Section 1
Designation of Lead Agency and Official State Designation Letter

msp | COMMEN| qrate | # COMMENT HELMES RESPONSE
TER TO
State can choose whether to
OFFICIAL: use an agency main line or
CA Assoc. 1.1i. Lack of clarity. Suggestion to clarify whether you are asking for the Agency’s main other. OCS will likely
1.1 Adrienné’ CA 1 |line or for the Authorized Official of Lead Agency’s telephone number. If the latter, communicate with the point of
Rolka suggest making 1.1i. a sub-item of 1.1d. contact rather than authorized
official.
No Change to MSP.
OFFICIAL: K K of clari . larify wheth king for th , .
CA Assoc 1.1 . Lack of clarity. Suggestlon_to clarify w ether you are a)s ing _ort e Agency’s main )
1.1 . 7l CA 2 |email address or for the Authorized Official of Lead Agency’s email address. If the See item 1.
Adrienne . .
latter, suggest making 1.1k. a sub-item of 1.1d.
Rolka
We are using the terms:
Designated Lead Agency,
Authorized Official, and Point of
. Contact. Using "Authorized
OFFICIAL: . . . . . Official" aligns with the
CA Assoc., 1.2b. Lack of clarity. Suggestion to provide clarity through consistent use of . .
1.1 . CA 3 . . . terminology in the 424M. The
Adrienne terminology i.e. Designated State CSBG Contact. tatute d t the t
Rolka statute does not use the term
"Designated Official" so we are
OK using "Authorized Official."
Change to MSP: made changes
throughout in terminology.
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Section 1

Designation of Lead Agency and Official State Designation Letter

msp | COMMEN| gra1g COMMENT HELMES RESPONSE
TER TO
Agree, but will keep
1.2 OCS CSBG Recommend editing 1.2 to say State CSBG “Point of” Contact and that would serve to zr'&slzgugggﬂglnr:%t;e for clarity.
team eliminate the Instructional Note (streamlining) Change to MSP: added "point
of" contact
OFFICIAL: 1.2j. Lack of clarity & unnecessary. State officials do not have websites. Suggestion to agreed. .
1.2 CA Assoc., CA th it o the A ; bsit tirely o th Change to MSP: added
2 | Adrienne glf er specify you are requesting the Agency’s website or remove entirely since the clarifying terms to website
Rolka information is unnecessary. fields in 1.1 and 1.2
Agree the information is not
necesary.
Change to MSP: (p.3) revise
"instructional note" to read
. The instructional note regarding Q 1.3 of the MSP appears to ask for more information "The letter should be from the
webinar: & &
Bill ) in the designation letter than prior letters. | understand the need for the names and Desienatio chief executive officer of the
1.3 Wuestenh contact info of the State CSBG officials, as previously provided in the transmittal letter. n Iet%er State and include, at minimum,
Jen Please explain why the Governor's designation letter was chosen to obtain all the state the designated State CSBG Lead
& CSBG contact info. Thanks. Agency and title of the
Authorized Official of the Lead
Agency who is to administer
the CSBG grant award."
Section 1 2 of 178

01/25/2021




Section 1

Designation of Lead Agency and Official State Designation Letter

COMMEN RELATES
MSP TER STATE COMMENT T0
I will likely submit additional comments, but for now, | want to submit one that came
up in the MSP Webinar held on 2/10/15.
My comment is related to Section 1, question 1.3 regarding the State’s official
designation letter. | recommend that the letter only require that the chief executive
OFFICIAL: officer of the State designate what department or state agency is designated to
Rita D ) administer the Community Services Block Grant and no other information related to
. name of person or contact information. The letter from our State does not mention .
1.3 G%r;zriges ™ who the State Official is who will receive the CSBG grant award letter nor their contact See response under item 6.
M.P A’ information. This is a “historical” document that remains in place until the governor
i chooses to name another state agency or department. The letter also should not need
to have the address and contact information of the state CSBG official. Again, that will
change as time passes. The name of state official, address, contact information can be
taken care of in other parts of the State plan as it is in questions in Section 1.1. Thank
you for the opportunity to submit comments.
1.3 OCS CSBG 1.3 Recommend editing to read “Please attach the State’s official CSBG designation Agree.
’ team letter...” Change to MSP: added "CSBG"

Section 1
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Section 1

Designation of Lead Agency and Official State Designation Letter

msp | COMMEN| qrate | # COMMENT HELMES RESPONSE
TER TO
In addition to submitting the annual CSBG plan to OCS, our State submits a
consolidated block grant plan. How does OCS anticipate the CSBG plan to be submitted
as par the consolidated block grant plan?
o For example, 1.3. Please attach the State’s official designation letter. ....The letter
should be from the chief executive officer of the State and include the designated
State CSBG Lead Agency, the designated State CSBG Official who is to receive the CSBG
OFFICIAL: grant award, the CSBG Contact Person, and complete addresses and contact consolidate |For futher review and technical
1.3 Paul VT 9 linformation for the agency and individuals. Comment: In the past, we have included  |d block assistance outside of the scope
Dragon the Governor’s letter, which is a blanket letter that covers all of the State’s block grants |grant of the Model State Plan.
administered by the Agency of Human Services, of which the CSBG Lead Agency is a
division. In addition to this letter, we have included a second letter from the Agency,
that specifies the State CSBG Office & Official, and then also a transmittal letter has
included the CSBG Contact person and complete contact information. It seems that the
requirements for the letter might be more flexible than one letter signed by the
Governor.
1.1a Oisegg]BG 10 |Recommend 1.1a Should say “Lead” Agency Name éﬁ;ieg’e to MSP: added "Lead"
1.1b OCS CSBG 11 Recommend 1.1b should read “Identify the cabinet or administrative department of Agree.
: team the “Lead” Agency Change to MSP: added "Lead"
What is the difference between a Human Services Department and a Social Service
OFFICIAL: Department? Some State CSBG Offices are located in state Departments of Commerce, The categories under 1.1b are
1.1b Tikki MN | 12 |and also Economic Development or Human Rights. Should these options be listed as a the exact same categories used
Brown specific check box? Refer to CSBG-IS, Form C, question 1 to be sure common State on the CSBG-IS form C.
agency arrangements are included.
Section 1 4 0of 178
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Section 1

Designation of Lead Agency and Official State Designation Letter

msp | COMMEN| oratE | # COMMENT AL RESPONSE
TER TO
See item 3. Left as "authorized"
OCS CSBG Recommend editing 1.1c to read CSBG Designated Official as opposed to CSBG official to match V.V'th the SF-
1ic team 13 Authorized Official to align with statutory language 424m as this section will auto
g y languag populate from the SF 424m
No change to MSP.
OFFICIAL: . . . . .
il refers to the CSBG Authorized Official, and Question 1.2 refers to a designated State .
1.1c| Tikki MN 114 | o= contact. Are these th 2 1f stent | See item 3.
Brown ontact. Are these the same person? If so, use consistent language.
See item 3. Left as "authorized"
i “ . Y official to match with the SF-
1.1d OCS CSBG 15 Recommend eghfung 1.1d to read “CSBG Designated Official” as opposed to CSBG 424m as this section will auto
team Authorized Official
populate from the SF 424m
No change to MSP.
Left the same as the Point of
OCS CSBG _u » Contact may be in a different
1.2a team 16 |1.2a - “Lead” agency name division/office
No change to MSP.
We need an Authorized Official
OFFICIAL: . s . . and a point of contact. This
o asks for point of contact. This is likely the same person as either 1.1c or 1.2b. This
1.2b Tikki MN |17 should be struck or reorganized. could be the same person, but
Brown not usually.

No change to MSP.
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Section 1

Designation of Lead Agency and Official State Designation Letter

msp | COMMEN| oratE | # COMMENT AL RESPONSE
TER TO
This is on an earlier screen -
OCS CSBG 18 1. Should there be some indication of whether the plan is for a 1 year or 2 year period? States will identify this when
team (i.e. adding a check box to indicate their selection as states still have that option) they select what FY(s) the plan
is covering
Section 1
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OFFICIAL: CA
Assoc.,
Adrienne Rolka

1{Minimize burden. Suggestion to allow State to Agree.
provide a hyperlink to legislation and/or regulations Change to MSP: Add "or provide a
|as allowed in item 10.2. 7 lhyperlink”
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OFFICIAL:

Section 3.1 Clarify that the State’s vision and Goals must be derived from the
visions developed by local eligible entities, and cannot be in opposition to the
CSBG Act or the Community Action Plans developed by eligible entities. The
Partnership reiterates its feedback submitted in the April 11, 2014, memo on
the first draft of State/Federal Accountability Measures, comment seven that
“Clarity is needed to ensure that local boards/agencies make determinations of
local need and create local visions for addressing poverty. A State vision should
be developed out of the local plans/visions that are submitted, not the other
way around.” Language should be provided that would prohibit narrowing of a

To address the concerns that the
requirement for States to describe their
"vision" and "goals" in MSP item 3.1 and
accountability measure 1Sa(i) infringe on
the authority of the eligible entities to
develop their local plans and visions, and
the concern that 3.1 and 1Sa(i) would
require the State to "roll-up" all the
visions of the eligible entities, we have
removed the reference to "vision"
entirely and clarified that the goals refer

3.1 DC CSBG vision or a narrowing of how CSBG funds are used in an individual state. : S .

CAP CSBG is to be utilized to address issues that eligible entities have prioritized J,Eg gaa;? 2?,;%”'522}10&?;::”515] %j?gcgﬁt
based on local community needs assessments and language included here Chan epto MS»I;?’3 2 now reads "State &
needs to reflect such local flexibility. At times in the recent past, some states Plan éoals- Deséribe the State’s CSBG-
have worked to narrow the use of CSBG (e.g. programs for young children, o : . .

. A ; specific goals for State administration of
emergency cash assistance, mental health services) and there is a concern that CSBG under this State Plan."
is left open, language about setting a statewide vision may leave the potential Change to State AMs: 1Sa(i) now reads
open for States to narrowly define how CSBG it to be utilized. If language ge ke ) " ’

. . o~ : the State's CSBG State Plan "Included
around local control cannot be included, or if the vision cannot be derived from CSBG-specific goals and strategies for
eligible entities, the Partnership recommends this measure be removed. adminisﬂering%SBG "In additiogn a
footnote describes examples of "goals."
Section 3 8 of 178 01/25/2021




3.2

webinar:
Jean
Amison

FL

It appears that the performance questions in section 3 seem to take away the
block grant freedom of local agencies to administer the grant and put more
burden on state offices to set program goals. Is this true? Is that what is meant?

See response under #1 above.

3.2

Act.
measures:
CAP

DC

1. Measure 1Sa (i). The draft language in 1Sa (i) should clarify that the
Statewide vision must be derived from the visions developed by local eligible
entities, and cannot be in opposition to the CSBG Act or the Community Action
Plans developed by eligible entities. The draft language asks that the State Plan
include a statewide vision. The Partnership reiterates its feedback in the memo
dated April 11, 2014, (memo on the draft of State/Federal Accountability
Measures) comment seven that "Clarity is needed to ensure that local
boards/agencies make determinations of local need and create local visions for
addressing poverty. A State vision should be developed out of the local
plans/visions that are submitted, not the other way around.” Language should
be provided that would prohibit narrowing of how CSBG funds are used in an
individual state. CSBG is to be utilized to address issues that eligible entities
have prioritized based on local community needs assessments and language
included here needs to reflect such local flexibility. If such language cannot be
included, or if the vision cannot be derived from eligible entities, the
Partnership recommends this measure be removed.

Account.
Meas. 15a(i);
Endorsed:
CAPLAW

See response under #1 above.

3.2

OCS CSBG
Team

Recommends editing 3.2 to add hyperlink for term “State Accountability
Measure 15a(i)” to definition so states can have a quick reference

Hyperlinks are included for all AMs on

OLDC

Section 3

9 of 178

01/25/2021



3.2

NCAF

DC

Section 3.2 of the model plan is “State Plan Vision and Goals: Describe the
State’s vision (which encompasses the use of CSBG) and CSBG-specific goals
under this State Plan. [Narrative, 2500 characters]”

We believe that neither the statute nor the regulations of the Block Grant
encourage or require a statewide “ vision” or even a unifying theme for a year’s
planned CSBG activities either in the many local service areas nor statewide. To
the contrary, there is a legitimate basis for a highly varied set of local uses for
CSBG funds based on highly varied local circumstances.

In addition, the term is unclear and therefore difficult to interpret and measure.
Please see our related detailed comments on the performance measure 1Sa in
the accompanying document regarding the State and Federal Performance
Measures. We respectfully suggest that the time that will be devoted to state
officials’ creative framing of a ‘vision’ is not worth the burden, just as the
federal official’s time validating that a plan is visionary - or insufficiently
visionary - is a poor allocation of management resources.

Recommendation 1: As a substitute, NCAF strongly urges adopting the following
requirement 3.2 “State Plan Goals: Describe the general uses of CSBG funds
planned by the eligible entities and by the state [for its administrative and
remainder/training and technical assistance funds.” We believe guidance
regarding the format and organization of this section should be included so
states know what content will be needed to be deemed complete. This also
would provide federal reviewers with comparable state submissions to review.

endorsed:
CAPLAW

See response under CAP #1 above.
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1Sai. NCAF has expressed profound concerns about the Model State Plan
requirement for a state “vision” in our comments to OMB.1 [Which are
reproduced in footnote 1 below]. Therefore we hope that plan and this
accountability measure test whether the plan has clear and specific goals and
activities without reference to visions.

based on their community needs assessments and community action plans.

3.2 I\ﬁ‘gggarn;s DC Example: an indicator consistent with the statute and regulation and amenable rellastifcij);to See response under CAP #1 above
: NCAF : to uniform evaluation by federal officials reviewing the plan could be: “the state NCAF item P :
plan includes a consistent reflection of the budget and program priorities set
forth by the subgrantees in consultation with the state in their budgets and
plans [or: “their work plans”] and has validated that these local plans respond
to the needs identified by eligible entities in their comprehensive community
needs assessments.
We reiterate our comment, submitted in April 2014, that if the requirement for
Account. a statewide vision is to be included in the final guidance in measure 15a(i), the
3.2 | Measures: | MA measure should clarify states must continue to provide local eligible entities 15a(i) See response under CAP #1 above.
CAPLAW flexibility in determining priorities for the use of CSBG funds at the local level

Section 3
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3.2

OFFICIAL:
CAPLAW

MA

Section 3.2 (State plan vision and goals). We agree with NCAF’s comments that
a statement of state vision and goals are not required by the CSBG Act or
regulations. We also agree with the Partnership’s comments on this section.
We reiterate our comment, submitted in April 2014, that if the requirement for
a statewide vision is to be included in the final guidance in measure 15a(i), the
measure should clarify states must continue to provide local eligible entities
flexibility in determining priorities for the use of CSBG funds at the local level
based on their community needs assessments and community action plans.

15a(i)

See response under CAP #1 above.

3.2

Account.
Measures:
Bill Brand

1Sa- requires a “statewide vision with CSBG-specific goals”. lowa supports the
adoption of State performance goals with the involvement of eligible entities.
However, the purpose of CSBG is to support community driven, local agency
determined vision, goals, and activities. A statewide vision should be no more
than the sum of the vision of local agencies. Thus, requiring States to conduct
the exercise of collecting, reviewing, summarizing, and synthesizing eighteen
agency “visions” in lowa into a single “statewide vision” is unproductive, and
not measurable beyond a yes/no that it exists. The State Plan and State
Accountability Measures should be based only on clear, measurable goals of
State office performance in the administration of the grant.

15a(i)

See response under CAP #1 above.

3.2

Account.
Measures:
Tikki
Brown

MN

10

Footnote 2, 1Sb. As described above in previous section [see general comments
from MN], the MN OEO has its own system for measuring customer satisfaction
feedback that is coordinated with our broader office efforts across all our
grantees. We would like to be able to use this system instead to avoid
duplication and unnecessary burden on local eligible entities.

1Sb

See response in the "General" comments
section, item 92.

Section 3
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OFFICIAL: Segtion 3: We hope that the intent of OCS is not to put bu.rde_n on'the State
3.2 Paul : v |11 office to set CSBG goals, or change the model of CSBG which is built on See res der CAP #1 ab
. ; - . ponse under above.

Dragon community needs assessment and commumty—basz_ed p_Iannmg. We would

expect that statewide vision and goals would remain high level.
We mean national NPIs but also any
OFFICIAL: What is meant by State National Performance Indicators (NPIs)? Does that pelrlfotcm;rlgceﬂl‘lndlia‘;ors that may also be
3.3 Tikki MN |12 [mean NPIs for that particular state? Or is it allowing for state additions to NPIs? collected by e.s ate.
Brown Consider restating more precisely Change to MSP: clarified "State
) Performance Indicators and/or National
Performance Indicators (NPIs)
The State AM 1Sb is designed to hold the
Account Mea;uring eligible entity part'icipation in the development .of t.he State Plan stat'e. acgountable for including eligible
3.4 Measureé- NC |13 p055|bly should havg been considered as part of the Organizational Stanards as entities in the State.PIa.n development
) verna Bes;c it may be more applicable to hold the State accountable to a measure that process. The organizational standards
addresses opportunities made available for eligible entity participation. are designed to gage the organizational
capacity of the entities.
3.4 Eligible Entity Involvement: 3.4a asks for the State to describe specific steps
to involve eligible entities in the development of the State Plan. This is No, OCS has not idenitied particular
OFFICIAL: straightforward and clear. The Performance Management Adjustment 3.4b sections for which the state should seek
3.4 Paul VT |14|speaks to the extent that the State 1) encouraged eligible entity participation input.

Dragon and 2) to ensure the State plan reflects input from eligible entities. Are there Training: on this question; may be
specific sections of the State Plan that require participation or that OCS intends clarified by ACSI survey questions as well.
to see States receive and incorporate more input?
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0CS CSBG Recommend editing check bo_x under 3.3a from “Eligible entity community Agree
3.3a Team 15 gf:fjtsgnents to “Eligible entity community needs assessments” to align with Change to MSP: inserted "needs"
3.3.a. Analysis of: Check boxes including Census, plans, community
OFFICIAL: assessments, etc.
3.3a| Jennifer NE |16(This is great. It puts states in line with our expectations of grantees (eligible supportive [V
Dreilbis entities).
0CS CSBG Recommend deletion of Federal Office of Community Services under 3.3b as
3.3b Team 17|0CS only provides guidance or T/A to states, not official consultation on state See item 19 below.
plan development
3.3.b. Consultation with: Check boxes including state partners, OCS, eligible
OFFICIAL: entities, etc.
vl Again, this is good for the state offices to review relevant populations and make .
3.3b JSPerillllf)?sr NE [18| e get their input. supportive [
OFFICIAL: It dd to include national organizations and the federal Office of A
3.3b Tikki MN |19 It seems odd to include national organizations and the federal Office o gree. .
Brown Community Services in the review of state plans. Consider removing. Change to MSP: removed OCS choice.
3.4 & 3.4b Included in this requirement is that the state plan and any .
adjustments to the state plan must reflect input from eligible entities. Zﬁ.ﬁ;ﬂftavﬁteﬁteﬁr?ﬁﬂcg},i.-tgéistghouId
. Recommendation for fulfilling this requirement is a written state policy that . gIole .
OFFICIAL: . - . . . . determine how policy changes will
3.4; M1 Assoc Ml |20 gatherings this input in a timely manner, to avoid the regularly occurring impact the field. These questions and
3.4b Kate Whit,e practice from the state of issuing a policy guidance or requirement without first mepasures are dési ned (,?0 encourage
ensuring input, and having to revise the policy because of unintended reater and more gonsistent in ut%rom
consequences or practical implementation barriers that the state was not ges P
aware existed. )
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OCS CSBG Recommend editing 3.4a to add hyperlink to term “State Accountability Hyperlinks are included for all AMs on
3.4a 21 e\ T
Team Measures 1Sa(ii)” to definition
CAP S Id solicit i £ ..
webinar: . ) . o . tates could solicit mpu’g rom enphes on
3.43 Rita ™~ |22 The State is to recieve input on State Plan - is this primarily around use of funds, any part of the plan, which is available
: Gonzales- t/a plans. What should the focus be on what input should CAAs provide? for public inspection. Also, see item 14
Garza
CAP
webinar: If states won't work with their ""eligible entities"" or state association, what
3.4a| PhilCole, | OH |23 ’ technical assistance issue
should we do?
OH state
assoc.
3.4a| Account. 1Saii, 1Sbi and ii are all excellent additions which will strengthen the delivery of | 1Sa(ii) and
and | Measures: | DC |24 [the program by promoting collaborative planning and coordination regarding to 1Sb;
b NCAF the future CSBG program. supportive
cross Yes, the State might consult on all of
. C . . - ference to [these issues. The State's consultation
- On 3.4b, what type of input are you anticipating would be provided by eligible re .
wer\l’ailcr;ar. entities, would it be related to things such as the allocation formula, use of c ogrirrlr?{eilts ﬂgﬁeﬁ‘éwrl,lesf;\t,lhsepsfvriﬂebgr;?,ih;ﬁerﬁv;
3.4b Gonzales- TX |25|discretionary funds, etc.? Seems a bit more difficult to get input because in the on OLDC: sharéable format for this consultation
Garza past we had an actual State Plan document to present and now it will be sharable.
automated. State Plan |No change to MSP.
version [Training issue: consultation process.
. 3.4.b. After year one, show how the state took the analysis and feedback on
OFFICIAL: 3.3.a and 3.3.b. and made changes .
3.4b| Jennifer NE (26|75 e . : . supportive
i This is a great question to keep states accountable to not only getting the
Dreilbis . ; AR L
information but using it in its next application and plan.
Section 3 15 of 178 01/25/2021



OFFICIAL: . . .
What will be gained by checking boxes of what was used to develop the plan. - . . .
3.4b Se%earrndber MI- 27 Seems that it would take some time to figure this out. Is it worth the burden? Training or technical assistance issue.
This comment (along with comment
OFFICIAL: 3.4b. Lack of clarity. Suggestion 1: Specify “the State’s analysis of past below) are the only comments that the
3.4b CA Assoc., cA |28 performance in these areas” as the State’s analysis of past performance as instructions are not clear. We would like
) Adrienne measured by the differences between past CSBG Annual Reports and their to provide flexibility for states to analyse
Rolka corresponding CSBG State Plans. feedback from more than the sources
suggested by the commenter.
OFFICIAL: 3.4b. Lack of clarity. Suggestion 2: Specify “feeqpack fro.rr.] eligible entities, OCS,
CA Assoc' and other sources” as feedback provided by eligible entities through the annual
3.4b Adrienné’ CA |29|ACSI survey, and by OCS through the annual State-specific reports on See comment 28.
Rolka accountability measures. This suggestion applies to all items throughout the
MSP that refer to the language state above.
Section 3 16 of 178
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Section 4
CSBG Hearing Requirements

MSP |COMMENTI STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
OFFICIAL:
4 Paul VT 1 [Sections 4 and 5 are straightforward and clear. supportive v
Dragon
. “ . . 4.1 is only referring to the Public Inspection,
OCS CSBG Recommend editing 4.1 to add “...as required under Section S . -
4.1 Team 2 676()(2) and 676(2)(2)(B) of the Act.” and not Iegl.slatlve. Section 676(e)(2) is
referenced in 4.3
) Clarified the headings and questions.
OFFICIAL: 4.1. Redundant and unnecessary. The State.s answer to the Change to MSP: changed heading of 4.1 to
second part of 4.2, wherein the State describes how they ensured " : 2 :
4.2 CA Assoc,, CA 3 [state wide distribution of notice of the hearing(s) to allow the PUbI!C Inspection gnd addgd the heading
*= | Adrienne blic t t on the State pl 4.1 which asks h "Public and Legislative Hearings" to 4.3. Also,
Rolka public to comment on the >tate plan, answers 4.1 which asks how added "on the State plan" to the question 4.2
the State made the State Plan available for public inspection. for clarity
OFFICIAL:
CA Assoc., 4.2. Lack of reference. Suggestion to reference where this item is . .
4.2 Adrienne CA 4 required under the CSBG Act i.e. 676(a)(2)(B) References are in 4.3; no change to MSP.
Rolka
OFFICIAL:
4.2 CA Assoc., CA 5 4.4, Minimize burden. Suggestion to allow State to provide a Change to MSP: added in choice to reference
*~ | Adrienne hyperlink to hearing documentation as allowed in item 10.2. by hyperlink.
Rolka
0CS CSBG Recommend editing 4.3 to add a narrative box for explanation Working on adding an additional column for
4.3 T 6 |request (as to why the State has not held a public hearing) or explanation outside of supporting
eam o . ; .
ability to attach documentation for such explanation documentation
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4.3 The state is required to ensure that public notice and hearing .
OFFICIAL: are conducted with “sufficient time and statewide distribution.” gg?‘gaorzsanno(} ;e:u? drllcial(eedtl;o;‘ez\?éessé)crgZed
4.3 | Ml Assoc, | Ml 7 |Recommend CAPS provide guidance on what is “sufficient time” Aexibility here
Kate White and that standard become the written policy for the state to No chany e to ihe MSP
follow, and use to document this requirement is met. g :
OFFICIAL: . C . .
it Links to state legislative hearing agendas are now often available. .
4.4 BT|kk| MN 8 Add "or a link" to "attach a document"”. agree. See item 5.
rown
On Section 4 legislative hearing requirements, can we find out
webinar: more information related to what is expected? If the State - . .
Rita Agency's budget is heard at a legislative hearing in the House of  |legislative hearing This is a programmatic question.
Gen X 9 - : . No change to the MSP.
Gonzales- Representatives and in the Senate and CSBG is part of the budget |process Training: legislative hearing requirements
Garza presented, would this meet the requirement for legislative g:leg greq
hearing?
Note: As part of review, CSBG Program Office would likely require
0CS CSBG further explanation by state if it indicates that it has hosted a Working on adding an additional column to
Gen Team 10 [“combined” hearing. It might streamline to timeline to receive the Table in 4.3 for explanation outside of
this information up front as opposed to asking for it after supporting documentation
submission.
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OFFICIAL:

Where do we upload a map of the CAAs in the State of

We are not currently envisioning this type

3 September Mi Michigan? of information in the state plan.
Ward
webinar: Rita Can a definition be provided for "limited purpose agency" for ves.
5.1 Gonzales- TX uestion 5.1 P purp gency Change to MSP: add the NASCSP definition
Garza a : for LPA, modified by CAPLAW.
Private comment: Please ask Seth to contact NC (Verna)
post-call for a discussion on the statement LPAs are NC LPAs are funded with state
51 webinar: NC grandfathered in...his comments may have been general but discretionary funds, and not, therefore,
: Verna Best there is a discussion needed on this statement and the subject to designation/de-designation
impact in NC. You do not need to read this question "on the requirements.
air." thanks.
OFFICIAL: 1. Section 5, Item 5.1 In the third column where you choose Agreed.
5.1 Annette NY the Type of Agency, this list should include Local Change to MSP: added "Local Government
Marchese Governments. Agency (not a Community Action Agency)"
| am writing to suggest that the “Type of Agency” categories
within the Table provided in Section 5.1 of the draft State See item 3 above. We are not using the
OFFICIAL: Appllqahqn a},nd I?‘Ian ]r}clude a category for pUth» : "political subdivision" language, but adding
5.1 NY organization” or “political subdivision of the State,” as this " Wk :
James Leary Lo . . - - local government agency," which aligns
phrasing is used in the CSBG Act to describe public agencies with IS survev language
that have been designated as eligible entities (see 42 USC ylanguage.
sections 9909[c] and 9910[b]).
OFFICIAL: b dding : : ill consider usine th L
51 Barbara PA [Barbara proposes a ing in two questions on counties OCS will consider using these questions in
: Mooney served by CSBG from section B of the CSBG IS report.] the annual report.
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51 OFFICIAL: Tikki MN Reword "Tribe" to "Tribal Government" to appropriately Change to MSP: changed to "Tribe or Tribal
: Brown recognize the soverign government status. Organization"
5.1 & 5.3 Who is listed as an “eligible entity” in the annual
state plan is of great concern to the CAP network. The
provisions requiring the state to ensure eligible entity input
51 OFFICIAL: MI (Sectic_)ns 3.4b, 7.6; 7.12; 8.3; 9.4; 9.6; and10.14) should be Ees will be able to voice concerns during
5‘ 3’ Assoc, Kate Ml modified , where most appropriate, to ensure this proposed state's hearing process and in performance
: White eligible entities list by the state is distributed timely and feedback through the ACSI survey.
widely. Also the rationale for any change noted in 5.3, should
be specifically addressed in the relevant “plan adjustment”
section (see comments below.)
Recommend editing Title of Section and 5.1 to be “CSBG . . .
title OCS CSBG Entities,” as all entities funded by CSBG dollars are not Zﬁéﬁgicgsgézgfjhgdn:c?;s (Cigggj;%i)llarcent
Team considered “eligible entities” as per the statute, meaning at funds. May need to discuss?
minimum they have a tripartite board. ) Y ’
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP | COMMENTER | STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
6S- requires States to monitor for compliance with the Organizational Standards Several commenters were
every year for every eligible entity. This requirement was a surprise to lowa when concerned with the administrative
it appeared in the draft IM, as it is counter to the requirements for triennial burden and cost associated with the
monitoring in the CSBG Act. This major new administrative burden on States will requirement to "monitor" or assess
place significant strain on state capacity and resources. lowa is stretched to the eligible entities against the new
bripk vvjth curyent monitoring and other responsibilities, Iinjited further by state CSBG organizational standards every
legislative action that allows only 4% of the grant for administrative purposes. The year, as indicated in section 6 of the
options to use a third party review or self- or peer-assessments are unworkable in MSP and associated accountability
lowa. lowa does not havg funds for contracting for third party services. Further, measure 6S. OCS believes assessing
States would need to review the third party as§e§sment, S}elf—asse§sm§3nts and' the standards each year is critical to
Account. peer assessments, taking time away from prqwdlng effective monitoring, on-site the effectiveness of the standards.
6 | Measures: Bill A reviews, TTA, and other respons]blllhgs required by th(f. Act. Moreover, when Annual In addition, OCS has the authority to
B d. taken to the next natural extensions, if States are required to follow up a self- assessment |. th', . £ M
ran assessment or peer-assessment with informal technical assistance, technical IMPOSE this requirement {see
assistance plans, or quality improvement plans, and monitor progress on 138). However, OCS has provided
compliance with those plans, provide additional follow up to ensure that maximum flexibility in how States
deficiencies have been corrected, etc., state capacity will be inadequate to choos.e to assess standards, as
satisfactorily perform these functions for all agencies on an annual basis. Should described in |M 138. _OCS has
OCS move forward this requirement, OCS should allow States maximum flexibility funded, and will continue to fund,
in meeting the standard, based on individual State capacity, resources, and extensive T/TA efforts to assist
organizational structure. This could include monitoring compliance through states in implementing an annual
sampling, use of a risk matrix, focusing on limited key priority Organizational assessment process.
Standards, or other methodologies developed by States consistent with the Block No change to 6S or the MSP.
Grant.
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP

COMMENTER | STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
We appreciate the improvements to this section from the previous iteration.
Still, monitoring against the Organizational Standards every year for every
eligible entity is not parallel to the three year window for monitoring allowed
Account in the C_SBG Act. This places a si.gn.iﬁcan_t strain on our Sjcate capacity..We do See item 1 above. In addition. see
6 Measureé' MN not bellevg the current 5% administrative funding pro_wdgo! to MN will allow 65a. 65b  litern 15 in Sectioﬁ 8 for the cl;ange
Tikki Browﬁ us to acheive what has been proposed. Further we think it is arbitrary and ’ in 65b(i)
inappropriate for OCS to assign a one-year limit to technical assistance plans )
(TAP). The appropriate length of time for a TAP should be negotiated by the
State adn the local eligible entity based on what needs to occur. Remove the
clause "that could be resolved in one year" on 6Sb(i).
Account Monitoring thg implemgntaﬁon status of the Organizational IStand.at:ds eagh
6 Measures: NC year fpr all ellglble ep‘u‘qes may 5|gn|ﬁca.ntly challenge state§ aqmmlstrgtewe Annual See item 1 above.
Verna Best capacity. Consider aligning frequency with CSBG federal legislation section assessment
678B MONITORING ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.
CAP webinar: Comment: A major concern around completi izational standard A I
6 Ditzah MA . Y pl€ting organizational stahdards on an nhnua See item 1 above.
annual basis for all CAAs to report out on a point in time. assessment

Wooden-Wade
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

OFFICIAL: Bill
Brand

lowa emphasizes comments we submitted in regard to the draft State and
Federal Accountability Measures regarding the requirement for States to
monitor for compliance with the Organizational Standards every year for every
eligible entity. This requirement is counter to the requirements for triennial
monitoring in the CSBG Act and represents a major new administrative burden
on States that will place significant strain on state capacity and resources.
lowa is stretched to the brink with current monitoring and other
responsibilities, limited further by state legislative action that allows only 4%
of the grant for administrative purposes. The options to use a third party
review or self- or peer-assessments are unworkable in lowa. lowa does not
have funds for contracting for third party services. Further, States would need
to review the third party assessment, self-assessments and peer assessments,
taking time away from providing effective monitoring, on-site reviews, TTA,
and other responsibilities required by the Act. Moreover, when taken to the
next natural extensions, if States are required to follow up a self-assessment
or peer-assessment with informal technical assistance, technical assistance
plans, or quality improvement plans, and monitor progress on compliance
with those plans, provide additional follow up to ensure that deficiencies have
been corrected, etc., state capacity will be inadequate to satisfactorily
perform these functions for all agencies on an annual basis. Should OCS move
forward this requirement, OCS should allow States maximum flexibility in
meeting the standard, based on individual State capacity, resources, and
organizational structure. This could include monitoring compliance through
sampling, use of a risk matrix, focusing on limited key priority Organizational
Standards, or other methodologies developed by States consistent with the
Block Grant.

