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CSR FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
JANUARY 2008 
TRANSITIONAL QUESTIONS TC "TRANSITIONAL QUESTIONS" \f C \l "1" 
Question 1: When a problem code has been eliminated or changed, what do we do with the old cases under that code?

Answer: First, it should be noted that cases closed prior to 1-1-2008 should be closed under the old codes and preserved as such.  In general, we are not recoding historical cases.  Any case closed after 12-31-2007 must be closed under the new codes, irrespective of what code was assigned to the case when opened.  For example: (1) Code 11, Education, cases should be closed under whichever of the new Education codes is applicable; (2) Former Code 5, Energy (Other than Public Utilities) cases should be moved to Code 9, Other Consumer, since no more specific new code fits them; and (3) Code 72, Black Lung is similarly recoded to 79, Other Income Maintenance.
 
Question 2:  Where LSC has reused a Code number, as has been done with 5, Energy, (Other than Public Utilities) which becomes 5, Predatory Lending Practices, there is a problem because one value in the system should consistently represent one thing. If we have codes that mean one thing before a certain date and something else after that date, this will render report writing and understanding the raw data difficult, especially since the data stretches over more than 20 years.

When a code is changed, such as Problem Code 5, will it be acceptable to move the old cases into Problem Code 9, Other Consumer/Finance after the 2007 CSR report and make a note somewhere on the case that a more specific definition of the problem is "Energy not Public Utilities"? 
 

Answer:  As explained below, it was necessary to reuse a small number of Problem Codes.  We have made a technical change to ameliorate this problem.  This technical change in the 2008 CSR Handbook is to change Student Financial Aid from Problem Code 11 to Problem Code 16 and to reserve (not use) Problem Code 11, thereby eliminating 85% of the cases in which the same Problem Code would mean different things in the 2001 and the 2008 CSR Handbooks.

For the remaining cases in the other three Problem Codes discussed below, they MUST be closed and recorded in their 2001 CSR Handbook codes and submitted to LSC in the 2007 CSR's, due March 3, 2008.  For historical purposes, it would be most desirable to maintain the same Problem Codes.   However, if this will cause serious technical problems in a grantee’s case management system, we will approve a work-around which may include recoding these few cases AFTER the end of March 2008 -- that is after the submission of the 2007 CSR's and a brief time for any needed corrections.  For cases prior to 2007, if necessary, the job of recoding may begin whenever necessary to facilitate preparation for the transition.  
We reused Energy (Other than Public Utilities) Problem Code 5, Black Lung, Problem Code 72, and Workers Compensation, Problem Code 78.  The reason for reusing these three codes was to avoid increasing the number of codes in the Consumer and Income Maintenance Categories which would have led to the need for a 3-digit code that would entail much more serious programming transition difficulties.  The codes we reused had very small numbers of cases in 2006 (Code 5 had 255, Code 72 had 47, and Code 78 had 889 -- for a total of 1191 cases or just over 0.1% of CSR cases). 
Question 3: Cases closed on or before 12/31/2007 will use the old problem and closing codes.  Cases closed after 12/31/2007 will use the new codes.  There is a technical problem with coexistence of the old & new coding schemes where Problem Code Numbers are reused. Legal services programs are not required to report 2007 case statistics to LSC until well into the first quarter of 2008.  From 01/01/2008 until actually reported, programs are reviewing cases closed in 2007 to verify that all paperwork is correct/complete and they are LSC-eligible.  That places the program in the position of maintaining data in (a) both the old & new coding schemes (2 sets of files; double updating; onerous and burdensome) or (b) delaying implementation until after reporting is complete.

What is the position of LSC on delaying the implementation of the new problem/closing codes until after reporting for the prior year is complete in order to avoid the inefficiencies of maintaining multiple sets of case data? 
 

Answer: It is necessary to implement the new Case Type Codes and Case Closing Codes as of January 1, 2008, so as to have uniform case closing data for all of 2008.   That is why the January 1 implementation date was selected.  It is necessary to maintain both coding systems for the first months of 2008 until the program has submitted their 2007 CSR's -- and for a period thereafter, through March until the deadline for corrections in 2007 CSR's (usually about March 20), in case the program needs to make corrections.  After that, programs will need to save all the old data and be able to get into it and manipulate it, using the old codes, but they will not need to be able to make entries under the old codes.  


