From: noreply@formstack.com

Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2015 4:55 PM
To: S
Subject:, Regulatory Review

Categories: Red Category

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Submn‘fed at 06/1 8/1 5 4 55 PM

Name (opt:onai)

Company/Organization (if applicable)
(optional)::

Primary Phone (optional)::

801 CIVIR 52

L 3 ZS ’ta i elLocal Government Relat[ons

Please list the Agency or AgenCIes affiliated Administration and Finance
with this regulation::

; 801 CMR 52 has reg 'ment_for ail local government entlt[es to__'
Tl submlt health ms__ ce data foreach: ' B

Suggestions for easing regulatory remove the annual reporting requirement
compliance::

Terms | Privacy
Copyright © 2015 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved.
This is a customer service email.
Formstack, LLC
8604 Allisonville Rd.
Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46250




NN - |
From: 'norep!y@formst’ggf(.com
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2015 4:55 PM
To: 'H
Subject: Regulatory Review
Categories: Red Category

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Submitted at 06/18/15 4:55 PM

CompanyIOrganlzatlon {lf appllcable) T Ly
(optional):: R

-':::;Address (optlonal)

anary Phone (optlonai)

;'_: ma ¥ __':(opt;onai)

CMR Number (If known) 801 CMR 52

:i:'_z”eral Regulatory Themes _"';:'_"____;-Stateli_"fca[ Govemment Re]atlons i

Please list the Agency or Agencies affiliated Administration and Finance
with this regulatlon

| _Qulatory lssue or " £ 01 CMR_ 52'has reqwrment for aEI iocal governme" ¢
Bl : ' . submit _health insurance data for each t" sca]

Suggestions for easing regulatory * remove the annual reporting requirement
compliance::

Terms | Privacy
Copyright © 2015 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved.
This is a customer service email.
Formstack, LLC
8604 Allisonville Rd.
Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46250




From: S bW < noreply+42faa7a77306fa9 @formstack.com>
Sent: onday, uEy 13, 2015 3:16 PM

To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Categories: Red Category

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Submitted at 07/13/15 3:14 PM_

:.:Name (optlonal)'_"_' i

i b|]I Iytt]e

Company/Organization {if applicable) KEY Program
(optional)::

:-E-?Ad::_::__"'ess (optlonal)

Prlmary Phone (optlonal)

CMR Number (lf known)

General F Regulatory Themes . Chidrenand Famiies

Please list the Agency or Agencies affiliated Operational Services Division
with this requlation::

Descnb the regi y lssueor :"?P,S.e‘!'-‘{?ﬁol'_'.': tofanannual :ﬁ'!_ingof_' :thQ_U[il_ifo.l.‘}T.l
Suggestions for easing regulatory Put together a workgroup that includes EOHHS non-profits
compliance:: _ to make the report easier to complete

Terms | Privacy
Copyright ©® 2015 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved.
This is a customer service email.
Formstack, LL.C
8604 Allisonville Rd.
Suite 300
Indianapolis, [N 46250




From: noreply@formstack.com

Sent: Sunday, July 26, 2015 11:16 AM
To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Submitted at 07/26/15 11.15AM
“Name (opti -

Company/Organization (if Teddy Bear Day Care
applicable) (optional)::

Prlmary Phone (optlonal)

" a;l (optlonal)

CMR Number (If known)

_General Regulatory ;Theme - | _:.

Please list the Agency or
Agencies affiliated with this
regulatlon

6 'property to
state ‘ohe: of my

[ :_'lbe the regulatory iss

ed to buy the bs and px ned 1o
e same rate as the. rloft_..ﬂ."‘

related, paid to vate | espaceaiherexpénsean
- that person the same re '_ow cloes this make sense??

Suggestions for easing
requiatory compiiance::

Terms | Privacy
Copyright © 2018 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved.
This is a customer service email.
Formstack, LLC
8604 Allisonville Rd.
Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46250




~MSebe———)_ — - — —_—

From: ' noreply@formstack.com

Sent: Saturday, July 25, 2015 2:20 PM
To: RegReform {ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

ormstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Submitted at 07/25/1 5 2 20 PM o
Name (optlonai) SR RE

Companlergamzation (if
applicable) (optional)::

Address (optional):

Primary Phone (optlonal)

QEEmall (optlonal) _
CMR Number (i known)

General Reguiatory Themes'::':. Other

Please list the Agency or Operational Services Division

Agencies affiliated with this
regulation::

éDescnbe the regulatory lssue : _:;_:_808 CMR 1 05 (8) Related Palty Transactlon Costs. Costs Wthh are : i
:or observatlon L - assoclated with a Related Party transaction are reimbursabie only to the_

' - Related Party’s actual costs Notwathstandmg the above prowsmn Related o
- Party tran_s_actlon costs are relmbursable up ket prlce when the :
followmg o 'n _'t'ons are satisfied: - " L