Annual
assessment

See item 1 above.
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

OFFICIAL:
Ditzah
Wooden-Wade

MA

The State CSBG Office would be responsible for assuring grantee monitoring of
58 organizational standards amongst 24 CAAs on an annual basis We are
currently not adequately staffed to support verification reviews, monitoring
and T &TA on an annual cycle for organizational standards in addition to the
planned triennial monitoring assessment processes. Our triennial monitoring
assessments combine compliance reviews with best practice reviews
(Northeast Institute for Quality Community Action - NIQCA) to create an
integrated comprehensive monitoring report. Reporting on the performance
measures for organizational standards within the context of a triennial process
for “planned” CAAs is doable. However Massachusetts does not have
adequate staffing to support reporting out on both the organizational
standards & the triennial monitoring for the entire CAA network.

Annual
assessment

See item 1 above.

OFFICIAL:
Ditzah
Wooden-Wade

MA

Additional funds directed to IT may need to be ear-marked to accommodate
for the proposed collection of supporting document information. The State
office does not have the capacity to maintain the supporting documents to
validate the State’s requirement for organizational Standards (section 6 of
Model State Plan) annually for 24 CAAs.

Annual
assessment /
burden

See item 1 above.
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP

COMMENTER | STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

Section 6.1. Add a reference that Section 6.5 provides for modifications to the
COE-Developed Standards or consider adding an additional option for States
to select an option that will allow them to use the COE Developed Standards Agree, these questions are closely
but with modifications and supporting documentation. In addition to using an Endorsed: associated.

6.1 | OFFICIAL: CAP| DC 8 |alternative set of Standards, Information Memorandum (IM) 138 provides for NCAF " |Change to MSP: Moved up the
states to modify the COE-Developed Standards as stated by “whether the previous question 6.5 to new 6.2 to
State is using the COE-developed organizational standards (and any be right after 6.1.
modifications, if applicable)”. While the model State Plan addressed this in
section 6.5, a reference or moving this to 6.1 may decrease confusion.
Section 6.1. Add a reference to 6.5 or combine the items so that there is

6.1 NCAF DC 9 |clearly an option for States to use the COE Developed Standards but with same as CAP |See CAP item 8.
modifications with submission of supporting documentation.
6.1. Lack of clarity. To ask for States to “provide evidence that the standards

. are at least as rigorous as the COE-developed standards” seems like an . -
6.1 OFIZS;QL" CA ca |10 ambiguous and unreasonable request. What constitutes acceptable evidence? Shraor:/gig;z\mﬂ:;ehfhnagﬁ ;’g".fgg;ﬁr?ge
: Adrienne f{,olka Is there even “evidence” out their measuring rigor? Suggestion to have States h%w"

justify (i.e. describe) how their alternative standards are at least as rigorous as
the COE-developed standards.
Section 6.2 (Adoption of organizational standards). This section should ask Change to MSP: added "in a manner

6.2 OFFICIAL: MA | 11 whether the state adopted CSBG organizational standards for eligible entities consistent with the State’s

: CAPLAW in a manner that complied with state administrative law, such as the state’s administrative procedures act" to
administrative procedures act. the question.
Section 6 25 of 178 01/25/2021




Agree.
Change to MSP: added "with
Section 6.3. Clarify that a State-authorized third party may assess and validate ;3It'ﬁggggdbtﬁpde Sat?tt e"ot:‘)StLaete-
6.3 |orricia: cap | pe | 12 the assessment of the organizational standards. IM 138 provides examples Endorsed: arenthetical unger cyhoices for
: : referencing a state-authorized third party and for clarity, it would be helpful to| NSCSP peer-to- cer review and self-
add that or note that is included in the definition of “state validation”. P P
assessment. Also, added a stand
alone choice for "state-authorized
third party validation"
Section 6.3. Clarify that a State-authorized third party may assess and validate .
6.3 NCAF bC |13 the assessment of the organizational standards. same as CAP See CAP item 12.
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

6.3

OFFICIAL:
NASCSP

DC

14

Monitoring against the Organizational Standards every year for every eligible
entity will place a significant strain on state capacity. Even with the option to
use a third party in reviews, it can be difficult to secure a contract and funding
for third party verification. States are still required to review the self-
assessments and peer assessments and this takes time away from providing
quality on-site reviews and follow-up. This also places a burden on state
capacity and funding.

If States are required to follow up a self-assessment or peer-assessment with
informal technical assistance, technical assistance plans, or quality
improvement plans, and subsequently monitor progress on compliance with
those plans, i.e. provide additional follow up to ensure that deficiencies have
been corrected, state capacity will be inadequate to satisfactorily perform the
functions for all agencies annually, or other state responsibilities will not be
fulfilled. Section 6.3 requires States to identify how they will assess agencies
against the standards (peer or self-assessment, etc.). Section 10.4 requires
States to describe their procedures for addressing deficiencies. Unless or until
OCS modifies the requirement for annual assessment of the Organizational
Standards for all agencies, OCS should allow States maximum flexibility in
responding to these issues based on individual State capacity, resources, and
organizational structure.

Annual
assessment

See item 1 above.

6.3

OFFICIAL:
NASCSP

DC

15

Same as CAP comment on definition of "state validation."

same as CAP

See CAP item 12.

6.3

OFFICIAL:
Ditzah

Wooden-Wade

MA

16

The use of a 3rd party reviewer does not mitigate the fact that the State must
still perform f9ollow-up site-reviews, and will bring into question the quality of
such reviews and follow-up.

Annual
assessment

See item 1 above.
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OFFICIAL: CA
6.3 Assoc.,
Adrienne Rolka

CA

17

6.3. Inconsistent. Suggestion 1: To align 6.3 with IM 138 by asking States how
they plan to annually assess eligible entities against the organizational
standards. Suggestion 2: Keep language consistent with IM 138 by having
parentheses state “with State or third party validation.”

Agree to stay consistent with the
IM.

Change to MSP: Added "as
described in IM 138."
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

Several commenters asked for
clarification or revision of the
terminology in question 6.4 (“briefly
describe procedures for corrective
action” based on standards). Based
on our review of MSP section 6 on
organizational standards, section 10
on monitoring, and the

Section 6.4. Replace the term “corrective action” with improvement or accountability measures on
Training and Technical Assistance. The term corrective action is tied to a organizational standards and
6.4 | oFFicia: cap| pc |18 Quality Improvement Plan in IM 116 and carries serious connotations. IM 138 | Endorsed: |monitoring, we determined that the
: : appears to provide for Technical Assistance Plans (TAPs) for eligible entities NSCSP  [question did not add anything and
not meeting Standards, and using terms related to T/TA in 6.4 would be more could be deleted. States will follow
appropriate and less confusing than the term corrective action. regular/statutory corrective action

procedures if an eligible entity fails
to meet organizational standards.
The state will describe these
procedures in section 10 of the
MSP.

Change to MSP: Removed question
6.4
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP | COMMENTER | STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
- « . Instructional note added, but will
0CS CSBG Reqomgwend 6.4 reference IM.138 asa hyperll.nk for the term corre.ctlv.e link to "organizational standards"
6.4 Team 19 |action.” The term has connections to the monitoring process as outline in Was an additional pop-up box
Section 678(c) of the statute. There may be a need for more clarity. needed for Section 678(c)?
6.4 NCAF DC | 20 |Section 6.4 Invite or require States to provide supporting documentation sacrxs .?S See CAP item 18.
OCS should also consider clarifying the difference between Technical
Assistance Plans (TAPs) and Quality Improvement Plans (QIPs). QIPs should be
OFFICIAL: reserved for more challenging corrections that can be made with adequate . .
6.4 NASCSP DC | 21 time OR urgent situations that must be prioritized and addressed quickly. See Section 8, item 15.
States should also be allowed flexibility to determine when a TAP is necessary.
OCS may consider clarifying the process from moving from a TAP to a QIP.
OFFICIAL: " . T .
6.4 NASCSP DC | 22 |[Same as CAP comment on use of term "corrective action. same as CAP|See CAP item 18.
OFFICIAL:
6.4 | September Ml | 23 |This question seems more applicable during the 2nd year of this new plan. See CAP item 18.
Ward
6.4. Lack of clarity. Unclear what “corrective action based on organizational
OFFICIAL: CA standards” means. Based on what about the organizational standards?
6.4 Assoc.. cA |24 Suggestion to align wording with IM 138 and to request States describe See CAP item 18.

Adrienne Rolka

procedures for corrective action if a State finds an eligible entity is not
meeting a standard or set of standards (IM 138 p.5). Also, suggestion to
minimize burden to States by allowing them the option to attach a document.
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Section 6.5. See comments for Section 6.1 above. To have this option Endorsed:
6.5 | OFFICIAL: CAP| DC | 25 |separate from the selection in 6.1 seems confusing. Either merge the sections " |See CAP item 8.
. : L . NCAF
or make reference in 6.1 that this option is provided below.
OCS CSBG . . Will check with OIS to see if we can
6.5 Team 26 |[Recommend reference to IM 138 in 6.5 be hyperlinked to IM 138. hyperlink to outside sites
6.5 NCAF DC | 27 |Section 6.5. See NCAF comments for Section 6.1 (item #14) same as CAP |See CAP item 8.
OFFICIAL: This section should be moved up to 6.1. Choices: use COE standards, use
6.5 Barbara PA | 28 |other sandards AND this one: modify. It makes sense to keep these together, See CAP item 8.
Mooney not separated by other questions.
T Change to MSP: removed word
6.5 OFFlE(;lAL' Tikkd MN | 29 |Define "slightly" or remove. "slightly"; changed wording to align
rown h
with IM 138 language.
Section 6.6. Insert check boxes for the specific exceptions noted in IM 138 to
; - - . OCS does not want to encourage
increase ease of use and clarity. IM 138 lists a number of exceptions a State states to submit exceptions. In
may make in applying the organizational standards for eligible entities due to Sddition. OCS does ngt havé 3 set
. special circumstances or organizational characteristics such as small budget Endorsed: " .
6.6 | OFFICIAL: CAP| DC | 30 [; . . . N expectation around what exceptions
size, small CSBG allocation, State-funded Tribal entity, and Limited Purpose NSCSP, NCAF A
. L are allowed. The examples included
Agency. To ensure the quality of data collected, it is recommended that 6.6 . .
e y . : in the IM are not comprehensive.
should list “check boxes” for these categories. 6.6a should remain to allow No change to MSP
the State to provide additional detail. g :
6.6 NCAF DC | 31 |Section 6.6 add the list of excluded organizations. same as CAP|See CAP item 30.
OFFICIAL: .
6.6 NASCSP DC | 32 |[Same as CAP comment on use of check boxes. same as CAP|See CAP item 30.
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
OFFICIAL: CA - . . OK. : .
6.6 Assoc. ca |33 6.6a. Minimize burden. Suggestion to allow State the option to attach a Change to MSP: provided technical
: . iy document. instruction to allow State to attach
Adrienne Rolka document

The first year collecting data is

webinar: CAP, DC | 34 Not sure why 6.7 is skipped in the first year? Wouldn't states set a target from developmental. Setfing a target

6.7 . : without any initial data would not
Denise Harlow the first year onward? be meaningful.
No change to MSP.
OCS agrees with several
commenters who suggested MSP
Section 6.7. Insert additional language to read “What percentage of assessed qguestion 6.7 and the associated AM
eligible entities in the State does the State expect will meet (insert ALL or 6Sa should clarify that the eligible
6.7 | OFFICIAL: CAP | DC | 35 [100% of) the State-adopted organizational standards in the next year. IM 138 entities must meet all or 100% of
conveys the need for all eligible entities to meet all of the state established the standards.
standards, so reiterating this in the Model State Plan would add clarity. Change to MSP: Inserted the word
"all" into MSP question 6.7 and AM
6Sa.
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Section 6
Organizational Standards

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Measure 6Sa. The draft language in 6Sa should clarify that 100% of the
organizational standards need to be met for an eligible entity to be found in
compliance. The draft language refers to “x” percent of assessed eligible
entities meeting State-adopted organizational standards. As noted in the
Acct. March 22, 2015 Partnership memo providing feedback on the CSBG Model .
6.7 Measures: CAP DC | 36 State Plan, inserting additional language to read “x percentage of assessed 65a See CAP item 35.
eligible entities in the State met (insert ALL or 100% of) the State-adopted
organizational standards”. IM 138 conveys the need for all eligible entities to
meet all of the state established standards, so reiterating this in the Model
State Plan would add clarity.
6.7- What percentage of assessed eligible entities in the State does the state
OFFICIAL: expect will meet the state adopted organizational standards in the next year
6.7 Jennifer NE | 37 |Thisis a good question because it makes states think ahead and holds us supportive |V
Dreilbis accountable to our training and technical assistance plan to bring them into
compliance.
OFFICIAL: [Barbara suggests inserting "100%" in the question.] This is the intention of .
6.7 Barbara PA | 38 |, : . 2 : See CAP item 35.
M this section, yes? Should be explicity stated.
ooney
Monitoring against the Organizational Standards every year for every eligible
OFFICIAL: Tikki entity is not feasible at current adminstrative levels (i.e. 5%), and contradicts .
6.7 Brown MN | 39 the federal CSBG Act's allowance for state monitoring every three years. This See item 1 above.
question should be removed.
Assuming that this is in reference to
6.12 OCS CSBG 20 What type of evidence will be accepted? (Narrative? Hyperlinks to 6.1 - supporting documentation will
T Team documents? Word document?) Need to be able to describe this to states. be included as an attachment -

language updated in MSP
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16045 NCAF DC | 41 |See NCAF comment under Section 10. see item in section 10.

We have arranged the sections in

what we thought would be a logical
order in terms of how a State might
develop a state plan. However, each

General comment: This section seems out of order in that the Organizational
Standards are a part of the State’s administrative duties i.e. monitoring. There

OFFICIAL: CA is no apparent logic to the section’s current placement. Suggestion to either : L
Gen Assoc., CA | 42 |place Section 6 within Section 10: Fiscal Controls and Monitoring or, if wanting ;en%hi%na;anoligé\rcc\zsesﬁgl\llgd;?/slguaIIy
Adrienne Rolka to keep as a separate section, place Section 6 before Section 13: ROMA, revised trzlis secti'on (e.g. removed
because of the nature of Organizational Standards (i.e. performance) being MSP item 6.4) to addrfs.s
similar to ROMA. duplication with section 10.
No change to MSP.
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Section 7

planned period. While we may award discretionary funds during
the calendar year, the grant period and expenditure of funds
may be straddle multiple years. In the past, our State has
submitted an annual plan. It is not clear how we would manage
these circumstances in the table or what is meant by “use”.

State Use of Funds
RELATES
MSP | COMMENTER | STATE COMMENT TO RESPONSE
2 OCS CSBG Recommend adding a 7.2 - “Does the State intend to use more let's discuss
Team than the minimum of 90 percent funds? Yes or No ’
7.2. Amount or percentage of funds to the eligible entities
OFFICIAL: Listing the percentage is a plus to allow for states that have a
2 Jennifer. NE base plus formula model and will not know the exact amounts su . J
. . . pportive
Dreilbis until receipt of the award letter. However, the states W|th a base
plus formula model would know the percentage each entity
receives.
OFFICIAL: The question and table headings make clear
2 Patricia NJ Recommend adding the word “expected” to funding amount that these are "planned" amounts.
Swartz No change to the MSP.
7.2 Planned Allocation and 7.10 Remainder/Discretionary Funds:
It is helpful to be able to use planned percentages, in particular
for the use of remainder/discretionary funds. It is in part the This comment is for MSP 7.10 (out of order).
flexibility of the remainder/discretionary funds which can be States may choose to use percentage or
OFFICIAL: critical to their success. Remainder/discretionary funds can meet dollar amounts in the table under 7.10 (now
2,10 Paul Drago.n VT urgent/unforeseen needs or emerging opportunity during the 7.9 in the revised draft). This is just a plan for

use of funds. At the end of the performance
period, the State may describe how the funds
were actually used in the annual report.
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Section 7

State Use of Funds
RELATES
MSP | COMMENTER | STATE COMMENT TO RESPONSE
OF'ZSCSIQ" CA 7.3 Lack of clarity. Unclear what is meant by “contracting Cch c?r?t%aectt?nM'sgr.m gorrealsggerg r?eonvteecil]CVéotrc()j
3 Adri N CA mechanism”. Suggestion to define or describe OCS’s definition of d" & .
rienne . . ; read "Describe the mechanism (e.g.,
Rolka a contracting mechanism or give an example. contracts)..."
"State authority" is dictated by State law and
practice.
Change to MSP: revise 7.4 to add "(such as
approval by a board or commission)": "Must
the State get State legislative...or other types
webinar: . . ' of administrative apprqval (such as approval
5 Jeniffer. NE What does OCS consider State Authority or do we determine as by a board or commission) bgfore...". AIs_o,
Dreilbis the state? remove "If yes, please describe," as that is
duplicative of 7.4b. In 7.4b add "If yes was
selected above...". Also, tweak the numeral
range under 7.4a to be 3 digits. Finally, in 7.5,
add "as described under 7.4, to read "After
getting State authority, as described under
74.."
webinar: . . . .
5 | September | MI What is the Federal authority that will provide funds? account |We V.V'“ conS|d.er add!ng a deﬁm‘uqn and .
Ward measure 2Sa |provide technical assistance for this question.
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Section 7

State Use of Funds
RELATES
MSP | COMMENTER |STATE | # COMMENT TO RESPONSE
The 30 day requirement to distribute the funds seems like it will
cause MUCH confusion and lots more work on states and eligible
entities. If states are required to distribute funds within 30 days,
5 Weblnqr: L |8 the aIIoc_atlons from th(f: fegls come in quarter!y. Does this mean See item NCAF 18.
Jean Amison states will have to provide increases to established contracts
each time a new allocation is received from HHS? Our state
would not be able to do continual modifications to the grants.
Please elaborate on this requirement.
webinar:
Ditzah What does OCS consider State Authority or do we determine as .
5 Wooden- MA |9 the state? See item 8 and NCAF 18.
Wade
webinar- More specifically | am asking for the 30 day payment standard.
5 Jessica ) MN |10 We don't meet it if its first approval. If its when signed then we See item NCAF 18
would make the 30 day even if the process took more than 45 ’
Rochester d
ays.
Act Account
5 Measures: | DC |11|Measure 25a. Remove “state authority” from the measure. M 2'5 See item NCAF 18.
CAP easure 2Sa

Section 7

37 of 178

01/25/2021



Section 7
State Use of Funds

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES
TO

RESPONSE

NASCSP

DC

12

Section 7.5, Distribution Timeframe after State Authority: Section
7.5 and Measure 2Sa are contradictory, and the distribution
timeframe would hurt state capacity. The state plan allows a state
to report how many days it expects to take to make funds available
to eligible entities after receipt of authority. There is a note that it
directly correlates to the State Accountability Measure 2Sa.
However, Measure 25a requires that in order to meet the standard,
States must make funding available to eligible entities within 30
days after state authority. This is not only contradictory between
the two, but not allowing States the flexibility to choose when to
make the funding available may severely cripple funding mechanism
because the federal allocation is only provided quarterly. Should
States be required to make the funding available within 30 days of
receiving state authority, staff may face sending out modifications
every quarter, which is time consuming and non-productive for
States and agencies, and would severely impact current and timely
distribution of funds.

2sa

See item NCAF 18.

OFFICIAL:
Jennifer
Dreilbis

NE

13

Nebraska would request more clarification on definition of State
Authority.

2Sa

See item 6 and NCAF 18.

OFFICIAL:
Jennifer
Dreilbis

NE

14

This is a great question. It holds states accountable and helps us
think through our processes to determine if we can streamline
them to meet expected deadlines (laid out in State
Accountability Measures of 30 calendar days).

supportive

v
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Section 7
State Use of Funds

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES
TO

RESPONSE

Account.
Measures:
Bill Brand

15

2Sa- requires a 30 day deadline for making funds available to
local entities. This becomes counterproductive in the all-too-
often cases of federal continuing resolutions, unpredictable
funding schedules, and multiple federal funding releases that
occur in a short time span. An example is when OCS made two
funding awards within 24 days in Dec-Jan, the first of which was
a very small award. Many states, including lowa, waited to issue
the two awards simultaneously. This reduced administrative
burdens, contract amendments, and related costs for both the
State office and local agencies, with no negative impact on local
agencies. States should have the flexibility to conduct business
in such a manner that serves the best interests of all parties.

2Sa

See item NCAF 18.
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Section 7
State Use of Funds

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES
TO

RESPONSE

Account.
Measures:
Tikki Brown

16

2Sa. We appreciate the efforts made to date to improve this
measure from its original wording. We agree with the spirit of the
measure, but still have concerns over the language. For example,
OCS recently released Q2 FY15 CSBG funds in an initial very small
award, followed quickly by the remaining quarterly award. We use
"Notice of Funds Available" process to release federal funds. With
the first, small Q2 release of FY15 funds, we decided to hold the
funds until the subsequent release of the remaining Q2 FY 15 funds.
Technically this would not have met the measure 2Sa. Following this
accountabilty measure in this specific instance would hav ewould
have increased our state administrative costs wihout any benefit to
eligible entities, something we strive hard to avoid. We suggest
adding some qualifying phrase such as "when appropriate" to this
measure to account for such situations.

2Sa

See item NCAF 18.
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Section 7
State Use of Funds

MSP | COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES
TO

RESPONSE

OFFICIAL:
5 | September
Ward

MI

17

Our grants need to be approved by our State Ad Board before the 90%
can be issued into contract. Our state uses a contract that covers 3 to 5
years. The CSBG allocation projection in the first year of the contract is
sent to the State Ad Board for approval of each fiscal year of the
contract. For 7.4 we would answer yes. For 7.5 we are not sure how to
answer this question. Example: FY2016 is the start of our contracts.
We get approval from our State Board in June 2015 for FY16, FY17, and
FY18. The approval is early because of our early submission to State Ad
Board.

For 7.5 answers for FY16, FY17, and FY18 using June 2015 approval by
State Ad Board: In FY2016 we should answer 90 days (typically we get
the annual spending authority out in September (Note approval in
June which is 90 days before the start of the fiscal year); In FY2017 we
should answer 455 days (Note our approval was in June 2015); In
FY2018 we should answer 510 days (Note our approval was in June
2015)

The State Model is keying off the State authority approval date rather
than the states approval of the CAAs application for funds. The State
reviews the CAAs applications on an annual basis and is tied to when
the funds become available.

For 7.5 answer for FY16, FY17, and FY18 using State’s annual CAA
application approval:

In FY2016 we should answer 15 to 30 days

In FY2017 we should answer 15 to 30 days

In FY2018 we should answer 15 to 30 days

See item NCAF 18. This is resolved b/c we are
now measuring after Federal not state

authority.
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Section 7

State Use of Funds
RELATES
MSP | COMMENTER | STATE | # COMMENT TO RESPONSE
Several commenters asked tor clarification of the
accountability measure on the distribution of
funds (2Sa), and definition of terms used in the
measure and in questions 7.4 and 7.5 such as
“state authority”. Many commenters were
concerned that the 30 day time frame did not
account for the variety of state distribution and
contracting practices. Commenters said that some
practices may result in funds reaching ees in a
ape timely, consistent manner but not technically in
the 3 dy e rame dsc et n he measre
R SO . These commenters felt the measure takes away
are'of the st.ates, not an individual office; the standard involves States’ flexibility in how they distribute funds.
rapldly moving funds from the“federal Treasury to jch% [ocal _ Other commenters addressed the issue of when
agencies. It measures release “after ...state authority” is provided, the time frame begins and thought the timeframe
i.e. after a different state body than the CSBG office approved the should include the full state process rather than
use of the funds. This accountability system is not a test of just part of the state process.
individuals nor of their section of a government or organization. All In response, we have simplified and revised the
of these measures should reflect the performance of the entire measure to capture the time frame of the entire
Account. state process, not only those parts for which the CSBG office is state process (staring from after the federal
5 Measures: DC |18|responsible. 2Sa award). However, we are retaining the 30 day
NCAF Recommendation: This should read “The State made funds available timeframe to encourage timeliness and provide
to eligible entities within 30 calendar days after Federal authority an accountability target. We have also added an
was provided. “ ex.planatory footnote to address specific concerns
In fact, our proposed construction offers state CSBG mangers raised by the commenters. States whose
leverage when they are trying to free up money from the Office of procedures may not meet the 30 day target, but
the State Controller or a legislative body. Those are the most still provide timely, consistent funding to ees, will
frequent creators of delayed cash flow. As written, the performance have the opportunity t?.desc”be their distribution
“clock” does not begin to run until the CSBG manager can access procgdurels In tge lep |f|they arehprov!ﬂlgg funds
federal funds. History has taught us they are rarely the source of consistently and without lapses, they will be
delay within the state. considered as meeting the standard. .
Change to MSP: The revised measure reads, “The
state made funds available to eligible entities
within 30 calendar days after federal award was
provided.” The footnote reads, “This measure
does not apply to funds distributed by OCS as
small, irregular allotments, such as those
distributed during a continuing resolution budget
period..” In addition, see corresponding changes
in MSP 7.5 and 7.5a, including the instructions.
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Section 7

performance management adjustments to grant administration
procedures.

State Use of Funds
RELATES
MSP | COMMENTER |STATE | # COMMENT TO RESPONSE
2Sa. Recommend changing to up to 90 calendar days. Because
the actual receipt of notice from OCS can range from October
Account. through December, and sometimes later, it seems more logical
5 Measures: IL (19 ’ ’ A 2Sa See item NCAF 18.
Gail Hedges to have a datg range. Because of the fluctuating tlmefra]me for
notice, changing to up to 90 calendar days would make it
possible for States to meet the criteria.
OFFICIAL: Again, this keeps states evaluating how to improve our
6 Jennifer NE [20|timeliness and procedures and holds us accountable to make supportive |V
Dreilbis changes
7.6 Recommend that any Performance Management Adjustment
proposed by a state specifically include in the narrative the
OFFICIAL: MI require feedback from the eligible entity, to ensure that this EE feedback will come through the ACSI
6 | Assoc, Kate [ MI |21|critical step is followed. Suggest that states be required to solicit survey, although states may also use other
White input from eligible entities on what they see as priority means.
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Section 7
State Use of Funds

RELATES
MSP | COMMENTER |STATE | # COMMENT TO RESPONSE

7.5 Distribution Timeframe after State authority: The State uses
the Federal Fiscal Year to distribute funds to eligible entities. In
some years, we have not waited for federal authority to execute
annual grant agreements with eligible entities and make funding
available. When the final award is more or less than anticipated,
VT |22|we amend grant agreements as needed. Our State grants See item NCAF 18.
authority on the preceding July 1st, as part of the passage of the
State Fiscal Year budget. In this way, funds are distributed 90
days after state authority, but in some cases prior to the receipt
of the award letter from OCS. How would the State reflect kind
of distribution timeframe be reflected in 7.5 or 7.5a?

OFFICIAL:

75 Paul Dragon

There are nuances to funding distribution that must be
considered. For example, we recently received a very small initial
Quarter 2 fedaral award. We could select "varies" to

OFFICIAL: MN |23 accommodate such nuances, but that would appear that the
Tikki Brown state does not have a consistent and reasonable process, when
in fact we do. We recommend rewording for the above scenario
and other nuances that impact distribution of funds by the
States.

7.5 See item NCAF 18.

Change to MSP: Add instructional note. "If a
funded activity fits under more than one
category, please allocate the funds between
the categories. If this is not possible, allocate
the funds to the main category for the
activity."