Question 4: It is a certainty that many cases opened in calendar year 2007, will not close until some time in calendar year 2008 (or beyond).  For Problem Codes 4, 5, 72, and 78, these open cases would have Problem Codes that were in effect in 2007, but on 01/01/2008, these codes become invalid because their meaning will change.  What should these original problem codes be re-coded to?
 
Answer: These Problem Codes occur very infrequently.  When they do occur, they should be recoded as follows;

04-Credit Access (04 becomes "Collection Practices/Creditor Harassment") -- Code as 9, Other Consumer 

05-Energy (Other than Public Utilities) -- 05 becomes "Predatory Lending Practices (Not Mortgages") -- Code as 9, Other Consumer 

72-Black Lung (72 becomes "Social Security (Not SSDI)") -- Code as 79, Other Income Maintenance 

78-Workers Compensation (78 becomes "State & Local Income Maintenance") -- Code as 79, Other Income Maintenance. 


Question 5:  For programs that undergo an OCE compliance audit in calendar year 2008 for cases closed in 2007, will cases pulled for review be required to have problem/closing codes that were in effect in 2007 OR is it acceptable to have the problem/closing codes converted to the codes that went into effect on 01/01/2008? 
 

Answer:  It will continue to be necessary to be able to retrieve cases closed in 2007 under their 2007 closing codes, not only for 2008, but even in 2009.  See also Answer #2 -- programs must maintain the ability to retrieve historical information on 2007 and earlier cases with the associated Case Type Codes and Reason for Closure Codes.
Question 6:  Should we report open cases based upon the problem codes we are using currently or based on the new problem codes that go into effect on Jan. 1, 2008? For example, we currently report tax cases under 79 so they have been included in the Income Maintenance category.  On January 1, we are planning to update all open cases where the problem code has changed. If we update all these cases, when we run the 2007 report in late February, the cases will be reported in the Employment category even though the tax problem codes in that category did not exist in 2007. Otherwise, we will have to track both problem codes until at least the 2007 CSR is finalized. We obviously would prefer to not have to track both problem codes.

Answer: You should report these cases based on the Problem Codes you are currently using -- those in the 2001 CSR Handbook.  Although the Open Cases Report is due March 3, 2008, it covers Open Cases as of December 31, 2007 which are still under the 2001 CSR Handbook.  It should be noted that the Open Cases report is only by Legal Problem Category – e.g. Family, Housing, etc. -- and not by Code, so changes in Codes within a Category do not affect this report. 

The requirement to report for 2007 under the old Problem Codes does mean that you will have to track both sets of Problem Codes until the 2007 CSR is finalized; this is already required because Closed Cases for 2007 must be reported under the old Problem Codes.  

CHAPTER I – Purpose, Scope, and Effective Date TC "CHAPTER I – Purpose, Scope, and Effective Date" \f C \l "1" 
No current questions.
 
CHAPTER II – Key Definitions TC "CHAPTER II – Key Definitions" \f C \l "1" 
Section 2.1 – Definition of Case TC "Section 2.1 – Definition of Case" \f C \l "2" 
Question 1:  If an applicant is "acceptable" under the LSC regulations but is not "accepted" (for example, because of a conflict) is it forbidden to provide that applicant with legal advice or other legal services?
Answer:  Technically, under most state ethics rules you cannot accept a case that is a conflict.  If you cannot accept a case, you cannot give legal advice. The underlying rule of Section 2.1(c) is simple.  A program MUST accept a case BEFORE giving legal advice.  If for some reason you cannot accept a case, then the program must not provide legal advice or other legal services. 
Section 2.2 – Definition of Legal Assistance TC "Section 2.2 – Definition of Legal Assistance" \f C \l "2" 
Question 2:  In certain states, crime victims (or guardian of a victim, or close relative of a deceased victim) are entitled to certain rights, including possible compensation to victims of crime and the payment for a medical examination for a victim of a sexual assault, and when requested, referral to available social service agencies that may offer additional assistance.

