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EXAMINING THE CORPORATION FOR
NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE
AND ITS FAILED OVERSIGHT OF
TAXPAYER DOLLARS

Tuesday, March 28, 2017
U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Education and the Workforce
Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Development
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:07 a.m., in Room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Brett Guthrie [chair-
man of the subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Guthrie, Thompson, Messer, Grothman,
Allen, Lewis, Mitchell, Smucker, Davis, Courtney, Adams,
DeSaulnier, Krishnamoorthi, Polis, Sablan, Takano, Blunt Roch-
ester, and Espaillat.

Also Present: Representatives Foxx, Scott, and Rooney.

Staff Present: Courtney Butcher, Director of Member Services
and Coalitions; James Forester, Professional Staff Member; Tyler
Hernandez, Deputy Communications Director; Amy Raaf Jones, Di-
rector of Education and Human Resources Policy; Nancy Locke,
Chief Clerk; Dominique McKay, Deputy Press Secretary; James
Mullen, Director of Information Technology; Brian Newell, Commu-
nications Director; Krisann Pearce, General Counsel; Alex Ricci,
Legislative Assistant; Mandy Schaumburg, Education Deputy Di-
rector and Senior Counsel; Alissa Strawcutter, Deputy Clerk;
Tylease Alli, Minority Clerk/Intern and Fellow Coordinator; Austin
Barbera, Minority Press Assistant; Jacque Chevalier, Minority
Deputy Education Policy Director; Denise Forte, Minority Staff Di-
rector; Mishawn Freeman, Minority Staff Assistant; Carolyn
Hughes, Minority Senior Labor Policy Advisor; Alexander Payne,
Minority Education Policy Advisor; and Veronique Pluviose, Minor-
ity Civil Rights Counsel.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Good morning. A quorum being present the
Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workplace Development
will come to order.

Good morning and welcome to today’s hearing on the Corporation
for National and Community Service. One of the most important
responsibilities given to Congress by the Constitution is oversight
of the Federal bureaucracy. As members of this committee, we
share in that responsibility by conducting oversight of the depart-
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ments, agencies, commissions, and government corporations at our
jurisdiction.

It is our duty to hold the executive branch accountable for both
the way it administers the law and how it spends taxpayer dollars
and that is why we are here today, to hold the Corporation for Na-
tional and Community Service accountable.

Commonly known as CNCS, the corporation is an independent
Federal agency created in 1993 to oversee a range of community
service programs and grants, including AmeriCorps and
SeniorCorps programs.

Today it receives more than $1 billion a year to support 11 dif-
ferent initiatives and issues $750 million in grants annually. In
fact, at any given time, CNCS is responsible for overseeing more
than 2,000 active grants ranging in size from $40,000 to $10 mil-
lion.

That is a significant amount of money, making the corporation’s
oversight of those funds significantly important. CNCS has a re-
sponsibility to ensure taxpayer dollars are being spent in full com-
pliance with the law. However, time and time again, the corpora-
tion has fallen short of the goal.

Just last year, the subcommittee held a hearing after learning
about a particularly egregious misuse of taxpayer dollars under the
corporation’s watch. As the corporation’s inspector general re-
ported, one AmeriCorps grantee allowed members to participate in
illegal activity by providing support services during abortion proce-
dures, all the while continuing to receive taxpayer funds. Incidents
like this are simply unacceptable.

CNCS has a history of failing to prevent the unlawful use of tax-
payer dollars. According to the corporation’s own inspector general,
AmeriCorps may have misspent at least $14.5 million in 2015. I
say “at least” because the information used to determine the extent
of that misspending was not statistically valid, complete, or accu-
rate. The actual amount may have been even higher.

Due to poor planning, CNCS could not even determine the
amount misspent in 2016. Additionally, it is estimated that
SeniorCorps programs misspent $47 million in 2016. Let me repeat
that, 47 million. That’s 30 percent of SeniorCorps’ total spending.

Of course, while misspending is a serious problem, the corpora-
tion’s oversight failures extend beyond funding. Under Federal law,
CNCS grantees are required to perform criminal history checks on
their participants and staff to ensure that safety of the individuals
and communities they serve. However, the corporation’s chief risk
officer found that an alarming number of grantees failed to prop-
erly do so last year. In fact, 40 percent of the participants or staff
in the senior companion program and 41 percent in the retired and
senior volunteer program did not undergo the required background
checks.