(Wilmais
from the FL
association)

webinar:
10 Wilma FL (24
McKay

What about when one funded activitiy would meet more than
one category?
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Section 7

respond to unforeseen circumstances arising during the course
of the year

State Use of Funds
RELATES
MSP | COMMENTER | STATE | # COMMENT TO RESPONSE
webinar: . . .
10 Jennifer Ks |25 DO?‘S 0OCS b?eheve the list in 675C(b)(1) to be in an order of No. In statute order.
Sexson preference?
webinar: . .
. . . Change to MSP: add a question with a
Ditzah If a State opts not to use discretionary funds and pass through WAZ
10 | MA [26]0c0, £: h . 5 yes/no response under 7.10: "Will the State
W\ch:(:ljzn 95% of its allocation, how should this be reported? have remainder/discretionary funds?"
Other than the revision described below,
Section 7.10. Add to the text in Table “Use of T/TA for entities on QIPs and TAPs should fall
Remainder/Discretionary Funds” to clarify that subsection (a) under the categories already included.
10 OFFICIAL: pc |27 Training/technical assistance to eligible entities is inclusive of endorsed: [Change to MSP: for clarity, we have revised
CAP T/TA for those in TAP and QIP. As it currently points readers to NASCSP  |one t/ta categories in table 8.1 to read
8.1, that section is unclear if it includes T/TA for a TAP or QIP "Organizational Standards - for eligible
situation or both. entities with unmet standards on QIPs and
TAPs"
. . . In balancing the need for accountability with
ate iy and he birden f data
10 NCAF DC |28 ’ . . . SEE CAP |collection, we don't believe this level of detail
percentage of technical assistance by the same categories listed is necessary
in8.1. No change to MSP.
3Sa We recommend that that the word “budget “to replace the
Account phrase “dollars /percentages “or, better, that neither be used in Agree with clearer languge.
10 Measureé- pc |29 the sentence after “strategy in the state plan”. It is important 353 Change to MSP: Replaced
NCAF : that a state have the flexibility to channel T & TA resources to "dollars/percentages" with the word

"budget."
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Section 7
State Use of Funds

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES
TO

RESPONSE

10

OFFICIAL:
NASCSP

DC

30

NASCSP echoes suggestions provided by the Community Action
Partnership’s COE with regards to Section 7.10. “Add to the text
in Table “Use of Remainder/Discretionary Funds” to clarify that
subsection (a) Training/technical assistance to eligible entities is
inclusive of T/TA for those in TAP and QIP. As it currently points
readers to 8.1, that section is unclear if it includes T/TA for a TAP
or QIP situation or both.”

Same as CAP

See CAP item 27.

10

OFFICIAL:
Jennifer
Dreilbis

NE

31

| think this is clearer than the narrative provided in previous
state plans. States can more clearly see where money is going
not just when we complete the annual CSBG -IS report.

supportive

N

10

OFFICIAL:
Tikki Brown

MN

32

Table for question 7.10: This table is too prescriptive, and ignores
the fluid nature of how states use CSBG Discretionary funding.
This is a block grant. Predicting planned use to such a level of
detail for 2 years seems difficult to the point of not being
meaningful. Our past experience working with OCS does not
make us confident that adjustments to any plan submitted will
be timely. We recommend removing this table, and accepting
narrative descriptions as sufficient.

if the table is retained, we recommend adding a category (on p.
14) for "emergencies" (such as tornadoes, floods, or other
unforeseen emergencies), which is an area we frequently fund.

This is meant to be a plan for the use of
funds; while states may have many allowable
reasons to deviate from the plan, OCS
expects them to start out with a basic plan.
These are the statutory categories.
Emergencies can be included in "other."
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Section 7

State Use of Funds
RELATES
MSP | COMMENTER |STATE | # COMMENT TO RESPONSE
CAP Are thqre clear, specific standards for Statg _distribution of
11 webinar: MA (33 ?lsc(;et;(opary;utndstm ﬁrhms of elégllt)I%e?tl(;ues to whomﬁto gIve No specific standards; state flexibility.
John Cuneo unds & to what extent they are distributed among existing
CAA's & the State Assoc. as distinct from non-CAA entities?
webinar: The ees may think they should be getting a higher share of the
11 | Mamawah | TN |34 [discretioanry funds, but that's only one consideration for how Training / TAissue in TN?
Hill discretionary funds should be used.
7.12 Recommend that states be required to have written policies
OFFICIAL: MI and procedures detailing how will meet the requirement that See item 21 above. EE feedback will come
12 | Assoc, Kate | MI |35 |states are to consider feedback from eligible entities before through the ACSI survey, although states may
White adjusting the plan and that the process is timely and sufficient as also use other means.
a practical matter.
Ees are not the only ones surveyed, and the
performance management question includes
feedback from multiple sources. States can also
o . . ) seek additional feedback. (While there is
webinar: So eligible entities are the only ones surveyed, but discretionary tension between the ees and states on use of
Ditzah ) funds can be used for more than eligible entities. Generally, the Account funds, the goal is accountability - states may use
12 Wooden- MA (36 |Ees may think they should be getting more of the Ees - but that measure 3Sh funds to do other CSBG-related activities, but
Wad feedback is only on consideration of how those funds should be " |Ishould not have unrelated "pet" projects.)
ade used....?? Change to MSP: In the performance
management question, specifically reference
the public hearing as another source of
feedback: “..feedback from ees, OCS, and other
sources, such as the public hearing.”
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Section 7

State Use of Funds
RELATES
MSP | COMMENTER |STATE | # COMMENT TO RESPONSE
Recommend that as long as the state can explain or justify, the Agreed. The phrase "as appropriate" in the
Account. State should not be required to make changes to the State plan. accountability measure allows the state
12 | Measures: IL |37 [There should be a mechanism for the State to provide rationale 3Sb flexibility in whether and how they adjust the
Gail Hedges for their decision. If the justification is not acceptable to OCS, plan, as long as they provide a justification
then a change to the State plan can be made. and are transparent.
OFFICIAL: Like the examples in the other questions, making the states
12 Jennifer NE |38 |explain how they are using the analysis and feedback keeps us supportive |V
Dreilbis accountable to use those comments etc and improve processes.
12 OCS CSBG 39 Recommend deletion of the term “discretionary” and use the We decided to use "remainder/discretionary"
12 Team term remainder funds as this aligns with the statutory language because both terms used in the statute.
1a OCS CSBG 40 Recommend editing 7.1a to read “...formula for allocating a Change to MSP: We are adding a definition
Team minimum of 90 percent funds... for "90 percent funds."
7.1a. Does the State statutory or regulatory authority specify the
OFFICIAL: terms or formula for allocating the 90% funds among eligible From the IS survey.
1a Jennifer NE |41 |entities? Yes no No change to the MSP.
Dreilbis This question is confusing for states who do not have separate
statute or regulations concerning CSBG.
2 NASCSP also urges OCS to consider collecting numerical data There was no clear consensus on this issue,
7 NASCSP DC |42|around planned expenditures, not percentages, for maximum so we are leaving the option for states to use
10 clarity and usability of the data. either.
OFFICIAL: This is good because it allows states to explain their procedures
5a Jennifer NE [43|and lets OCS provide some guidance on the process and supportive |V
Dreilbis procedures as needed.

Section 7

48 of 178

01/25/2021



Recommend providing additional guidance to States on

OCS CSBG administrative funds as many states are confused about the 5%
Team admin cap. Perhaps IM 37 needs to be updated in light of new

Omni Circular

Training / TA issue

O 0O N
~
N
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Section 8

State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

msp | COMIENTA  sate COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

Several commenters suggested
including information about how the
State plans to work with the state

Section 8. Add information on how the State plans to work the State assoglghonfap/gll_;he RPICs in the

Community Action Association in the provision and/or coordination of provision o o . .

Training and Technical Assistance. State Associations are partners in the Change to MSP: new question 83

8 OFFICIAL: DC . f ki : d be h £ th i K with Endorsed: "Indicate the types of organizations
CAP provision of T/TA. .AS Ing States to. escribe O.W/' they will wor .W't NASCSP, NCAF [through which the State plans to

the State Community Action Association in their state would require a ’ rovide trainine or technical assistance

check off box of yes/no and possibly a short narrative description. gs described ingitem 8.1, and briefly

Adding this would improve the quality, utility, and clarity of the MSP. describe their involvement? (Check all
that apply.) [Narrative, 2500
Characters]"

Section 8. Add information on how the State plans to work with the

identified Regional Performance and Innovation Consortia. As noted in

IM 123, RPICs “will serve as regional focal points to lead the development

OFFICIAL: of a comprehensive and integrated system of T/TA capacity-building Endorsed:
8 CAP : DC activities with core functions of T/TA coordination and information NASCSP NCAF See CAP item 1.

dissemination.” The Model State Plan would benefit by incorporating a ’

check off box yes/no with a short narrative space for descriptive

purposes. Adding this would improve the quality, utility, and clarity of the

MSP.
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Section 8

State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

MSP

COMMENTA
TOR

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

OFFICIAL:
NASCSP

DC

NASCSP echoes suggestions provided by the Community Action
Partnership’s COE with regards to Section 8. “Add information on how
the State plans to work the State Community Action Association in the
provision and/or coordination of Training and Technical Assistance. State
Associations are partners in the provision of T/TA. Asking States to
describe how/if they will work with the State Community Action
Association in their state would require a check off box of yes/no and
possibly a short narrative description. Adding this would improve the
quality, utility, and clarity of the MSP.”

Same as CAP #1

See CAP item 1.

OFFICIAL:
NASCSP

DC

NASCSP echoes suggestions provided by the Community Action
Partnership’s COE with regards to Section 8. “Add information on how
the State plans to work with the identified Regional Performance and
Innovation Consortia. As noted in IM 123, RPICs “will serve as regional
focal points to lead the development of a comprehensive and integrated
system of T/TA capacity-building activities with core functions of T/TA
coordination and information dissemination.” The Model State Plan
would benefit by incorporating a check off box yes/no with a short
narrative space for descriptive purposes. Adding this would improve the
quality, utility, and clarity of the MSP.”

Same as CAP #2

See CAP item 1.

8.1

webinar:
Jessica
Rochester

MN

In section 8.1, can there be more than 1 drop down option per quarter or
no response?

Training issue: use of table/add a row
feature
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Section 8

State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

msp | COMIENTA  sate COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Also, see item 15. In response to many
comments asking for clarity and
consistency, we have revised
Section 8.1. Consider adding Technical Assistance for eligible entities references to TAPs and QIPs in MSP
implementing a Quality Improvement Plan. The Table “Training and section 6, and items 8.2 and 10.5, and
Technical Assistance” under the third column “Category” in the fourth in associated accountabilty measures
dropdown option lists “Organizational Standards - technical assistance 6Shb(i) and (ii). We are no longer
8.1 OFFICIAL: DC for eligible entities with unmet needs” but does not include a similar Endorsed: |defining TAPs and QIPs as having a
’ CAP option for eligible entities receiving technical assistance for a quality NSCSP, NCAF |time frame associated with them.
improvement plan. The dropdown list should include this option for Change to MSP: Revised the t/ta
reasons of quality, utility, and clarity to allow for the distinction between category that referenced TAP to
technical assistance directed towards technical assistance plans and include QIPs: "Organizational
quality improvement plans. Standards - for eligible entities with
unmet standards on Technical
Assistance Plans or Quality
Improvement Plans"
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Section 8

State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

msp | COMIENTA  sate COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Change to 3Sc: Several commenters
Measure 3Sc. The draft language in 3Sc should allow the State to clarify were concerned that measure 3Sc that
the reason for any divergence from the State plan for training and measured the completion of a training
technical assistance. The draft language asks that the State affirm that it and TA plan would undermine State
Act completed the training qnd technical assi§tzfmce specified in the State flexibility and respon:siveness dur_ing
8.1 Measu.res- DC plan.. _The concern here is {:hat it can be difficult for states to predict 35c the performance period. We revised
’ CAP ) specific training and technical assistance needs over the course of a year, the measure to read: "The State
for instance, in cases where eligible entities experience an unpredicted completed the training and technical
crisis that requires State resources to address. The Partnership assistance activities specified in its
recommends that the language specify the option for the State to explain State plan, and/or and/or made
any divergence from the original State plan appropriate adjustments in response
to unanticipated needs."
8.1 OCS CSBG Recommend editing the chart under 8.1 to more clearly outline 1st and Change to MSP: clarified 1st and 2nd
’ Team 2nd fiscal year as each having four quarters and not 8 quarters years rather than 8 quarters.
8.1 NCAF DC §ection 8.1.add the it_em “Technical Assista’pce for eligible entities Same as CAP #6 |See CAP item 6.
implementing a Quality Improvement Plan”.
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Section 8

State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

Msp | COMMENTA! sTaTE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
NASCSP echoes suggestions provided by the Community Action
Partnership’s COE with regards to Section 8.1. “Consider adding
Technical Assistance for eligible entities implementing a Quality
Improvement Plan. The Table “Training and Technical Assistance” under
the third column “Category” in the fourth dropdown option lists
OFFICIAL: “Organizational Standards - technical assistance for eligible entities with .
8.1 NASCSP bC |10 unmet needs” but does not include a similar option for eligible entities Same as CAP #6 [See CAP item 6.
receiving technical assistance for a quality improvement plan. The
dropdown list should include this option for reasons of quality, utility,
and clarity to allow for the distinction between technical assistance
directed towards technical assistance plans and quality improvement
plans.”
OFFICIAL: This is a great way to help states stay on track with their planning for
8.1 Jennifer NE |11 training and technical assistance and keeps states accountable to supportive |V
Dreilbis maintain their schedule as much as possible.
3Sc- States are, and should be, required to provide TTA to its network as
needed. Those needs can, and do, change for a wide variety of reasons,
Account including crisis situations, emerging issues, changing economic
. environments, and funding availability. If changing conditions require the -
8.1 Measures: A~ 112 State to diverge from its original TTA plan, the State should not be 35¢ See CAPitem 7.
Bill Brand . . . .
penalized in any way for that. Therefore, any divergence from its plan
should be explained, and that explanation should be a sufficient
response.
OFFICIAL: It is recommend that dropdown options be changed to the same as 10.1 .
8.1 Gabriella T eh DC |13 Target Date. (2 sets of 4 quarters.) See item 8.
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Section 8

State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

Msp | COMMENTA! sTaTE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
This table asking for training and technical assistance details by quarter is
OFFICIAL: way too detailed. For 2 years (we complete a 2-year plan), this is not Training issue; plan is not detailed and
8.1 Tikki BroWn MN |14 |doable. Narrative description of an annual technical assistance plan - as states may diverge in response to
we already report on with the CSBG-IS - is sufficient. Technical assistance need.
is fluid and ongoing, and does not lend itself well to such a format.
Section 8
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Section 8
State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

Msp | COMMENTA! sTaTE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

Many commenters asked about TAPs and
QIPs in several sections of the MSP and the
accountability measures. Several
commenters asked for clarification on
question 8.2, which asks whether states
had TAPs in place for unmet standards, but
did not reference QIPs. Several asked for
definitions for TAP and QIP and for
clarification on the one-year timeframe for
TAPs, referenced in 8.2 and the associated
accountability measure, 6Sb. In response,
we revised 8.2 and 8.1 in several ways to
reduce confusion and the need for
definitions.

webinar: . Change to MSP: In 8.1, revised the t/ta
Ditzah . . Accou ntabllty. category that previously referenced only
8.2 Wooden- MA |15 [How does a TAP differ from a QIP (Quality Improvement Plan)? measures 6Sbi |TAPs to include QIPs as well:
and ii "Organizational Standards - for eligible
Wade entities with unmet standards on Technical
Assistance Plans or Quality Improvement
Plans"

Change to MSP: We have revised 8.2 to
include QIPs as well as TAPs, to eliminate
the timeframe, and to indicate that TAPs
and QIPs are not necessarily put in place
automatically but "as appropriate". We
have also revised AM 6Sb in response to
these and other comments (see section
10).

Possible Change to MSP: include
instructions or definitions.

Training issue: QIP vs. TAP
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Section 8

State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

COMMENTA

within one year? Are technical assistance plans not appropriate for
eligible entities with organizational standards that cannot be met within
one year? What is the significance of an eligible entity having unmet
organizational standards that cannot be resolved within one year?

MSP TOR STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO
Does 8.2 mean th the states must have assessed all eligible entities and No.
8.2 webinar: ok |16 worked out TAPs with those who did not meet standards by the time Change to MSP: possibly clarify that
*= |Tricia Auberle they submit the MSP, or is there more time to assess agencies to this is not answered in the first year.
determine if there is unmet standards? Training issue: question 8.2
webinar: For 8.2/[accoun measure] 6Sb - where does reporting about compliance
8.2 Jessica MN |17 |with Org Standards that can't be fixed within one year i.e. - Strategic See item 15.
Rochester Planning and Community Assessment fit?
webinar:
8.2 Jessica MN |18 |How does a TAP differ from a QIP? See item 15.
Rochester
webinar: . . . 5 .
8.2 James Leary NY |19(If a TAP is not met, then does it go into a QIP See item 15.
OFFIC.IAL: This again keeps states accountable to maintain their schedule and keep .
8.2 Jennifer NE |20 - "% alicible entities that can t d quickl supportive [
Dreilbis rack of eligible entities that can turn around quickly.
Section 8.2 (Technical Assistance Plans for eligible entities for unmet
organizational standards). This question asks whether the State has in
place Technical Assistance Plans for all assessed eligible entities with
unmet organizational standards that could be resolved within one year.
8.2 OFFICIAL: MA |21 We recommend that OCS clarify the meaning of this question. How does See item 15
: CAPLAW one determine whether unmet organizational standards could be met )

Section 8

57 of 178

01/25/2021



Section 8

State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

COMMENTA

MSP TOR STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Agreed.
OFFICIAL: . 3 . . . Change to MSP: added instruction,
8.2 | September Ml |22 ngques‘uon seems more applicable during the 2nd year of this new "Please skip question 8.2 if this is the
Ward pian. implementation year for organizational
standards."
This question serves the purpose of
reminding the State about the
OFFICIAL: CA 8.2 Out of order. Understand correlation to 8.1, but assumes TAPs are a relationship between organizational
Assoc' part of corrective action. Suggestion for item 8.2 to follow item 6.4 or be standards and T/TA. This is a good
8.2 Adrienﬁ,e CA | 23]|in Section 10: Fiscal Controls and Monitoring. If training and technical point; now that we have revised this to
Rolka assistance are outcomes of Monitoring, you may want to have Section 8 include QIPs as well, should this be
follow Section 10. moved to section 67 Plus, this would
position the two account. measures on
standards appropriately in section 6.
OFFICIAL: This section asks for TAPs re: organizational standards but section 6.7 is
8.2 Patricia NJ |24 |to be skipped if this is the first year of plan. 8.2 can’t be answered See item 22
Swartz without knowing the answer to section 6.7
OFFICIAL: Remove the "within one year." A technical assistance plan may extend .
8.2 Tikki Brown MN 125 beyond that time period in some circumstances. See item 15.
OFFICIAL: . . .
6.3 | ennier | Ne_ {26 e tis makes states accountble afteryearone touse anahisisand | ppore |
Dreilbis & P Y :
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Section 8

State Training and Technical Assistance Plan

COMMENTA

formatted list in item 8.1 that includes checkboxes for working with the
State Community Action Association and the Regional Performance and
Innovation Consortia with short narrative description.

MSP TOR STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
OFFICIAL: MI 8.3 Recommend that states be required to have written policies and co;anrwneen?ss in |EE feedback will come through the
8.3 | Assoc Kéte Ml |27 proc_edures detailing how YV.i” meet.the requiremgnt ’ghat states are to section 7 on [ACSI survey, although statesgmay also
’ Wh’ite consider feedback from eligible entities before adjusting the plan and performance |use other m’eans

that the process is timely and sufficient as a practical matter. management
In section 8 of essential actors in the CSBG network’s professional
development and quality assurance strategy: the state associations and
the regional organizations they have formed to promote training and

new organizational development. Same as CAP #1 .

8.3 NCAF DC |28 Recommendation 3: In section 8, add a listing [8.3] similar to the and 2 See CAPitem 1.
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Section 9

State Linkages and Communication

COMMENT

MSP ER STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
7Sa and 7Sb. State linkages and communication are essential
Account. parts of state-level work. We worry with the burdens of all the
Measures: new reporting requirements that we won't have as much ability
9 Tikki MN to conduct this important work. It would be very good to 75a,75b Noted.
Brown document as a national network what is lost and what it costs
to implement these changes.
Commenters asked what constituted a
linkage, whether a linkage required
establishment of an official
webinar: In 9.1 does the fact that administrators work with all these "workgroup," and whether there was a
9.1 Jessica MN programs equal coordination or is it more detailed then that minimum required number of linkages.
Rochester and relies on program working together? OCS may need to provide further
training and guidance here. This is not a
new requirement.
Training/TA: linkages
webinar: Is there a minimum threshold for number of linkages or No. no minimum threshold. See item 2
9.1 James NY frequency of linkages that will be required by OCS for approval ’ ) :
Leary of a plan (for instance, will daily contact be required?)
webinar: Would a State need to establish a formal "workgroup" with Workgroups are not required, but may
9.1 James NY other State agencies for it to count as a linkage, or do regular be a "best practice."
Leary but informal communications and calls count? See item 2.

Section 9

60 of 178

01/25/2021




Section 9
State Linkages and Communication

msp |COVMMENT| sate| 4 COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
7 S. We believe 7a does not provide a robust standard for State ;Sabngogﬁnﬂlnciv%/efgét?aecrlf?rrlmance
communications performance. It suggests providing report data commgunication- however. we agree that
is the single communications accomplishment expected. 2 robust overall’satisfactic;n scorge for
Account Frequent and clear communications regarding all management states would be useful
9.1 [Measures:| DC 5 ?&gl’gﬂﬁ&ﬂ{gg\:&m should be the indicators of appropriate 7Sa Change to MSP: We've added question
NCAF NEW: We strongly recommend adding a # identical to the #8 3.5, EE overal Satha.Chonf to set targest
o for an ACSI state satisfaction score.
under Federal accountability standards: Chanee to State measures: We've added
“By 20xx, the state achieves an overall sub grantee satisfaction g 85: Eli 'bI. Entit
score of “x” (TBD). a new measures, 8S: Eligible Entity
Satisfaction.
OFFICIAL: This is a good measurement of how collaboratively programs
ol within a department work together to deliver services to low .
9.1 Jennifer NE 6 | | d iti It Id 7Sa, supportive |V
Dreilbis income people and communities. It could encourage program
collaboration across departments as well.
It is a great way for states to think outside their department or
OFFICIAL: their team to collaborate more with programs. In the past,
vl states have been able to talk about the higher levels (admin .
9.1 Jennifer NE 7 level d lain how th iti lot of th Supportive N
Dreilbis evel) and explain how those posi tions oversee a lot of these
programs. However, the focus shifts to the program level,
where this may not occur readily
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Section 9

State Linkages and Communication

msp (COVMMENT] state COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
[Barbara suggests including another linkage/coordination We have made substantial changes to
OFFICIAL: choice: "Other programs directed by CSBG Administrator in Section 9. However, we can get specific
9.1 Barbara PA FY20XX"] Does this relate to Section C of the CSBG IS report. Is information we may need in the annual
Mooney [linkages with weatherization, LIHEAP, HUD] covered in report as well, to collect any information
"linkages" section 9.1? we used to get in the IS report.
OFFICIAL: Agencies are pretty strong in this area and there is a lot of local
9.2 Jennifer NE collaboration. In our previous state plans we relied heavily on Supportive N
Dreilbis these local activities to complete our linkages sections.
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Section 9
State Linkages and Communication

COMMENT

MSP ER STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

Agreed. 9.1 and 9.2 both reference the
discretionary planned funding table in
section 7, specifically the state and local
linkages funding in 7.10b. However, we
can clarify this reference and include the
option of local entities using 90% funds.
Change to MSP: The funding
parenthetical in 9.1 now reads, "(CSBG
funding used for this activity may be
funded with some or all of the planned
CSBG funds indicated under Item
7.10(b), Use of Remainder/Discretionary
Funds). And in 9.2 now reads: "(This
activity may be funded with some or all
of the planned CSBG funds indicated
under Item 7.10(b), Use of
Remainder/Discretionary Funds and/or
with local entity 90 percent funds.) "

OFFICIAL: Section 9.2. Please clarify that linkages and coordination at the
CAPLAW' MA [ 10 |local level could be funded either by 90% funding that the
eligible entities receive or by discretionary funds from the state.

9.2
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Section 9
State Linkages and Communication

msp |COVMMENT| sate| 4 COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Barbara is pointing out that 9.2 is
requiring a "roll-up" from local plans
rather than focusing on just State plans
and activities. This is the same issue
raised under section 12 and in the
. . .. . tion.
OFFICIAL: This is really two levels of activity. What will the state do to assurances sec . .
9.2 | Barbara PA | 11 |ensure local-level linkage, and what will Ees do? [Funding for Change to MSP: Rewset? to be closer to
o . : the assurance language; changed from
Mooney these activities] would be reported in old section E. " A A L.
Describe the linkages and coordination
at the local level that the State and
eligible entities plan to create..." to
"Describe how the State will assure that
the State and the eligible entities will
coordinate and establish linkages..."
OFFICIAL: Could [the prepopulation to the corresponding assurance, item
: 14.5] be done by reference instead of prepopulating a separate Change to MSP: Changed "prepopulate"
9.2 Barbara PA 12 : he duplicat be a barri d di "ink to"
Mooney section. The up ication seems to be a barrier to understanding. to "link to
Maybe a hyper link at a later page to link back here?
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Section 9

State Linkages and Communication

MSP

COMMENT
ER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

9.2

OFFICIAL:
Tikki
Brown

MN

13

Local-level linkages and coordination will involve eligible
entities, but only very rarely State Offices. Remove "the State
and".

Assurance 676(b)(5) indicates that
coordination and linkages are a state
and eligible entity responsibility. In
addition, one of the allowed uses for
state discretionary funding is for
coordinating State operated programs
and "at the option of the State, locally-
operated programs and services."

9.3

OFFICIAL:
CAP

DC

14

Section 9.3. Add State Community Action Associations to the
title and description. State activities for supporting
coordination among the eligible entities should also include the
state Community Action Association.

endorsed: NASCSP,
NCAF

Under 9.3, coordination with ees, and
9.4, communication with ees, several
commenters suggested including
coordination and communication with
the state associations as well. (These
guestions have now been renumbered
as 9.7 and 9.8.)

Change to MSP: Included State
Community Action association to the
title and question in 9.7 (formerly 9.3)
and 9.8 (formerly 9.4.)

Other change to MSP: updated
parenthetical about funding per
CAPLAW item 10.
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Section 9

State Linkages and Communication

COMMENT

many organizations but it is critical the State communicates
with the State Community Action Association.”

MSP ER STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
NASCSP echoes suggestions provided by the Community Action
Partnership’s COE with regards to Section 9.3. “Add State
OFFICIAL: Community Action Associations to the title and description. .
9.3 NASCSP DC 15 State activities for supporting coordination among the eligible Same as CAP #14 |See CAP item 14.
entities should also include the state Community Action
Association.”
OFFICIAL: " : : e .
9.3 NCAF DC 16 |Add "State Community Action Association" to 9.3 and 9.4. See CAP #14  |See CAP item 14.
webinar: Under the "Expected Frequency" column in section 9, it would §evera| commenters .‘?Sked for. more
. . . . expected frequency" categories.
9.4 Jessica MN | 17 [be nice to have another dropdown choice either labeled . " "
" W " Change to MSP: added "quarterly" and
Rochester Other" or "As Needed. " "
other
webinar: . . S . . . s .
If you maintain a website with information and guidance, is that Training issue: How to fill out the 9.4
9.4 James NY 18 f £ dail . . is that "other"? bl
Leary a form of daily contact/communication or is that "other"? table.
Section 9.4. Add State Community Action Association to the
. title and description. The description mentions “partners”. This .
9.4 OFEfFI,AL' DC 19 |term can encompass many organizations but it is critical the endorsE(éAl\éASCSP, See CAP item 14.
State communicates with the State Community Action
Association.
NASCSP echoes suggestions provided by the Community Action
Partnership’s COE with regards to Section 9.4. “Add State
9.4 OFFICIAL: DC 20 Comnjurjlty Ac‘uo.n Asiouatlon ',c,o thq title and description. The Same as CAP #19 |See CAP item 14.
NASCSP description mentions “partners”. This term can encompass
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Section 9

State Linkages and Communication

msp |COVMMENT| sate| 4 COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
OFFICIAL: This is great to formalize communication between states and
9.4 | Jennifer NE 21 eligible ephﬂes. l;/latny havs Ticr)]fmal rkelat:rc])nstcm::s a?rclj_ Cof Supportive J
Dreilbis communication strategies but this makes the states think of a
more strategic plan.
. . . May need to discuss. Is this a big issue?
. Section 9..4. Please clarify that CS'BG fundlng'usec.i by stat.es to While | changed the parenthetical about
OFFICIAL: communicate about annual hearings and legislative hearings . .
9.4 MA | 22 ey . funding per CAPLAW item 10, | have not
CAPLAW would be from state administrative funds rather than S L
. . indicated that communication about
discretionary funds. : :
hearing must come out of admin funds.
OFFICIAL: .
In the Table under “Expected Frequency”, could additional .
2.4 Se%zr:ldber Mi 23 choices be listed such as “As Needed” and “Other?” See item 17
Not sure what the topics would be: (e.g.
é)AFIZCIAL: 9.4 Utility Improvement. Suggestion to provide dropdown tralnln%/TAd monitoring, fund!ng,
9.4 13S0C 1 e | 24 options in the column label “Topics” in the Communications general updates, success stories,
: Adrienne Plan table combination?). Also this is the only
Rolka : commenter asking for this.
No change to the MSP.
OFFICIAL: 9.5 Lack of clarity. Suggestion to clarify that the State will
9.4 CA Assoc., CA o5 provide feedback W|th|p 60 ca.lendar day OF (ex. with 60 See item 32 below.
Adrienne calendar days of receiving their State-specific reports from
Rolka 0CS).
OFFICIAL:
9.4 Patricia NJ 26 |Add quarterly and every other month as an option See item 17.
Swartz
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Section 9

State Linkages and Communication

msp |COVMMENT| sate| 4 COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

OFFICIAL: « . . . «

) Under “Expected Frequency” - Consider including “Quarterly” .

9.4 Gabzﬁlla T| bc | 27 and/or add “Other” as a dropdown option. seeitem 17.

OFFICIAL: 9.4 Suggest that states also be required to solicit input from
9.4 | MlAssoc, | MI | 28 |[eligible entities on what has been successful, sufficient or Included as Accountabilty measures 7Sb.

Kate White inadequate communication with eligible entities.

OFFICIAL: Is [the communication plan] for all the agencies or for each This communication plan is designed to
9.4 Barbara. PA | 29 agency? May have more frequent interaction with some capture a state wide strategy and not

: Moone agencies. Will there be a way to indicate that? Will the communication between the state and
Y frequency match up with the format? individual agencies.
This question should be removed. It is too detailed. The table . . . .