Our social workers provide clients (who are normally seeing an attorney for a related matter, e.g. protective order or divorce) with information regarding their right to this compensation, and further assist them with the application itself.  If an application is denied or an award reduced, the social workers help clients with the appeal process and reconsideration request, as paralegals do in food stamps or Social Security cases.  All of this work is supervised by attorneys. Would this work be considered “legal assistance” or "cases" under the 2008 CSR Handbook?  

Answer:  If there is a legal analysis provided to a client regarding their individual eligibility for benefits programs, it is a case. See Section 2.2. If only information is provided and no analysis of their individual eligibility is conducted, the activity is clearly a Matter (Other Service). See Section 2.3.  If legal assistance is provided, the case should then be closed with a closing category that accurately describes the level of assistance rendered by the program. For example, if a client is advised as to eligibility for compensation, it would be A, Counsel & Advice. If the program assists a client with an application, it would be B, Limited Action. In the event of an appeal or request for reconsideration, it will be B, Limited Action, or L, Extended Service, depending on the extent and nature of the work done for the client.  

CHAPTER III – Case Management Systems TC "CHAPTER III – Case Management Systems" \f C \l "1"  

Section 3.5 – Identification and De-Selection of Non-CSR Cases TC "Section 3.5 – Identification and De-Selection of Non-CSR Cases" \f C \l "2" 
Question 1:  Why can't a program use a “rejected” code for the third example provided under Section 3.5 – case files where administrative or computer error caused a case to be opened when no case should have been opened?  If the computer opened a file and no case was ever accepted, would it not be more accurate to note the incorrectly opened file as "rejected” since no case was ever accepted?
 

Answer:  No, it would not be more accurate to use the “rejected” code for a case file opened because of administrative or computer error because there is no applicant to be "rejected" in these instances.  Programs are required under Section 3.5 to have a method to "de-select case files that were opened as LSC-eligible but are not reportable as CSR cases."  Section 3.5 gives six examples of such types of cases.  As explained in Footnote 15, the "rejected" code "shall be used only for applicants who do not qualify for services or who are otherwise not accepted for services by the program."  Under the third example in Section 3.5, there is no rejected applicant, so the "rejected" code should not be used.  
 

If a program is concerned about differentiating de-selected cases where there was an applicant that are initially accepted -- examples (1), (2), (5), and (6) -- from cases in which there was no actual applicant, the program can add a subcode of its own or use two different "exit" codes or de-selection methods.  
CHAPTER IV – Reporting Requirements TC "CHAPTER IV – Reporting Requirements" \f C \l "1" 
Section 4.4 – Inclusion of Certain Subrecipient Cases TC "Section 4.4 – Inclusion of Certain Subrecipient Cases" \f C \l "2" 
Question 1:  Certain programs use state-funded “call lines” to do most of their counsel and advice services. Under the new CSR Handbook, it appears that such programs would lose the ability to report the case work from such “call lines” unless some LSC funds were used to pay for them. Is this a correct assessment?
Answer:  Yes, this is a correct interpretation of Section 4.4 of the 2008 CSR Handbook.  Programs will not be able to count such cases for CSR purposes under the arrangements described above.  It was never LSC’s intention for totally non-LSC funded cases closed by entities other than the LSC program to be counted as CSR cases but the 2001 CSR Handbook did not contain a fully explicit rule on this practice.  The 2008 CSR Handbook's Section 4.4 explicitly addresses this situation in its second sentence: “Organizations receiving transfers of only non-LSC funds from a recipient are not subrecipients under 45 CFR Part 1627 and none of their cases may be reported to LSC.”  
There are two requirements in Section 4.4 for counting cases closed by an entity other than the recipient: (1) the other entity must be a subrecipient under the provisions of 45 CFR 1627; and (2) the cases must be supported in whole or in part by LSC funds.  The one, narrow exception to this twofold rule is that recipients using non-LSC funds to meet their PAI requirement may report such non-LSC funded PAI cases if they meet the definitions of the 2008 CSR Handbook. However, such cases must also meet all the requirements of 45 CFR 1614 in order to be considered PAI cases. 
CHAPTER V – Documentation Requirements TC "CHAPTER V – Documentation Requirements" \f C \l "1" 
Section 5.5 – Citizenship and Alien Eligibility Documentation TC "Section 5.5 – Citizenship and Alien Eligibility Documentation" \f C \l "2" 

