours from 60 hours (see Appendix E).

• November 23, 2004 - The division contacted the Legislative
Auditor with concerns about the amended time sheets  (see
Appendix K).
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• January 2005 - The Legislative Auditor completes analysis
of the time sheets and includes the former Assistant Prosecutor’s
travel reimbursement documents.  The amended time sheets
and Daily Time Records from July and August 2004 show that
the former Assistant Prosecutor worked full time with no over-
time hours on grant approved cases.  Travel
reimbursements from those months and verification from
representatives from the travel destinations show that the former
Assistant Prosecutor worked on cases not included on the
amended time sheets and not within the parameters of the grant.

Conclusion

The Legislative Auditor concludes that the amended time sheets must
be incorrect.  The Legislative Auditor cannot determine whether the amended
set of submitted time sheets were intentionally falsified or just a result of poor
record keeping.  While poor record keeping may be the cause for the
discrepancy in the amended time sheets, the  Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s
conflicting documentation gives the appearance that the Prosecuting Attorneys
Institute intentionally misrepresented the amended time sheets in order to
receive full reimbursement for the former Assistant Prosecutor’s salary and
benefits.  While the former Assistant Prosecutor is no longer employed with the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute, better time recording could have offered sub-
stantial proof of time spent on grant approved cases.  In the opinion of the
Legislative Auditor, upon receiving the letter from the division and the questions
on usage of grant reimbursements in the Post Audit report, and the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute’s Executive Director admitting in his June 28, 2004 letter
that the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute “simply needs to do a better job at
record keeping,” the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute should have immediately
enacted policy to keep detailed track of time spent on cases.

The Legislative Auditor takes the appropriation of monies seriously.
Whether appropriations are federal, state or grant funds, state entities should
take the intended purpose of those appropriations seriously and only use those
funds for the intended purpose.  In addition, state entities should be able to
justify the actual usage of these funds.  The Prosecuting Attorneys Institute did
not do this.

The Legislative Auditor
concludes that the
amended time sheets must
be incorrect.
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Recommendation

1. The Legislative Auditor recommends that the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute enact policy requiring grant funded employees to
maintain detailed time records including:  a daily sign - in sheet or a time
clock; detailed time sheets showing time spent working on Byrne grant
cases broken down into 30 minute increments; and total time spent
working on cases that do not fall within the parameters of the Byrne grant.
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Issue 2
The Former Executive Director of the West Virginia
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute Abused His State Issued
Wireless Phone.

In January 2005, the Legislative Auditor’s Office began reviewing the
former Executive Director’s use of the wireless phone provided to him by the
Prosecuting Attorneys Institute.   the former Executive Director’s state wireless
phone records were obtained from the State Auditor’s Office for the period
beginning in  August 2002 through April 2004.

Analysis of  the Former Executive Director’s State Issued
Wireless Phone Records from August 2002 - April 2004

 The former Executive Director  along with other Prosecuting Attor-
neys Institute staff were provided with wireless phones paid for from the Institute’s
budget.  The Legislative Auditor performed a detailed analysis of the wireless
phone records for twenty-one months, August 2002 through April 2004.  This
was the period of time in which  the former Executive Director  had the office
issued wireless phone.  Through this analysis, the Legislative Auditor was able
to determine that 60% of calls placed on the wireless phone were for
personal use, while 28% of calls were determined to be work-related.  The
Legislative Auditor was unable to determine the remaining 12% of calls.
Personal and work-related calls were determined by researching the telephone
and wireless numbers on Google™ and  the former Executive Director’s
address book.

The Legislative Auditor considered the following to be personal calls:
the former Executive Director’s  family members; individuals found on the
contribution list for  the former Executive Director’s campaign;  restaurants;
golf courses; directory information; etc.  Work calls were considered as calls
to:  the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute’s office or its individual employees; state
or county offices; the State Police; judges; voicemail; etc.  It must be noted that
the Legislative Auditor credited phone calls from the former Executive
Director to Institute staff as work calls, no matter whether the calls were to the
office; staff personal or work wireless and home phones.  These calls were also
credited as work related even if the calls were made in the late evening.  Thus,
the benefit of doubt was given to  the former Executive Director.

...the Legislative Auditor
was able to determine that
60% of calls placed on the
wireless phone were for
personal use...
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Analysis not only showed that the majority of calls from  the former
Executive Director’s wireless phone  were personal, but  the former Executive
Director abused the phone, in such a way that  caused the monthly minute
allowance to be exceeded, thus requiring overcharges.  Further, roaming charges
were derived while on out of town on business and personal trips.  Many of the
roaming charges were also determined to be personal calls.  As shown in Table
8, the total for all additional charges beyond the monthly payment plan for the
twenty-one month period was $1,082.75.  This total includes total overtures
for roaming and non-roaming incoming calls ($196.07), overtures for roaming
($580.87), overtures for  outgoing calls with charges as a result of exceeding
minutes ($154.95) , voicemail calls that resulted in a charge ($25.86), and text
messaging ($125).  In addition, Table 8 shows $345.83 worth of personal
roaming calls  the former Executive Director made while on business or
personal out of town trips.  Only $149.02 of the $1,082.75 in overcharges
could determined to be work related.

...the total for all addi-
tional charges beyond the
monthly payment plan for
the twenty-one month pe-
riod was $1,082.75.

Only $149.02 of the
$1,082.75 in overcharges
could determined to be
work related.