OFFICIAL: A . We believe this chart is very basic.

9.4 Tikki MN [ 30 ﬁn p‘iﬁe 17 must b? retmoytehd. ?tgt’c)les ca?it(iiesctr)lbtetln narra‘utvteh. However, the state may also attach a
Brown ow they communicate with eligible entities, but to request this narrative if they wish
leve of detail in a table is inappropriate. )

OFFICIAL: " . . T .
9.4 NCAF DC 31 [Add "State Community Action Association" to 9.3 and 9.4. See CAP 14. See CAP item 14.

webinar: For 9.5 and 55§IV) - the language for the state plan should match Change to MSP: Added "of getting

. the accountabilty measure more closely. The language about accounta measure y h

9.5 Jessica MN 1 32 "after receiving feedback from OCS" has dropped off from one 5S(iv) feedback from OCS" to the question to

Rochester ot the other & bp match to measure's language.
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Section 9

State Linkages and Communication

msp |COVMMENT| sate| 4 COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
5 S IV we have concerns re delay sharing the results of the We do not want to impose a very strict
atsfocton sunvey withth elile et isaverywelcomel  fimeframe on sates, 3 ey may have
9.5 |Measures:| DC 33 £ ’ . 60 davs bef tine th 5S(iv) different approaches for providing this
NCAE performance means using up ays before reporting these feedback.
straightforward results from the satisfaction survey. We No change to 55(iv)/now 55(iii)
propose that 15 days be substituted for 60 days. &
Section 9.5. This section would require a State to provide
OFFICIAL: feedback within 60 calendar days to local entities and State
9.5 CAPLAW. MA | 34 |Community Action Associations regarding performance on State See item 32.
Accountability Measures. Please clarify within 60 calendar days
of what date or event.
OFFICIAL: . . . . .
9.5 |september| Mi 35 This qLIJes‘uon seems more applicable during the 2nd year of this correct.
Ward new plan.
OFFICIAL: This is worded differently from the proposed State
9.5 Tikki ) MN | 36 Accountability Measure 55(iv). Ths langauge should be the See item 32
: B same both here in the MSP and in the State Accountability ’
rown M
easures.
9.6 Recommend that states be required to have written policies
OFFICIAL: and procedures detailing how will meet the requirement that
9.6 | MlAssoc, | MlI 37 [states are to consider feedback from eligible entities before This is the purpose of the ACSI survey.
Kate White adjusting the plan and that the process is timely and sufficient
as a practical matter.
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER [STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Our intent is to align categories with
statutory language, not create
10.1 V‘j:':;?czr' MN \éVe'II put this ip the formal comment as .\Ne”: but -- For 10.1 - the ;Tr]gclqﬂzlr?c;agcaengr?;;elf\E)saliie:n(r)\?al, vs.
Rochester ropdown options should also include biennial. triennial).
Change to MSP: For clarity, changed
"triennial" to "full onsite."
webinar: Section 10 - 4Sa(i) - What if the state did not follow their plan that was in o .
10.1 September MlI the state plan and had to adjust it? Does that mean they do not meet that accouzg measure No; will clqr]fy in annual repp(t and
Ward measure? a(i) accountability measures training.
10.1 S(Zgiécrrlﬁolgr M In thg Table uujde?r “Review Type”, could “Annual” be added as an See item 1.
Ward additional choice?
The chart seems to be missing a key column. A column labeled CSBG This would be useful information. but
Eligible Entity Status (Select Good Standing, At Risk, Under QIP, and the intent of this chart is onlv to ’
Pending De-designation). For any agency marked At Risk, | would ask the rovide a monitoring blan ngt report
State to input why. The label | think would be helpful to know about is the gn ee status. This mgap be ossib?e
OFFICIAL: At Risk agencies. The State has access to multiple streams of information information 'for the anynualpre ort
10.1 | September Ml about the agencies. Monitoring and audit findings are not always the only however. the other challen epis ’
Ward sources in determining risk and evaluating accountability measures. At reatin ’t ndard categori g in
Risk agencies can lead to de-designation but these agencies still have time gtaefes ag S ?oac?w m?n%?’nes since
to be turned around. If you collected this type of status on the agencies, differen?lp itoring
over time you could see what is leading to failures in the field or the No chan Ye.to the MSP
solution to save the agencies. g :
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER [STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

It’s difficult to determine what quarter a particular agency will be
OFFICIAL: monitored in the future especially since we work with auditing firm for The intent is to create a plan. We

10.1 Patricia Swa.rtz NJ part of the monitoring. However, our State knows which agencies will be would expect a state to have some
monitored each year. Add an alternative option for indicating the fiscal idea and/or be able to estimate.
year?

OFFICIAL: Ml - . . .
101 | Assoc. Kate MI 10.10 Recommend that an additional Yes/ No question be added.af'ter The statute is referenced in the
y « 2
White 10.10, “ Does the process followed comport with CSBG Act requirements? guestions.

This question must be removed. It is too detailed for a block grant, and an
inappropriate expectation of States. Monitoring schedules are dynamic

10.1 OFFICIAL: Tikki MN and fluid based on a complex reality of factors including agency and staff Monitoring of ees is statutorily

: Brown availability, agency risk-level, board meeting schedules, weather and required.
more. If this question is removed, consider adding a dropdown option of
"Biennially" or "per contract period" for states that do it this way.
MN's state statute and rule specify that the local political subdivision
designates the local CAA, and the state recognizes this designation. So, we
10.10 OFFICIAL: Tikki MN would check "no" under the current wording, even though the state See item 71 below. (This item is out
i Brown statute and provision define processes for designagtion and recognition. of order.)
Reword this question to acknowledge states such as MN who have their
own set-up.
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Section 10.11. It appears from 45 CFR 101(d)(1) that 45 CFR 200.302(a) duestion ont ZOCJFe.ﬁ ; ‘?I'('.'Ch 3é31/tlt5h’
does not apply to states. 45 CFR 101(d)(1) specifies that “Except for response: IS talking about the
. ts of the Uniform
§75.202 and §875.351 through 75.353 of subpart D of this part, the requiremen .
requirements in subpart C of this part, subpart D of this part, and subpart Guidance that are applicable to
10.11 OFFICIAL: MA | 9 |E of this part d | he foll ' (1) Th ’ block States or other direct grantees, we
’ CAPLAW part do not apply to the following programs: (. ) The block grant should be referring to the HHS
awards authorized by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 . . .
. . - . adoption of the Uniform Guidance at
(including Community Services, except to the extent that the cost and 45 CFR Part 75."
sccounin standards of I aooh Lo subreclients o Communty Change (o MSP:upcated 10,10 and
e ) 10.11 and 10.12.
OFFICIAL: This portion is not completed by the State contact, but by another entity Is a requirement. See item 12 below.
10.11 | September Ml | 10 |within the Lead Agency (DHS). It will not be easy to incorporate into the May need TA.
Ward state plan. No change to the MSP.
OFFICIAL: Section 10, Item 10.11 or as its own item, should address the F_ederal
10.11 Annette. NY |11 Funding Accour)tablllty and Transpare_ncy Act (FFATA). It may include Only comment on this
: Marchese adequate tracking of funds for reporting as well as a question on whether )
the State’s FFATA reporting is current.
This may be problematic for state CSBG programs that give smaller awards Referred question to state
OFFICIAL: to eligible entities. Those state offices may not be the state entity that assessment team 3/31/15; response
10.12 Jennifer NE |12 |issues the management letter. It may not be easy for state offices to know 45d is that the question is not clear and
Dreilbis this information and report it if CSBG is not identified in the audit as a the commenter may need TA.
major program. No change to the MSP.
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

James Leary

to be uploaded in the response?"

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
OFFICIAL: Joan
A. Lee, Reference is made to pre-populating Item 14.7 on page 26. The .
10.13 Executive LA | 13 |interactive pre-populated cross reference indicates Section 10, Question ggaﬁgfe%grnscz |(;1 hig‘:’ne (i 41 (;'12 to
Director, 10.12, Page 20. Should the pre-populated response be 10.13? : e
CENLA CAA
&FeFrlggi'\tI; | am not sure how realistic it is to have the State come onsite every year to
10.13 Collins, e |1 d)(()o:z\)(r)%wew of each agency’s Organizational Performance Standards. orgas;irsjclzlards See organziational standards section
’ Executive Would ar | online desk . b idered with th N 6, item 1.
Director. CAP Would annual online desktop reviews be considered with the onsite visit assessment
of Mid’—NE once every three years?
. 10.14 Recommend that states be required to have written policies and N .
10.14 (?A‘FSFSIOCCIAII(“:A,IC\SI M |15 procedures detailing how will meet the requirement that states are to ig;sr;]rzgiglltsvmesbzl?getr;ﬁis rocess
: Wh’ite consider feedback from eligible entities before adjusting the plan and that is covered b’ the ACSI surve p
the process is timely and sufficient as a practical matter. Y y.
10.14 Performance Management Adjustment associated with the State The intent of the question is to
monitoring procedures and plan: We hope that it is the intent of OCS to encourage the state to improve upon
10.14 OFFICIAL: Paul vT |16 allow a State to make necessary adjustments to its monitoring schedule monitoring activities in the next plan,
ragon etween the time of the plan and the time of the report. And that the ased on feedback on activities in
: D bet the ti f the pl dtheti f th t. And that th based on feedback tivities i
goals of transparency and documentation that the State is held to in terms the last plan. The state is not
of compliance, rather than strict schedules. required to make an adjustment.
10.2 webinar: NY |17 MSP question 10.2 do you want the actual monitoring instruments/tools Training issue
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
10.2 Inconsistent. Suggestion to have state be more accountable by
. aligning question 10.2 to State Accountability Measure 4Sal(ii) by asking if The MSP does not track .
OFFICIAL: CA the State disseminate monitoring reports to local entities within 60 performance, so we don't want to
10.2 Assoc., CA |18 ask about past performance. We are

Adrienne Rolka

calendar days? Yes or No? And if No, than in a sub-item question ask the
State to explain how they plan to meet the accountability measure in the

future.

just asked about state procedures.

No change to MSP.
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER [STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

(Also see Section 8, item 15.) In
response to many comments asking
for clarity and consistency, we have
revised references to TAPs and QIPs
in MSP section 6, and items 8.1, 8.2
and 10.5, and in associated
accountability measures 6Sb(i) and
(ii). We are not associating a
timeframe with TAPs or QIPs. In
addition, we are combining 6Sb(i)

webinar: Again | am confused between a technical assistance Plan (TAP) & a QIP. and (ii) into one measure to clarify
10.5 Ditzah MA | 19 |We have been using the QIP with expected timeframes up to a year our intent is only to ensure States are
Wooden-Wade depending on the issue when issuing our monitoring reports following up on any un-met

standards. Finally, we are providing
definitions for the terms with the
state accountability measures.
Change to AM 65(b)(i) and (ii): The
combined measure now reads "The
State had in place Technical
assistance plans (TAPs) and Quality
Improvement Plans (QIPs) for all
eligible entities with unmet
standards."
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Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER [STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

Because of the concerns about listing
agencies with serious deficiencies in a
public plan, confusion over the
definition of "serious deficiency" for
CSBG, and the of diversity in corrective
action practices across the network, we
have removed the data collection table
from the Model State Plan and also
adjusted the questions and associated
accountability measures to focus on
Quality Improvement Plans rather than
"serious deficiencies." OCS expects to
collect specific information about the
agencies on QIPs in the annual report, a

I still have unreadiness about sharing the serious deficiencies as part of practice suggested by commenters.
webinar: the state plan recognizing that the expectation is to have input on the Change to MSP: Under item 10.5,
10.5 Ditzah MA | 20 |state plan...I heard the comments about having the table for internal use removed the table for States to list
Wooden-Wade but that makes me question why it should be in the state plan. | think we eligible entities with serious deficiencies.
can consider another option for providing this information to OCS. Instead, requesting the number of

eligible entities on a Quality
Improvement Plan.

Change to 4Sal(iii): The measure now
reads "The State reported eligible
entities on Quality Improvement Plans to
OCS within 60 calendar days of the State
approving the QIP."

Further Discussion: are we missing
anything by only having States report
QIPs in the MSP? Do we need to capture
category of ee that the state may be
moving toward funding termination
without using a QIP first?
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have a QIP and that the State move straight to termination in funding?

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Due to the confusion around the
term "serious deficiency," we have
S For State Accountability Measure 4Sc it would be good to add the word largely removed the conp_ept from
webinar: Rita Wempi g 1M 8 R . the MSP and accountability
10.5 TX |21 |"serious" in front of deficiencies. Also, be sure MSP used serious .
Garza deficiencies term measures. Since QIPs are developed
) because of deficiencies, the term can
stand alone here w/o adding
"serious".
webinar: Rita | am confused between a technical assistance Plan (TAP) & a QIP. We have
10.5 Garzé TX |22 |been using the QIP with expected timeframes up to a year depending on See item 19.
the issue when issuing our monitoring reports
MSP question 10.5 in the introductory language please make clear this
webinar: Rita only applies to eligible entities that are on a QIP not for regular monitoring .
105 Garza ™ |23 findings. Is that correct? Does the serious deficiency have to lead to a QIP See item 20 above.
in order for us to report it in 10.5?
We had the category of agencies
with serious deficiences but not on
QIPs in the "serious deficiencies"
table, but now that table is removed
10.5 webinar: NY |24 | do not see questions related to are there any eligible entities that did not in the new draft. We were assuming

that most states will put agencies on
QIPs. We will see if this will suffice or
if missing the category of agencies
moving toward termination without
aQIPis a problem?
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MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
webinar: Though the serious deficiency list won't be available through OLDC . . .
: : . h 5 S
10.5 Jennifer ks |25[won tfthﬁt |Snfo be ISUbi)eCt to oper]I rﬁlco]rcds requests: 'I('jhen t9o, havmg_lt as See item 20 above.
Sexson p_aLtto" the State Plan but not available for inspection doesn't seem quite
right.
OFFICIAL:
Martha Question 10.5 Serious Deficiencies - recommend changing opening
supa.dope.pha header to read “Serious Deficiencies Related to Quality Improvement
10.5 t.cack 26 |Plan” so that States know this is not related to just any monitoring finding, See item 20 above.
[mailto:hishop but only related to serious deficiencies that are part of a Quality
e3@gmail.com Improvement Plan.
OFFICIAL: Question 10.5 Serious Deficiencies - Comment is related to the part of the
Martha ) question that reads “Subtotal number of QIPs related to organizational
supa.dope.pha standards” sort of implies that if an eligible entity has failed to meet one
10.5 f cack 27 (o several organizational standards, they are then to t?e put on a Qqallty See item 20 above.
[mailto:hisho Improvement Plan. However, IM 138 does not make it an automatic that
3@ m.ail corrr)1 in cases where an eligible entity does not meet an organizational standard
& ) that then they have to be put on a Quality Improvement Plan.
Recommend putting clarifying language.
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COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

10.5

OFFICIAL: CAP

DC

28

Section 10.5. Remove this table and do not require the State to list the
names of the eligible entities that currently have one or more unresolved
series deficiencies (and by extension, currently under a Quality
Improvement Plan) as of the date of the submission of this State Plan. The
reporting by eligible entity names goes beyond the purpose and intent of
the State Plan. The State Plan is the document that describes how the
State plans to operate and implement CSBG for the upcoming period. It is
available for public comment and the State is to engage the CSBG Network
in its development. As such, the Plan should not include the list of eligible
entities in a QIP. While the State Accountability Measures do require
states to report serious deficiencies, it does not require them to do so
within the State Plan. The State Plan is a document that requires a public
hearing and is a proposed plan of action. Such collection would be better
suited in the Annual Report or other reports states provide to OCS as a
result of monitoring. In addition, while the Model State Plan proposes
that table 10.5 will only be available to states and OCS within the OLDC
system, access to reported information in the State Plan may occur though
unintended means, disclosing sensitive information to unintended
sources.

Endorsed:
NASCSP,
CAPLAW

See item 20 above.
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COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

10.5

OFFICIAL: CAP

DC

29

Section 1.5. Change the definition of serious deficiency. The definition of
“serious deficiency” used in the State Accountability Measures (and by default
in the model state plan) is not appropriate and using it as currently written will
lead to confusion, inconsistencies in reporting and monitoring, and needs to
be changed. As noted in the draft State Accountability Measures, a serious
deficiency “means a finding that the Eligible Entity is not in compliance with
Federal or State laws or eligible entity bylaws; or that the Eligible Entity has
committed fraud, is in financial difficulty, or is not able to provide services.”
While violations of Federal or State laws, fraud, and the inability to provide
services are serious and should rise to serious deficiency, not being in
compliance with organizational bylaws is not appropriate and needs to be
removed. Bylaws are an internal governance document, covering a range of
issues and vary by organization. In addition, bylaws can be changed by an
organization following their amendment clause procedures leading to shifting
baselines in measurement. In addition, as the Partnership recommended in its
May 29, 2014 memo on the Draft IM regarding Organizational Standards
Implementation, “Carefully and only when intentional, use the term
‘deficiency’. This term carries significant weight in the Network and should be
used carefully and only (when) the full weight and intent of the term is
needed.” Not being in compliance with one’s bylaws does not rise to this level
and we strongly urge changing the definition of significant deficiency.

Endorsed:
NASCSP
same as CAP #21

See item 20 above.
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COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

10.5

Acct.
Measures: CAP

DC

30

Measure 6Sb (ii). Remove the connection between a QIP and State
Adopted Organizational Standards. QIPs are put into place when an
eligible entity has serious issues related to legal requirements or viability
(of the entity or program). Not meeting State Adopted Organizational
Standards (which are outside statute or OMB requirements) should result
in a Technical Assistance Plan with time to improve. Serious deficiencies
(as defined in the draft measures) may fall outside of the State Adopted
Organizational Standards, and the Standards should not be used to define
Serious Deficiencies. As noted above in comment (3 - see comment on
3Sc under 8.1), the Partnership has serious concerns about the current
definition of Serious Deficiency and recommends changes to the language.

6Sb(ii)

TAP/QIP. See Item 19 above.

10.5

Acct.
Measures: CAP

DC

31

Footnote 18. The draft language in footnote 18 referenced in 6Sa (ii)
[typo: 65b(ii)]should clarify that both technical assistance plans and quality
improvement plans will at some future point be reported on a semi-
annual basis. As currently written, the draft language in footnote is vague
because it references 6Sa(ii) dealing with quality improvement plans but
does not specifically mention that technical assistance plans will at some
future point be reported on a semi-annual basis.

6Sb(ii) (and
possibly 6Sb(i))

TAP/QIP. See Item 19 above.
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10.5 NCAF

DC

32

Section 10.5. Requires the State to list the names of the eligible entities
that currently have one or more unresolved “serious deficiencies” as of
the date of the submission of this State Plan.

Recommendation 2. We recommend omitting this section entirely. It is a
report.

We respectfully disagree with the OCS assertion that this report if
unchanged would not be a publicly revealed because the data entry would
be hidden when the HHS system generates a report. At the required public
hearing, any observer can tell that an item in the numbering sequence is
omitted and make inquiries or assumptions. To the extent state or federal
monitoring reports are subject to FOIA, reports like section 10.5 will be
public and the plan’s electronic system cannot increase their secrecy.
However, every state will be arousing suspicion by would-be muckrakers
because the item is hidden whether it is empty or not.

Since each plan at item 10.4 contains the information about resources to
be devoted to improving local and agency operations, the essential
information for the public and for the OCS reviewer - how a proposed plan
improves performance - is clearly available.

See item 20 above.
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MSP | COMMENTER [STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

6Sb (ii). Remove the connection between a QIP and State Adopted
Organizational Standards. QIPs are put into place when an eligible entity
has serious issues related to legal requirements or viability (of the entity or

Accoun. program). Not meeting State Adopted Organizational Standards (which are
10.5 Measures: DC | 33 |outside statute or OMB requirements) should result in a Technical 6Sb(ii) TAP/QIP. See Item 19 above.
NCAF Assistance Plan with time to improve. Serious deficiencies (as defined in

the draft measures) may fall outside of the State Adopted Organizational
Standards, and the Standards should not be used to define Serious
Deficiencies.
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COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

10.5

OFFICIAL:
NASCSP

DC

34

NASCSP also echoes suggestions provided by the Community Action
Partnership’s COE with regards to Section 10.5. “Remove this table and do
not require the State to list the names of the eligible entities that currently
have one or more unresolved series deficiencies (and by extension, currently
under a Quality Improvement Plan) as of the date of the submission of this
State Plan. The reporting by eligible entity names goes beyond the purpose
and intent of the State Plan.

The State Plan is the document that describes how the State plans to operate
and implement CSBG for the upcoming period. It is available for public
comment and the State is to engage the CSBG Network in its development. As
such, the Plan should not include the list of eligible entities in a QIP. While the
State Accountability Measures do require States to report serious deficiencies,
it does not require them to do so within the State Plan. The State Plan is a
document that requires a public hearing and is a proposed plan of action.
Such collection would be better suited in the Annual Report or other reports
States provide to OCS as a result of monitoring. In addition, while the Model
State Plan proposes that table 10.5 will only be available to States and OCS
within the OLDC system, access to reported information in the State Plan may
occur though unintended means, disclosing sensitive information to
unintended sources.”

Same as CAP #18

See item 20 above.

10.5

OFFICIAL:
NASCSP

DC

35

NASCSP echoes suggestions provided by the Community Action
Partnership’s COE with regards to Section 10.5. “Change the definition of
serious deficiency. The definition of “serious deficiency” used in the State
Accountability Measures (and by default in the model state plan) is not
appropriate and using it as currently written will lead to confusion,
inconsistencies in reporting and monitoring, and needs to be changed....

Same as CAP #19

See item 20 above.

Section 10

84 of 178

01/25/2021



Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO
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10.5

OFFICIAL:
CAPLAW

MA

36

Section 10.5. CAPLAW echoes and agrees with comments from NCAF and the
Partnership that Table 10.5 should be removed from the Model State Plan. As
noted by the Partnership,

[Tlhe reporting of eligible entity names goes beyond the purpose and intent of
the State Plan. The State Plan is the document that describes how the State
plans to operate and implement CSBG for the upcoming period. It is available
for public comment and the State is to engage the CSBG Network in its
development. As such, the Plan should not include the list of eligible entities
in a QIP. While the State Accountability Measures do require states to report
serious deficiencies, it does not require them to do so within the State Plan.
The State Plan is a document that requires a public hearing and is a proposed
plan of action.

As noted by NCAF, even if states will be able to print out a version of the state
plan without Table 10.5, the state plan and that table would likely be subject
to both state and federal Freedom of Information Act requests.

See item 20 above.

10.5

OFFICIAL:
CAPLAW

MA

37

Also, as CAPLAW has commented in our feedback on the State and Federal
Accountability Measures, to the extent that the term “serious deficiency”
is to be used in the CSBG Model State Plan and State and Federal
Accountability Measures, CAPLAW recommends that this definition be
revised and more closely aligned with the federal CSBG Act and OCS'’s
interpretation of the CSBG Act in Information Memorandum (IM) 116....
See CAPLAW Memo

Same as CAPLAW
comment on
accoun.
Measures

See item 20 above.
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Account.
10.5 Measures:
Verna Best

NC

38

Agency Risk Status should not be included in the state plan. By virture of
the fact that the state plan is intended to be widely publicized and
disseminated document; disclosing risk level in this manner may have an
adverse impact on inidividual agencies and the network as a whole. While
it is public information, we suggest an alternative reporting format such as
the quarterly call/report format used by some OCS Program Specialists. It
is noted that the Serious Deficiency Table would only be available to
States adn OCS in the Online Data Collection System (OLDC) which seems
to support why it should be included as part of the State Plan. All
information included in the State Plan should be accessible to all
stakeholders on the federal, state adn local levels.

4Sc, 45d

See item 20 above.

Section 10

86 of 178

01/25/2021



Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
QIP - Quality Improvement Plan: Does that relate to all the findings and
issues identified at the agency? or Does it relate to one finding? A
typically monitoring report could contain several findings with a request
for several quality improvement plans. If our State counts each finding
with a corresponding QIP separately and a different State counts each
monitoring report (several findings) with a corresponding QIP as one, we
are not measurjng the same betwegn States.
itige/l}\ggnitgcre]f IEiE%EiA,QAlgmdmg Qlp See items 19 and 20. Removing the
OFFICIAL: A 10/1/15 1 Cost Allocation 1 QIP Seﬁﬁf:;':jvt&bs'g Stzg{foﬂelaor ;hr']zw
10.5 | September | MI |39 |A 10/1/15 1Board 1QIP oﬁiy aske for the nﬂmber of eos on
Ward Total QIP for State A 3 QIP QIPs, (whether it is one or several,
B 11/1/15 10 Over Income 1 QIP according to state procedures).
Cost Allocation
Board
Total QIP for StateB 1 QIP
Note: State A has 3 QIPs and State B has 1 QIP but State A has 3 serious
deficiencies while State B has 10. The Model State Plan is calculating the
QIP total.
The chart seems to be missing data elements. A column for the date of
OFFICIAL: the serious deficiency or deficiencies was communicated to the eligible See item 20. We are simplifying for
10.5 | September Ml |40 |entity (date of monitoring report) is needed. If the answer is yes to a QIP, the MSP and may ask more detail in
Ward then a statement on action steps and timeframe to make corrections the Annual report.
would be helpful and a statement on the progress of the action steps.
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OFFICIAL: If the Stat_es are only (eporting serious deficiencies, chances are the Commenter is.referencing item 4.
10.5 Septembér Ml | a1 [28ENCY V\(|II be de—de5|gnat_ed. The OLDC System does not coII_ect enough 0OcCs §10e§ not mtgnd to gather
’ Ward information before an at risk agency is reporting to having serious detailed information on the status of
deficiencies and major problems. (See solution in comment on 10.1) all entities in the MSP.
As the State enters serious deficiencies in the OLDC System, it would be
helpful to upload the monitoring report and field notes. Since this
information is being submitted to you in real time, it would be helpful if a
federal opinion could be rendered in real time as well. A Column in the
OFFICIAL: system labeled Federal Review (Approved, Pending, or Denied) would help
10.5 | September MI | 42 |the States implement the next action steps; training or de-designation. See item 41 and item 4.
Ward Access to information comes with responsibility - How can you use this
information to help the States to expedient corrective action? I've made
one suggestion. The OLDC System will help State and Federal regulators
to be on the same page but both will need to know to work together as
the information is shared.
Since the Model State Plan (MSP) is a point in time reporting, the OCS §d|ntent |s_1;or .the Sltate tz
OFFICIAL: monitoring schedule for CAAs, whether organizational standards, or the prov!de a monitoring F.a? an "
10.5 Ditzah MA | 43 |planned triennial monitoring, will not be in alignment. Reporting of the ptr)OVIt € I‘C‘F?me mr|1n|ma N cl{;im(aj tﬁn
Wooden-Wade State’s CAAs with deficiencies, coupled with TAPs/QIPs, the state would a (e)gti(?ns vaéllemea:se ?Iergzclcgrd'nel
not have the information readily available to report out on the MSP. (S](leje item 20 and 19 u Ingly-
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There should be another mechanism outside of the MSP to report on CAAs
OFFICIAL: with “serious” deficiencies. Working with agencies requiring significant
10.5 Ditzah MA [ 44 |assistance to correct or address their issues should be reported outside See CAP item 20.
Wooden-Wade the MSP, since oftentimes the assistance required is a :work-in-progress”
over time.
10.5 Recommend removal. The State Plan is a public document and
OFFICIAL: CA despite being able to print out a copy of the Plan without this table, if will
10.5 Assoc., CA | 45 |still be able to be access in its original form by the public. If leaving in, OCS Agreed. See item 20.
Adrienne Rolka must define Serious Deficiencies to ensure uniform reporting of
deficiencies from States.
OFFICIAL: CA 10.5 Table discrepancy. Under the column labeled “Eligible Entity” in Table .
10.5 Assoc., CA |46(10.5, dropdown choices refer to item 4.1 when it should refer to item 5.1, Correct; however, Table under 10.5
. . now removed.
Adrienne Rolka we believe.
10.5 Utility Improvement. In alignment with the suggestion above to
OFFICIAL: CA define Serious Deficiencies, suggestion to provide dropdown options in the
10.5 Assoc., CA | 47 |column label “Serious Deficiency” in Table 10.5 in accordance with See item 20.
Adrienne Rolka predefined “Serious Deficiencies.” Also, suggestion to put “or deficiencies”
in parentheses for clarity.
OFFICIAL: Need a definition for serious deficiencies. Are they serious deficiencies serious
10.5 . . : NJ |48 [from past monitoring, from their audits or both? You may want to add . See item 20.
Patricia Swartz . . a5 deficiency
check off with these options listed?
OFFICIAL: MI 10.5 Recommend more guidance be provided in the model state plan on
: the distinction between “deficiencies” (in 10.4) and “serious deficiencies” serious .
10.5 | Assoc, Kate Ml |49],. d : hich toring findi it h defici See item 20.
White (in 10.5} so states can etermlne whic monitoring findings will trigger the eficiency
QIPs , timetable and reporting required under 10.5 & 10.6
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OFFICIAL: Paul 10.5 Serious Deficiencies: Thank you for protecting sensitive information in serious .
10.5 Dragon VT |50 a public state plan. deficiency See item 20.

This table must be removed. With the Freedom of Information Act, it
seems very unlikely that this information, if provided, could be protected.

10.5 OFFEAL' Tikki MN | 51 |Further, serious deficiences is not defined and reporting it to OCS viaa 2 See item 20.
rown . .
year plan does not allow for the most current, up-to-date information
which is critical.
10.6 wetgr;:?zré Rita TX |52 |MSP is missing question 10.6, goes from 10.5 to 10.7. Updated
See item 20. Plus, due to concerns
Measure 4Sa (iii). Remove the requirement to require the State to report and confusion over the definition of
serious deficiencies to OCS as currently defined. As defined in Footnote 9 "serious deficiencies," we have
of Appendix 2 of the Draft State and Federal Accountability Measures, changed the measure to "Quality
Acct serious deficiencies are broad in scope and will lead to confusion, 45aliii): serious Improvement Plan."
10.6 Measures:- CAP DC |53 |micromanagement, and inconsistency of monitoring. As such, having deﬁéienc Change to State Measure 4Sal(iii):
) States report eligible entities with this broad definition of serious Y |The measure now reads "The State
deficiency will lead to eligible entities being reported for what could easily reported eligible entities on Quality
be issues related to calendar and scheduling, rather than focused on Improvement Plans to OCS within 30
issues related to risk and viability. calendar days of the State approving

the QIP."
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10.6

Acct.
Measures: CAP

DC

54

Measure 4Sa (iii) and accompanying Footnote 9. Change the definition of
serious deficiency. The definition of “serious deficiency” used in the State
Accountability Measures (and by default in the Model State Plan) needs to be
changed to reflect true serious issues related to risk and viability. The current
definition expands beyond the scope of serious deficiencies and using it as
currently written will lead to confusion and inconsistencies in reporting and
monitoring. As defined in Footnote 9 in the draft State Accountability
Measures, a serious deficiency “means a finding that the Eligible Entity is not
in compliance with Federal or State laws or eligible entity bylaws; or that the
Eligible Entity has committed fraud, is in financial difficulty, or is not able to
provide services.” While violations Federal or State laws, fraud, and inability to
provide services are serious and should rise to serious deficiency, not being in
compliance with organizational bylaws is not appropriate and needs to be
removed. Bylaws are internal governance documents that vary by
organization in the type and number of issues included. In addition, bylaws
can be changed by an organization following their amendment clause
procedures leading to shifting baselines in measurement. As the Partnership
recommended in its May 29, 2014 memo on the Draft IM regarding
Organizational Standards Implementation, “Carefully and only when
intentional, use the term ‘deficiency’. This term carries significant weight in
the Network and should be used carefully and only (when) the full weight and
intent of the term is needed.” Not being in compliance with one’s bylaws
does not rise to this level and we strongly urge changing the definition of
significant deficiency.