R (a) the transactlon is for.a. good or ser\nce whlch the Related Party sells to L
~..’the general public; - - I - S
''(b) the Related Party’s. transactlons wnth the Contractor in the repertmg year -
‘- comprise less than 10% of the Related Partys annual sales of that good or -’
il service to the general public.(excluding sales to other partles also related to R
=othe Related Party under FASB: B87); and v A
'_;-.-';.(c) the Contractor has approved the transactuon by vote of mdependent :
-~ directors, or a committee’ ofmdependent directors fo!lowmg full dlsclos_ure of. f
i7" the Related Party's interests. - N TR AL : e
. Further, costs associated wsth a Related Party transaction whlch wouEd not
" be Reimbursable Operat:ng Costs to a Contractor under 808 CMR 1.02: and ; :
808 CMR 1.05 are non-reimbursable, Transactions with a Related. Party
L ;totallng less than $1 00. annually may. be relmbursed at market prices. . -

Suggestions for easing ' When | first began doing business 35 years ago, related party costs were
regulatory compliance:: reimbursable if they were at fair market value. Currently, if a business owner

1




owns a building and the building is completely paid, then that owner cannot
charge rent. | am in a field where the STATE determines the rate for services
and | provide the service at the state's rate, yet according to the above
regulation | cannot charge rent. The rent is NOT an additional charge over
and above the state rate. | think that related party costs should be
reimbursable at a fair market rate, which was the case when | first began
doing business in the state. This is especially so because the state
determines the rate and reimburses all vendors at the same rate for the same
service.

Terms | Privacy
Copyright © 2015 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved.
This is a customer service email.
Formstack, LLC
8604 Allisonville Rd.
Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46250




From: ' noreply@formstack.com

Sent: Sunday, July 26, 2015 11:03 AM
To: RegReform (ANF)
Subject: ‘ A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Submrtted at 07/26/1 5 11 03 AM
_'_-.Nam (optlonal)

Company/Organization (if
applicable) {optional)::

Address '(optiona:_l)::; o

Primary Phone (optional)::

CMR Number (If known) related party issues
.General Regulatory Themes:': Doing BusmessmMA :f__. LA

Please list the Agency or
Agencies affiliated with this
regulatlon

oWer of cost or market l.ama chlid care provrderf-f*

" Related party regulatlo '
“~who owns my prope /hen I [mtlatiy began my business every dollar-

which was a prof;t wentto pay off the mortgage so when | got old enough to ‘
“retire | would not still have loans. When 1 began doing. business. with the. state'
ountant and | met with Kent Barkhouse to dlSCUSS the proper way to

Descrrbe the reguiato'ry lssue

- ' years ago I was told that rule. no tonger applled and I could only’ charge iower :
= -of cost or mkt. Because my 5%'prof|t had always gone toward my. Ioens my '

. Furthermore, lnltlaiiy the states money was used for the states chlldren and:' '
7. any costs associated wrth dor_ng busmess wrth the state. When Kent

o customers began bemg regulate_ _y_:the state The paperwork mvolved in S
dong bs with the state had been used in part to pay the salaries of the people

- who were doing onEy state paperwork It was changed so that even our 5

- private parents must pay a-portion of the voucher and contract employees

.. salaries. Because we are a for prot" t-bs. we do not get donations to .. :

. supplement income; Income is solely. from private families and subsuj:zed =

" families. If | didn't love my- jOb 1 would have sold my businesses to an out5|de

" party and just rented the- property to them which would have given me more

s s Lo nl-w-u-n I._[nu e, I nln. l'\f\l imtem mars aArananss manlone o



Suggestions for easing

regulatory compliance::

dn‘ference in the lives of the famlhes we serve and therefore | have kept my

business in spite of the hoops we have had to jump thru for the state. [ h_a\_/e_

. reached retirement age but this regulation should really be rewewed It
0 lencourages people 1o be inefficient. If | had not paid off my

- "could have continued the mortgage and let the state pay the reimbusible y
S interest on the loan, | could have spent my profit on frivoluous things and let
“- . the state support me in my old age. 1 wasn't brought up. that way and have L
.22 not brought up my own children that way. The law states as a business
"~ owner | have the rtght to make a reasonable profit. It should also applyif | am

. doing business with the state. My choice to do bs with the state lies onlyin -
4.0 my choice to help as many children as |'can to grow up iearmng to be self =
- confident, hard workmg and self. sufflc:|ent and not have to ;rely on the state to
"1 support them. IR 5 :

related parties should be able to collect a fair rate for their services. It
shouldn't be dictated by lower of cost or mkt which completely eliminates any
type of profit once costs are paid.

Terms | Privacy

Copyright © 2015 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved.