Question 1: Can a program report a case involving a domestic violence victim, who is a citizen, if it failed to obtain a written citizenship attestation?  Should this case be included in its CSR? 
Answer: All CSR cases should have citizenship/eligible alien documentation in their files unless the client is an ineligible alien victim of domestic violence falling within the exceptions set out in Program Letter 06-2.  In the circumstances of an otherwise ineligible alien victim of domestic violence, a memo to the effect that the client is such an otherwise ineligible alien and is being served under the exception(s) set out in Program Letter 06-2 (or in trafficking cases under Program Letter 05-2) fulfils the documentation requirement.  However, in the circumstances described above, the citizenship/eligible alien documentation could have been obtained.  The failure to obtain this documentation is non-compliant with 45 CFR 1626 and Section 5.5 of the 2008 CSR Handbook. See also Footnote 3 of the 2008 CSR Handbook. Accordingly, the case lacks required documentation to be reported as a CSR case and should not be so reported.

The question is a difficult one since an otherwise ineligible alien's case may be accepted and reported if it falls within the exceptions in Program Letter 06-2 and is properly so documented.  However, this is an issue of lack of required documentation, not of whether the client would be eligible if all facts are properly documented.  The decision to exclude this case is based on the failure to have proper documentation in the case file.  To allow this case to be counted would undermine the requirement to obtain citizenship/eligible alien documentation as required pursuant to 45 CFR 1626. 


CHAPTER VI – Types of Case Services TC "CHAPTER VI – Types of Case Services" \f C \l "1" 
Section 6.2 – Cases Involving Multiple Levels of Assistance TC "Section 6.2 – Cases Involving Multiple Levels of Assistance" \f C \l "2" 
Question 1:  When a program provides more than one type of assistance to an eligible client in the same calendar year, the CSR Handbook says to close the case at the “highest level of service”.  But the CSR Handbook is silent as to whether there is a hierarchy of service under closing codes A-B-F-G-H-I-K-L.
 

In other words, is a B "higher" than an A or are they to be considered different but equal? Is a Court Decision the highest level of assistance? 
 

Answer:  Section 6.2 of the 2008 CSR Handbook states that cases should be closed at the highest level of service.  However, Section 6.2 applies only when “more than one type of assistance” related to essentially the same legal problem is provided to the same client during a calendar year.  It is intended as a rule of decision when a client received one type of service and then another type of service in an attempt to resolve essentially the same legal problem within the same calendar year.  For example, if a program obtains a Court Decision and then, later in the same calendar year, advises the client as to recommended actions based on that Court Decision, the case should be closed as a Court Decision when the secondary advice service is completed.


Also, as a rule of decision, if a program renders Limited Service (A or B) and Extended Service (F, G, H, or I) to a client relating to essentially the same legal issue, the case should be closed under the Extended Service closing code.  Within Limited Service, if a program has rendered both A, Counsel and Advice, and B, Limited Action, the case should be closed as B, Limited Action.  Within Extended Service, if a program has rendered more than one of F, G, H, and I, the program should close the case under the “higher” closing code which is the one later in the alphabet.   Thus the sequence is:  A, B, F, G, H, I in that order.  Again, note that this applies only when service rendered actually includes work that fits two or more Case Closing Codes.  Before using this rule of decision, a program must first apply any CSR Handbook guidance, whether in the text or footnotes, that draws lines between Codes, such as between G, Settled with Litigation and H, Administrative Agency Decision and/or I, Court Decision.  