Account.
Measure 4Sa(iii)
(Same as CAP
#19)

See item 53 above.
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4Sa (iii). We urge OCS to remove the requirement that the State report
Accoun. serious deficiencies to OCS “s currently defined. As defined in Footnote 9 45aliii): serious
10.6 Measures: DC |55 |of Appendix 2 of the Draft State and Federal Accountability Measures, deﬁéienc See item 53 above.
NCAF “serious deficiencies” are broad in scope and will lead to confusion, y
micromanagement, and inconsistency of monitoring.
4Sa (iii). We urge a change in the definition of serious deficiency. The
definition of “serious deficiency” used in the State Accountability
Measures needs to reflect truly serious issues related to imminent risk and
viability. However, as defined in Footnote 9 in the draft State
Accountability Measures, a serious deficiency “means a finding that the
Accoun Eligjble Entity is not in complignce Wi.th Federal or State laws or (.elig.ible ' '
10.6 Measures: Dc |56 g_nt'!ty bylaw§, or that the Ellglple Ent-lty has”commltted fraud, is in financial 4Sa(|||'),_ser|ous See item 53 above.
NCAF |f'f'|.culty, oris nc_>t able tp prQV|de services. deficiency
While the other items- violations of Federal or State laws, fraud, and
inability to provide services are serious and should rise to serious
deficiency - not being in compliance with organizational bylaws is not
comparable and should be removed. Bylaws are internal governance
documents that vary by organization in the type and number of issues
included.
Accoun.
10.6 Measures: DC |57 [We endorse the measures 4B through 4D. 4sb and. d;
supportive
NCAF
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Recommend that the definition be more descriptive. For example, in
financial difficulty is somewhat subjective. Not making payroll because
the fiscal office didn’t request cash or the receipt of cash was later than
Accoun usual doesn’t necessarily mean an entity is in a serious deficiency
10.6 |Measures: Gaill 1L |58 S|tua.t|on.dH§vyever, |f th|§ is falrIIy cobmlmon theg thebentlty is n:jost :H;]ely |?] 453(||f!i);_ser|ous See item 53 above.
Gedges a serious deficiency situation. Also, bylaws need to be removed. Althoug eficiency

the bylaws are critical to the operation of the governing board/advisory
board, being in noncompliance with everything included in good bylaws
does not constitute being a serious deficiency. Also, bylaws can easily be
amended to bring the entity into compliance.
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Another concern we would like to address is language related to Grantee
Monitoring and Corrective Action. State Accountability Measure 4Sa. iii.
refers to “serious deficiencies” which are defined as a finding that the
Eligible Entity is not in compliance with Federal or State laws or eligible
entity bylaws; or that the Eligible Entity has committed fraud, is in financial
difficulty, or is not able to provide services. This language seems to go
A beyond what is required under the CSBG Act and IM 116, which do not
ccoun. . . . - . .
M . include compliance as it relates to eligible entity bylaws nor does it allow
easures: . . e . . R .
States to consider financial difficulty or the ability to provide services in its | 4Sal(iii); serious .
10.6 |Josh Summers,| OH |59 I . hi b bl - f ber of defici See item 53 above.
OH CA compliance review. This can be problematic for a number of reasons. For eficiency
A e example States may not be equipped to review eligible entity bylaws to
ssociation . . .
determine compliance nor should bylaws be considered as part of a
compliance review as they are internal governance documents that can be
modified. Additionally, consideration of “financial difficulty” and “ability to
provide services” are overly broad and could be used inappropriately to
terminate or reduce funding of an eligible entity. Determining financial
difficulty and ability to provide services is entirely subjective and should
not be included as criteria for reporting a serious deficiency.
Accoun. e
10.6 Measures: MA | 60 |See CAPLAW memo. 453((;%)C,i2irclous See item 53 above.
CAPLAW ¥
OFFICIAL: Section 10.7 should include a question asking whether the state has This question would be appropriate
10.7 CAPLAW. MA | 61 |withheld any funding from an eligible entity without first following the for the Annual Report, which will
procedures required by 676(b)(8) and 678C. have a separate OMB clearance.
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OFFICIAL: CA . 3 . . The assurance is required;.the intent
10.7 Assoc. cA |62 107 Recommend removql. Do not see the practical utility for item 10.7 if is to mte_grate assurances |r_1to the
’ Adrienne ﬁolka it is just a yes or no question already addressed by an assurance. afpropnate content areas in the
plan.
10.7 This is a very important assurance for CAAs made by the states.
OFFICIAL: MI Partic'ularly for CAAs in states that the lead agency is not familiar with ' _
10.7 | Assoc K;ate M |63 applying the unique procedures mandated under the CSBG Act. We believe the assurance is enough
’ Wh’ite Recommend that, in addition to the language provided, the section for the MSP.
requires that the notice and hearing provided comports with CSBG
standards, and that “cause” is defined within the intent of the CSBG Act.
OFFICIAL:
10.10.| September MI | 64 [What is Re-Designation? Training issue.
Ward
10.11 OFFICIAL: Sections 10.11 and 10.12. References to 2 CFR Part 200 in sec}'ions 10.11 _
10‘.12’ CAPLAW. MA [ 65 |and 10.12 should be changed to 45 CFR Part 75, the HHS version of the See item 9.
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Comment: OCS may want to consider further defining “serious deficiency”
to limit it to very serious deficiencies related to fraud, waste, or abuse or is
in financial difficulty, or is not able to provide services or has not complied

OFFICIAL: with Federal laws or State laws related to x,y,z (specify). The way it reads
Martha now leaves it wide open for States to use even minor non-compliance
10.5 / supa.dope.pha issues to find that an e!igible er]tity‘has a serio.us deﬁcien'cy and to start Account _
16 6 t.cack 66 |down the road of funding termination. What is the true intent of this measures 45a(iii) See item 53 above.
| [mailto:hishop accountability measure? | think some serious deliberation needs to be
e3@gmail.com given to coming up with a tighter more narrow definition of serious
deficiency. Perhaps, it could even include consulting with OCS for
concurrence that an issue/finding or findings is in OCS’s opinion a “serious
deficiency” that merits being defined as a serious deficiency. Also, this
needs to some way tie to IM 116.
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

10.5
and
6.4

NCAF

DC

67

A related concern [to item 25] - the definition of deficiencies: When OCS
develops the alternative, a report or monitoring form amendment with
respect to requiring report on subgrantees with ‘serious” deficiencies as a
substitute for this item misplaced in the Plan, we urge the OCS to amend
the definition of this term. The new definition is found, inappropriately we
believe, in the proposed performance standards. Please see our comment
regarding the inappropriate inclusion of the agency by-laws in the
deficiency definition category in the attached document commenting on
performance standards.

This recommended change will also affect Item 6.4 of the plan regarding
technical assistance by the state. We urge replacing the term “corrective
action” with “improvement”. The term corrective action is tied to a Quality
Improvement Plan in IM 116 and in related sections of the federal Uniform
Administrative regulation and carries connotations of major dysfunction.
The OCS 2014 IM 138 on standards and technical assistance references
Technical Assistance Plans (Taps) for eligible entities not meeting
Standards, whether or not they have serious shortcomings, as is
appropriate.

serious
deficiency

See items 19 and 20 above.

10.5,
10.12

Account.
Measures:
Verna Best

NC

68

Expectations in 4Sc and 45d should be clarified as additional information
seems to be contained in the footnotes but not the actual language of the
measure.

4Sc, 45d

Training and TA issue.
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Remove the requirement to requre the State to report serious deficiencies
to OCS as currently defined. Footnotes 10 and 12 are vague and alarming.
It is inappropriate to use the State accountability measures as a tool for
10.5 Account. communication between States and OCS about elig‘ible entities with 4saliii); serious
10.6’ Measures: MN | 69 |serious deficiencies. First such information is sensitive and needs to be deﬁcie,nc . ASc See item 20.
: Tikki Brown kept private, adn seems likely to be subject to Freedom of Information Act Y;
(FOIA) requests. Secondly, the resolution of loca eligible entity deficiencies
is ongoing and dynamic, and thus is inappropriate for inclusion an annual
or biannual plan (which represents a point-in-time only).
10.5? Wes?('gglz:c?th' SD |70("11.2 What about TAP's ... you mention exemption of QIP's & CAP's" TAP/QIP. See Item 19 above.
We received several comments on
the intent of these questions, and to
Sections 10.8, 10.9 and 10.10. Add comment boxes as some States do not allow states to provide additional
10.8 have a guiding state statute for CSBG or a state rule (only the authority as information rather than just yes/no,
10'9’ OFFICIAL: pc |71 lead agency). These items are included in a state plan as the authority and particularly if they don't have statute
10 '16 NASCSP any policy manual the state may have but the YES/NO only boxes would or regs on these specific areas.
: make it look like as though States do not have these required items in Change to MSP: added option to add
place. cite to law/regs or to explain state
procedures in the absence of state
regs/law.
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP | COMMENTER |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

10.8 Does the state CSBG statute or regulations provide for the

designation of new eligible entities

10.9 “"”" de-designation
10.8, OFFICIAL: 10.10 “"” process for de-designation
10.9, Jennifer NE |72 |The wording of these might be confusing to states that do not have See item 71.
10.10 Dreilbis separate statutes or regulations relating to CSBG. For example, states may

follow the federal CSBG Act, Informational Memorandums (like IM 116)

and Dear Colleague letters to manage situations like designation or de-

designation.

. 10.8 - 10.10 Recommend removal or change. Do not see the practical
183’ OF'ZSCSIQl" CA cA |73 utility or purpose in these items if a State says yes or no. If yes, the(e _is no See item 71
10 '16 Adrienne Iiolka request for a link to statutes or regulations. If no, does it matter or is it :
: even required since there is no reference to the CSBG Act.

10.8, 10.9, 10.10: State statute or regulations that provide for designation
10.8 or de-designation of eligible entities: Our State has general language in
10'9’ OFFICIAL: Paul VT |74 statute, but has relied on the clear _ . See item 71
10:16 Dragon requirements of the federal CSBG Statute and IMs issued by the Office of :

Community Services. These seem to be sufficient. Is it the intent that the
State now have more specific regulations at the State level?
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Section 10
Fiscal Controls and Monitoring

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

Gen

NCAF

DC

75

The treatment of monitoring findings and reports in the Model Plan: The
Model Plan proposed contains two items that are purely reporting elements
on past or current activities. These data are misplaced in a Plan; plan content
should address [and in the case of the proposed model, does with these two
glaring exceptions] proposed activities and resources devoted to continuing or
changing conditions.

Grantees should be reporting on conditions related to local and state
management issues regularly in a different format. The Plan document cannot
serve as a substitute for OCS collection and review of both annual reports and
monitoring reports from the state. We are certain the federal oversight and
monitoring system already encompasses authority to collect information
separately on state corrective action of its operations and on state-monitored
local performance, oversight and, where needed, improvement.

See item 20 above.

Gen

OFFICIAL:
NASCSP

DC

76

Since the State Plan is submitted by States either annually or biennially
and the request for the list of agencies is as the date of the submission of
the State Plan, OCS should consider allowing States to provide or submit
this information through another mechanism that not only provides point
in time status but allows for reporting of regular updates and resolution.

See item 20 above.

new

Accoun.
Measures:
NCAF

DC

77

4S Recommendation: under #4 an important addition would be: Has the
state implemented standard monitoring practices and definitions to
ensure eligible entities and other grantees are monitored in a uniform and
standardized manner by all personnel?

4S

This is a good point, but seems like
too much detail for the MSP. Quality
of monitoring staff might be a good
issue to raise in the ACSI survey.
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Section 11
Eligible Entity Tripartite Board

MSP | COMMENTER | STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Maybe a list of Ees from earlier could be prepopulated here so that . . .
- : OCS's itent is to get some basic
OFFICIAL: each can be checked. Otherw]se you'll have all three checked and information about State policies and
11.1 Barbara PA some may be for a few agencies but not all, etc. How many rocedures without eetting too
’ agency's board meetings will be attended? In a state with many P .. g 8
Mooney ] 2 . . . A prescriptive/burdensome.
agencies this information will be meaningless unless it indicates the
No change to MSP.
scope of each measure.
Change "keep a register" to "track". States should be able to decide
whether and how to do this. At current administrative levels of 5%, OK.
11.1 OFFICIAL: Tikki MN this seems difficult to accomplish. We currently attend board Change to MSP: Changed "keep a
’ Brown meetings as we are able. It is difficult to schedule and difficult to register"” to "track" to indicate
make work but we do see it as a useful activity. Suggest addition of flexibility.
"meet with board representatives."
Section 11.2. A box for “Other” and space for a response should be Agree
11.2 OFFICIAL: MA addgd to this section. Many states require ellgl.ble entities to Change to MSP: added a check box
CAPLAW provide updates after every board meeting, which may occur less for " W
or "other" with a text box.
frequently than monthly but more frequently than quarterly.
OFFICIAL: Id dd dd' . I h M h “" d d)) d [(§ M . dd' n h n h Id
11.2| September Ml Could you e,x’ additional choices, such as "As Updated” and “As See item 3; a Ing. other" shou
Approved? cover other scenarios.
Ward
OFFICIAL: The state sets policy that direct eligible entities on how to get s s 3
11.2| September Ml representation for their boards. The state does not require the TL?&';':cge'?;l:;;:gamte boards
Ward eligible entity to have a policy. Is this a requirement? g
OFFICIAL: Tikki Add "or as frequently as they meet" as an option (perhaps in .
11.2 Brown MN conjunction with "Monthly"). See item 3 and 4.
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Section 11
Eligible Entity Tripartite Board
MSP | COMMENTER | STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

Change to MSP: New question 11.4:
Does the State permit public eligible

Section 11.4 should be added asking states whether they permit entities to use, asan alternative toa
T by . : : tripartite board, “another mechanism
public eligible entities to use, as an alternative to a tripartite board, specified by the State to assure
11.4 OFFICIAL: MA 7 anp‘gher mephanlsm spe;c!ﬁeq by the Stafce to assure . decisionmaking and participation by
CAPLAW decisionmaking and participation by low-income individuals in the low-income individuals in the
development, planning, implementation, and evaluation of develobment. plannin
programs funded under this subtitle. P P &

implementation, and evaluation of
programs” as allowed under Section
676B(b)(2) of the CSBG Act."
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Section 12
Individual and Community Eligibility Requirements

MSP (COMMENTER| STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO |RESPONSE

The Act refers to the "poverty line" to
determine eligibility; this measure could be

OFFICIAL: This section mentions individual income but CSBG considers applied to an individual or famil
12 Patricia NJ | 1 [household income. Shouldn't it be listed as household income? CEp to MSP: To red fy' .
Swartz ange to : To reduce confusion,

removed the word "individual" from the
question.

For 12.3 what about services where they have like a Christmas
webinar: Rita Toy distribution and they get hundreds of people line up the day
12.2 G ; TX | 2 |of distribution or Thanksgiving Food Baskets. Would e.e. be able Training/Technical assistance issue
arza : . . ; .
to just take a declaration of income form without actual income
documentation or not request either?

OFFICIAL: [indicate whether the services needing income eligibility These are services funded wholly or in part by
12.2 Barbara PA | 3 |verification are] provided wholly or in part by CSBG $? Not CSBG; other programs would follow their own
Mooney needed if no CSBG $s used? eligibility guidelines.

[Insert a new question: "How many individuals are targeted to be

12.2 %FaFrIE;'?: PA | 4 served with limited in-take procedures?"] It would be excellent to l}?gﬂﬁg}f&ﬁﬂ:gg would require a "roll-up
Mooney isrﬁﬁisg(feggﬁi%ra\igenmes to project how many people they will serve No change to MSP.
OFFICIAL: Is there a sample of how [ees can ensure their services target
12.3 Barbara. PA |5 low-income communities]? If community level change is to be Training/Technical assistance issue
’ Mooney important, states and agencies need to understand how the g

eligibility requirements will work for this kind of activity.
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Section 12

Individual and Community Eligibility Requirements

MSP |COMMENTER| STATE COMMENT RELATES TO |RESPONSE

Section 12.1b: This section appears to remove some of the One commenter was concerned tha'g 12.1b
L oeres e . . puts pressure on States to have a uniform
flexibility integral to the community services block grant. Some I . Wt e
. . . Sy policy, taking away State flexibility in this
States allow for agencies to develop their participant eligibility area. and the auestion does not add useful
requirement as long as the clients meet the income guidelines, infor’mat-ion b(cal ond what is indicated under
OFFICIAL: and as such, would choose “no” as the option for response. It is 1213 Anotherycommenter was confused b

12.1b NASCSP' DC unclear what the result of this question will be - for example, will thé Gest-ion Y
OCS ask the States in question to modify their procedures and Thecilntent ofthe uestion was to gather basic
policies in order to answer “yes”? NASCSP feels that this question information abou(tq how eligibilit i§
does not provide valuable information to OCS and may dictate a determined across the statge~ thiz can be
more uniform structure that is not true to the flexibility of this . . o

. oy accomplished with 12.1a exclusively.
grant for the state or for the eligible entities. Change to the MSP: deleted question 12.1b
12.1b. Does the state have a policy for participant eligibility
OFFICIAL: This might be confusing for states without separate statute or
12.1b| Jennifer NE regulations from the CSBG Act. States may follow the CSBG Act See item 6.
Dreilbis rules for eligibility and federal and state laws but there is not a
separate CSBG specific document.
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Section 12

Individual and Community Eligibility Requirements

MSP (COMMENTER| STATE COMMENT RELATES TO [RESPONSE
12.2 general/short term services- how verify income for services ,
ex. Emergency food assistance
12.3 community wide benefit- how does the entity ensure the
service targets low income
12.2 OFFICIAL: | think these are great questions and splitting them out requires
12’ :,; Jennifer NE eligible entities and the states to work with two conflicting supportive |V
: Dreilbis populations and ensure they are not putting undue burden on
one (emergency services). It also allows eligible entities and the
states to think about community in a different manner and make
sure they don’t lose the low income focus in the name of
community development with CSBG funds
Changing the wording to "how does the state
ensure that eligible entities..." significantly
shifts the question from gathering
informatoin on EE practices to gathering info
OFFICIAL: CA 12.2 & 12.3 Recommend change. Suggestion for items to increase 9nt stattedqver5|ght.tWI|1|Ie ?Cfdméghlt l’??h
12.2, Assoc., State accountability, since this is the State’s Plan, by asking not Intersted In a greater level or detail at the
12.3 | Adrienne CA “how do eligible entities...” but by asking “how does the State local level, OCS agrees with another
) Rolka ensure that eligible enﬁfiés...” commenter that this would require a "roll-up"

of information from the EEs and would be
burdensome.

Change to MSP: for 12.2 and 12.3, changed
wording to "how does the State ensure" that
the eligible entities ets.
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Section 12

Individual and Community Eligibility Requirements

MSP |COMMENTER| STATE | # COMMENT RELATES TO |RESPONSE
12.2 and 12.3 Income eligibility for general/short term Services
12.2, | OFFICIAL: N 10 and Community-targeted Services: We applaud OCS for the supportive |V
12.3 | Paul Dragon additions of these categories which recognize the important and
practical application of CSBG funds in communities.
Should be removed. They address eligible entity level activities
and community programming. State should report on their
approach to ensuring eligible entities are in compliance with the
12.2 OFFICIAL: in_come eligibility requ.irements. E.a.ch e_IigibIe entity migth have a .
12'.3’ Tikki Brovs;n MN |11 |different approach to income verification and documenting See item 9.

appropriate service targeting. This quesiton also asks for too
much local level detail. If more information than 12.1 is needed,
CAPLAW may be a resource to OCS in drafting any additional
question(s).
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Section 13

Results Oriented Management and Accountability System (ROMA)

MSP

COMMENTER

STATE

#

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

13.3

OFFICIAL:
September
Ward

Mi

It would be helpful if this question had more instruction.

training and technical assistance.

131

OFFICIAL: Paul
Dragon

13.1a If you selected ROMA above, please attach and/or
describe the State’s written policies, procedures, or
guidance documents on ROMA: The State uses a ROMA
framework within the annual Request for Work Plan
and includes ROMA participation in its annual grant
agreements with eligible entities. Is there a higher
expectation for States to implement additional State-
level policies and procedures on a national system
which is heavily supported at that level? We hope that
OCS will continue to recognize that small States can
effectively implement CSBG by relying on and/or
referencing the guidance available from OCS, NASCSP,
Community Action Partnership, etc.

Agreed. The intent of the question is
not to generate additional state-level
policies where none is needed.

13.2

OFFICIAL: Paul
Dragon

VT

13.2 CSBG National Performance Indicators: Our State
requires all eligible entities to report on some NPIs and
other NPIs are optional and to be based on the work of
each agency. We hope that the intent is to continue to
allow this appropriate participation in the National
Performance Indicators.

Agreed.
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Section 13
Results Oriented Management and Accountability System (ROMA)
MSP | COMMENTER | STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

The intent of the question is to gather
some basic information about state
activities to support ees in
implementing ROMA. The instructional

OFFICIAL: [mentioning how states support ees for ROMA may note is meant to acknowledge that
13.3 Barbara PA 4 |overlap with T/TA in section 8] will be difficult to write these activities are likely to include
Mooney and difficult to analyze. T/TA in order to reduce confusion and
duplication.

Change to MSP: in the instructional
note for 13.3, changed "overlap" to
"include"
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Section 14

CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER  |STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Several commenters
indicated that some
qguestions in section 14
requested information that
would require a roll-up of
local information. In
particular, 14.1 a-c, 14.4,
14.6 ask about local
NASCSP has concerns about the significant new reporting requirements in Section 14. Several if;\g:f; .E.]rr::ljl \ng.l.“d require
questions in Section 14 (14.2, 14.3 a-d, 14.5) are clearly based in requirements of the CSBG Act. information from local ee
The Act requires descriptions of local agency activities for these Assurances. Other questions plans. Such a “roll up”
in this section (14.1 a-c), 14.4, 14.6) ask States to describe local agency activities not required would be technically
by the Act. The Act only requires that States assure that local entities will meet those burdensome, and is also
requirements. Other questions (14.7, 14.8, 14.11, 14.12) are yes/no questions that are beyond the scope of section
OFFICIAL: consistent with the Act. ) ' ) ' 676(b) of the statute. The
14 NASCSP DC NASCSP requests that OCS review Section 14 and modify the questions to reflect the Endorsed: |commenters state that the
requirements of the Act. Where the Act requires a description of local entity activities, it is W statute only requires a
appropriate to require such information in Section 14. Where the Act simply requires the State description of how the state
to assure that certain activities will be carried out, the MSP should only require a description of would assure funds were
how the State will carry out that assurance (similar to current State Plan). used for certain activities or
The MSP does not properly acknowledge the distinction in the law between requiring States to assure ees were doing
assure certain activities will be carried out, and requirements in the Act for States to describe certain things. Even taking
local agency activities. Therefore, the MSP requires States to collect and provide significant Into account assurance
new information beyond the requirements of the Act. 676(b)(13), Wh.'Ch requires
states to describe how they
will carry out the assurances,
the MSP should not require
a "roll up" of local activities.
Change to MSP: Revised the
wording in 14.1 a-c, 14.4,
14.6 and 14.9 to align more
closely with the statute.
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Section 14

CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

MSP

COMMENT
ER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

14

OFFICIAL:
Bill Brand

NASCSP has concerns about the significant new reporting requirements in Section 14.
Several questions in Section 14 (14.2, 14.3 a-d, 14.5) are clearly based in requirements of
the CSBG Act. The Act requires descriptions of local agency activities for these
Assurances. Other questions in this section (14.1 a-c), 14.4, 14.6) ask States to describe
local agency activities not required by the Act. The Act only requires that States assure
that local entities will meet those requirements. Other questions (14.7, 14.8, 14.11, 14.12)
are yes/no questions that are consistent with the Act. NASCSP requests that OCS review
Section 14 and modify the questions to reflect the requirements of the Act. Where the Act
requires a description of local entity activities, it is appropriate to require such information
in Section 14. Where the Act simply requires the State to assure that certain activities will
be carried out, the MSP should only require a description of how the State will carry out
that assurance (similar to current State Plan). The MSP does not properly acknowledge the
distinction in the law between requiring States to assure certain activities will be carried
out, and requirements in the Act for States to describe local agency activities. Therefore,
the MSP requires States to collect and provide significant new information beyond the
requirements of the Act.

same as
NASCSP item
1

See item 1.

14.1

webinar:
Rita Garza

X

Can you provide examples of what you would expect to see in MSP 14.1a? Would it be
information for each eligible entity?"

See item 1; the changes
may make this section
less complicated.
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Section 14

CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER | STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
This is so very open ended. What do you envision? One document that would speak to
how all the agencies in a state will address each purpose? Or a collection of documents
from the local agencies? If the state must collapse the information from many agencies (as
in states with 25 - 45 agencies), this will be an incredible burden, unless there are some
OFFICIAL: drop downs that can be aggregated at the state level.
14.1a | Barbara PA As: 12 agencies in the state will provide job coaching for employment, 4 provide training See item 1
Mooney programs for specific employment areas, 2 provide.... Etc.
This seems like it would be difficult, then for the federal review of it all.
If there was opportunity for individual agencies to respond, this could become a part of
their work plan, and also a part of their report at the end of the year.
OFFICIAL: " . . A .
14.1a| Barbara PA [ Descrll:?e hpw C_SBG fund's .] is a good way ’go f<_)cus on CSBG only activities. Will have to OK
be clear in directions that it is only CSBG utilization.
Mooney
OFFICIAL: [Instruction to "Please include information about each programmatic purpose"]. What kind
14.1a| Barbara PA of information? Description of activity? Number to be served? Amount of CSBG $ to be See item 1.
Mooney used?
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Section 14

CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER | STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
While the IS survey has
captured specific
information on services in
the past, and we will
["Emergency assistance"]: Would this be all emergency services except those for nutrition ?er:\t;'irggs itnc:’g?r?tttrjmr:
in 14.4? Other categories have been included in the national information survey, which revised annual report in
OFFICIAL: were added due to requests from the field for other major areas that are indicators of well the future. OCS dgcided
14.1a| Barbara PA being. These categories include: housing, health, nutrition. Recent input has also emergency to iust iy tain th
Mooney identified a need for a distinction between “emergency assistance” and both disaster relief 0Jus lmaln ain| ’?h
and stabilization. "Disaster relief and stabilization" is now being reported [in the IS?] as SErvices language In the
« " assurance at this stage in
emergency. the MSP. Since we don't
have the new services
categories for the new
annual report yet, this
keeps it simple.
OFFICIAL: Other categories have been included in the national information survey, which were added
14.1a| Barbara PA due to requests from the field for other major areas that are indicators of well being. emergency see item 7.
Mooney These categories include: housing, health, nutrition.
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Section 14

CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
It was the consensus of those who provided input that all of the categories, taken
together, represent activities needed to assist low income families and individuals as they
move toward self sufficiency. Self sufficiency should only be included as a category if it is
clear that it refers to delivery systems that bundle services or that provide a set of services
OFFICIAL: that cross categories. If you clearly define [self sufficiency] here, then you can ask for more self
14.1a | Barbara PA | 9 |detailed information about individuals/families in this category. (knowing that there will sufficienc See item 7.
Mooney be individuals/families that are in this category who are served with other than CSBG y
funding (may use Head Start, HUD, other funding for self sufficiency programs.
Anyway, could ask for client characteristics, kinds of services received and outcomes
achieved.
OFFICIAL: Would [14.1a, 7 programmatic purposes] include a projected number to be served in each
14.1a | Barbara PA |10 T L . . See item 1.
M category? Or a statement that it is a community level project?
ooney
OFFICIAL: We see that the areas highlighted (I through vii) match the CSBG Act, but our first question alienment
14.1a Tikki MN |11 |was why these don't align with the CSBG-IS Section E categories (which include health, w%Sec E See item 7.
Brown nutrition, and linkages, in addition to those listed.) )
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Section 14
CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

Change to MSP: Changed
the wording to indicate
that this relates to just

OFFICIAL: CSBG, and the assurance
14.1b | Barbara PA |12 |[Describe] for each entity or for all entities. See note above (under 14.1a). is not a local "roll-up" but
Mooney focuses on the State
assuring funds will be
used for youth activites
(see item 1).
OFFICIAL: R SRR , - .
14.1b | Barbara PA |13 [youth achylpgs] includes other funding? Not just CSBG? The activities of the entity would
Mooney include activities funded by other sources. _

see item 12.