This is a customer service email.
Formstack, LLC
8604 Allisonville Rd.
Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46250

roperties early |




From: ' SR <noreply+8f4a1565297aa5d6@formstack.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 11:31 AM

To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject:- A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Submltted at 08/25/1 511:31 AM

-__'Name (optlona!) R Pammaeenhle i |
Company/Organization (if North Shore Community College
appiicable} (optlonal)

Address (optlonal)

Prlmary Phone (opt:onal)

_Emall (optlonal)
CMR Number (If known): :

General Regulatory Themes Other ) :

Please list the Agency or Massachusetts Life Science Center
Agencies affiliated with this Administration and Finance Department
regulation"

_ Descr;be the regulatory |ssue The “rambursement" grant regulatory en\nronment is detrimental to grant L
or observatlon e o _jawardees in‘that it requires the awardee fo expend the awarded amount. on
o RN SR e '_'-the proposed actwltleslequapment and then wait-for the awardee's entire " .

- purchasing process to.oceur (purchase, receive, pay, get cancelled checks)
~>-and then submit quarterly. réports BEFORE the Commonwealth will retmburse,

o othe awardee for the expenditures. This incurs 5-6 month fime delays for--

L ire|mbursement of expenditures already approved by the state in the grant i
'.:process The Upshot is a big hit on cash management forthe - :
. "agencylorganlzatlon that was awarded the grant and, due to state process _
. problems, a much longer than agreed upon time for reimbursement (award ~ .
says 45-day; in actual process about 5 to [ months) “Whether an orgamzanon'.
is big or small, it is a major negative impact to enter.into a relmbursement Ao
-grant opportunlty with the state. In our instance, we have a NS MLS RS
‘Consortium grant with $500,0600 for our partnershlp equlpment that has been
'expended it's a tough road to float the Commonwealth's extremely slow -
repayment. ‘Another partner is a very small organlzatlon that has had to
~postpong payments to vendors, take out cash flow loans, and pay back the S
-cost of. mterest in order to float the fezmbursement process.. SR

Suggestions for easing Model the grant payment process on the federal grant system that allows a
regulatory compHance:: percentage up front and a draw down (electronic) on a monthly basis. Stop the
practice of waiting until a quarterly report is in to process the reimbursements.

1



The end result will be a more competitive environment where more agencies
and organizations would be willing to enter into a grant agreement with the
Commonwealth.

Terms | Privacy
Copyright © 2015 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved.
This is a customer service email.
Formstack, LLC
8604 Allisonville Rd.
© Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46250



From: T Rl <norepIy+77ffffddcc9eb8aa@formstack com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 4:34 PM

To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Submitted at09/01/15 4'33 PM_ _ 7 R
" Michael Weekes

Name (optlonal)

Company/Organization {if Providers' Council
appllcable) (optional)::

"jAddress (opt[onai}

Primary Phone (optionaf)::

Email (opt:onal)

CMR Number (If known) 815 CMR 3.00

General Regulatory Themes_i: - Other

Please list the Agency or The agencies affiliated with this regulation include the Executive Office of

Agencies affiliated with this Health and Human Services.
regulation::

':Descnbe the reg ':':'atory lssue -j As noted above Ready Payments are cod:t" ed |n state flnance"'aw (815 CMR
or. observatlo_n ERU o __;3 00),.;_.;_;_._._._ SR : L - R e

. At __he Executuve thce of Heafth and Hu : Servnces a prlor admlnlstrat[on

e Payments ‘The state never reached out to the Prowders Councﬂ orour -
_community-based human services providers to discuss how’ thls change weuld
~ o affect the sector or the most vulnerable residents to whom we prov:de ;

L services. It is our express wish that Ready Payments remain codlt" edin the
. "Code of Massachusetts Regulatlons and that the Executlve Offlce of Health
» Ready Payments to ensure human servrces organtzatlons are recelvmg
_'_'”-appropnate and txmely fund' 'g.-- B : k3

e Ready Payments are crltlcal for thrs sector As EOHHS :tself noted'_m |ts 2007
i study on the sector 8 fmancnal health - ; TP

S 1 One-third of prowders have over 45 days of unpald recesvable o
2, Sixty percent of prevnders have Iess than one month cash on hand atyear .
“end;and

LR Almnant half oF nravidocn AL et f.n...,«.vﬁt-ﬁ andfininnt nach o s ;n.— =




Suggestions for easing

regulatory compliance::

.- -operations.

'_Ready Payments in many cases, have provided financial solvency so
organizations can continue to provide essential services without disruptions.
We do not know of any compelling reason for the state to not pay Iegltrmate

- expenses on time and, therefore, we are concerned about these
; developments that recently took place at EOHHS.

In fact a number of agenc1es approached Ready Payments in dlﬁerent ways
- at the end of last year

1. The Department of Developmental Sennces continued Ready Payments in

~“FY 15, but the Depariment of Mental Health decided to drop them.

‘2. The Department of Youth Services had long, protracted discussions with

- our members about Ready Payments until the agency finally agreed fo retarn

“them..

S 3.ts unclear-about the status of Ready Payments at other agencies.