As stated previously,  the former Executive Director  used his state
wireless phone while on business and personal out-of-state trips. For outgoing
roaming calls ($580.87), the Legislative Auditor determined that $345.43 was
charged for personal calls made by  the former Executive Director.  Work
related calls cost $149.02, while $86.42 of charges were indeterminable.
However, the pattern of calls seem to suggest that the majority, if not all of the
indeterminable calls, were for personal use.  Even if all indeterminable outgoing
calls were found to be work related, it is the opinion of the Legislative
Auditor that there is still a pattern of abuse of state resources.  For
example, while in New Orleans for a conference,  the former Executive Direc-
tor called Brennan’s restaurant.  While in San Francisco,  the former Executive
Director called the Aqua and Acquerello restaurants.  These calls, among many
others, resulted in roaming charges which were paid for by the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute.

In addition, during April 3-6, 2003,  the former Executive Director
went on a golf outing to Pinehurst Resort in North Carolina.  The trip was not
work related.  Yet an analysis of his wireless telephone records shows that  the
former Executive Director used his state issued wireless telephone to make
personal phone calls during this outing.   The former Executive Director made
32 roaming telephone calls for a total charge of $66.29.  All outgoing calls
during this trip, with the exception of one, were to his wife.  The table in Ap-
pendix L shows the telephone calls made during this time, the length of the call,
and the cost to the state.   The former Executive Director also used his wireless
phone during another trip to North Carolina for WVU’s appearance in the
2003 Continental Tire Bowl.  During this trip,  the former Executive Director
made 30 roaming wireless phone calls for a total charge of $29.67, of which
$15.87 was determined by the Legislative Auditor as being work-related.

The trip was not work re-
lated... The former Execu-
tive Director made 32 roam-
ing telephone calls for a to-
tal charge of $66.29.
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According to the fiscal officer at the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute,
the former Executive Director never reimbursed the state for his  per-
sonal use of his state wireless phone.

The Legislative Auditor recommends that  the former Executive
Director reimburse the Institute in the amount of $345.43 for personal use of
the state issued wireless phone.  These calls were all determined as personal
roaming calls while the former Executive Director was out of town.  In
addition, the Institute should consider requiring former Executive Director to
reimburse the Institute for the $154.95 in calls made that exceeded the wireless
phone plan  minutes.  Had  the former Executive Director not excessively
used his wireless phone for personal calls, most, if not all of these addi-
tional charges,  could have been avoided.  Significant, also, is the frequent
use of the wireless phone’s text message and email feature.  The Legislative
Auditor has calculated $125.00 worth of charges for this service.  The Legisla-
tive Auditor cannot determine if any or all of the text messages sent from the
former Executive Director’s state issued wireless phone, at the rate of ten cents
per  transmission, were work related.

Records show that the former Executive Director cancelled his per-
sonal wireless phone account in August 2002, which was the same time that he
received his work issued wireless phone.

Records show that the
former Executive Director
cancelled his personal
wireless phone account in
August 2002, which was
the same time that he re-
ceived his work issued wire-
less phone.

According to the fiscal of-
ficer at the Prosecuting
Attorneys Institute,   the
former Executive Director
never reimbursed the state
for his personal use of his
state wireless phone.

... the Legislative Auditor
recommends that the
Institute require the former
Executive Director to
reimburse the agency for
$345.43 for the personal
calls that were made while
incurring roaming charges.

Conclusion

Analysis of the former Executive Director’s state wireless phone records
show a disregard for state resources. The former Executive Director abused
his state provided wireless phone by exceeding his monthly plan by $1,082.75
from August 2002 - April 2004.  These charges were due to exceeding his
monthly minutes; using the phone excessively while incurring roaming charges
during out of town trips; and text messages.  The Legislative Auditor could only
determine that $149.02 of the excessive charges were work related.  Thus, the
Legislative Auditor recommends that the Institute require the former Executive
Director to reimburse the agency for $345.43 for the personal calls that were
made while incurring roaming charges.  In addition, the Institute should con-
sider requesting the former Executive Director to reimburse the agency for all
other charges that were incurred that were not work related.  The Legislative
Auditor has determined that this could be as much as $933.73, since only
$149.02 of the $1,082.75 could be determined as being work related charges.
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Recommendation

2. The Legislative Auditor recommends that the Executive Council
of the Prosecuting Attorneys Institute should request that the former Ex-
ecutive Director reimburse the Institute for a minimum of $345.43 in per-
sonal phone calls made from August 2002 through April 2004 on his state
issued wireless phone.  In addition, the Institute’s Executive Council should
request the former Executive Director to reimburse an additional $588.30,
for a total reimbursement of $933.73, unless the former Executive Direc-
tor can prove that the additional $588.30 in charges were work related.
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Appendix A: Transmittal Letter
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Appendix B: Original July 2004 Time Sheet
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Appendix C: Original August 2004 Time Sheet
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Appendix D: Ammended July 2004 Time Sheet
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Appendix E: Amended August 2004 Time Sheet
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Appendix F: July and August Daily Time Record
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Appendix G: Letter to the Legislative Auditor
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Appendix H: Letter to the Legislative Auditor
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Appendix I: Division of Criminal Justice Services
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Appendix J: Post Audit Memo
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Appendix K: DCJS Letter to the Legislative Auditor



Page 68 May 2005



Page 69   West Virginia Prosecuting Attorneys Institute

Appendix L: Wireless Phone Usage
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Appendix M: Distribution of Use of Cellular Telephone
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Appendix N: Former Assistant Prosecutor’s Travel Forms
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Appendix O: Agency Response
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