Change to MSP: Changed
the wording to indicate
that this relates to just

OFFICIAL: CSBG, and the assurance
14.1c | Barbara PA |14 |[Describe] same question as above. is not a local "roll-up" but
Mooney focuses on the State
assuring funds will be
used for youth activites
(see item 1).
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Section 14

CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
We are only including
information in section
OFFICIAL: Other community level activities: [quote from the CSBG Act 672(2) Purposes and Goals A 676(b) of the statute,
14.1c | Barbara PA |15|and C.] Or are these adquately covered in section 14.3 below? Is "innovative and effective unless there is a different
Mooney community-based approaches" from 672(2)(c ) the same as 14.3d? decision about types of
services to include in
14.1a. See item 7.
OFFICIAL: Change to MSP: clarified
14.3d | Barbara PA |16 |[Descrive how the local entities will use funds] - The CSBG funds only? that these are 90 percent
Mooney funds.
OFFICIAL: . .. .
14.3d | Barbara PA |17 [fatherhood] as a direct quote from the Act this is ok - but the focus on fatherhood Leave in b/c statutory.
: Mooney programs is dated and may not be innovative in 2015. No change to MSP.
OFFICIAL:
ﬂgzné‘(' Reference is made to this item corresponding with Section 11.3 of this plan which does not
14.10. Dir éENLA LA |18 |appear to exist. Is there another area this should correspond to under Section Il - Eligible OK
.’CAA Entity Tripartite Board (11.1, 11.2 or 11.3) on page 21?
OFFICIAL: clarified that this will be
14.2 | Barbara PA |19|If the answer is the same here as 7.10 and 7.11, why is it duplicated here? hyperlinked; no need to
Mooney duplicate info
OFFICIAL: Again [is the response to this question for] each entity or all the entities? Can state say: 12
14.3a | Barbara PA |20 . like this and 8 like th ) ) training and TA issue.
Mooney agencies use a system like this and 8 use a system like that...
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Section 14

CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
OFFICIAL:
14.3a | Barbara PA |21 |[Is this description for services provided or coordinated] only with CSBG $? See item 1.
Mooney
OFFICIAL: Could [CSBG Act 672(2) Purposes and Goals B, D, E] go here also? To help eligible entities
14.3a | Barbara PA |22 - : . it : See item 15.
M describe the service delivery system?
ooney
Since the new annual
report / ROMA next gen
OFFICIAL: [To "describe the service delivery system] additional guidance and perhaps a format could work is not complete, we
14.3a| Barbara PA |23 |be provided. This could be a link to the Theory of Change work. Also could there be a drop can't integrate at this
Mooney down for entities to say they do bundled services? point. Also, it may be
more apporpriate for the
annual report.
OFFICIAL:
14.3b | Barbara PA |24 |[describe] as above. [description for each agency or all agencies?] See item 1.
Mooney
OFFICIAL: Tried to destinguish in 9.4
: Coordination isn't the same as "broadening resource base" so | think both need to be and 9.5: one is a global
14.3c | Barbara PA |25 dd d how is the diff : 5 d th
Mooney addressed. But how is the different from 14.1c: state assurance an _t e
other is an ee activity.
OFFICIAL: Michigan asks the question in 14.3a in the annual Community Action Plan to each eligible
14.3 |September| 1A |26 |entity, but we do not roll this information up into one summary. This could take a lot of Agreed. See item 1.
Ward time.
OFFICIAL: [starvation and malnutrition] Would agencies be directed to include descriptions of routine
14.4 | Barbara PA |27 |food distributions (people get food weekly or monthly) as well as those targeted to Let's discuss; see item 7.
Mooney emergency services?
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Section 14
CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
OFFICIAL: 14.5a. Does the state intend to meet this assurance by describing CSBG employment and
14.53 Jennifer' NE |28 training activities as part of a WIOA combined state plan, as allowed under the Workforce Would answer no and
’ Dreilbis Innovation and Opportunity Act? Yes No describe involvement.
How is this answered in states where CSBG is far removed from access to the WIOA?
14.5b CJ)EIrzmlr(\i:"glr- NE |29 14.5.b If No to 14.5a describe how state will meet this assurance Training issue
: Dreilbis How do states that do not work closely with their WIOA partners answer this question? g )
OFFICIAL: - trying to hyperlink
[Employment and training] - These could be sub sets of 14.3 And also refer back to 9.1-2 - . .
14.5 | Barbara PA |30 really needed to be repeated? appropriately to avoid
Mooney duplication.
OFFICIAL: 14.6 Coordination with energy crisis intervention (LIHEAP) and between anti-poverty
14.6 Jennifer. NE |31 [Prosrams in each comml_mity . . . It is a required assurance
’ Dreilbis How do states handle this question when the programs are isolated from each other, ie :
they do not share program information across state programs?
OFFICIAL: Agreed. Tried to integrate
14.6 Barbara' PA |32 [LIHEAP] Again, is it necessary to have separate section for LIHEAP? Could be sub set of with 14.1a. Need to
: Moone 14.3b. Is this also in assurances? confirm placement and
y links.
OFFICIAL: .
14.6 | Tikki | MN |33|Add assurance-16 Unclear what this
Brown comment means?
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CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER  |sTATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
(same
wording as
OFFICIAL: Michigan asks the question in 14.3a in the annual Community Action Plan to each eligible uﬂg:?t—ﬁ%
14.9 |September| IA |34 |entity, but we do not roll this information up into one summary. This could take a lot of but perh "y See item 1.
Ward time. ut perhaps
means to
apply it to
14.9 too.
OFFICIAL: We are reverting to
14.9 Barbara. PA |35 [faithbased organizations, charitable groups, community organizations] Could be a sub set statutory language and
: Moone of 14.3? Ors this speak to partnerships? Goal 4 NPlIs. order of items to keep it
Y simple.
OFFICIAL: See item 1; also changed
14.9 | Barbara PA |36 |[describe how] For what purpose? language so thisisn't a
Mooney "roll-up" of ee activities.
OFFICIAL: Very prescriptive. The list of local partnership is typically very extensive, and is already
14.9 Tikki : MN |37 reported on numerically in the annual report. What would be provided here would by See item 36 (and 1)
’ Brown nature of the breadth of the breadth of the activity need to be high level overview. Make
that clear.
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CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
14.1, 14.3, 14.4, 14.5, Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative: Our State
office requires each eligible entity to respond to a robust Request for Workplan framed on
the ROMA cycle, where each entity responds specifically to each of the questions in this
14.1, OFFICIAL: section. The intent of OCS is not clear in Section 14. Would OCS intend that the State CSBG
14.3, : Office include the information supplied by eligible entities in their annual plan in Section 14 .
Paul VT |38 .. e Ty . . . See item 1.
14.4, Dracon or even attach each eligible entities’ plan? In either case, it seems that the provision of the
14.5 & State’s detailed Request for Workplan and a narrative description of process for collecting
this information would adequately meet OCS’s need to assess the proper performance of
the functions of our agency, and would have more practical utility than OCS reviewing the
community assessment and annual plan for each eligible entity.
OFFICIAL:
14.10.| Barbara PA |39 |[tripartite board representation] Why pre-populate? Seems like duplication. clarified the hyperlink.
Mooney
OFFICIAL: N .
14.11 |GabriellaT| DC [40|Clarity needed as to whether, if answering yes, is supporting documentation required? SUppo:]ho?grégL?EQjahon 1S
eh )
OFFICIAL: [Community Action Plan] Maybe clarify that this is (or is not) a plan for use of CSBG $ and
14.11 | Barbara PA |41 |would therefore not be (or could be) the same as an agency wide strategic plan (covering training issue.
Mooney all activities using all funding resources)
OFFICIAL: [You may upload additional information and/or community action plans] Community clarified that there is no
14.11| Barbara PA |42 |action plans from all the entities? Maybe this could be combined in some way with the need to upload plans; it's
Mooney information in 14.1a about the way the different purposes are addressed. a yes/no question.
OFFICIAL: . . .
14.12 | Barbara PA |43|ROMA - is this duplication of information from 11.6? Yes, hyper!lnk toinfoin
section 13.
Mooney
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CSBG Programmatic Assurances and Information Narrative

COMMENT
MSP ER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
OFFICIAL: clarified that there is no
14.12 | Barbara PA |44 |What kind of supporting documentation do you envision? need to upload plans; it's
Mooney a yes/no question.
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General Comments

COMMENTER | STATE COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
10. Measure 1Fa. The measure should include an element that includes We believe a 15 day response
response time back to the States when there are outstanding issues related to time element is too stringent,
Acct. Measures: the submitted State Plan. The current language relat_ed to _review.and and that t_he measure as it
: CAP ‘| DC acceptance does not adequately address OCS’ expediency in seeking feedback 1Fa stands will provide useful
on plans that do not meet a level of acceptance. It is recommended that a 15 accountability information.
working day response to states with submitted state plans that have outstanding However, OCS has not made a
issues be included. final determination.
1Fa: we believe that the proposed measure is not an appropriate indicator of
quality in the federal response to state plans. The proposed standard of success
is quick acceptance of the state plan rather than prompt review and response to
a state plan. As written, F 1a pressures OCS to accept plans that may be
incomplete. We urge the OCS to consider a more precise performance target
Acct. Measures: DC that would incentivize both responsive federal oversight and complete, effective 1Fa See item 1
NCAF state plans by aiming for prompt Office of Community Services response to )
submitted state plans including interaction through various stages of state’s
initiative to complete and improve its plan. For example: “X % of state plans
have received a review and response within 30 days, including any requests for
additions or changes AND, 100% of state inquiries regarding a state plan have
received a response within 15 working days. "
Account 1Fb. Timeliness will likely be included in the "quality of feedback provided about
measures:Tikki | MN the State plan." In the past, we have had to contact OCS numerous times to just 1Fb see items 1 and 2
Brown find out whether or not our plan was approved.
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COMMENTER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Account 1Sb, 2Sb, 3Sb, 35d and 7Sb according to footnote 3 are designed to measure
measures: NC 4 eligible entitiy "satisfaction" which may be skewed especially for agencies having|1Sb, 2Sb, 3Sb, 35d Noted
; difficulty with compliance. Likewise, this may be the issue with Grantee and 7Sb; 8F :
Verna Best . . .
Satisfaction as referenced in 8F.
webinar: . . . 5
Jennifer NE 5 Based on this information are we no longer able to do 2 year state plans? Insead 2 year plans To be determined.
. . we would do annually?
Dreibelbis
webinar: . 5 .
Steven Milburn MO | 6 |Isthis still a two-year plan? 2 year plans See item 5.
Our state has in place an approved two-year plan for FFYs 2015-2016. We will
webinar: Diana be making minor amendments involving program narratives, expenditures and .
Gravett AL / budget allocations. Will we need to enter our Plan to make the amendments via 2 year plans See item 5.
OLDC, or can we submit a paper amendment?
webér;a;;:aRna X 8 |What is the process for States that submitted 2 year State Plans? 2 year plans See item 5.
OFFICIAL: 2Fa. This will greatly impact the state’s ability to get subgrants, contracts and Should be OK. No different than
. e | NE 9 . . 2Fa .
Jennifer Dreilbis funds out in a timely manner. current practice.
webinar: Karen If I understand correctly, States that submitted FY2015-2016 plans will be to 2-year plans;
Quackénbush UT | 10 |enter "crertain critical information" as an update...could you please elaborate? FY2016 See item 5.
Will updates need to go through the same process as a new plan? amendments
webinar: Josiah Just to verify...if a State just submitted it's 2-year plan this past year (9/1/14), the| 2-year plans;
Masiﬁ ale CO | 11 |State will still be expected to provide and "update" by 9/1/15 on MSP principles FY2016 See item 5.
& that were not addressed in the 9/1/14 State Plan? amendments
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COMMENTER | STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
webinar: Jessica If we submitteda 2 year State Plan. How do we make the adjustments based on 2-year plans; .
Rochester MN 1 12 lthis new State Model Plan (i.e. FY 15 - FY 16 State Plan) FY2016 See item 3.
o amendments
3: As noted above we believe there is a fundamental performance requirement .
. . . L We believe a personnel and
for consistent and informed federal oversight expressed through monitoring a consistency measure is not
Acct. Measures: well as in providing technical assistance. We recommended adding this measure:| 3F; related to i Y me
DC | 13 . L . . . necessary; we will get feedback
NCAF Federal personnel apply the regulations and policies in a uniform and consistent | NCAF item 51
- . o - S on personnel through the ACSI
manner as set forth in written policies when they are advising or monitoring the
state survey.
programs of grantees
OFFICIAL: 3Fa. This will be an improvement over practices in the past and a great goal to
: .| NE | 14 X 3Fa v
Jennifer Dreilbis achieve.
3B we believe the draft allows OCS 6 months to initiate a state corrective action
plan, an excessive amount of time. We believe the intent of the draft may be to We believe a 6 months
allow 6 months from first federal requests for change or improvement through . :
R e . . . ¢ trimeframe will be a useful
. the process of determining if conditions require a corrective action pan despite
Acct. Measures: . . : . target and that a more
DC 15 |attempts to make fixes without one. In some serious cases, prompt creation of a 3Fb Lo
NCAF . ; . . . restrictive time frame would
plan is warranted. We recommend the standard be: a corrective action plan is not necessarily be more
offered to the state within 30 days and the OCS is expected to respond to state o dUC‘L‘IYVG
amendments to the corrective action plan within 15 days until it is completed P :
until it is accepted by both.
OFFICIAL: NE | 16 3Fb. As with 3Fa, this will be an improvement over practices in the past and a 3Fb J
Jennifer Dreilbis great goal to achieve.
Account 3Fb. The proposed six month time frame seems arbitrary. It will depend on the
measures:Tikki| MN [ 17 [activity, and should be negotiated between OCS and the State based on what 3Fb see item 15.
Brown needs to occur.
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General Comments

COMMENTER

STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
meaAscuCroeL;I?'lt'ikki MN | 18 3Fe. Use cor]'sistent language throughout, so replace "audit" with "state 3Fe ask assessment team?
Brown assessment.
Measure 5F. The language should clarify that 100% of the organizational
standards need to be met for an eligible entity to be found in compliance. The
draft language refers to “x number of States in which x percent of assessed
Acct. Measures: eligible entities in the State met meeting Sta]te-adppted qrganizat‘ional Ch_ange to MSP: inserted "all
: CAP ‘| DC | 19 [standards”. As noted above in comment 7, inserting additional language to read 5F of" into measure and removed
“x percentage of assessed eligible entities in the State met (insert ALL or 100% "assessed", as in 6Sa.
of) the State-adopted organizational standards”. IM 138 conveys the need for
all eligible entities to meet all of the state established standards, so reiterating
this in the Model State Plan would add clarity.
5F. This goal is confusing and does not measure the federal entity’s ability to -
OFFICIAL: NE | 20 meet accountability. It is not clear what federal accountability is met with this 5F This is aéggsﬂfeoggge state
Jennifer Dreilbis measurement as it is written. Training i
raining issue.
The CSBG IS is an agency-wide report, and the State plan is based on CSBG.
Because not all programs are in the same office as CSBG, it is likely that the CSBG
Acct. Measures: IL 21 Office will have little input or control over the planned performance of another 55(i) Annual report is required; state

Gail Hedges, IL

program. CSBG can provide broad training and technical assistance, but the
ultimate decisions are held by the each program. Further clarification is needed
to fully understand the impact of the measure.

must be accountable.
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COMMENTER | STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
need more information about
the question; however, we did
simplify measure 58S, collapsing

Account It is imperative for OCS to be explicitly clear on expectations/instructions for Chan iietrgsiof&asr]s(:(li)(izﬁd (ii):

. required reporting as outlined in 5S as currently there seem to be disconnects in 8 "
measures: NC | 22 OCS's interpretation of reporting categories in relation to insturctions/definitions 25 These two measures now read:
Verna Best for reportin "5S. The State submitted to:

P & i. OCS the State’s Annual
Report by the OCS-established
deadline; "

Account Training and technical assistance is often considered synonymous. Since it is .- .
measures: NC | 23 delineated in 6F, it may be helpful to define each - oF training and TA issue.
Verna Best ’ )

6Fd: A performance standard measurement should be whether OCS provides
good training and technical assistance. As noted above, we recommend

Acct. Measures: accountability measurement regarding the training of federal personnel .

NCAF DC | 24 "The [OCS/state] personnel have demonstrated the knowledge skills and ability 6Fd See item 13 as well.

to administer all the requirements of the CSBG and to advise
[grantees/subgrantees] on good practices"
The similar concern under 7F is that the indicator of a standard of performance

Acct. Measures: Dc | 25 is not stated: a good alternative would be: “OCS provides timely, clear 7F These types of questions will be

NCAF

communications about program requirements and opportunities to its state and
local network partners.”

in the survey.
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COMMENTER

8F.

STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
. We believe the inclusion of number 8F, which sets a target for customer . .
Acct. 'r\\l/lce:Fsures. DC | 26 |satisfaction, is essential to making the entire accountability system effective. As anaergijrts;e Agreed. ,?T:jg:;iut::ésghsfachon
noted, we believe the exact same measure should be applied to state. :
Acct. Measures: Add 8S. Grantee Satisfaction-By 20xx, the state achieves an overall grantee
: CAP ‘I DC | 27 |satisfaction score of “x” (TBD). This addition will align with the Federal Measure 8S see item 26.
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STATE
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RESPONSE

Acct. Measures:
NCAF

DC

28

General Recommendations: We have two suggestions we believe apply to
strengthening several sections of both the state and federal measures. After our
discussion of these two issues that touch the draft in multiple places, we will list
comments on the proposed standards in order of the draft.

1. We suggest clarifying the subjects about which agencies or states will be surveyed.

A good model for expressing the standard that will be assessed by the respondents
answering the survey measure 1Fb. It says states will be asked about improvement
in OCS grant management services and it then lists four dimensions of good
performance in delivering such services [clarity, ease and timeliness and high quality
feedback]. Survey administrators will ask respondents to consider those dimensions
[and perhaps they will ask about specific elements of ‘quality’] so that answers are
focused on experiences which are important to success; such responses can result in
specific and actionable guidance to the federal office. By contrast, the measures that
will be part of the survey are set forth not at all or only vaguely in the following
items: 2Sb, 35d, 7Sb and 2Fb, 6F and 7F.

Recommendation: We suggest OCS'’s final guidance re-state the expectation for
performance of the selected task along with the expectation that the performance
quality is always being “improved”. [The latter is already set out in each of these
survey items] Without a standard like the ones mentioned in 1Fb , those writing the
Survey questions are asking the question “Is the State /OCS doing better in general
on [planning, or managing or whatever the general topic is]? “ The answers will not
be focused enough to give the state or OCS guidance on what worked or did not.
Further, these satisfaction survey items should invite a scaled response, not a
yves/no. For example Rate how satisfied you are with the OCS timeliness of release of
funds on a scale of 1-5? There are many valid ways to do that, and we offer some
examples at each item listed below in order.

Account.
Measures

See revisions to appendix 4 in
the IM on accountability

measures.
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Acct. Measures:
NCAF

DC

29

We find one a serious omission from both the state and federal accountability
measures: there is no standard for knowledge, skills and abilities of the federal or state
staff nor any related measurement of whether there exist appropriate training and clear
operational materials for the personnel. The CSBG is unlike many larger federal because
it operates primarily through non-profit organizations; the vast majority of eligible
entities are nonprofit organizations while about a quarter are units of local government.
Many federal and state civil servants have not had experience managing grants to
private sector non-profit organizations. Further few other programs with similar
purposes have the flexibility at the local level that is the core identity of CSBG. Thus,
CSBG management calls for expertise that is not within the experience of many
seasoned public administrators. Indeed, in the past OCS and individual state offices have
from time to time gone through periods when they lacked enough personnel with
knowledge of procedures, requirements and best practices. We recommend addition of
an accountability measure for both federal and state levels that measures whether thy
have provided clear operations manuals and procedures and good training on their use.
The standard should include having a method in place for verifying that their personnel
understand the substance of programmatic content and best practices and rules related
to community action and the Community Services Block Grant administration.

Related to a standard for personnel knowledge skills and abilities is the process for
applying those assets: uniform procedures for applying clearly- defined standards,
regulations and policy. An important accountability standard is the implementation of a
single set of practices for monitoring and evaluating and improving program delivery
and operation.

Recommendation: Suggested language applicable to both levels:

The [OCS/state] personnel have demonstrated the knowledge skills and ability to
administer all the requirements of the CSBG and to advise [grantees/subgrantees] on
good practices

[Federal or State] personnel apply the regulations and policies in a uniform and
consistent manner as set forth in written policies when they are advising or monitoring
the programs of [grantees or subgrantees]

Account.
Measures

See item 13.
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COMMENTER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

The IM is unclear about the nature of the State-specific reports.

Concern: Without being clearly defined, the CSBG Network will be unable to
account for the execution of the State-specific reports. Whereas other
mechanisms/tools for potential performance analysis (i.e. State plan, annual
reports, ACSI survey) are mentioned several times throughout the IM, the State-
specific reports are only referred to in one section of the IM which reinforces the
concern that the State-specific reports seem to be an underdeveloped
mechanism requiring further definition and integration into the IM.

Suggestion: A clear definition of what the State-specific reports will contain (ex.
The State-specific reports will provide a comparison of the states’ planned
performance from their State plans versus their actual performance as reported
in the states’ annual reports) increases the CSBG Network'’s ability to hold one
another accountable for the implementation of the State accountability
measures.

Account
measures: CA 30
Adrienne Rolka

Account.
Measures IM
Implementation

See item 22; revised 45(i) and
(i) for clarity.

The IM expects states to communicate their performance data to CSBG eligible

entities. .
Concern: Leaving it up to states to share their performance data allows states cl-ge?tgwtehaizuarfcsoﬂrr]]CtlaegiﬁistWfI(I)lr
Account determine how transparent they want to be regarding their own performance Account. Y
. . L . -~ States to report back to ees. It
measures: CA | 31 |which will result in inconsistent accountability across the CSBG Network. Measures IM is more appropriate for States
Adrienne Rolka Suggestion: By OCS requiring states to share their State-specific reports or by Implementation bprop

to communicate with ees than

OCS directly sharing State-specific reports with CSBG eligible entities, for OCS to do so.

accountability and transparency will be consistent across the CSBG Network and
carry more weight as values our Network aims to uphold.
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General Comments

Adrienne Rolka

accountability.

Suggestion: Specifying the details of what information will be communicated
through the OCS website and by other means regarding the State accountability
measures provides the appropriate amount of guidance in the IM for the CSBG
Network to be accountable one another and to CSBG stakeholders.

Implementation

COMMENTER | STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
The IM is unclear how OCS will communicate progress on State accountability
measures through the OCS website and by other means.
Concern: Without details on what specific information will be communicated .
(i.e. the ACSI surveys, State-specific reports), the IM, as guidance on the see 30 and 31; the ACSI survey
Account : . o Account. and accountabilty measures
. implementation of the State accountability measures, does not ensure
measures: CA | 32 Measures IM

reports are under development
so it would not be useful to add
more detail to the IM.
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Account
measures:
Adrienne Rolka

CA

33

The tables regarding OCS and State Responsibilities (pg. 6-7) do not include
enough details to implement the State and Federal accountability measures.
Concern: Without an overview of the entire implementation of the State and
Federal accountability measures as a performance management cycle, which
includes all the accountability mechanisms/tools mentioned in the IM, the IM
does not provide enough guidance to implement the State and Federal
accountability measures as an enhanced framework for accountability and
performance management at the State and Federal levels.

Suggestion: If the tables regarding OCS and State Responsibilities (pg. 6-7)
provided an overview of the entire implementation of the State and Federal
accountability measures as a performance management cycle, as opposed to
just the initial implementation timeline, the IM would provide enough guidance
for the CSBG Network to not only be able hold one another accountable for
implementation but also be able sustain the goal of accountability at all levels of
the CSBG Network over time. We recommend that the timeframe of the tables,
as representative of the State and Federal accountability measures as a
performance management cycle, should, at a minimum, illustrate a full State
plan application cycle and list where in relation to that cycle all the different
accountability mechanisms/tools mentioned in the IM will come into play.

Account.
Measures IM
Implementation

See item 32.

NCAF

DC

34

We are supportive of and impressed by the new performance standards for
federal and state government that are associated with these same parts of the
Plan [see comment 44]. they will greatly improve te implementation of the Block
Grant itself and the Plan process.

Account.
Measures;
supportive
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Acct. Measures:
NCAF

DC

35

In general we heartily applaud the Office of Community Services draft of the
federal and state accountability measures. The National Community Action
Foundation was active in securing the original congressional mandate for
Community Services Block Grant network to initiate results-oriented and
systematic information collection and management. Since that time, 1987, this
network of more than a thousand community action agencies that our
organization represents before Congress and federal agencies has worked with
the states and OCS to refine measurement and reporting so they best measure
the performance of program in accomplishing its goals and of the agencies in
conducting their business. This CSBG network has been recognized by GAO and
the Urban Institute among others for participating in and improving our
comprehensive, ambitious outcome measurement system.

Until now, however, only local agency work has been measured. This new policy
recognizes the unique and essential roles federal and state management play in
the success of Community Action and provide a systematic approach to
measuring their quality and outcomes. It represents both a significant advance
in our sector and a model that is applicable to many other sectors participating
in government performance measurement and management systems.

Account.
Measures;
supportive
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Acct. Measures:
NCAF

DC

36

We applaud the OCS’s recognition that all 3 levels of management responsible
for implementing the community service block grant, federal, state and local are
entrusted by law with measurable and essential roles in ensuring the
Community Services program has maximum impact. Previous practice has been
to measure the success of the federal agency and the state agencies by the
program outcomes reported by the local Community Action Agencies. This
practice, while standard under an older generation of government performance
measurement, did not provide actionable information for federal or state
managers about how their own operations contributed to or impeded the local
results, thereby leaving unexamined the operational factors that contribute to
the outcomes measured at the local level.

The Office of Community Services initiative creates a model for performance
measurement that can be precisely tuned to the assigned responsibilities of
grantees and their federal program officers and administrators. Its result will
certainly be to allow thoughtful consideration of factors that lead to an effective
program as well as thoughtful consideration of alternatives when necessary.

Account.
Measures;
supportive
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Acct. Measures:
NCAF

DC

37

OCS’ decision to measure the results of federal and state performance and
several dimensions of federal and state government accountability through the
American Customer Satisfaction Survey, a third-party well-tested tool, is simply
brilliant. The indicator ‘satisfaction’ is appropriate to reflect managerial and
leadership effectiveness and responsiveness. The ‘customers’ or partners
surveyed, the states in the case of federal accountability, the eligible entities in
the case of state accountability, rely on their funding agencies’ management
performance as an essential input. It enables or impedes their timely
performance of the tasks they set themselves. The conceptual framework
shown in Appendix 1 is a well-considered and useful guide to framing the
accountability items that will be the subject of the surveys and that will define
the expectations for federal and state accountability; it neatly separates them
from the program outcomes in low-income communities- outcomes that are the
local agency results to be measured by the CSBG Results Measurement and
Management system.

Account.
Measures;
supportive
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Finally, and perhaps most important among the many strong qualities of this
initiative, is the fact that each accountability measure includes elements that
connect good performance directly to collaborative action. OCS has ingeniously
intertwined the decisions, products and services of the federal and state
managers with the manner in in which they are formulated and provided. By Account

Acct. Measures: asking all parties to demonstrate collaboration on plans, priorities, and the .

NCAF DC | 38 |22 i : ! prat ) . Measures; V

intelligent consideration of performance information in service of continuous supportive

improvement, this system ensures that the skills and specialized knowledge
unique to each level of the CSBG system will act synergistically with the partners
at every level. All parties to the program will become accountable not only to
their superiors and the public but to one another. NCAF expects this re-
alignment of incentives and rewards to be transformative in many regards.

webinar: Jessica

When will the assessment tools be created and available? [for account

accountability

MN | 39 measures: Under development
Rochester measures. ] assessment tool
Who is responsible for determining if a State has met an accountabilty measure -
and what are the consequences for not meeting an accountabilty measure? For accountability 0Cs \t/\g:)llds?r\T/]e”I:Ptirlﬁésteoscsﬂrnent
webinar: Josh example, the Model State Plan and related measure looks at the extent of measures:
OH | 40 |55} . SRS : developed by the
Summer eligibile entity participation in developing the State plan and how well the plan how/who oreanizatiobnal standards COE
reflects the input of the eligible entities. Who determines "what extent" and assesses? gto assess org. standards
"how well" and what is the consequences for not meeting the measure? & )
webinar: Kathi s | 41 Is OCS going to administer this survey they talk about and then provide the ACSI survey Ves

Skoglund

results to state offices for use?
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webinar: Rita ™ | 42 Is OCS going to admlnlster this survey they talk about and then provide the ACSI survey Ves
Garza results to state offices for use?
CAP webinar:
Wilma McKay, L | 43 The ACSI Survey will be provided to eligible entities to measure satisfaction with ACSI surve Not sure if state associations
FL state state performance. Will State Associations also receive the surveys? Y will also be surveyed.
association
The IM does not mention if CSBG eligible entities will receive State ACSI survey
results and if States will receive OCS ACSI survey results.
Concern: The performance management cycle relies on continuous participation
. . yes, the (newly numbered)
in surveys, but without the transparency of survey results to respondents, there 55(iii) measure provides a
Account is little value in participating - especially on a continual basis. Not sharing survey timeframe by whti)h the State
measures: CA | a4 results with respondents also creates a gap in accountability to one another ACSI survey must provide information back

Adrienne Rolka

within the CSBG Network.

Suggestion: Required sharing of survey results with respondents increases CSBG
Network accountability and provides meaning and value for participation.
Meaning and value for respondents secures a level of commitment from them
that ensures long-term viability of the survey as a reliable data collection
mechanism.

to the ees on the state's
performance on the
accountability measures.
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Account
measures:
Adrienne Rolka

CA

45

The IM is unclear when and how often the ACSI surveys will be administered to
CSBG eligible entities and states and how long it will be before results are
delivered to the intended recipients.

Concern: The IM remains unclear how the accountability measures/performance
management cycle will be implemented without a plan in place regarding when
and how often OCS will be administering the ACSI surveys to CSBG eligible
entities and states and how long it will take before results are disseminated.
Suggestion: By clarifying the entire accountability measures/performance
management cycle, the CSBG Network will be able understand how all the
different accountability mechanisms will work together resulting in the
Network'’s increased ability to hold one another accountable for implementation
and an increased likelihood that the IM will hold up as guidance over time.

ACSI survey

Not practical to provide this
level of detail in the IM, as we
are currencly developing the
tools and procedures.

Account
measures:
Adrienne Rolka

CA

46

The IM does not mention targeted response rates for the ACSI surveys.

Concern: Results of the survey cannot be considered valid without a certain level
of response to the survey (i.e. statistically representative sample size).
Suggestion: Setting statistically representative sample sizes for the CSBG eligible
entity and state ACSI surveys validates the survey results which is necessary in
order for the CSBG Network to use the survey as a reliable data collection
mechanism.

ACSI survey

This will be better explained in
the revised appendix 4 of the
IM on state and federal
accountability measures.

webinar: Verna
Best

NC

47

If much of what states will be assessed on will be what is proposed in the model
state plan to be contained in the OLDC, is the plan to make the annual report a
part of the OLDC?