- We surveyed our statewide membership at the end of 2014 to determine the
. level of importance for Ready Payments to the human services sector. More
-+ than 80 percent of providers we surveyed said the efimination of Ready
Payments would have an adverse fiscal impact on their organization. At least
- half of providers stated they would need to extend their line of credit to meet

payroll if the etate ellmrnates Ready Payments '

© The dlscrepancres in the ways agencies wrthrn EOHHS use Ready Payments

and the directive from a prior administration to eliminate Ready Payments is
extremely concerning to the Providers' Councrl and our members. If Ready
Payments were eliminated, some large prowders may hbe able to eventually
recover and survive, though their costs of credit, reimbursed with additional
state funds, would likely increase. Additionally, removing this payment system
would destabrl:ze midsize and smaller providers that are also providing high-

: qualrty services to our Commonwealth’s most vulnerable residents. At worst,
programs may- not be able to meet payroll obligations and could be forced to

- lay off staff or ctose thereby forcing clients and consumers to confront service
: -'drsruptrons

The Providers' Councit and our members would like EOHHS and the
Executive Office of Administration and Finance to protect the regulations at
815 CMR 3.00 that codify Ready Payments in the state code. They are
necessary for the community-based human services sector, and we hope
EOHHS and ECAF will ensure Ready Payments remain mandated in
regulation. The fact of the matter is that Ready Payment is essentially timely
payments that help organization's cash flow and reduce their state reimbursed
expense of interest payment should loans be necessary. Providers and the
state should both appreciate that funding does not have to be redirected from
client and consumer services to unnecessary administrative costs.

Terms | Privacy
Copyright © 2015 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved.
This is a customer service email.
. Formstack, LLC
8604 Allisonville Rd.
Suite 300
Indianapolis, IN 46250




From: e esaielansaaay < noreply + 77ffffddcc9eb8aa@formstack.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 4:33 PM

To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

t09/01/15 4.32 PM

Company/Organization (if Providers' Council
applicable) (optional}::

Address(optlonal) -

Primary Phone (optional)::

808 CMR 1.03 (7)

;. Doing Business in MA -

Please list the Agency or The agencies affiliated with this regulation include the Executive Office of

Agencies affiliated with this Health and Human Services.
regulatlon

] :':‘The Not—for—Proflt Contractor Surplus Revenue Retentlon provrs:on of 808 -
____;MR 1.03, says,__in part the foIEowmg : B

Descrlbe the regu!atory lssue
- -3or-observatlon

':percent “Iafetrme” cap has become a. major problem for prowders While the
tate has ab percent annual cap — ensuring no. provrder-would have more
han ab percent surplus in any orie year. .a_provrder_who 'averaged evena -
modest 1-percent surplus per year from when the state rssued this regufation

f"_h.—..-. B rmnhad it anw Aln nhollanas 'an\ b f\hn'n -r.-w #hio ralate Y TSV




Suggestions for easing

regulatory compliance::

:sec_tor.the only major vendor in the state with an annual regulatory cap of 5

" percent? We would argue that as long as any savings are directed toward

state-supported activities in Massachusetts and not for outside matters, then
“the cap should be lifted. In addition, we believe the ostensibly lifetime 20
percent cap on Surplus Revenue Retention is counterproductive.

Ex;stmg !anguage already brings the 20 percent cap into conflict with ordinary
experiences. The regulation states that the “...cumulative amount of a
Contractor's surplus may not exceed 20% of the prior year's revenues from
Departments.” We work in a field where, through no fault of a provider,
revenue shifts from year—to year and funding can decrease as a result of a

- state agency’s funding level, a change in program models and/or switching

funding to a non- pu_rchase -of-service source, such as MassHealth.
Essentially, if the base number has a unforeseen, radical change, it could

- :_ 'adverse]y affect the calculation.

Boththe 5 percent and 20 percent cap are actually harmful to the

| '_-Commonwea]th The caps:;

o Reduce'an lncentlve for providers to exercise cost-savings initiatives;
. Jeopardlze the availablllty for providers to have cash on hand to meet needs

o “for major items; '
= » Hamper the ability of human services prowders to borrow funds and mamtatn

- "compliance with lending covenants;
. » Penalize Iong-term prowders that have had consistent, strong management;
oo and o
7 e Treat for-profit flrms more. favorably than nonprofit providers that, in many
o cases may be _doing S|mllar work.

o We recognize that the Operatlonat Services Division may want to maintain the

5 percent cap ch annual surplus revenue retention, but the state should
examme eliminating both caps or at the very least, the 20 percent cap.