These are just two examples, but the percentages are shocking.
We are talking about individuals who are working closely with our
seniors and some of the most vulnerable members of our local com-
munities, yet we know nothing or very little about their back-
ground or criminal histories. That is just not an issue of mis-
managed or misspent money. It is an issue of safety and security.
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It is clear CNCS is not fulfilling its responsibilities to ensure tax-
payer dollars are spent in accordance with the law. We the mem-
bers of the committee have the responsibility to demand better.

We are joined today by several individuals who are very familiar
with the corporation’s shortcomings. I would like to thank you all
for being here today and I look forward to discussing the changes
that must be made at CNCS. We have quite a bit of ground to
cover, so I will now recognize Ranking Member Davis for opening
remarks.

[The statement of Chairman Guthrie follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. Brett Guthrie, Chairman, Subcommittee on
Higher Education and Workforce Development

One of the most important responsibilities given to Congress by the Constitution
is oversight of the federal bureaucracy. As members of this committee, we share in
that responsibility by conducting oversight of the departments, agencies, commis-
sions, and government corporations in our jurisdiction. It is our duty to hold the ex-
ecutive branch accountable both for the way it administers the law and how it
spends taxpayer dollars. And that’s why we are here today—to hold the Corporation
for National and Community Service accountable.

Commonly known as CNCS, the corporation is an independent federal agency, cre-
ated in 1993 to oversee a range of federal community service programs and grants,
including AmeriCorps and SeniorCorps programs. Today, it receives more than $1
billion dollars a year to support 11 different initiatives and issues $750 million in
grants annually. In fact, at any given time, CNCS is responsible for overseeing more
than 2,000 active grants—ranging in size from $40,000 to $10 million.

That’s a significant amount of money, making the corporation’s oversight of those
funds significantly important. CNCS has a responsibility to ensure taxpayer dollars
are being spent in full compliance with the law. However, time and time again, the
corporation has fallen short of that goal.

Just last year, this subcommittee held a hearing after learning about a particu-
larly egregious misuse of taxpayer dollars under the corporation’s watch. As the cor-
poration’s Inspector General reported, one AmeriCorps grantee allowed members to
participate in illegal activity by providing support services during abortion proce-
dures—all while continuing to receive taxpayer funds. Incidents like this one are
simply unacceptable.

CNCS has a history of failing to prevent the unlawful use of taxpayer dollars. Ac-
cording to the corporation’s own Inspector General, AmeriCorps misspent at least
$14.5 million in 2015. I say “at least” because the information used to determine
the extent of that misspending was not “statistically valid, complete, or accurate”—
meaning the actual amount may have been even higher. Due to poor planning,
CNCS could not even determine the amount misspent in 2016.

Additionally, it is estimated that Senior Corps programs misspent $47 million dol-
lars in 2016. Let me repeat that: $47 million. That’s 30 percent of Senior Corps’
total spending.

Of course, while misspending is a serious problem, the corporation’s oversight fail-
ures extend beyond funding.

Under federal law, CNCS grantees are required to perform criminal history
checks on their participants and staff to ensure the safety of the individuals and
communities they serve. However, the corporation’s Chief Risk Officer found that an
alarming number of grantees failed to properly do so last year. In fact, 40 percent
of participants or staff in the Senior Companion Program and 41 percent in the Re-
tired and Senior Volunteer Program didn’t undergo the required background checks.
These are just two examples, but the percentages are shocking. We are talking
about individuals who are working closely with our seniors and some of the most
vulnerable members of our local communities. Yet, we know nothing or very little
about their background or criminal histories. That’s not just an issue of mismanaged
or misspent money. It’s an issue of safety and security.

It is clear CNCS is not fulfilling its responsibilities to ensure taxpayer dollars are
spent in accordance with the law. We, the members of this committee, have a re-
sponsibility to demand better.
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Mrs. Davis. Thank you very much. Good morning, thank you,
Chairman Guthrie. I also want to very warmly thank our witnesses
for being here and providing your experience and expertise.

