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State of Vermont 
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Governor’s Highway Safety Program 
   
 



SUMMARY OF COMMENDATIONS, MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS AND 

FINDINGS   
The following summarizes the commendations, management considerations and findings 
identified during the MR.  Section VI of this report gives details of each item and any associated 
action. 
 

Organization and Staffing 
 

Program Management  
B-1 Use of Logic Models - Commendation 
B-2 Expanding Partnerships – Commendation 
B-3 Project (Grant) Agreements – Finding 
B-4 Missing Subgrant Certifications – Finding 
B-5 Lack of Policies and Procedures - Management consideration 
 
 
Financial Management  
C-1 State Match – Finding  
C-2 Employee Personnel Activity Reports 



National Highway Traffic Safety Administration  
Region 1 

Management Review 
of the  

State of Vermont 
Department of Public Safety 

Governor’s Highway Safety Program 
   
 

Fiscal Years 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2012  
 

 

I.  PURPOSE 
This MR was conducted to improve and strengthen the State of Vermont’s highway safety 
program. The goal is to ensure efficient administration and effective planning, programming, 
implementation and evaluation of programs that have potential for saving lives. Also, the review 



Section 1200.25 of Title 23, CFR provides that: 

“If a review of the Annual Report required under § 1200.33 of this part or if other 
relevant information indicates little or no progress toward meeting the State goal, the 
approving Official and State officials will jointly develop an improvement plan.  This 
plan will detail strategies, program activities, and funding targets to meet the defined 
goals.” 

 
The NHTSA Associate Administrator of Injury Control Operations and Resources (now referred 
to as Regional Operations and Program Delivery—



The MR was initiated on May 21, 2012 with a briefing by the NHTSA review team for Mr. Ted 
Minall, Chief of GHSP, and the GHSP staff.  This briefing addressed the purpose of and 
authority for the MR, the review process, and the timetable for completing the review report. 
 
On May 22, at the request of the GHSP Chief, the Team provided a similar briefing for Ms. 
Joanne Chadwick, Director of Administrative Services, Vermont Department of Public Services 
(VDPS) and staff of the Grants Management Section.  This briefing led to a discussion of several 
issues including documentation of State match and project agreements that are addressed in 
Section VI.        
 
As part of the review, the team documented the use of grant funds awarded to the State under 
SAFETEA-LU. Also, the team made a determination about the eligibility of the funded activities 
and projects reviewed, based upon the implementing regulations for each grant program.  The 
team attempted to review documents from fiscal years 2009 through 2012.  However there were 
few documents available for review for FY 2009, FY 2010, and a portion of FY 2011 due to 
floor-related damages to the GHSP building and records caused by Hurricane Irene in August 
2011.  The State was successful in salvaging and/or reconstructing some of the grant documents 
and transferring them to electronic files (PDF documents).  
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�x 40 Percent Local Benefit 
�x Planning and Administration 
�x Program Management Costs 
�x Time and Attendance 
�x 



IV.  REVIEW PARTICIPANTS  
The Region thanks all those who took part in the review, in particular: 
 

�x Keith W. Flynn, VDPS Commissioner and Governor’s Highway Safety 
Representative 

�x Ted Minall, Chief, GHSP 
�x Sue Aikman, Highway Safety Program Coordinator, GHSP 
�x Anne Liske, Highway Safety Program Coordinator, GHSP 
�x Betsy Ross, Public Information Officer, GHSP 
�x Corinne Stridesberg, Administrative Assistant, GHSP 
�x Tom Fields, Law Enforcement Liaison, GHSP 
�x Joanne Chadwick, Director of Administrative Services, VDPS  
�x Tracy O’Connell, Director of Grants Management, VDPS  
�x Flora Lamson, Grant Management Specialist, VDPS 
�x Allison LaFlamme, Grant Management Specialist, VDPS  
�x Marie Haywood, Account Audit Analyst, VDPS 
�x Lt. John Flannigan, Commander, Traffic Safety Unit, Vermont State Police 





Management Consideration  
A determination that one or more areas of review may be in need of more progress or 
improvement and, if improved, have the potential to improve the State highway safety 
program’s overall efficiency and effectiveness.  

Recommended Action 
A recommended approach based on a management consideration which has the potential to 
improve program efficiency and effectiveness. Since recommendations do not concern non-
compliance issues, but rather fall into the good business practice realm, the State is not 
obligated to carry out proposed remedies. 