Annual report

Yes
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local agencies’ plans.

elements of plan data that depend on local budgets, plans and reports, the
promised improvements can be realized, but barring that, there remains a
substantial risk of error as state personnel must combine separate entities for

COMMENTER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
The IS survey has been
webinar: Jean . . considered t.he annual report _in
Amis&m FL | 48 [When referring to the Annual Report are you referring to the IS Survey? Annual report | the past; going forward we will
be requiring a specific Annual
Report in a new format.
With respect to the paperwork burden of reporting, we believe that the new
Office of Community Services system for CSBG state plans promises to be a
considerable improvement in efficiency, provided that the installation of the
reporting system and its portal can be rolled out as expected in each state. If The MSP should not require
NCAF 49 |local agencies can be given access to the state’s new system to enter the Burden

data from the ees, so ee access

will not be necessary.
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NCAF

50

Of course, the proposed system will be a considerable improvement over the
present plan submission burden and should be approved with modifications
suggested below. However, the estimated time for the collection and
submission of data, 10 hours per state grantee, is as patently absurd as is nearly
every estimate any federal department submits to [and generally has approved
by] OMB regarding a proposed reporting form. The true figure for state
managers alone is probably as much as10 times higher. The time sent by local
agencies should have been included in the estimate and each one is comparable
to the state office burden . The estimate required by law is not only regarding
the time needed to upload validated data into a central federal system; is the
time needed to collect and prepare the information PLUS the data entry and
should include the time spent by all parties.

We make this observation for the record, even though we support the proposed
change, because we are concerned that the federal government may not
appreciate the considerable demand on CSBG funds that results from our local-
state network’s commitment to reports that provide accountability and
transparency. These costs are largely directly attributable to CSBG requirements
of law and regulation and are woefully underfunded.

We urge the Office of Community Services to undertake serious study of the
costs of managing the entire proposed planning, ROMA and reporting system
and consult with the network about cost-saving modifications.

Burden

We are revising the burden
estimate to include a more
robust accounting of the
planning that goes into the
state plan, as well as the added
training required to learn the
new system in the first year.

General Comments

140 of 178

01/25/2021



General Comments

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

NCAF

51

The proposed system, if implemented fully at all levels will certainly reduce the
burden of time and the flaws resulting from repetitive data entry not only at the
state level but among local agencies and for federal program staff.

The capacity built into the system which pre-populates certain sections based on
earlier entries contributes substantially to efficiency and should reduce errors.
We understand that it will be possible for states to access their submissions for
submission or modification- a feature which is essential and will increase
responsiveness to changing circumstances, funding or regulation.

Burden;
supportive

NCAF

DC

52

More Advantages of the Proposed Changes include new elements added to the
plan will improve the manner in which it is developed, thereby raising the
likelihood that each plan is realistic, operable and has set goals and expectations
that are shared between the funding agency and he many organizations
responsible for delivering the services and projects it lays out. Specifically,
sections 3.3, 3.4, 4.2 and 7.6 all refer to state-local collaboration and contribute
to a collaboratively developed, publicly reviewed blueprint for investments and
activities that will improve CSBG's effectiveness in reducing poverty.

collaboration;
supportive

webinar: James
Leary

NY

53

Is it expectation for States to send these draft IMs to eligible entities or is this
primarily for States to comment?"

communication
with ees

Anyone can comment; states
are welcome to pass them
along, or the ees will likely get
informatio from other
channels.
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Adrienne Rolka

Federal accountability measures to the CSBG Network and stakeholders.
Suggestion: No matter how simple in format, an annual OCS accountability plan
(that sets performance targets for the Federal accountability measures) and an
annual OCS accountability report (that compares OCS’ actual performance on
the Federal accountability measures versus the set performance targets) will
ensure the goal of accountability at all levels of the CSBG Network.

COMMENTER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
The IM does not mention mechanisms for collecting and reporting on the
Federal accountability measures.
Concern: Without mechanisms to report planned performance versus actual
performance there is no accountability. If what gets measured, gets done - than
Account OC§ having no means/mechanisms to report with, such as th_e states have i_n Do we nee_d a federal measure
measures: cA | 54 their State plans and annual reports, may result in no collecting and reporting of federal that requires OCS to provide

accoun. Measure info to the
States, similar to 5Sa(iii)?

General Comments

142 of 178

01/25/2021



General Comments

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

Account
measures:
Adrienne Rolka

CA

55

The IM is unclear who OCS will report to regarding the Federal accountability
measures.

Concern: Although the IM states OCS will communicate progress on Federal
accountability measures to states and other stakeholders, progress cannot be
made without first having results in which progress can be measured against and
the IM is does not state who will receive OCS’s performance results regarding
the Federal accountability measures. Without knowing who OCS will report
performance results to there is a gap in accountability.

Suggestion: Assuming that mechanisms are in place as suggested in Concern #7
(above: "The IM is unclear who OCS will report to regarding the Federal
accountability measures"), OCS sharing the results of their performance with
states and CSBG eligible entities increases accountability within CSBG Network
and to one another by demonstrating the same principles of transparency and
accountability that OCS is requiring of states and CSBG eligible entities.

federal

See 54

Account
measures:
Adrienne Rolka

CA

56

The IM is unclear how OCS will communicate progress on Federal accountability
measures through the OCS website and by other means.

Concern: Without details on what specific information will be communicated
(i.e. the ACSI surveys, State-specific reports), the IM, as guidance on the
implementation of the Federal accountability measures, does not ensure
accountability.

Suggestion: Specifying the details of what information will be communicated
through the OCS website and by other means regarding the Federal
accountability measures provides the appropriate amount of guidance in the IM
for the CSBG Network to be accountable one another and to CSBG stakeholders.

federal

See item 54; This information is
under development so not
practical to include more
information in the IM.
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When is it anticipated that a fillable draft model plan will be issued? That
webinar: James document would be extremely helpful to states that have to get moving with . . .
Leary NY | 57 legislative hearings and public comment processes. Thank you for these fillable version provided on March 10, 2015.
webinars, they have been very helpful!
S Since the model state plan won't be finalized until 6/30/15, is it safe to assume ﬁlla!ale version;
webinar: Katie | . . final MSP
58 |that the OLDC system won't be ready for states to enter their plans until July or S Yes.
Castern 5 availability on
August?
OoLDC
. We're starting to draft our State Plan, using the MSP format, but we do not see ﬁllaple version;
CAP webinar: o " . . final MSP .
. HI 59 lany place where an ""automated"" state plan is available for our use. Where do g See item 57
Alan Burdick AN availability on
we find it?
OLDC
Question- How will various parties review the content in the state plan if it is fillable version; States can use the fillable
OFFICIAL: NE | 60 entered into an automated database (OLDC)? If the state plan is asked for by final MSP version; in the future, can print
Jennifer Dreilbis community members or legislature how do we get them access to the availability on draft from OLDC.
information? oLDC Training issue.
In general, the sum total of the requirements of the Draft IM, together with
those of the CSBG Model State Plan and IM 138, represent unprecedented new
requirements, expectations, and mandates for State CSBG offices. These new
Account requirements are being placed on States with no new funding to support their See annual assessment
measures: Bill IA | 61 |implementation. Without some modifications, particularly in the area of State funding response in section 6
Brand requirements to monitor all eligible entities for compliance with the P :

Organizational Standards annually, successful implementation may not be
possible, or other State responsibilities specifically required by the CSBG Act will
suffer.
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Castern

webinar 1

COMMENTER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
We were disappointed that the same level of accountability [as for organizational
standards in IM 138] was not applied to the proposed State and Federal
Accountability measures. In the draft language, the State Accountability Measures
are designed to capture performance data that indicate how efficiently and
effectively the State implements the activities described in the State plan and what The state and federal
impact the State’s efforts have on the performance of local eligible entities. The accountabilty measures are an
measures look at characteristic such as timeliness, accuracy and stakeholder important step toward creating
satisfaction. While OACAA agrees that these are important areas to measure, there a culture of accountability,
doesn’t seem to be a system to determine optimal efficiency or effectiveness, nor a :
mechanism (such as the TAP) to address deficiencies. Also, unlike with the i;cr:ansparencz/,\z;vnhc!lcotrr]]tmuous
L . ; i provement. ile there may
Acct. Measures: Standards, it is not clear who is responsible for determining whether the reported not be exact parallels to the
Josh Summers, OH 62 measures are accurate. The use of the American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) Gen TAPs and lep for state and
OHCA could be a useful tool for documenting the measures; however it is described as a € fed S al P S tﬁ ts atea t
Association self-assessment tool as opposed to an accountability tool. If for example, the ACSI eaeral omces that may no
showed a low customer satisfaction score over a period of years, there is no process meet accoqntablllty measures,
for addressing the deficiency, other than reports to OCS. OACAA encourages OCS to we believe that these
consider systems such as a TAP or QIP in this situation, so that there is a third-party ] .procedures Wlll_create
involved in holding the State accountable. Whereas the Standards outline a clear efficiency and effectiveness and
path towards termination or reduction in funding as a consequence for not meeting improve performance of the
the Standards, there is no equivalent in the State and Federal Accountability Network.
Measures. Perhaps, this is an area where State Associations could be engaged as the
success of the CSBG Network is dependent on effectiveness at the Federal, State and
Local levels. State Associations can offer assistance to States in the same way they
build capacity in CSBG-eligible entities.
webinar: Katie WI | 63 |Thank you! This webinar was very helpful. helpfulness of N
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Webi'."ar: . . helpfulness of
Jennifer NE | 64 [Thanks for this information, it is very helpful!!!! webinar 1 N
Dreibelbis
webinar: helpfulness of
Melissa OH | 65 [Thank you! webinar 1 N
Stanford
webinar: James | Thi . . helpfulness of
Leary NY | 66 |Thank you! This has been very helpful in helping us prepare our 2016 draft. webinar 1 N
webinar: James NY | 67 |Thank you for this webinar. It was very helpful helpfu_lness of N
Leary ) : webinar 2
webinar: James . | helpfulness of
Leary NY [ 68 [Thank you for these webinars, they have been very helpful! webinar 3 V
webinar: Jessica MN | 69 How will OCS help in the training needs for States needing further training MSP trainin OCS will provide training this
Rochester regarding the Model State Plan outside of this webinar? J spring/summer.
webinar: James How will OCS help in the training needs for States needing further training - .
Leary NY | 70 regarding the Model State Plan outside of this webinar? MSP training see item 69
webinar: James Ny | 71 How will OCS address the further discussions/questions for States that were not MSP trainin OCS will provide further
Leary able to attend the NASCSP conference?" g communication and training.
webinar:

Cassandra ct |72 Can information for section 3.1, 3.2, 3.4 be paste from word into the OLDC page | OLDC: cut and can cut and paste
Norfleet- or will the CSBG office be required to type the information into the text boxes paste P
Johnson
webinar: Since everything is automated for the most part what are we expected to have OLDC: sharable
Jennifer NE | 73 |to present the plan to the public hearing and the legislative hearing. In the past, State Pian version See item 60.
Dreibelbis we gave draft copies of the entire plan to public and legislative HHS committee.
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V\(e‘blnar: N | 74 How do you share the State Plan for comments when it's inputted into a OLDC: sharab!e See item 60.
Patricia Swartz database? State Plan version
Account OCS should ensure that the Modernized State Plan is available in a printer- OLDC: sharable
measures: NC [ 75 |[friendly format to support having the document available for access/review for State Pian version See item 60.
Verna Best all stakeholders and interested persons.
"Other sources" are at the
descretion of the State. In
addition, we have added, "such
erformance as the public hearing," to
webinar: Kathi o | 76 and what 'other sources' are they referring to [in performance management r%ana ement indcate that the public hearing
Skoglund adjustment questions]? uegtions is a possible and advisible
q "other source" of feedback to
the state.
Change to MSP: added in "such
as the public hearing."
States do not need to include
webinar; How can a state report improvements in eligible entity participation in state plan| performance Emf:em:ﬁermggg'rt] Ilqna\tzeitﬁri yﬁ?é
Melissa OH [ 77 |development accomplished in recent cycles -- if info not sought by OCS until management instrucﬁgns in the MSP iyndicate
] LOo=T
Stanford after 1st use of OLDC model state plan? questions: timing which questions to skip in the
first year.
. . . formance
o If State is doing a State Plan for 2016 and 2107, for MSP question #10.14 the per . .
Webg;?;éR'ta TX | 78 |State would not answer it? Also when would the State report it in the Annual J::ij:i?ﬁﬂtal No neeecl‘;osr:gﬁretl%n;;e first
Report. Would it be in 2017 for the 2016 State Plan? a rep(;rt year. :
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The State Accountability Measures are trying to accomplish three different
objectives: (1) compliance (whether the State performed the required activity or
not), (2) quality improvement (how satisfied CSBG eligible entities are with how
the State performed a required activity) and (3) performance improvement (how State measures These distinctions will be
well the State performed a required activity in terms of quantifiable measures). evident in the ACSI survey.
But those objectives are unclear because the measures related to each objective
are all mixed together. We suggest considering regrouping the measures by

Account
measures: CA 79
Adrienne Rolka

objective.
Account We believe it may be misleading to state there are 13 measures, when several Noted, we will determine final
. measures are broken down into sub-measures that have different objectives. number. The idea is that some
measures: CA | 80 U - . State measures
. When taking into account sub-measures, there are 25 different measures in measures have sub elements
Adrienne Rolka g
total. We suggest that aren't separate measures.

When considering measures in terms of objectives, they are a disproportionate

amount of compliance measures (which are essential standards) in comparison These measures were
to quality and performance improvement measures. There are 11 compliance developed in collaboration with
measures, while there are only 7 quality improvement measures and 7 a CSBG Network workgroup.
Account performance improvement measures. To meet the network goal of While they may not be perfect,
measures: CA | 81 [|accountability and performance management across the CSBG Network, we State measures | we believe that they will serve
Adrienne Rolka suggest increasing the number of performance improvement measures by to improve accountability and
taking some of the compliance measures one step further. For example, 1Sa(ii) transparency, as well as spur
could measure the # of eligible entities that where involved in developing the continual performance
State plan. Or, another example, 3Sa could measure the % of discretionary funds improvement.

used in accordance with the strategy outlined in the State plan.
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OFFICIAL: Joan
A. Lee, After careful review of the revised Model State Plan draft, | have determined
Executive LA | 82 that it follows a logical order, has ample content, and it appears to have a supportive J
Director, CENLA functional user-friendly interactive formal. However, | have made notation of
CAA the following items for your consideration:
Overall | like the set up of the model state plan. | especially like that the last
guestion in each section tends to be how is the state going to adapt its plan to
take into consideration analysis and feedback from the previous year to improve
next year.
OFFICIAL: NE | 83 supportive V
Jennifer Dreilbis It requires states to continue to adapt our plans based on analysis and feedback. PP
States have required this of agencies (eligible entities) for years, now we are
held to the same standard.
The layout works and | think it is easier to fill out than previous state plans that
were narrative heavy and information got lost in the vague headings.
N No, but we did post the
Weblrljzg.rilames NY | 84 |Will NASCSP and/or OCS post Q&As from webinars? webinars webinars themselves so you
can hear the Q&As.
OCS provided guidance in the
webinar: Sarah vT | 85 It would be great to have a list of any specific items OCS would like feedback on - Dear Colleague message at the
Phillips e.g., she mentioned $ or % of $... start of the 60 day notice
period.
webinar: Jessica MN | 86 |Can we get the PowerPoint for part Il ahead of time for the next webinar? n/a

Rochester
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NASCSP members support the proposed changes to the state plan submission
process and content. However, we urge OCS to consider our feedback,
particularly as it related to the demands the revised Model State Plan may place
on CSBG funding and staff capacity, and concerns about content and clarity in its OCS is working closely with
current format. An overall concern for NASCSP is that the linking of the Model NASCSP and the CSBG Network

OFFICIAL: pc | 87 State Plan to the State Accountability Measures seem to take away some to provide support and

NASCSP freedom to administer the grant as each state needs within the confines of its guidance in implementing the
rules and regulations, the capacity of its eligible entities and the needs of its new CSBG performance
citizens. It is useful for OCS to bear that in mind as they establish requirements, management system.
timeframes and due dates for those programs, many States will face large cost
burdens associated with creating new collection and reporting systems to
accommodate the new standards and required performance measures.

OFFICIAL: Various Sect‘ions_. Certain sections (such as 7.6, 7.12,_8.3, apd 9.6) require gtates o

CAPLAW' MA | 88 [to make comparisons to past plans. OCS should clarify which past plans - i.e., Training issue.

any past plan? the past three years’ plans? the past year’s plan?
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same content as the national survey, they should be allowed to use it and not
required to duplicate efforts, which puts and extra burden on local eligible
entities in having to complete multiple surveys. States adn local grantees should
not be penalized for already having systems in place.

COMMENTER | STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
We stronly encourage OCS and State to track and acknolwledge the costs
associated with implementing the new state and federal accountabilty measures
(as well as the organization standards for local eligible entities). We do not
Account believe the current 5% administrative funding provided to MN (just under
s $400,000 annually with 36 eligible entities) will allow us to acheive what has See annual assessment
measures:Tikki| MN | 89 b S . A . ;
Brown een proposed. For exgample, mpmtonng against the Qrganlzahqnal Standards response in section 6.
every year for every eligible entity would place a significant strain on our
capacity, and also contradicts the three year monitoring requirement in teh
CSBG Act. We believe this pressure on administrative budgets and capacity
threatns our ability to do the high impact work we believe adds higher value.
Account The IM doesn't address the consequences for those (states and the federal
measures:Tikki| MN | 90 [government included) that don't meet acountabilty measures. We think this See item 62.
Brown should be addressed.
Account The IM refers (on the top of p. 3) to 13 state accountability measures. We count
measures:Tikki | MN | 91 |, oo ) ) See item 80.
Brown measures at least (not including all the sub-level measures.)
The requirement that states use a nationally administered survey for the
customer satisfaction is burdensome and duplicative for MN. Since the mid-
1990s, the MN OEO has used a customer satisfaction survey developed by
Account Wilder Research Center to solicit coordinated feedback from all of our grantees,
A, which include Community Action grantees, but also homeless and emergency . .
measures:Tikki| MN [ 92 food . . . technical assistance to MN.
Brown ood grantees. If States have their own system already in palce which covers the
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Page 4 of the IM references more frequent data collection "on a very small
number of measures." We are concerned that we will not have the capacity to
implement additional reporting requirements without federally-provided
Account automated systems for data collection and at current levels of 5% administrative Under the CSBG data
measures-Tikki | MN | 93 funding. Currently, we have to re-enter all of the CSBG-IS data for our 36 eligible cooperative agreement, the
Browﬁ entities on an annual basis, plus cooredinate all the data cleaning efforts, grantee will provide support
analysis and submission. This is time intensive work that stretches our capacity and training to states.
at current levels of funding and reporting frequency. If the federal government
plans to require more frequent reporting, providing a web-based system that
elilminates the need for double entry of data is essential.
OCS has collaborated closely
Requiring states to provide detailed "planned performance" information on a 2- d\g\'g;;hihcesggn'\:gaﬁogf( Eﬁe
year state CSBG Model State Plan may be difficult. It is difficult to anticipate P
Account - CSBG performance
e planned performance 2 years out. Further, it is the nature of a block grant that
measures:Tikki| MN | 94 fe o R management framework. The
States have flexibility and authority in administering the CSBG. We recommend . o
Brown . . oo MSP is a critical
that OCS pay close attention as to whether or not this activity yields useful, imblementation tool and states
actionable information. If it does not, this should be abandoned. pmust use it whether they
submit one or two year plans.
In order to be ready to incorporate the new annual report CSBG-IS forms, States . .
Account and local eligible entities must have finalized forms no later that September 1 Sgtswvglrlll(\fcvoomwlg;gﬁ tCP?ESGe
measures:Tikki| MN | 95 |(prior to the beginning of the new fiscal year on October 1) to ensure adequate new forms as%f‘fectivel a5
Brown time to establish data collectoin systems. If this is not possible or realistic, y

implementation of these requirements should be delayed.

possible.
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General Comments

COMMENTER | STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Account Page 5 of the IM references "the OCS website and other means, as appropriate”
measures:Tikki | MN | 96 for communication of State progress on accountability measures. Are there training and ta issue.
Brown examples of other federally-funded programs where this is succesfully
happening? It would be helpful to see such tangible examples if there is.
Consider aligning the Federal accountabilty measures to the State ones with
respect to Communications and Linkages (add "linkages"). One of the most
Account important thinkgs the network benefits from is leverage linkages at all levels:
measures:Tikki| MN [ 97 [local, state and federal. For example, OCS's recent linkage work with the White federal Under development
Brown House Rural Council has potential for benefitting teh communities and low-
income people that the Community Action network serves. Let's document and
encourage the federal progress here, as we do with local and state activity.
Account It is requested that OCS acknowledge the need for ongoing training and support
. to ensure states are able to meet timeframes (which may need to be extended)
measures: NC | 98 for State P| bmissi . th ltiole levels of revi h ol ft Agree.
Verna Best or State Plan submission given the multiple levels of review such plans often
undergo at the state level in preparation for approval and submission.
OFFICIAL: Additional significant staffing strain in managing the performance management see itern 50. We are increasin
Ditzah MA | 99 [& measurement changes for a state that oversees both the CSBG & LIHEAP Block burden : . &
. the burden estimate.
Wooden-Wade Grants using the same staff.
The estimate of 10 hours to complete document underestimates the amount
OFFICIAL: N | 100 the time required to complete the instrument, not only by the State, but also by burden See item 50.

Patricia Swartz

the eligible entities that will be submitting information to the State for inclusion
in the plan.
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General Comments

COMMENTER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

OCS will be providing extensive
training and TA. OCS has been
messaging to the field the need
for States to continue on with
timing their usual state plan
development process; OCS
provided the draft version of
the state plan in a Word
document.

The New Model State Plan will not be finalized by the Federal government until
late spring at the earliest. Not only is the format of the model plan new, but a
new on line submission process is being implemented. The Plan incorporates the

OFFICIAL: NJ | 101 [ew Organization Standards for eligible entities, and accountability measures
Patricia Swartz which are still in draft form for States and OCS. Requiring submission by
September 1, 2015 is unrealistic, in view of the draft nature of the plan format,
accountability standards, and submission process. Have concerns with the
timing for the required public and legislative hearings

Need a definition section:

a. 9.6 “Communication Plan”;

b. 10.5 “serious deficiency”

NJ | 102 ]c. 10.5 “Quality Improvement Plan”

d. 11. “Corrective Action Plan” and Quality Improvement Plan

OCS has addressed these issues
separately in each section.
Several terms have been

OFFICIAL:
Patricia Swartz

e. 13.2 “self-sufficiency”, “family stability”, “community revitalization” removed.
OFFICIAL: On line database will provide consistence in State Plan format among the States . .
Patricia Swartz NJ 103 and allow for consolidated reports in the future. OLDC; supportive v
OFFICIAL: . . e . . . .
.. NJ | 104 |Pre-populate of eligible entities into other areas of the Plan will save time. supportive V
Patricia Swartz
OFFICIAL: NS | 105 States need to be able to print out the Plan to be shared at legislative hearing, OLDC: sharable See item 60.

Patricia Swartz public comment session, and posted on our website. State Plan version
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General Comments

COMMENTER

information in the any new way required to meet the needs of the report.

STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Overall the instructions and content of the draft CSBG Model State Plan are very
OFFICIAL: clear and easy to follow. It is estimated that completing the document online,
Gabriella T 'eh DC | 106 |with information populated, will reduce the completion time, particularly for supportive v
future reporting. In addition, the limitation of 2500 characters for the narratives
will require that information be concise.
. Having the choice to upload documents, in the majority of cases, is a good The MsP generally c!oes not
OFFICIAL: pc | 107 loption. H it ded that this be th ton th hout th require uploading
Gabriella T eh option. FOWEVeT, It Is recommended that this be the option throughout the documentation, except for the
Model State Plan and not a requirement. . ', /
CSBG official designation letter.
We applaud the efforts of your office to create a new performance management
OFFICIAL: Paul VT |108 and accountability framework for CSBG in partnership with the CSBG Network. supportive J
Dragon In general, we find the Model State Plan to be clear, effective, streamlined PP
process for accountability.
. We appreciate that “Performance Management Adjustments” such as 3.4b or
OFFICIAL: Paul VT |109 (7.6, are tied to State Accountability Measures and based on the use of survey performance V
Dragon “ o u " management
feedback “as appropriate” as well as “other sources” of data.
OFFICIAL: Paul vT 1110 Hyperlinks to statute or definitions from statute would be useful in the OLDC performance |[Agreed. We will be adding such
Dragon State Plan. These could serve to clarify or remind the State CSBG Office of intent.| management |automation features and tools.
We would request that any new annual report format be provided to State CSBG
OFFICIAL: Paul Agencies prior to the start of the Federal Fiscal Year it will be required. This
Dragon Vi would provide the State enough time to prepare to collect the necessary Annual report Agreed.
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General Comments

COMMENTER  |STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE

The notice estimates the burden for collection of the proposed information to
be 10 hours. We would estimate the total to be closer to 24 hours, given the
OFFICIAL: Paul additional requirements that the State office review and respon_d to feedback ‘
Drag(;n VT | 112 |from a national survey on seven “performance management adjustments” and burden See item 50.
provide a narrative description on how and why changes were (or were not)
implemented based on feedback. If the plan was able to prepopulate fields
based on previous submitted plans, this could reduce some of the burden.

OCS believes the information in

. . .. N the MSP is within our authority.
DL The proposed collection of information in places goes significantly beyond what . e
OFFICIAL: Tikki MN | 113 |is authorized in the CSBG Act. We have provided input, both general and We have_ also revised Spec'ﬁ.c.
Brown detailed below ) ’ language in response to specific

comments to better align the
MSP and statute.

We believe the estimate of the burden of the proposed collection of information
will be significantly higher. We regularly experience substantial delays in our
OFFICIAL: Tikki communication with the Office of Community Services (OCS) with respect to
MN |114|. . . Toe 4.
Brown implementation questions and clarifications. Recently, for example, we
requested clarification about an implementation issue that still, after several
months, remains unresolved and in OCS' court.

burden See item 50.

General Comments 156 of 178 01/25/2021



General Comments

COMMENTER | STATE| # COMMENT RELATES TO RESPONSE
Further, becaue the proposed collection of information goes significantly beyond .
what is authorized in the CSBG Act in places, if those requirements remain, there egc():rsn?aerl:fgﬁ;gae neerx:ant
would be a substantial new burden on States and local eligible entities to collect tgols are critical to tﬁe future
OFFICIAL: Tikki MN | 115 [PeW information. In MN, we have 36 eligible entities and receive just under burd fth W
Brown $400,000 in Community Services Block Grant funds annually. We generally urden SUCCESS or the program. VVe
. .. . L . . believe the MSP itself will
restrict eligible entitiy administrative expending to 15%. At both the state and d burd fter the first
local levels we see administrative budgets to be stretched, even prior to the reduce bur enfa erthenrs
implementation of new requirements such as these. year ot use.
OFFICIAL: Tikki MN 1116 Wg expect OCS to be clear on how they would actually use the information noted.
Brown being requested.
We really appreciate OCS providing an online data collectoin (OLDC) system. We
anticipate that using the OLDC for the CSBG Model State Plan will significantly The annual report is under
OFFICIAL: Tikki improve our ability to submit MN's planin as cost-effective way as possible. We development by the CSGB data
Brown MN | 117 jwould like to also see thg provision of an online system for CSBG-IS annu.al cooperative agreement
report. The MN state office currently has to reeneter all of the data that is b
collected as part of the annual report, which is a significant time and cost grantee.
burden.
Block Grant Nature of CSBG: There is excessive level of details being requested The information about planned
in the MSP for state-level and state-determined activities. It is the nature of a activities in the MSP is general
OFFICIAL: Tikki MN | 118 block grant that states have flexibility and authority in administering the CSBG. and the state will have the
Brown The level of details about training and technical assistance provision and opportunity to describe

communication with eligible entities in particular is inappropriate to a block
grant.

changes they made to the plan
in the annual report.
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General Comments

COMMENTER

STATE

COMMENT

RELATES TO

RESPONSE

OFFICIAL: Tikki
Brown

MN

119

5% Administrative Levels and Organizational Standards: Monitoring against the
Organizational Standards every year for every eligible entity places a signficant
strain on State capacity. We do not believe the current 5% administrative
funding provided to MN will allow us to acheive what has been proposed. The
suggestion made by OCS to consider third party review is not a practical option,
even apart from teh govenment contracting difficulties inherent in this
approach, due to difficulties in finding, funding and supervising a qualified third
party reviewer. States are still required to review the self-assessment and perr
assessments and this takes time away from providing quality on-site reviews and
follow-up. The proposed MSP is overly prescriptive and detailed with respect.
OCS should allow States maximum flexibility in responding to these issues based
on individual State resources, and organizaitonal structure.

organizational
standards annual
assessment

See annual assessment
response in section 6.

OFFICIAL: Tikki
Brown

MN

120

Listing Eligible Entities with Serious Deficiencies: It is inappropriate to use the
MSP as a tool for communication between States and OCS about eligible entities
with serious deficiencies. First, such information is sensitive and must be
appropriately handled, and seems likely to be subject to Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA) requests. Secondly, the resolution of local eligible entity deficiencies
is ongoing and dynamic, and thus is inappropriate for inclusion an annual or
biannual plan (which represents a point-in-time only).

serious
deficiencies

Agree. See discussion of
"serious deficiencies" under
Section 7.
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Comments Submitted to OMB (30 Day Comment Period)

COM
MENT RELATES
ER STATH # COMMENT TO |RESPONSE

The Partnership previously submitted comments to OMB during the initial 60-
day comment period and was pleased to see the positive reception the
comments received at the Office of Community Services. The changes made
to the Model State Plan reflect the Office of Community Services’ thoughtful
cap | ocl 1 assessment of recommended changes. We greatly appreciate OCS’ efforts supporti
and changes made to the document released in May and look forward to ve
working with them as the new Model State Plan is finalized.
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CAP

DC

Section 6.4. Remove “Self-assessment/peer review with State risk analysis” as
an option to select when responding to the question. The term “State risk
analysis” is new to the discussion on the Model State Plan and the Federal
and State Accountability Measures, and is not mentioned or defined in the
Model State Plan Draft, OCS Information Memorandum 138, the federal CSBG
Act or other related document related to Organizational Standards. Its
definition is unknown and given that no assessment of its appropriateness or
time expectation can be made at this time, it should be removed.

section
6: Org
Standar
ds; 6.4,
risk
analysis

Discussion notes: We added "self-assessment/peer review
with State risk analysis" in response to comments from
states about the burden of annual assessment of standards.
In particular, see comment section 6, # 5, from Bill Brand:
"Should OCS move forward this requirement [to annually
assess org. standards], OCS should allow States maximum
flexibility in meeting the standard, based on individual State
capacity, resources, and organizational structure. This could
include monitoring compliance through sampling, use of a
risk matrix, focusing on limited key priority Organizational
Standards, or other methodologies developed by States
consistent with the Block Grant." (emph. added)

Response: Our original response to Bill Brand's comments
(see section 6, #6) was to indicate flexibility for how states
could fulfill the organizational standards annual assessment
requirement, as described broadly in IM 138. Therefore, we
had added the "risk analysis" option. OCS is inclined to keep
this option ("self-assessment/peer review with State risk
analysis") as one of the response choices under item 6.4 in
the MSP. In order to be responsive to the concerns from
CAP and NCAF, however, we will create a Q&A to clarify
what we mean by "risk analysis." In particular, the Q&A will
clarify that the use of the term "risk" in the context is not
associated with the provisions on pre-award risk review in
the new Uniform Administrative Requirements (2 CFR 200).