K and L are outside this sequence.  For K, “Other”, the issue never arises since a case can only be closed under this Code if it cannot be closed under any other.   Category L, “Extensive Service” cannot be used where a settlement or Court or Administrative Agency Decision has been reached, so Codes F, G, H, and I must be excluded before L can be used.  If there is a question between closing a case as A or B, or as L, the decision hinges on the level of service rendered and not on which case closing code is higher.  Only cases in which extended service is provided may be closed as L.  
Section 6.5 – Cases Involving Appeals TC "Section 6.5 – Cases Involving Appeals" \f C \l "2" 
Question 1:  It is my understanding that if we lose a case at trial level and take an appeal, the appeal is a new, reportable case.  One question is what to do with the underlying trial court case. Do we close it and report it to LSC and, if so, do we re-open it if we are successful on the appeal? Or do we keep the trial court case open and close it after final determination of the appeal? A similar question arises if we win at trial and opposing party appeals.   Finally, if we or the opposing party appeals an appellate decision to the Supreme Court, I assume your answers would apply to such higher appeals too.  Thanks.

Answer -- Your understanding is correct.  Under Section 6.5 of the 2008 CSR Handbook, if you lose a case at the trial level and take an appeal to an appellate court (this is an appeal as defined in 45 CFR 1605.2 and 1605.3), the appeal is a new, reportable case.  You close the trial court case as I(b) Contested Court Decision and open a new appeal case.  Then if the case is remanded back to the trial court, you close the appeal as I(c) Appeal and open a third case for the litigation after remand.  You are also correct that the same answer applies if you win a case and the opposing party appeals.  Finally, the same answers apply to a Supreme Court appeal; it would be another, separate case. 

CHAPTER VII – Referrals TC "CHAPTER VII – Referrals" \f C \l "1"  

No current questions. 

CHAPTER VIII – Case Definitions and Closure Categories TC "CHAPTER VIII – Case Definitions and Closure Categories" \f C \l "1"  

Sections 8.2 and 8.3 – Limited and Extended Service Case Categories (Closing Codes A-L) TC "Sections 8.2 and 8.3 – Limited and Extended Service Case Categories (Closing Codes A-L)" \f C \l "2" 
Question 1: Some states now allow attorneys to limit the scope of their representation in court proceedings.  For example, in a case where a pro se divorce client was served with a motion to dismiss based on an allegation that he was not competent, program counsel was allowed to enter an appearance for the limited purpose of resisting the motion.  If the court issues an order on the motion and the program is not representing the client on anything further, should the case be closed as I, Court Decision, or L, Extensive Service?


Answer: If the court decides an issue in litigation (rather than taking a technical action such as accepting a settlement, granting a voluntary dismissal or allowing counsel to withdraw from a case), the case should be closed as a Court Decision. The selection of I, Court Decision, is appropriate even though the program is counsel of record only for this one, limited legal issue.  As noted in the second sentence of Footnote 51, this scenario is most similar to a case closed after a TRO. In addition, based on the above facts, I(b) would be the appropriate code since it is a contested case. 


Question 2: What if the other party withdraws the motion after program counsel files its opposition and the issue is never ruled on by the court? This would seem to be an L, Extensive Service. 

Answer: Yes, assuming there was no settlement reached between the parties that resulted in the opposing party withdrawing the motion, L would be the appropriate closing category, because there is representation in court but no actual court decision or settlement with litigation.  Pursuant to the last sentence of Closing Category L, this is a case "closed after litigation is initiated in which the program appears as counsel of record that do{es} not result in a negotiated settlement, administrative agency or court decision...".
Question 3: In reference to Closing Categories B and L, how should a program close a case when an inexperienced attorney, new to the program, has to undertake a significant amount of legal research that takes a significant amount of time? 

 

What if the same case, as handled by an experienced attorney, does not require any research and takes very little time? 

Answer:  Both scenarios should be closed as B, Limited Action, because neither one meets the criteria for L, Extensive Service.  
 

Pursuant to Footnote 54, time taken is not a controlling factor.  The intention of the footnote guidance is to measure the level of service to the client.  In particular, the scenarios described above fail to meet factors 1, 2, and 3 in the footnote.  Additionally, factor 4 does not apply since an experienced attorney would need to do no research (and would not even need to take much time to render the legal assistance).  
Question 4:  If the parties in a court case come up with a settlement but the judge requires the parties to appear to argue/discuss why the settlement should be accepted by the court, should such a case be closed as I, Court Decision or G, Settlement with Litigation?  For clarity, this is separate from the situation in which the court simply accepts the settlement. 
 