Recommended Action Tracking Form (RATF) 
A document developed by NHTSA with input from the SHSO that identifies:  

�x actions to address management considerations set forth in the Management Review 
Final Report;  

�x tasks (by the SHSO and the NHTSA) to complete the actions;  
�x target dates for finishing each task, and;  
�x progress of each recommended action based on semi-annual follow-up with the 

SHSO by NHTSA.   
The Regional Office will track all recommended actions listen in the MR Final Report. 

Commendation 
A recognition of strong effort(s), best practices or exemplary performance.  

High Risk Grantee 
A grantee or sub-grantee determined by the awarding agency to:  

�x have a history of unsatisfactory performance; 
�x be financially unstable; 
�x have a management system which does not meet the management standards set forth 

in 49CFR §18:12; 
�x not conform to terms and conditions of previous awards, or; 
�x be otherwise not responsible. 
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A.   ORGANIZATION AND STAFFING 
 
None  

B.   PROGRAM MANAGEMENT  
 
Commendation B -1.  Use of Logic Models  
A logic model is a tool that represents how an activity is to produce results.  Logic models can be 
used for all stages of an activity including planning, implementation and evaluation.   The model 



 
FY 2012 Department of Public Safety DRE Regional Training, Project #1112-2010:  $36,956.31 
of Section 410 funds has been expended to date; 



In 



documentation in the files to account for these discrepancies in reporting, or documented efforts 
by program staff to attain missing reports. Because of these inconsistencies in reporting, it is 
difficult to determine if a subgrantee is demonstrating progress and/or meeting the requirements 
outlined in their grant agreements.  Finally, no trip reports following project-related travel were 
completed and included with project documentation. 
 
A well laid out policy and procedures manual has a number of potential benefits.  It can be used 
to: 

a. orient new staff members as well as set job standards and expectations for those 
staff members; 

b. provide continuity and consistency in decision making processes; 
c. provide a method to assess projects/programs to ensure needs are met; and, 
d. avoid conflict and the potential for misunderstanding with subgrantees. 

 
The Governors’ Highway Safety Association (GHSA) has developed comprehensive model 
policies and procedures for use by State highway safety offices when developing or revising their 
procedural handbooks.  Also, the Region is able to provide several examples of other states’ 
procedural guides to the GHSP for emulation.   
 

Recommended Action B-5a 
The GHSP should immediately begin developing written policies and procedures for the 
federally-funded highway safety program, using the GHSA model as a reference. 
 

Recommended Action B -5b 
When developing the policies and procedures, subgrantee monitoring should be adequately 
defined, striving for uniformity in the application of the procedures for State and local 
subgrantees.  The procedures should define selection criteria (based on relative risk of financial 
and programmatic project factors) as well as frequency, type (desk, phone, onsite, etc.), 
documentation, and follow-up (including corrective actions).  The State may want to consider 
extensive use of the LEL by tasking him with also monitoring of State Police and local 
enforcement agencies.  
   
Recommended Action B -5c 
When developing the policies and procedures subgrantee reporting should be well-defined to 
specify expectations for frequency, detailed content, and quality.  These reporting expectations 
should be included in each grant agreement and reviewed with subgrantees. 
 

Recommended Action B-5d 
Following the development of the procedures, the GHSP should train and familiarize GHSP staff 
(and any others tasked with monitoring activities such as the LEL) with the procedures to ensure 
they are uniformly applied and adhered to by all staff.  The new procedures should be used to 
brief subgrantees during the GHSP’s annual subgrantee training.  
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C.  FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT  
 
Finding C-1.  State Match  
NHTSA Order 462-6C 4: 

“Matching Rates for State and Community Highway Safety Program,  BASIC RATE. 
Section 120(b), as amended, states that the “Federal share payable shall not exceed 80 
percent for obligations incurred on or after December 18, 1991, except for those States 
that elect to participate in the sliding scale rates discussed in Section 5, below. The 
Federal share payable shall be computed on the basis of total program costs reported on 
the Highway Safety Program Cost Summary (HS-217), with the exception of Planning 
and Administration (P&A) obligations which shall be matched 50 percent Federal/50 
percent State or Local funds for costs attributable to the P&A functions.” 

 
NHTSA’s Grant Funding Policy, based upon the respective regulations, defines match 
requirements: 
 
Section 408 

         o Federal share is not to exceed 80  percent.  
 