HEN - 'Slmpiy put, providers who do not earn any reserve over time become less
- =" viable: Those who do realize a modest surplus over expenses are able to
" increase their financial health and operate more responsibly with a smalll

cushion. We want prowders to have the right incentives for managing their

- revenues and expenses as effectively as possible. When providers who have

on_iy reta_:ned 1 percent per year are now bumping up against the 20 percent
cap, it is certainly time to remove the outdated regulation. Furthermore, we
“know from the state’s 2007 “Financial Health of Providers in the

O Massachusetts Human Service System” nearly 60 percent of providers have
7 -cumulative deficits on their Commonwealth activities and almost one-third of
- providers experience organization-wide deficits each year.

The Providers' Council urges the Executive Office of Health and Human
Services , the Executive Office of Administration & Finance and the
Operational Services Division to eliminate the 5 percent and 20 percent cap
provision present in 808 CMR 1.03 (7). This provision has a net negative
impact on the Commonwealth and the most vulnerable residents from whom
we have been asked to care and it should be eliminated to create a stronger
human services system.

Terms | Privacy
Copyright © 2015 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved.
This is a customer service email.
Formstack, LLC
8604 Allisonville Rd:
Suite 300
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From: NS R easremgy < N oreply + 77 ffffddccOeb8aa@formstack. com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 01, 2015 4:31 PM

To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Name (optlonal)

Company/Organization (if Providers' Council
applicable) (optional)::

Primary Phone {optional):: OISR

Email (optional):: :

CMR Number (If known) 808 CMR 1.00

':e__GeneraI Regulatory Themes : _Other

Please list the Agency or The agencnee affiliated with this regulation include the Executive Office of

Agencies affiliated with this Health and Human Services.
regu[at;on

_E'Descrlbe the regulatory lssue Z'sThe Unlform nanf _tements and [ndependent Audltor S Report (UFR) s
":or observatlon e a_umform reporting system, established by the Division of Purchased Services
S (DPS), consisting of basic financial statements pr d and auditedin - - '
ceordance with generally accepted accounting prin _|ples (GAAP) and - :
o ;;generally accepted government auditlng standards. (GAGAS) supplemental
schedules and other information as deemed necessary. B
: ,Our members’ repeatedly questioh: the purpose of the UFR and whether the
S document needs to_be adjusted Some fundlng agencles have hlstoncally

ers employ human ser\nces social workers =

_ lth the state (the largest employer of socral
: rworkers) and the health care commu .
-~ retain these employees. Yet the, expenences of neither the state nor hespltals'_'ii-E

- are taken into account when settlng--.benchmark salanes for human serwces L
_ somal workers : B : S

“The UFR therefore helps state. agencres set rates but does so with some =
rates that have been depress_ed for more than 20 years and fail to provide. for -

. m_-.Hmn; Har @t fvad heisbhbast! fnmve neaidare

5 nnmnnl- Haivm snsAreae l-lnn{-



Suggestions for easing
regulatory compliance::

community. Setting rates is not the intended purpose of the UFR; if it is used

for this purpose, it is likely harmful to the human service sector.

: ;' ;The UFR is, at best, an auditing tool to determine what was spent. Yet even
B -then, prowders must pay large fees to obtain certified fi nanmal audits that

A "Addxtuonally prowder auditors check expenditures against 808 CMR 1. 00
- which is also done by the Operational Services Division when they conduct
-~ “their own UFR reviews. We truly feel the usefulness of the UFR as a planning

" .;document is nebulous, and as an audltmg tool, too expensive and
' unnecessary S

The Prowders Councrl and our. members have long worked with state -
government to make updates and improvements to the UFR. There still is,
however, much work to be done 1o improve this complicated, burdensome and

LT OUtdated document. There are several ways the state could simplify the UFR,
“: "making it easier for prov:ders to.understand and complete while also making it

more useful for the state .

~For example one posrtlve change recommended by providers for FY '15 was
~~a.gne-time waiver that allowed them to report all programs with the same
:‘Massachusetts Management Accounting and Reporting System (MMARS)
. code together. By consolidating the MMARS code into one, providers were
“allowed 1o consolidate all expenses for the entire code into one program for
- FY M85, Some organizations that had 20 programs with the same MMARS
- code pre\nousty had to report each program’s expenses separately; the waiver
- meant they could now report all the expenses at once through the same code.
.. This is simply one small charige that would make a big different to providers if
_the state adopted thES ona permanent baS|s rather than as a waiver,

- :':;';Another example of how the document is outdated involves the section of the
.UFR that compares budgets to actual costs is superfiuous; this section should
he eliminated. The majority of human services programs are now prrced under
: 'EChapter 257, and the state is c:omplymg to update the remaining services.
. “Providers, therefore, do not have budgets that they themselves have
" negohated The UFR now, in many ways, no longer applies to the way
L provrders do, busmess m the current fundmg environment.

Lo The UFR could also be 1mproved if this massive document was sent to
i organizations annuaily with pre-populated information. It is the exception for
'~ organizations’ names, program names, codes, locations or other information
':change We would encourage the state to pre-populate this information in the
Cofutures Not only would pre-populating this. information reduce the reporting
~burden, but it would also reduce the possibility of clerical errors being added
' W|th repeated data entry.