CAP

Section 8.3. Add narrative for all categories, going beyond the two noted.
Significant variations can be found in each of the categories noted and a
narrative would be helpful to further describe these important training and
technical assistance efforts.

Section
8: State
T/TA
plan

Response: We do not believe the usefulness of this
information in the state plan outweighs the added burden
to states of additional requirements.
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We are pleased to see that the proposed revisions to the Model State CSBG
Plan reflect, among things, recent guidance to agencies and information
memorandums, as well as responses to concerns submitted by NASCSP

supporti
ve

NASCS DC during the 60-day comment period. However, this final draft still contains
elements that remain unclear and non-regulated.
NASCSP members support the proposed changes to the state plan submission Response: This is a very general comment.
process and content. However, we urge OCS to consider our feedback,
NASCS particularly as it related to the demands the revised Model State Plan may
P DC place on CSBG funding and staff capacity, and concerns about content and
clarity in its current format.
An overall concern for NASCSP is that the linking of the Model State Plan to Response: The change to a performance management
the State Accountability Measures seem to take away some freedom to framework (org standards, state/federal account. Measures,
administer the grant as each state needs within the confines of its rules and and NPIs) is significant; however, the CSBG Network is in
regulations, the capacity of its eligible entities, and the needs of its citizens. agreement that this enhanced accountability, transparency,
and performance management is necessary for the
effectiveness and relevence of the program in the future.
OCS has worked closely with NASCSP and a state workgroup
to develop the state accountabilty measures over the last
several years. The MSP is only an implementation tool for
NASCS DC the measures.

P In addition, the MSP is just an information collection; it does
not introduce new rules, new punitive actions or funding
actions. CSBG still provides the same significant flexibility to
the state to operate.

It is useful for OCS to bear that in mind as they establish requirements, Response: OCS is aware of the challenges facing states,
timeframes, and due dates for those programs, many States will face large especially in the transition to using the new MSP and
cost burdens associated with creating new collection and reporting systems assessment of organizational standards. We are working
to accommodate the new standards and required performance measures. with states to provide support, tools, and TA to help states
NASCS implement the new performance management framework.
P DC As described above (item 6), the network is in agreement

that new accountability and performance systems are
needed.
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NASCSP also urges OCS to consider collecting numerical data around planned
expenditures, not percentages, for maximum clarity and usability of the data.

Response: The comments from the 60 day notice did not
provide clear consensus on this point. OCS is inclined

NASCS ocls toward providing the greater flexibility of allowing states to
P choose expenditure amount or percentage.
Question 1.1b: What is the difference between a Human Services Response: We used the exact categories from the CSBG IS,
Department and a Social Services Department? question C.1. However, if the distinctions are not
A number of State CSBG Offices are located in state Departments of meaningful, we can combine the categories.
NASCS Commerce, and also Economic Development or Human Rights. Should these Change to MSP: After checking with NASCSP, we will
P DC | 9 |options be listed as a specific check box? Refer to CSBG-IS, Form C, question 1 combine Human/Social services and potentially add other
to be sure common State agency arrangements are included. categories.
Table in Question 5.1: Reword "Tribe" to "Tribal Government" or "Tribal Response: the statute uses "Indian tribe" or "tribe," but we
Nation" to appropriately recognize the sovereign government status. can change to "tribal government" in response to the
comment.
NASCS DC | 10 Change to MSP: After checking on terminology, change drop
P down in 5.1 to "Tribal Government or Tribal Organization"
Question 6.2: The word "slightly" was changed from the previous draft to Response: The terminology "minor modification" comes
"minor." With either term, define "minor" or remove. directly from IM 138 (see page 7). Therefore, OCS is inclined
to keep the word "minor" in the MSP and, to address the
commenter's concern, provide an explanation/definition in
a Q&A.
If a state checks the box under 6.2 indicating they are
NASCS making minor changes to the COE standards, CSBG staff will
p |DC|11 review if the change is minor. If OCS determines the change

is significant, OCS may determine that the State classify
their standards as alternative standards, rather than COE
standards.
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Question 6.4: Monitoring against the Organizational Standards every year for
every eligible entity may not be feasible at current administrative levels (i.e.
5%), and appears to contradict the federal CSBG Act's allowance for state
monitoring every three years.

Response: As described in IM 138, states are expected to
assess standards annually, which does not have to be the
full monitoring process required under 678B of the CSBG
Act. As noted under responses to 60 day comments (see
section 6, #1 of this document): "OCS believes assessing the
standards each year is critical to the effectiveness of the
standards. In addition, OCS has the authority to impose this
requirement (see IM 138). However, OCS has provided

NASCS DC | 12 maximum flexibility in how States choose to assess
standards, as described in IM 138. OCS has funded, and will
continue to fund, extensive T/TA efforts to assist states in
implementing an annual assessment process."

Question 7.4 The final draft of the Model State CSBG Plan reads as follows: note: we|Please see OCS response under section 7, item 18, which
"Does the State plan to make funds available to eligible entities no later than had |reads, in part: "States whose procedures may not meet the
30 calendar days after OCS distributes the Federal award?” some |30 day target, but still provide timely, consistent funding to
Some State procedures are that well within 30 days after OCS "distributes the |discussio|ees, will have the opportunity to describe their distribution
Federal award," these states will have entered into contracts with each of n here |procedures in the MSP; if they are providing funds

their community action agencies. Those contracts will specify their respective | about |consistently and without lapses, they will be considered as
distribution shares of the 90% allocated to the CAAs from the overall award. |whether|meeting the standard."

That does not mean, however, that the CAAs have immediately free accessto| we [Response: The current version of the MSP allows for states
those funds at that time. Instead, CSBG contracts with the CAAs to provide might [to describe the details of their procedures in item 7.3 and

NASCS for payment on a cost reimbursement basis only. There are nuances to change |7.4a, beyond a yes/no response in item 7.4. OCS will

P DC | 13 funding distribution that must be considered. Consider rewording for the 30 |consider the states full response when assessing
nuances that impact distribution of funds by the States. The issue is whether [day time|performance against the accountability measure, which
local eligible entities experienced an interruption of service. Options of only | frame? [takes into account the diversity of state procedures.

ves or no do not represent scope of reasonable approaches to distributing
funds.
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NASCS

DC

14

Table for Question 7.9: It may be difficult for states to predict plan use for 2
years for those who submit as 2-year plan. OCS could consider removing this
table, and accept narrative descriptions as sufficient. If the table is retained,
we recommend adding a category (on p. 14) for "Emergencies'(such as
tornadoes, floods, and other unforeseen emergencies).

As noted in response to comments (section 7, #32), "This is
meant to be a plan for the use of funds; while states may
have many allowable reasons to deviate from the plan, OCS
expects them to start out with a basic plan. These are the
statutory categories. Emergencies can be included in
Ilother.llll

Response: For transparency and accountability, a state that
chooses to submit a state plan must be able to provide clear
plans for using CSBG discretionary funds over the entire
performance period. We recognize that in some state
environments it may be difficult to project two years in
advance. If a state is not able to do that, the state has the
option of submitting a one year plan.

OCS has noted in training that the information in the state
planis only a plan. At the end of the performance period,
the state will be expected to compare planned activities
against actual and will have the opportunity to describe
reasons for any deviations.
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NASCS

DC

15

Table with Question 8.1: It may be difficult for states to predict planned
technical assistance for 2 years for those who submit as 2-year plan. OCS
could consider removing this table, and accept narrative descriptions as
sufficient.

See, in part, the response under item 14 above.

Response: This is meant to be a plan to provide
transparency and accountability; states may deviate from
the plan during the performance period as appropriate.
However, to address the concern raised by states and
others during the 60 day comment period - that states
needed flexibilty to respond to changing training and TA
needs during the performance period - OCS revised the
accountabilty measure 3Sc. As noted in the 60 day
comments response (under section 8 #7), accountabilty
measure 3Sc: "Several commenters were concerned that
measure 3Sc, which measures the completion of a training
and TA plan, would undermine State flexibility and
responsiveness during the performance period. We revised
the measure to read: "The State completed the training and
technical assistance activities specified in its State plan,
and/or made appropriate adjustments in response to
unanticipated needs."" (emphasis added.)

NASCS

DC

16

Question 10.1: This question may be too focused and prescriptive for some
states, as monitoring schedules are dynamic and fluid based on a complex
reality of factors, including agency risk-level, agency and staff availability,
board meeting schedules, weather and more. If this question is not removed,
consider adding a dropdown option of "biennially" or "per contract period"
for states with a more flexible monitoring schedule. If it is kept, is there an
expectation that this be updated with every change? To what benefit and
use?

Response: We expect the state to provide their best
estimate of their monitoring schedule in the state plan. As
noted in the responses above, states will be able to provide
justifications for any changes to the schedule. At minimum,
OCS will expect states to provide this information in the
annual report, but we may also develop procedures for
updating the plan mid performance period based on the
significance of the change.
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Question 10.6 The newly revised version of the CSBG Model State Plan states
as follows: "Describe the State’s process for reporting eligible entities on QIPs
to the Office of Community Services within 30 calendar days of the State
approving a QIP?"

This question is "associated with" State Accountability Measure 4Sal(iii). It is
not stated in either the CSBG Act, or IM 116, or 45 CFR 96.92. The only
reference to this is a sentence buried in the "Program Requirements"
paragraph on page 7 of the attachment to IM 102 relating to Monitoring Visit
checklists. However, even that latter requirement purports to apply only to
T&TA reports and it has no 30-day deadline, while the MSP question purports
to relate only to an identification of what entities are on QIPs. The question
and the Accountability Measure both state that such report is to be made
within 30 days after the State has approved the QIP for a given entity. Are

Response: The general authority for this requirement is
noted in the draft IM published on 1/27/15: "The CSBG Act
requires States to report on performance, according to the
annual reporting provision in Section 678E...and allows OCS
to request additional information through the State plan, as
described in Section 676(b)."

The state accountability measures were designed by OCS
and the CSBG Network to provide accountabilty and
transparency, along with other performance management
tools. All of the state measures went through thorough
review by the network, including two public comment
periods. OCS believes, and the network agreed, that OCS's
ability to track progress on QIPs is central to the federal

NASCS DC | 17 [these simply new requirements or do they come from some pre-existing oversight role. With some discussion, we would consider if
P authority? the 30 day time frame should be changed.
Possible Change to Accountability Measure/MSP: consider
changing time frame.
Question 10.10 & 10.10a ask what procedures are for "re-designating existing | further |Response: The category of "re-designation" came from the
eligible entities." discussio|lS question C.5. With some discussion with NASCSP, we
States do not “re-designate” an eligible entity. If an “eligible entity” is de- n could explore removing this question.
designated, then its return as a new eligible entity would be as a new Possible change to MSP.
applicant through the RFI and RFP processes. In such a situation, it is not an
"existing" eligible entity. If altering the MSP language is no longer an option,
we suggest that guidance be offered to clarify “previous” eligible entity and
NASCS oc | 18 “existing.” For some states, if an agency is de-designated, they still remain as
P the eligible entity until another eligible entity is chosen therefore they would

be considered the existing eligible entity. For other states, once the agency is
de-designated and closed out, they are no longer the eligible entity even if
the service area ceases to be served for a period of time.
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NASCS

Questions 12.2 and 12.3 should be considered for possible removal. They
address eligible entity level activities and community programming. States
should report on their approach to ensuring eligible entities are in
compliance with the income eligibility requirements. Each eligible entity
might have a different approach to income verification and documenting
appropriate service targeting.

Response: The way the questions are written does allow
the states to report on their approach to ensuring eligible
entities are in compliance with requirements; the questions
do not ask for information about ee activities and
community programming. In fact, we re-worded the
questions for this very reason, in response to 60 day
comments. (Please see response in this spreadsheet under
section 12, #9.)

DC |19
P We agree it is acceptable for each ee to have a different
approach, if that is in accordance with state policy. Please
see response in this spreadsheet under section 12, # 6.

NASCSP, on behalf of the leadership and its members, thanks the Office of supporti
Community Services for the transparency, collaboration and engagement ve
demonstrated to work with all levels of the CSBG Network to build and revise
the Model State Plan and move the Network forward. We are pleased to

NASCS DC | 20 |have participated as key informants in the revision process and are grateful

P for the opportunity to contribute our thoughts, comments and feedback on

the revised Model State Plan through this formal comment.
This final draft plan retains the many elements we identified as being supporti

NCAE | DC | 21 effective, clear and an advance in defining the performance of the ve
Community Services Block Grant network organizations at all levels. Any edits
are improvements.
Next, we believe significant positive changes were made to address the supporti
concerns we had regarding the first draft’s language in sections 3.2, 10.5, 8.3, ve

NCAF | DC | 2219 3 and 9.4 and a number of the concerns we expressed regarding section 6.
The revised burden estimate is also realistic. supporti

NCAF | DC | 23 ve
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NCAF

DC

However, we do have one new substantive concern: the May draft injects a
new term and concept into the Plan. We believe the reference to a state “risk
assessment” of local agencies in the checklist at section 6.4 [“Self-
assessment/peer review with State risk analysis”] is confusing, undefined and
should be removed.

The term “State risk analysis” is not mentioned or defined in any OCS
guidance or policy document currently in use by grantees the Model State
Plan, IM 138, or other related document. Its definition is unknown, HHS
guidance on adequate risk analysis process and content is not developed and
state practices, if any, are not standardized. Further, the organizational
standards are not individually tied to their impact on risk mitigation. States’
risk assessment tools developed now in response to this plan element would
be different in each state....

THIS COMMENT CONTINUES IN THE NEXT ROW.

section
6: Org
Standar
ds; 6.4,
risk
analysis

See response under CAP item 2 above.

168 of 178




NCAF

DC

24a

We recognize that the OMB “Super Circular” includes grantee risk assessment
as a general expectation. If the intent of this plan draft was to connect that
risk assessment to the unique system of CSBG local organizational standards,
we respectfully submit that work has not yet begun even to identify the
application of the OMB requirements to the Block Grant-specific operations,
much less to make any direct connection between failing to meet, or partially
meeting, any one of the four dozen plus organizational standards; a level of
“risk” as defined by the regulation does not exist today and may take some
years to define - should that exercise ever prove desirable. {Example:
“Organizational Standard 2.4. The organization documents the number of
volunteers and hours mobilized in support of its activities.” An agency which
has collected the volunteers’ names and dates the volunteers’ work but does
not require volunteers to record timesheets and lacks a database system for
unduplicating volunteers with similar names, its performance on this
standard may be poor to middling. The matter of whether this shortcoming is
connected to “risk” and, if so, how it would be weighted when scoring a risk
level has not been considered yet by OCS or any state we know of and does
not seem to be clarified by the Super-Circular.]

see
above

see directly above

NCAF

DC
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In addition, we have an editorial suggestion that might clarify further the
strong and sensible final version of section 10.5 and other sections related to
performance that use the same phrase. As a substitute for the informal
phrase “... entities are currently on Quality Improvement Plans?” use “...
entities are currently IMPLEMENTING [or perhaps COVERED BY?] Quality
Improvement Plans (QIPs), IF ANY?” The term ‘on’ is a little vague. The reason
to insert “if any” is to clarify that there is no expectation that all or most
states will always have subgrantees exhibiting the type of serious deficiency
that calls for a QIP.

Response: We agree with the clarification.
Change to MSP: Under item 10.5, change "on" to "covered
by".

NCAF

DC

26

Thank you again for the many opportunities offered the public to participate
in the development of a more effective and accountable federal Federal-
State-Local CSBG system including this opportunity to offer input to the final
Model State Plan. We are convinced the changes will strengthen the

community action program.

supporti
ve
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Iltem 2.4. In 2.4a. and 2.4b. we suggest changing “last year” to “since the last 2.4 |Clarity edit.
CAPLA State Plan submission.”
Ny MA | 27
Item 3.3a. Change “Check all that apply and narrative where possible” to 3.3a |[Clarity edit.
“Check all that applies and include narrative where possible.” Clarify that
CAPLA MA | 28 |“annual reports” are “CSBG annual reports” and that “Eligible entity plans”
w are “Eligible entity Community action plans.”
Item 3.3b. Change “Check all that apply and narrative where possible” to 3.3b |Clarity edit. Minor.
CAPLA MA | 29 “Check all that applies and include narrative where possible.”
W
Item 4.3. Revise the parenthetical to say “(If the State did not hold a public 4.3 |Clarity edit.
hearing on this State Plan in the year prior to the first Federal fiscal year
covered by this plan and/or a legislative hearing in the last three years,
provide further detail.)”
The Instructional Note states that “The date(s) for the public hearing(s) must
CAPLA MA | 30 have occurred in the year prior to the first Federal fiscal year covered by this
w plan.” Specify whether the year prior to the first Federal fiscal year covered
by the plan is the calendar year or the federal Fiscal year.
Address Revisions to State Plans. Add another item revisions to State Plans 4 new question: state plan revisions.
that says ““Describe the State’s procedures for revising its CSBG State Plan,
including how proposed revisions to the State Plan will be made available for
CAPLA MA | 31 public inspection within the State in such a manner as would facilitate review
W of, and comment on, the Plan.”
Iltem 4.4. Provide examples of what information should be provided as 4.4 |request for examples.
CAPLA MA | 32 “supporting documentation” or in a
w hyperlink (e.g., hearing notice, transcript etc.)
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Item 5.1. In the first sentence, change the word “private” to “nonprofit.” In 5.1 |Clarity edit. Minor.
the second sentence, make
clear that the term “90 percent funds” is a defined term by capitalizing the
term throughout the document
CAPLA MA | 33 |and changing the reference to them in the parenthetical to say “90 Percent
w Funds (as defined below under
item 5.3)".
CAPLA Item 5.2. In the Instructional Note capitalize the term “90 Percent Funds.” 5.2 [Clarity edit. Minor.
W MA [ 34
Item 6.3. We suggest splitting this item into two items. The first item would 6.3 |splitting question in two: adoption of standards.
state “How will/has the State
officially adopt(ed) organizational standards for eligible entities in the State?
If “Other” is selected, provide
a timeline and additional information, as necessary. [Check all that apply and
include a narrative where
applicable]” and would include the checkboxes included in the proposed
CAPLA MA | 35 Model State Plan.
W The second item would ask “How did the State determined that its process
for adopting organizational
standards was consistent with the State’s administrative procedures act and
other applicable state law?
CAPLA 6 Item 6.4. Change “[Check all that applies]” to “[Check all that apply]” 6.4 |Clarity edit. Minor.
Ny MA |3
CAPLA| 0 37 [We recommend including a check 6.4 Jadding check box item.
w box for “Regular desk review by State.”
6.4 |See risk analysis discussion discussion.
CAPLA Please clarify what is meant by “risk analysis” in the check box for
Y MA | 38 |“Self-assessment/peer review with State risk analysis” (e.g., prioritizing

eligible entities for further review
based on self-assessment/peer review).
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CAPLA

MA

39

Item 7.1. We suggest defining the terms “Historic” and “Hold Harmless.” We
believe that a narrative

would be helpful for all responses to this question.

We also suggest adding the following questions regarding the formula for
allocating 90 Percent Funds to

CSBG eligible entities:

“Has the formula changed since the last State plan submission?”

“If yes, please include narrative describing the change and the basis for the
change and answer the

following questions:

Did the formula change result in the reduction in the proportional share of
one or more eligible

entities’ 90 Percent Funds?

If so, did the State provide affected eligible entities with notice and an
opportunity for a hearing on

the record and determine that cause existed for the reduction?”

7.1

additional definitions and questions: state allocation
formula

CAPLA

MA

40

Items 7.2 and 7.3. Capitalize “90 Percent Funds.”

7.2 and

Clarity edit. Minor.

CAPLA

MA

41

Item 7.3. At the end of this item add “Specify whether eligible entities are
paid on an advance or reimbursement basis and, if they are paid on a
reimbursement basis, include the reimbursement process and timeframe for
eligible entities to receive reimbursement in the description of steps in the
State’s process for distributing 90 Percent Funds and number of days each
step is expected to take.”

7.3

additional question: do states pay ees by reimursement and
describe timeline and process.

CAPLA

MA

42

Item 7.4. We recommend clarifying what the phrase “make funds available to
eligible entities” means and suggest defining it as meaning when the eligible
entities will actually receive the funds, whether on an advance or
reimbursement basis.

7.4

additional definition: timeline for state providing funds to
ees.

CAPLA

MA

43

We recommend that OCS collect information (for example, in the CSBG
annual report submitted by States) on the actual time it takes the State to
make CSBG funds available to eligible entities.

Question in annual report: timeline for state providing funds
to ees.
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Item 7.5. We recommend adding one or more examples of what improving 7.5 |adding example.
CAPLA MA | 44 [g8rant and/or contract administration procedures might mean.
W
CAPLA We recommend that OCS collect data on which Federal fiscal year’s funding 7.5 |adding data collection: the FFY of the funds the state is
w | MA 145 leach State is distributing. distributing
Item 7.6. We recommend specifying that the estimated allocation of CSBG 7.6 |Recommends both % and $ for admin funds.
CAPLA funds for administrative activities be expressed in both dollars and a
W MA | 46 |percentage, since the limit on the use of CSBG funds by the State for
administrative purposes is the greater of $55,000 or 5%.
Item 7.9. In the Instructional Note, change the term “The assurance under 7.9 |Clarity edit. "assurrance vs. description" issues.
676(b)(2)” to “Section 676(b)(2),” as Section 676(b)(2) requires a description
but not an assurance. Also, change the sentence “If a funded activity fits
under more than one category in the tab, allocate the funds among the
categories” to “If a funded activity fits under more than one category,
CAPLA MA | 47 indicate in narrative if that it could fall into more than one category and list
W the categories it could fall into.” In the example, please clarify what “should
be allocated appropriately” means.
CAPLA In the table, clarify that h. is “Other activities, consistent with the purposes of | 7.9  |Clarity edit.
w | MA 48 |the CSBG Act”
Item 8.1. We recommend adding “Legal Compliance” as a T/TA topic in the 8.1 |Adding new TA category: legal compliance.
CAPLA “Topic” column of the table. In the sample table, it appears that information
W MA | 49 |on the conference in the column entitled “Brief Description of “Other”” is cut
off.
CAPLA Item 8.3. In brackets, state “Check all that apply and include narrative where 8.3 |Clarity edit. Minor.
w | MA 150 [applicable.”
CAPLA Item 9.3b. Change the term “assurance” in this item to “description,” as 9.3b [Clarity edit. "assurrance vs. description" issues.
w | MA 151 section 676(b)(3)(B) requires a description, not an assurance.
CAPLA Item 9.7. Change the term “assurance” in this item to “description,” as 9.7 |Clarity edit. "assurrance vs. description" issues.
w | MA |52 |section 676(b)(3)(C) requires a description, not an assurance.
CAPLA Item 9.9. Please clarify what information is requested in the “Topic” column 9.9 |Adding instructions/definition.
w | MA|53 |of the table.
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CAPLA

Item 10.1. For purposes of the column “Date of Last Full Onsite Review (if
applicable),” specify when a full onsite review may not be applicable (e.g., in
the case of a newly designated eligible entity where the deadline for the first

10.1

Adding instructions/example.

w | MA 54 [full onsite review has not yet occurred).
CAPLA Item 10.7. Change this question to “How does the State ensure ...” and 10.7 |edit and inclusion of narrative. (Beyond the actual required
w | MA |55 require inclusion of a narrative. assurance.)
CAPLA Item 10.9a. Remove the word “new.” 10.9a |Clarity edit.
MA | 56
W
Item 10.10. Please clarify what “re-designate an existing eligible entity” 10.1 |See discussion of re-designation above.
CAPLA MA | 57 [means. Re-designation is not a term used in the federal CSBG Act.
W
CAPLA Item 11.1. Change text in brackets to read “Check all that apply and include 11.1 (Clarity edit. Minor.
W MA | 58 |narrative where applicable.”
CAPLA Item 11.2. Add a check box for “After every regularly scheduled board 11.2 |adding check box item.
w | MA 159 Imeeting.”
Item 12.1. Delete the existing question and re-phrase it as follows: “What is 12.1 [Clarity edit.
the income eligibility limit for CSBG services in the State?” In the description
for the second check box, specify that the percentage must not be below
100% or more than 125% of the Federal Poverty Line. In the description for
CAPLA the third check box, clarify that the limit used by eligible entities in the State
w | MA |60 [may not be higher than 100% of the FPL or the limit established by the State,
if such limit is higher (but no higher than 125% of FPL).
Item 12.1a. Re-phrase to say “Describe any State policy and/or procedures 12.1a |Clarity edit.
CAPLA for determining client eligibility for CSBG benefits/services (such as definition
W MA | 61 |of income and family/household composition)”
CAPLA Item 12.2. Replace the word “verify” with “determine.” 12.2 [Clarity edit.
MA | 62
W
CAPLA Item 14.2. In the Note, change the term “assurance” to “use,” as section 14.2 [Clarity edit. "assurrance vs. description" issues.
w_ | MA |63 676(b)(2) requires a description, not an assurance.
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CAPLA

Item 14.3b. In the Note, change the term “assurance” to “use,” as section
MA | 64 |676(b)(3)(B) requires a description, not an assurance.

14.3b |Clarity edit. "assurrance vs. description" issues.

CAPLA

Item 14.3c. In the Note, change the term “assurance” to “use,” as section
MA | 65 |676(b)(3)(C) requires a description, not an assurance.

14.3c [Clarity edit. "assurrance vs. description" issues.

CAPLA MA | 66

Item 14.3d. In the Note, capitalize “90 Percent Funds.”

14.3d

Clarity edit. Minor.
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Q&A in Response to 30 Day Comments

# from
30 day
commen
ts

Question

Response

2,24, 25

What is the meaning of "risk analysis," as referenced
under item 6.4, in the response option "self-
assessment/peer review with State risk analysis"? Is this
term associated with the pre-award risk review
requirements in the new Uniform Administrative
Requirments in the Federal Code of Regulations?

The term "state risk analysis" in MSP item 6.4 is used generically to describe a
range of strategies states may use to prioritze the type or degree of follow-up
the state performs in order to validate the results of an eligible entities'
organizational standards self or peer assessment. As described in IM 138, while
states must annually assess organizational standards for each eligible entity,
they may choose to establish procedures by which they tailor their processes
according to pre-identified risk factors. For example, a state may assess
organizational standards each year through monitoring visits for 1/3rd of their
entities and then self-assessment for the rest of their entities. Of those self-
assessed eligible entities in a given year, the state may prescribe varying levels
of follow-up depending, for example, on an analysis of information from the
self-assessment, the entity's last monitoring visit, and any recent audits. Based
on this analysis, the state may choose to perform a more intensive validation
process for those entities with any or certain findings or issues, and less
intensive follow-up -- perhaps by phone or email -- for those entities with no
issues. OCS wants to provide as much flexibility as possible as to how states
carry out the annual assessment requirement. By including the option of "risk
analysis" in MSP 6.4, OCS is indicating that states may define their own
procedures and approaches. Regardless of the approach or approaches for
assessment the state identifies in 6.4, the state much describe their procedures
in item 6.4a, which will be subject to OCS review.




Is this term associated with the pre-award risk review
requirements in the new Uniform Administrative

As noted above, the term "risk analysis" is used generically in this instance and
is not related to the provisions on risk review in the new Uniform Administrative

24,25 [Requirments in the Federal Code of Regulations? Requirements.
Does the linking of the Model State Plan to the State The change to a performance management framework (org standards,
Accountability Measures take away some freedom to state/federal account. Measures, and NPIs) is significant; however, the CSBG
administer the grant as each state needs within the Network is in agreement that this enhanced accountability, transparency, and
confines of its rules and regulations, the capacity of its performance management is necessary for the effectiveness and relevence of
eligible entities, and the needs of its citizens. the program in the future. CSBG still provides the same significant flexibility to
the states to operate.
OCS has worked closely with NASCSP and a state workgroup to develop the
6 state accountabilty measures over the last several years. The MSP, as an
information collection, is only an implementation tool for the measures. The
MSP does not introduce new rules, new punitive actions or funding actions.
MSP gestion 6.2 reads: "If the State is using the COE- The terminology "minor modification" comes directly from IM 138 (see page 7).
developed orgnaizational standards, does the State The term "minor" means a change that OCS, upon review, determines does not
propose making a minor moidification to the standards, |[signficantly undermine the overall integrity of the standards, and for which the
as described in IM 138?" Define the term "minor." state has a compelling rationale. In general, a State may not pick and choose
standards to change based on their preferences. They must have a compelling
reason, based on structural, legal, or other factors in their state. OCS would
expect states to modify standards, rather then omitting them completely.
In the MSP, if a state checks the box under 6.2 indicating they are making minor
changes to the COE standards, CSBG staff will review the state's description of
11 their proposed modification under 6.2a. If OCS determines the change is

significant, rather than minor, OCS may require that the State re-classify their
standards as alternative standards, rather than COE standards, under 6.1.




13

MSP question 7.4 reads: "Does the State plan to make
funds available to eligible entities no later than 30
calendar days after OCS distributes the Federal award?"
Does the timeframe and question account for possible
state procedural nuances that impact state distribution of
funds particularly for those states that issue contracts
and provide funds to ees on a cost reimbursement basis?

Yes, questions 7.3, 7.4 and 7.4a, and the associated performance measure 2Sa,
do take into account the range of state procedures for distributing funds to the
ees. OCS significantly revised these questions in the MSP based on comments
we received during the 60-day comment period. The revised questions and
accountabilty measure allow states to provide a complete description of their
distribution procedures and emphasize that a state that has a process to
provide funding to ees consistently and without interuption meets OCS
expectations.

13

In MSP question 7.4 (see above), does the term "make
funds available" mean that the ees must have direct
access or draw down to the funds?

Yes, "make funds available" in this question means that ees have direct access
to the funds within the 30 day timeframe. However, OCS is not requiring states
to have this kind of a procedure. If a state has different distribution procedures
that do not technically meet the 30 day timeframe, such as a cost
reimbursement procedure, the state will answer "no" under 7.4 and describe
their procedures under question 7.4a. OCS will consider the state as meeting
the accountabilty measure 2Sa if the state meets the 30 day timeframe under
7.4 OR if the state provides funding to ees consistently and without interuption,
through other procedures.

18

In MSP question 10.10, what does "re-designation"
mean?

Designation: The State process for designating an organization as a new eligible
entity, as described under Section 676A of the CSBG Act.

De-designation: The State process to terminate the designation of an
organization as an eligible entity, as described under Section 678C of the CSBG
Act.

Re-designation: The state process for designating a current eligible entity to
serve a geographic area of a state that is not, or ceases to be, served by another
eligible entity, as described under Section 676A of the CSBG Act.
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