State match of Section 408 funds must be traffic records/information systems related 
expenditures. 
   

       
           Sections 405 & 410   

o Federal share is not to exceed 75 percent the first and second years.  
 
o Federal share is not to exceed 50 percent the third and fourth years.  
 
o Federal share is not to exceed 25 percent the fifth year and beyond (where applicable).  
 
State match of Section 405 grant funds must be eligible occupant protection related expenditures.  
 
State match of Section 410 funds must be eligible impaired driving related expenditures.   

  
 
Section 2011  
o Federal share is not to exceed 75 percent the first, second, and third years.  
 
o Federal share is not to exceed 50 percent the fourth year.  
 
State match of Section 2011 funds must be eligible child passenger safety related expenditures.   
 
This finding is carried over from the FY 2009 MR.  During the on-site visit VDPS 
Administrative Services personnel and GHSP staff confirmed that they did not have 
documentation at that time to demonstrate compliance with the match requirements for Sections 
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402, 405, 408, 410, and 2011 for FY 2009, FY 2010, and FY 2011, although final vouchers were 
submitted by the State to NHTSA each fiscal year with minimum match claimed.  During our 
meeting with VDPS and GHSP officials, we suggested possible sources to demonstrate eligible 
and sufficient match.  During the exit briefing, State officials presented the Team with lists that 



signed by the employee or supervisory official having first-hand knowledge of the work 
performed by the employee.



employees who work and time is billed to multiple grant programs, the State must continue to 
use PARs or equivalent documentation.”     
    
 
Required Action C -2a 
The State must immediately comply with 2 CFR Part 225, Appendix B, 8.h by completing 
certifications, PARS or equivalent documentation for all federally-funded positions, and ensure 
that all timekeeping documents are auditable and accurate.    
 
Recommended Action C -2b 
Since this regulation applies to subgrantee also, the GHSP must review all subgrantee files to 
determine their compliance with timekeeping and take corrective action as appropriate. 
 
 
Finding C-3.  Incorrect  Charging and Coding of GHSP Staff  Expenses  
23 CFR §1252.2 (d) states: 

 “Planning and administration (P&A) costs are those direct and indirect costs that are 
attributable to the overall development and management of the Highway Safety Plan.  
Such costs could include salaries, related personnel benefits, travel expenses, and rental 
costs.  (e) Program management costs are those costs attributable to a program area…”  
NHTSA’s Grants Funding Policy also states, “As outlined in 23 CFR 1252, Costs include 
salaries and related personnel benefits for the Governors' Representatives for Highway 
Safety and for other technical, administrative, and clerical staff for the States' Highway 
Safety Offices. P&A costs also include other office costs, such as travel, equipment, supplies, 
rent and utility expenses necessary to carry out the functions of the States' Highway Safety 
Offices.” 

 
During our review of payroll files and time and attendance records of federally-funded VDPS 
and GHSP employees, we found that several employees are being charged to what appear to be 
inappropriate accounting codes. Examples are listed below: 



�x The GHSP administrative assistant position is being charged to Section 402TR, though 
her duties are not Traffic Records-related.   

�x The GHSP public information education officer’s time is being charged to 402CP with 
no evidence of working or monitoring community traffic safety projects.   

�x 100% of a GHSP Program Manager’s time is being charged to 402TR, but most of this 
staff member’s time is devoted to child passenger safety and public information.   

 
Required Action C -3a 
The State must make immediate corrections to the Time Report forms (PARs and certifications), 
and to all payroll documents to ensure that GHSP staff and its subgrantees are appropriately 





inventory.  After research by VDPS staff, we were informed that “Our query did not pick up this 





Non-profit sub-grantees would normally be governed by 2 CFR 230 (OMB Circular A-122), but 
for indirect cost rate plans, the US Department of Health and Human Services has determined 
that 2 CFR 225 will apply as noted below: 

“While the regulations do not address your common problem directly, state agencies 
subgranting to a nonprofit, 2 CFR 225 does prescribe the solution we give nonprofits 
which subgrant to nonprofits.  It says “Where a local government only receives funds as 
a sub-recipient, the primary recipient will be responsible for negotiating and/or 
monitoring the sub-recipient’s plan.  Because the non-profit sub-grantee clearly does not 
qualify for obtaining a Federal indirect cost rate agreement, if the SHSO wishes to 
reimburse it or any other subgrantee, governmental or nonprofit, which otherwise cannot 
obtain a federal indirect cost rate agreement, it would have to negotiate and/or monitor 
the sub-recipient’s plan.”  2 CFR 225, Appendix E, Sections C and D … provide 
guidance on allocation of indirect costs and determination of indirect cost rates, and 
submission and documentation of proposals.” 