The Providers’ Council and representatives of our Business Practices
Committee seek an audience with EOHHS and the Executive Office of
Administration & Finance — specifically the Operational Services Division —to
discuss the ways the Uniform Financial Statements and Independent Auditor’s
Report can be made mare user friendly and useful for both providers and the
state.

At one point, the state had a workgroup examining changes to the UFR, and
we were advised by EOHHS that the state is seriously considering changes to
the document. The Council and our members hope to either join those
conversations that are already happening with a group examining the UFR or

2



begin a discussion with EOHHS and OSD about how the document can be
improved and updated to reflect the current business environment in which
providers are working.

Terms | Privacy
Copyright © 2015 Formstack, LLC. All rights reserved,
This is a customer service email.
Formstack, LLC
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From: ISy < NOreply + 5c43c12dd87b6592 @formstack.com:>
Sent: Monday, Sep T 3, 2015 10:56 AM

To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Submrtted at 09/28/15 10.56 AM D
Na € '(Optlonal) . JamesMajor -

Company/Organization (if Massachusetts Association of 766 Approved Private Schools (maaps)
applicable) {optional)::

'.-Address (optlonat)':f:j B

Primary Phone (optional)::

" CMR Number (If known): : 808 CMR 1.00-The Uniform Financial Statements and Independent Auditor's
Report (UFR)

‘General Regulatory Themes VBwldmg CodeslAcce_ IltyStandards e

Please list the Agency or Operational Services Division (OSD).
Agencies affiliated with this Executive Office of Health and Human Services (EOHHS)
regulatlon Department of Elementary and Secondary Education

Descrnbe the regulatory 1ssue_.__ ~The!l UFR isa reportmg system consmtmg of fi nanclal statements audlted in-
_J_or-'observation o accordance W|th generaily accepted accountlng principles. (GAAP) and
. : ___aIIy accepted government auditing standards (GAGAS). In addltion '
" providers are. required to prepare and submit- with its UFR fi linga -
" Supplemental Schedule B. (Schedule B) for each program it operates.
- Programs are often funded by a.combination-of funding sources-and eac_ :
. Commonwealth of Massachusetts Purchase of Service (POS) funding. source
Ll s assigned a Massachusetts Management Accounting and Reporting System_
v {MMARS) code. The MMARS code is identified in the POS contract the "
-~ provider has with the related. Commonweaith of Massachusetts agency. Untii
" recently providers were allowed to.report one Schedule B for each ofits - "
- ‘programs, A program is geners '___eflned as the integrated and cocrdmated
i ~delivery of a mix of sefvices nd resources that achieved a common objectlve_i_
. However, the EOHHS has. recently set fortha list MMARS cades, in OSD 8.
7 UFR Audit & Preparatlon Manusal, that are related to contracts that are rate -
regulated under MGL Chapter 257 for Whlch a separate Schedule B must be
.. - prepared and ‘submitted with the UFR This often results in revenue and
L hexXpenses related to the same: program bemg reported as separate prcgrams
- EOHHS has not set forth a minimuim threshold for reporting in this. manner

U atniak AR manrdiad Bn Additinnal N-.n;n el pimniiannth s bnarnnnad




‘ _admmrstratwe burden for provzders to aliocate revenue and expenses related
“to the same program between separate Schedule Bs on the UFR {which -

i are considered part of the same program). "

AN examp!e of the mcreased reportlng reqmrement is. code 3168, whloh was
. “previously used for day services, was split into, codes 3163, 3181,31986, and
v 3168 oreatmg 3 more programs which must be reported

e '_'Another example is foster care (DCF) foster care (DYS) and adoptlon whrch

i "'3-'--could previously be reported together under codes FNFO (whlch was rep]aced_

v -Tby FNIF in FY 15) 2509 AMSS now have o be separated under 3 dlfferent
R programs.. S _

Suggestions for Adopt a “de minimis” rule as part of the UFR Audit and Preparation Manual
improvements to the ~ allowing the revenue and expenses under MMARS codes with revenue of
regulation:: $100,000 or less for the reporting period to be combined with the revenue and

expenses of programs containing similar or related services. Establishing the
$100,000 in this manner would provide for a reasonable reporting standard.
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From: N [ L noreply+d3f4b7788a694142@formstack.com>
Sent: Wednesday,October 07, 2015 5:22 PM

To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

ode: Regulatory Reform

earer

ormstack Submission for form A
Submiﬁed at 1 0/07/15 5 1 PM
'-:Name (optlonal)

" mary di angelis

Companlergan;zatlon {if
apphcable) (optlonal)

Prlmary Phone (optlonal)

ifszmall (optlonal)

CMR Number (If known)

;'é"General Reguiatory Theme_ L ? : : .'

Please list the Agency or
Agencies affiliated with this
regulation"

"'EDescrtbe the regulatory lssue :or

Suggestions for improvements Public notification of ample fime.
to the regulation::
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From: noreply@formstack.com - .