Answer:  The case should be closed as G, Settlement with Litigation. The situation as described -- the judge is presented with a settlement and, after an appearance and discussion by both parties, accepts it -- is, on the face of it, a "negotiated settlement with litigation."   The parties were in litigation and reached a settlement.  As such, if the settlement between the parties is accepted by the court or is entered as a court order or judgment, the case is G, Settled with Litigation, even if the judge does hold a hearing and/or conduct a substantive review before approving the settlement or incorporating it into a court order or judgment.  
 

Question 5:  In reference to the distinction between I, Court Decision and L, Extensive Service, consider the following scenario: a program attorney represents a client in divorce litigation during which there are a number of contested hearings which result in rulings by the court on various issues (e.g., child custody, child support, spousal support). All of these decisions were part of a single court proceeding with a single Civil Action Number. Then, while there were still additional issues to litigate in the divorce (e.g., the equitable division of property), the client disappeared (or won the lottery or became incarcerated for what is expected to be more than a month) and the court enters an order allowing the program attorney to withdraw from representation. Can the program attorney count this case as I(b), Contested Court Decision or must it be codes as L, Extensive Service?
Answer: This is best closed as a Contested Court Decision I(b).  The program obtained substantive court rulings on significant issues.  The circumstance that the program’s attorney ultimately had to withdraw because the client had withdrawn/disappeared does not change the fact that these substantive court rulings were obtained.  Your question arises because of the language of the last sentence of Section 8.3 L which reads:  

In addition, cases closed after litigation is initiated in which the program appears as counsel of record that do not result in a negotiated settlement, administrative agency or court decision, or in which an order of withdrawal or voluntary dismissal is entered should be closed in this category.
While an order of withdrawal is entered in the scenario presented, the intent of this provision is to find a place for, and a description of service in, cases where litigation has been commenced but could not be followed through to a conclusion in court because of a client’s withdrawal.  While that description does apply to this scenario insofar as there are remaining issues in litigation that could not be concluded in court, there were significant, substantive rulings obtained for the client before his/her withdrawal.  The choice of Category I(b) better describes the service rendered to the client; furthermore, Category L is intended for cases “not resulting in court or administrative action” (see caption to Closing Category L).  Accordingly I(b), Contested Court Decision should be chosen in this instance. 

 
Question 6: Is a Chapter 7 bankruptcy proceeding an Uncontested Court Decision I(a) or a Contested Court Decision I(b)?

 

Answer: If no creditors file an opposition, no creditors appear at the Creditors Meeting, and the Trustee does not oppose the proceedings or the debtor’s discharge, it is I(a), Uncontested Court Decision.  If creditors do file an opposition and/or appear at the Creditors Meeting, or the Trustee opposes discharge or other aspects of the proceeding, it is I(b), Contested Court Decision. 

Question 7: Are Chapter 11 bankruptcy cases to be closed as contested or uncontested Court Decisions?
Answer: Chapter 11 bankruptcy can be either contested or uncontested, depending on whether creditors or the Trustee oppose the Reorganization Plan.  The most likely ways this may happen is if creditors contest the Disclosure Statement, formally oppose the actual Reorganization Plan, or form a creditors committee and ask for the appointment of a receiver.  If neither the creditors nor the Trustee take any action to oppose the Reorganization Plan, it is an Uncontested Court Decision under I(a); if they do take such action, it is a Contested Court Decision under I(b).  
Question 8 – We understand that LSC has decided that bankruptcy cases are considered uncontested Court Decisions unless a creditor appears or contests the filing.  Our program does quite a bit of bankruptcy work.  In our experience it is just as common, if not more common, to have the trustee as an adversary as it to have a creditor as the adversary.   We regularly litigate against trustees who have filed objections to Chapter13 plans, or who have filed motions to dismiss or to convert cases.  These cases are MUCH MORE complicated and time consuming than almost any other uncontested case that we might handle.  A simple uncontested divorce might take an hour or less of attorney time.  A  Chapter 13 bankruptcy case, even without the appearance or contest by a creditor, might easily take ten, fifteen, or twenty hours or more -- these cases take years.  Can LSC change this position, at least as to Chapter 13 bankruptcy cases?