 
2 CFR Part 225, Appendix E, Section E 1 states,  

“Indirect cost rates will be reviewed, negotiated, and approved by the cognizant Federal 
agency on a timely basis. Once a rate has been agreed upon, it will be accepted and used 
by all Federal agencies unless prohibited or limited by statute. Where a Federal funding 
agency has reason to believe that special operating factors affecting its awards 
necessitate special indirect cost rates, the funding agency will, prior to the time the rates 
are negotiated, notify the cognizant Federal agency.” 

The Team located two projects in which GHSP is reimbursing the subgrantee for indirect costs: 
�x Non-profit Local Motion (Project 1112-1068, Safe Streets Collaborative): this project 

budgeted $11,147 for indirect costs out of a $45,000 grant which represents a 32 percent 
indirect cost rate.  A cost allocation plan was not reviewed/monitored by the GHSP.    

�x Vermont Department of Labor (Project 1112-1063): $7,857 is budgeted for indirect 
costs out of a $47,500 grant, representing 19.8 percent.  Although there are documents 
in the file related to indirect costs, we were unable to locate the indirect cost rate 
approval letter.   

 
The Team requested the documentation from VDPS; the VDPS Grant Management personnel is 
attempting to locate/collect documentation. 
 
 



Recommended Action C -5b 
The State should develop procedures and a checklist to ensure that all appropriate documentation 
validating indirect cost rates is contained in the project file or quickly accessible by VDPS prior 
to reimbursing a subgrantee for indirect costs. 
     
 
 
Finding C-6 .  Questioned Expenditures - Child Passenger Safety Program  
According to 49 CFR 18.20 (a), (2), (1)(2)(5), 

(a) A State must expand and account for grant funds in accordance with State laws and 
procedures for expending and accounting for its own funds. Fiscal control and accounting 
procedures of the State, as well as its subgrantees and cost-type contractors, must be sufficient 
to— 

 (2) Permit the tracing of funds to a level of expenditures adequate to establish that such funds 
have not been used in violation of the restrictions and prohibitions of applicable statutes. 

(b) The financial management systems of other grantees and subgrantees must meet the 
following standards: 

(1) Financial reporting. Accurate, current, and complete disclosure of the financial results of 
financially assisted activities must be made in accordance with the financial reporting 
requirements of the grant or subgrant. 

(2) Accounting records. Grantees and subgrantees must maintain records which adequately 
identify the source and application of funds provided for financially-assisted activities. These 
records must contain information pertaining to grant or subgrant awards and authorizations, 
obligations, unobligated balances, assets, liabilities, outlays or expenditures, and income. 

 (5) Allowable cost. Applicable OMB cost principles, agency program regulations, and the terms 
of grant and subgrant agreements will be followed in determining the reasonableness, 
allowability, and allocability of costs. 

 
In the review of the FY 2011 and FY 2012 project files for the CPS program with FAHC



�x Professional services/salaries paid with insufficient description of activities to justify 
hours claimed: $16,524.02 

o Jan 2011: $4,529.44 
o Feb 2011: $3,067.74 
o April 2011: $4,571.80 
o May 2011: $4,355.04 

�x Unexplained Travel: $6,815.48 
o Jan 2011: $500.00 
o March 2011: $4,112.15 
o May 2011: $1,858.53 
o August 2011: $344.80 

Note:  Nearly $7,000 in travel costs sent six people to four out-of-state conferences. There were 
no descriptions in the project file that outlined the purpose of the conferences or demonstration 
that the travel was related to CPS.  Moreover, there was an event that took place at a hotel 
located in Burlington, Vermont on April 26, 2011 that included $506 for lodging for FAHC 
employees. FAHC is also located in Burlington.  Although the FAHC staff are not State of 
Vermont employees, the State of Vermont Agency of Administration, Bulletin No. 3.4, 
Reimbursement for Travel-Related Expenses, does state, “If an employee is required to be away 
from his/her official duty station and is also required to work at least five (5) hours, including 
travel, beyond his/her normal work day, lodging expense will be allowed provided the work 
place is at least forty (40) miles from the employee’s home”.   The file did not contain an agenda 
or information as to purpose event nor justification to provide lodging to staff whose duty station 
is in same city.   