Sent: Friday, October 16, 2015 12:31 PM
To: RegReform (ANF) _
Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Categories: Red Category

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Submltted at 10/1 6/1 5 1 2 30 PM
;__Name (optlonal)

Companlergamzatlon (lf apphcable)
{opticnal)::

Prlmary Phone (optiona!)

g;_:Emall (optional)

CMR Number (If known) Executive Order #562

;‘;::'General Regulatory Th';:_me : Other . L

Please list the Agency or Agencies Unknown
afﬂhated with this regulat!on

' 'ﬁ_:ls'conductin_g Athls rewew

'scrlbe the re "ulato iss Vho.
Reguianons prowd

Suggestions for improvements to the A year is much too short for any comprehenswe review. The review
regulation:: process that put all the regulations in place took many years.

Ater all this, the governor is proposing a sweeping elimination by
executive order?

Anyone proposing any changes to the regulations should have to go
thru normal channels to the appropriate regulatory body that initiated
the regulation.

Changes to stiffen protections should be part of the process.

Terms | Privacy

1




From: R R

Sent: e nesday, October 14, 2015 7:15 PM
To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Reguiatery Reform
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Categories: Red Category

Bsan.oct <noreply+669a7fb957b54a6b@formstack.com>
|
i

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regula or
Submitted at 10/14/15 7: 14 PM
Name (optlonal) L '

- “Dan Conlon - :

Company/Organization (if Warm Colors Apiary
applicable) (optlonal)

:fAddre "'_:_Z_(optlonak)

Primary Phone (optional}::

Emall optona

CMR Number (If known): : 562

' General Regulatory Themes : Bundmg CodeslAccessrblhty Standards

Please list the Agency or Governor's Office - Mandate #562
Agencies affiliated with this '

regulation

:Des""be the feQUlatory issue ﬁ. g B

or observatlon RIS

Suggestions for _ To: Commissioner LeBlanc,
improvements to the
requlation:: The following comments are in response to Governor Baker's Executive Order

562. | commend the Governor for this decision and agree that alt of us
struggle with restrictive & out of date regulations. Regulations should be
reviewed annually and implemented for the good of those impacted, and the
protection of Massachusefts citizens.

I strongly urge all apiary regulations be reviewed before any “sunset” rule is
applied. The March 31st deadline does not allow for any discussion with those
most impacted by the current regulations. | recommend that the Ag
Commissioner establish a workgroup to review and make recommendations to
MDAR regarding apiary regulations. The language, and many current
regulations need to be changed and it will be best if all stakeholders are

1



.included in the discussion.

8.02 Disease

Add — Apiary Inspectors will collect samples to determine pesticide Kills of
honeybees.

To allow Inspectors to collect samples when pesticides are suspected as the
reason for bee kills. Inspectors will receive training to collect samples and act
to protect honeybees from off label application and use of insecticides.

Inspectors are not allowed to collect samples when insecticides are thought to
be the reason for honeybee kills. Inspectors are the first contact and could
collect fresh samples when asked to investigate a possible insecticide Kill. The
reason they not authorized is a lack of training in the collection of samples.
The on-going argument regarding pesticides cannot be resolved when no one
has proof, either way, as to the number of bee kills actually caused by
pesticide use. It is time we trusted our inspectors and require them to assist in
the verification of pesticide complaints by beekeepers.

8.08 Interstate Permits

Add — State Inspectors will establish a list of approved apiaries to sell Queens
and bees. This will include Massachusetts Apiaries and out of state suppliers
of honeybees. Approved suppliers of honeybees will be made available to all
state beekeepers.
+ Application to sell bees should include an inspection and review of customer
policies.
+ An application fee to cover the cost of inspection should accompany
application.

-+ Approval to sell bees should start in January and require renewati in
December.

In recent years Massachusetts has become a dumping ground for unhealthy
bees and Mass beekeepers are being cheated. It is thought that Inspectors
approve out of state apiaries, but little is actually done until after the bees
have been distributed. | would like to see a proactive approval that lists
Apiaries (in and out of Mass) working with inspectors to provide the best
available honeybees. This is common in many states and benefits beekeepers
and those reputable bee suppliers selling bees.

Remove — all references to registering hives. This has not been done ever by
MDAR, and before it is implemented a review needs to take place with state
beekeepers, town officials, and MDAR. There is good reason to register if no
spray zones are the result, but this is unlikely to work in towns with high
concentrations of hives. There are tax and fee concerns that discourage
beekeepers from supporting a hive registration requirement.

8.04 Inspection, Marketing and Introduction of Colonies

Add — Exemptions to the removable frame hive (a violation) will include
Waring hives, Top Bar hives, experimental and historical hives will be subject
to approval by the Apiary Inspector. Otherwise they are in violation of the
requirement that hives have removable frames that allow inspection.