Answer – LSC initially made decisions regarding Chapter 7 and 11 bankruptcies along the lines you have indicated.  We have reexamined these decisions to include the possibility of the Trustee as effectively an adverse party (see questions 6 and 7 above). We agree that the Chapter 13 bankruptcy process is much more involved than Chapter 7 and that the Trustee is often effectively an adverse party, even if no creditor specifically contests the filing.  According to our revised logic concerning bankruptcy cases, Chapter 13 cases may be closed as I(b), contested, if any creditor or the Trustee contests any aspect of the plan at any stage of the case, even if the plan is initially accepted.  If neither creditors nor the Trustee contests the plan in whole or in part at any stage of the proceeding, then it should be closed as I(a), uncontested.

Question 9:  Under the Extended Service Case Category, can a case still can be counted for CSR purposes even if the retainer agreement or the1636 client statement of facts is missing from the case file.  Is this because neither the retainer nor the 1636 client statements of facts are expressly mentioned in Chapter V: Documentation Requirements of the 2008 CSR Handbook?

Answer: The critical conditions for including a case in the CSR are client and case type eligibility, the documentation of such, and the documentation of the legal assistance provided to the client.  However, the need for retainer agreements and 1636 statements remains a regulatory requirement and their absence is a regulatory violation.  For CSR purposes, though, it does not affect the critical considerations of documentation and eligibility, and, consequently, noncompliance with these regulatory requirements does not bar reporting such cases.  See Footnote 7 of the 2008 CSR Handbook which explicitly states that cases may be reported irrespective of compliance with the Retainer Agreement and the Statement of Facts requirements.

 

Question 10:  For 2008 CSR Handbook, Closing Category E, Client Withdrew, is no longer available as a closing code.  If a client abandons a case but the program previously had obtained a court order in its favor, should this case be closed under Category I - Court Decision or should it be de-selected as described in Section 3.5 of the 2008 Handbook?

Answer: If the program rendered any legal assistance to the client before the client’s withdrawal, the case should not be de-selected.  De-selection of a case should occur if the client withdraws before any legal assistance has been rendered to the client.  A case that would have been reported in the past as E, Client Withdrew or did not Return, should now be reported under the closing category that best describes the services the program rendered to the client.  In this instance, that appropriate case closing category is either I(a), Uncontested Court Decision, or I(b), Contested Court Decision, depending on the whether the case was contested or uncontested. 
CHAPTER IX – Legal Problem Code Categories and Codes TC "CHAPTER IX – Legal Problem Code Categories and Codes" \f C \l "1" 
No current questions.
CHAPTER X– Private Attorney Involvement Cases TC "CHAPTER X– Private Attorney Involvement Cases" \f C \l "1"  

Section 10.1 – Definition of a Private Attorney Involvement Case TC "Section 10.1 – Definition of a Private Attorney Involvement Case" \f C \l "2" 
Question 1:  Does the definition of a private attorney involvement case exclude corporate attorneys or government attorneys who accept referrals of cases?  

Answer: No, they are not excluded. PAI includes corporate or government attorneys who accept PAI-qualified cases.  
Question 2:  If a program has a contract with private attorneys to do cases, can such private attorneys work out of a program’s office? Some private attorneys working on contract prefer to meet clients and/or make client telephone calls in program offices.  Can a program do this and still count all of it as PAI time?
Answer: There is no rule that a PAI attorney must work out of his or her own office.  Giving PAI attorneys support by letting them work out of a program’s office is a completely appropriate PAI activity. And, accordingly, the funds used to provide that support, including support staff time, are properly charged to PAI.  

Section 10.3 – Timely Closing of PAI Cases TC "Section 10.3 – Timely Closing of PAI Cases" \f C \l "2" 
Question 3: In some cases, programs hold a PAI case open until final payment has been made to the PAI attorney. There have been times when the request for payment has not arrived on a very timely basis but the program has considered the payment request as the last activity in the case.  Is this acceptable under the new CSR Handbook?

Answer:  No. A program needs to change these procedures in order to close the case when the legal work is completed. The CSR case closing requirement relates to when all legal work on behalf of the client is completed.  The payment issue is between the PAI attorney and the program and should not affect the closing of a case where service to the client is completed.