�x Unexplained Food: $5,478.43 
o March 2011: $205.71 
o April 2011: $155.95 
o May 2011: $5,116.77 

�x Gifts for CPS Technicians: $3,489.31 (Feb 2011) 
�x Items that were not approved in the grant agreement: 

o School bus: $101.91 (April 2011) 
o Awards: $939.53 (April 2011) 
o Individual contractors: $8,492.47 

Note: According to the Grant Agreement, 15. Sub-agreements the subgrantee “shall not assign, 
subcontract, or subgrant the performance of his Agreement or any portion thereof to any other 
Party without the prior written approval of the State. Party also agrees to include all subcontract 
or subgrant agreements and a tax certification in accordance with paragraph 11 above.”  GHSA 
pre-approvals of contracted services and executed sub-contracts were not included in the project 
files.   Moreover, the following sub-granted services were unaccompanied by requisite receipts, 
products, or activity descriptions. 

o Jan 2011: $5,222.21 
o Feb 2011: $1,829.26 
o April 2011: $1,441.00 
o Costs claimed with no receipts or description of activity: $48.00 (April 2011) 

GRAND TOTAL for FY 2011: $41,889.15 
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FY 2012 
Project #: 02140-1112-6000 (grant amount: $189,974) 
Project #: 02140-1012-6219 (grant amount: $110,026) 

�x Professional services/salaries paid with insufficient description of activities to justify 
hours claimed: $30,328.00 (402) 
Note: This includes a lack of documentation to justify hours claimed by full-time and 
part-time/contracted employees, questionable activities performed by the subgrantee, 
and/or the appearance that GHSP reimbursed the subgrantee for the same activities billed 
to the S.2011 grant 
(cross reference all FY12 S.402 and S.2011 invoices and subgrantee reports) 

o Oct 2011: $7,581.84 
o Nov 2011: $15,622.85 
o Dec 2011: $4,446.88 
o Jan 2012: $2,676.43 

�x Mileage claimed when SUV was available: $457.23 (402) 
o Nov 2011: $172.05 
o Dec 2011: $176.70 
o Jan 2012: $108.48 

�x In-state lodging expenses: $86.90 (402-Nov. 2011)+$457.90 (2011-Jan. 2012) 
�x Costs claimed with no receipts or description of activity: $39.10 (2011-Dec. 2011) 

GRAND TOTAL: $31,369.13** 
**These questioned costs appear on invoices submitted between October 2012- January 2012.   
 
On July 12, 2012 following several conversations with the GHSP, a letter was sent to 
Commissioner Flynn Flynn requesting that the GHSP cease grant-funded activities managed by 
Fletcher Allen Health Care (FAHC) until NHTSA and the GHSP jointly determine the eligibility 
of personnel, travel, and other costs listed above that were reimbursed during FY 2011 and FY 
2012.      
 
On July 24, the following terms were issued to the GHSP, and reviewed with both the GHSP and 
VDPS Financial Services team on July 25, 2012:  
Regarding FAHC requests for reimbursement for any expenditures from January 2012 through 
July 2012 (time period from the last invoice submitted at the time of the MR to the date of the 
7/12/12 letter), the GHSP, with assistance from the DPS audit services division, will be 
responsible for reviewing the FAHC claimed costs to establish that funds have not been used in 
violation of the restrictions and prohibitions of federal or state statutes.  Once the state review is 
completed, the FAHC invoices will be subject to monitoring by the Regional Office prior to 
payment.  If costs are eligible and documented thoroughly to justify personnel, travel, and other 
costs claimed, Region 1 will proceed with voucher approvals.  
 
Regarding continuity of grant activities from July 2012 through September 2012, the GHSP 
should impose the following terms on grant activity: 
Personnel Services: The GHSP should only reimburse personnel costs for those individuals 
approved the grant agreement and deemed critical to completing the terms of the contract.  All 
other subcontracted services should cease.  Ample activity descriptions must justify in detail all 
hours/time claimed for grant-approved employees.  Thorough reporting for all activities 
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performed/services provided must accompany requests for reimbursement monthly, consistent 
with the terms of the grant agreement. Examples of all products developed (training updates, 
presentations, database updates, PI&E products, etc.) should be submitted with the reports. 
Travel: Only in-state travel will be considered.  All in-state travel expenses must be itemized in 
writing (including air or vehicle mileage requests) and pre-approved by the GHSP prior to 
travel commencement.  The GHSP-funded SUV should be utilized as much as possible to reduce 
personal vehicle mileage claims.   
Other/Supplies (e.g. car seats): Purchases must be accompanied by receipts.  No other 
equipment, office supplies, food, or miscellaneous purchases will be allowed without pre-
approvals or direct relationships to the accomplishment of project objectives.  
 