Dan Conlon
Warm Colors Apiary



IV \oreply + a0a89bdbel09287d@formstack.coms

From: ST AT
Sent: Frlday, June 19, 2015 10:29 AM
To:

Subject: Regulatory Review
Categories: Red Category

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Reguiatory Reform

Submitted at 06/19/15 10: 28 AM

Name (optlonal) '

" Michael Gallagher

Company/Organization {if

applicable} (optional)::
Address (opfional)::

Primary Phone (optlonal)

CMR Number (If known): :

;3_G_e_n_e_ral__'Rg_gul_atqry Themes:: . BulldmgCodeslAccessm[Elty Standards - "

”_."-:'::'-ma" (Opti on_f‘ ) . |

Please list the Agency or JLMC
Agencies affiliated with this HRD
regulation"

?-Descnbe the regulatory lssue' CIVEI Serwce and LMC have outllved thelr usefulness

"or observatlon

Commuttee for.
: contlnuously pI

1teeth, that mig

reason and to undo. th|s now wou{d be aslap in the face to the .t_ q yers o

the Commonweailth. There have been only a handful, if that many, == =
terminations using this optlon in the law, so there is no need to change |t now 3

E \I\l thh Al b xr\'FArmn-f- A marranthe Ay rilakla - arss m.ﬁmhr\m n'F o n‘ nn'Fr\l- )




Suggestions for easing

reguiatory compliance::

: '_E_force should know ‘the nsks of smokmg which can lead to cwculatory, e |
'-3-5.:resp|ratory and carcilac issues, ‘which are a]l presumptlons under the current E

Iaw

It is time to eliminate the JLMC and binding arbitration. There is no longer a
need for such and onerous process to be in place. Municipalities must be
allowed to govern themselves and work with their collective bargaining units
without interference from the state.

Massachusetts and Rhode Island are the only two states that continue to
allow for 100% compensation for public safety personnel injured on duty. Itis
time to eliminate this outrageous benefit and move all public safety to Workers
Comp like any other municipal employee.

Do not sign into law any changes to Chapter 41, Section 101A that ads further
bourdon on municipalities and retirement systems. The only teeth currently in
the law is the ability for municipalities to terminate employees who add 1o the
risks of the professions by smoking.
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From: <noreply+8f05eb8ddb63307f@formstack.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 1:.57 PM

To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form
Submitted at 12/02/15 1 57 PM )
:}'Name (optlonat) :

Companlergamzatlon (If Town of Clarksburg
applicable) (optional)::

Primary Phene {optional)::

CMR Number (If known): : MGL CH58 88 13 17 and Ch59 ss 5G

':::'F'Taxand Revenue )

Please list the Agency or Department of Revenue Division of Local Serwces
Agencies affiliated with this
regulation::

Suggestions for Require the DCR and DOR to compile and certify actual owﬁership of each
improvements to the parcel owned in each time. Provide said data to the hosting municipality, and
regulation:: allow Cities and Towns a streamlined process to obtain a detailed accounting

of State Owned Land parcel, the associated valuations and reasoning behind
the distribution of PILOT payments.
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g<noreply+fle2069e068e7200@farmstack.com>

From: Lt —

Sent: Thursday, December 03 2015 1:31 PM
To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Submrtted at 12/03/151 30 PM o , _ o :
> . NamcyHolt

Company]Organization (if Town of Scituate
appllcable) (optmnal)

:i;;.-Address (opflona[

Prlmary Phone (opttona!)

: Emall (optlo nal)::

CMR Number {If known)

Genera! Regulatory Themg_ ' | State/l_ocal Government Rela’uons

Please list the Agency or Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners
Agencies affiliated with this
regulatlon

-':'becomes problernatzc for|
B _;to a I|brary burldmg as the

o emporary sibrage

Suggestions for To provide automatic waivers to those mumcrpallties that fall to meet the
improvements to the Municipal Appropriation Requirement (MAR) in a given fiscal year if that
regulation:: municipality is currently receiving drawdowns from a Public Library

Construction grant administered through the MBLC.
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From: |y Gk TN
Sent: ‘Frlday, October 16 2015 7:32 AM
To: RegReform (ANF)

Subject: A Ciearer Code: Regulatory Reform

Formstack Submission for form A Clearer Code: Regulatory Reform
Submitted at 10/16/15 7:31 AM

Name (opfional):: . NigelCosiolos

Company/Organization (if Catchiight, Inc
applicable) {optional)::

CMR Number (If known) :
Please list the Agency or DLS
Agencies affiliated with this

regulation::

::;ZDescribe the regulatory lssue or RRPegulat NS
g,observatlon : T

Suggestlons for |mprovements to Here’s our only feedback; the 3 month expiration of the RRP ceriificate is

the regulation:: onerous, if we are working for the same homeowner on the same property
in one calendar year, on multiple separate projects, the cert should be
viable for 12 months.
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