Due to the complexity of examining all FAHC costs incurred during the FY 2011 and FY 2012 
Federal Fiscal Years, Region 1 requested that the GHSP enlist state audit services (Account 
Audit Analyst) to ensure all funds reimbursed to FAHC under 02140-1011-6219, 02140-1012-
6219, 02140-1112-6000  were allowable and in compliance with Federal and State 
regulations.  This is consistent with a state audit recommendation from Regional Administrator 
Weiser to Commissioner Flynn in an email on August 17, 2011:  

“I again encourage you to have a financial and program audit of the GHSP completed 
preferably before NHTSA conducts the required triennial management review during FY 
2012.  Such an audit would benefit you and your staff by providing recommendations for 
strengthening the program and identifying any issues of noncompliance with Federal and 
state laws and regulations.  This audit would also benefit the triennial management 
review by allowing the NHTSA team to focus on those recommendations and issues of 
noncompliance contained in the audit report.  As previously stated, if the triennial 
management review is completed prior to an audit, it is likely that an audit would be 
requested to confirm the scope and exact amount of any potentially identified 
unallowable costs, and NHTSA would be required to follow up on any additional audit 
findings that may be reported.  NHTSA Region 1 staff will continue to conduct detailed 
project reviews to determine and document issues of noncompliance, and will work with 
GHSP staff to resolve any identified issues prior to the triennial management review and 
the requested audit.” 

 
Many of these unchecked or unauthorized subgrantee expenditures stem from a weak grant 
agreement that lacks specificity in eligible expenditures, expectations, reporting requirements, 
and deliverables.  There was no justification to support the budget or the associated cost 
categories in personnel/contractors, travel, supplies or “other” costs.  Salaries for staff positions 
ranged from $26.60 per hour to $75.13 per hour with no accompanying justification.  The grant 
agreement did require a monthly report, but reports were submitted sporadically and with 
insufficient documentation of time and activity (subgrantee activity reports for claims of full-
time work were summarized with “oversee program” and “financial reporting”).  There was no 
evidence in the files that GHSP followed up with the contractor regarding grant agreement 
requirements.  
 
During the MR exit briefing the Team specifically cited the FAHC project as an example of 
unchecked use of Federal funds for salary and resort travel/conferences, the lack of State 
monitoring, and the lack of grant agreement controls to curb excessive spending.  The Team 
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Leader emphasized that Federal, State, and local governments all need to be cognizant of 
personnel and travel costs and ensure the necessity and accountability of such costs.    
 
Directives issued on July 12, 2012 and July 24, 2012 to the GHSP to cease excessive grant-
funded activities managed by Fletcher Allen Health Care (FAHC) until NHTSA and the GHSP 
jointly determine the eligibility of personnel, travel, and other costs reimbursed during FY 2011 
and FY 2012 remain. Regarding FY 2013, the GHSP should consider various options to provide 



manner.  From 2009-2012, 





APPENDIX A.   PROJECTS SELECTED FOR DETAILED EXAMINATION  

 FY 2012 Projects  
1112-1069 402 $          14,592 Youth Safety Council of VT - Anti-Texting Campaign

1112-1150 405 $          74,979 HMC2 -  Advertising Thanksgiving Media Buy

20864 408 $          15,150 
Norwich Studies and Analysis Institute - Seatbelt 
Survey Redesign

1112-2125 402 $            5,581 
Orelans County Sheriff's Office - 2012 Highway 
Safety Anytime Enforcement

1112-9229 164 AL  $          13,471 Rutland County Sheriff's Office - 2012 DUI Anytime

1112-9231 164 AL  $            6,025 Shelburne Police Dept - 2012 DUI Anytime

1112-1045 402 $          20,234 VT DMV - Driver Education Assessment

0912-3545 406 $            1,770 Stowe Police Dept -  Equipment Incentives

1112-2005 410 $          18,478 
VT State's Attorney - Traffic Safety Resource 
Prosecutor

1112-2023 410 $          72,479 HMC2 