Last year, 325,000 Americans, serving through AmeriCorps and
SeniorCorps invested 155 million hours of service to their commu-
nities at more than 50,000 locations across the Nation. The major-
ity called this hearing today because of 10 total service hours per-
formed by 6 AmeriCorps members. That is 10 hours out of 155 mil-
lion hours of service performed last year. CNCS funding last year
was $1.01 billion, which means taxpayers gave CNCS $6.51 per
hour of service performed. So the majority is holding a hearing be-
cause they do believe that this $65.10 was mismanaged. It is also
important to remember the President’s budget as the backdrop to
the conversation that we are having today. President Trump’s
Skinny Budget would completely do away with the funding for the
Corporation for National and Community Service.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to enter into the record
this letter signed by 65 current and former Republican officials ex-
pressing strong support for funding CNCS in this year’s appropria-
tions bill. And I want to point out that this list includes Repub-
licans, like Mississippi Governor Haley Barbour, former Congress-
man Chris Gibson and Ron Kauffman, who served as President
George H.W. Bush’s political director.

Since its founding, CNCS has engaged millions of volunteers in
national and community service. These volunteers have taught stu-
dents, they have been mentors, helped local communities recover
from national disasters, and helped our Nation’s veterans adjust to
civilian life. Beyond that, CNCS has taught generations of Ameri-
cans about the importance of national service.

National service is the only way to ensure and inform empathic
citizenry and a healthy Nation and that is exactly what these vol-
unteers do. In fact, the local partnerships that CNCS supports are
so successful that they leverage 15 private dollars for every 10 Fed-
eral dollars that we invest.

Such success means that CNCS and its members are there dur-
ing the times America needs them most. During the Flint water
crisis, for example, CNCS deployed an AmeriCorps team to Flint,
Michigan, to support State and local efforts to protect the public
health of residents facing challenges from increased lead levels in
the Flint water supply.

When hurricane Katrina devastated the South, CNCS deployed
an AmeriCorps team to the region. When tornadoes wreaked havoc
in Oklahoma, AmeriCorps volunteers were there. In my own dis-
trict, AmeriCorps VISTA members collaborate with veterans’ serv-
ice providers to create the most comprehensive and seamless tran-
sition process for all military members and veterans.

They connect veterans and military families to housing, financial
literacy, and employment resources throughout our district. The
Edward M. Kennedy Serve America Act signed into law by Presi-
dent Obama in 2009 reauthorized and expanded the national serv-
ice programs administered by CNCS. Passed with strong bipartisan
support, the Act showed how much America values national service
by expanding service programs so over 4 million Americans could
engage in results-driven service each year.
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With regard to last year’s AmeriCorps incident, CNCS discovered
and resolved these issues with deliberate action. I'm sorry, but I
can’t help but think that if what happened was related to anything
other than women’s health services, CNCS would not be called in
front of us here today for the second time and about the same inci-
dent.

So as we proceed with this hearing, I hope that we remain fo-
cused on the vital importance of service to our Nation. I have had
many conversations with my colleagues across the aisle who agreed
that service is a crucial part of engaging Americans and their com-
munities.

CNCS gives us the vehicle to invest in our national service infra-
structure and we have a great deal to learn about the way that
they have done that.

While we should value and uphold oversight and enforcement, we
must also remember that CNCS engages over a million volunteers
who assist local communities across America, communities rep-
resented on both sides of the aisle.

I look forward to hearing more about how we can improve and
strengthen national service programs that are so important to our
Nation’s success. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The statement of Mrs. Davis follows:]

Prepared Statement of Hon. Susan A. Davis, Ranking Member,
Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Development

Good morning and thank you, Chairman Guthrie. I would also like to thank our
witnesses for being here.

Last year, 325,000 Americans serving through AmeriCorps and Senior Corps in-
vested 155 million hours of service to their communities at more than 50,000 loca-
tions across the nation. The Majority called this hearing today because of ten total
service hours performed by six AmeriCorps members. That’s 10 hours out of the 155
million hours of service performed last year. CNCS funding last year was $1.01 bil-
lion, which means taxpayers gave CNCS $6.51 per hour of service performed. So,
the Majority is holding a hearing because THEY believe $65.10 was mismanaged.

It is also important to remember the President’s budget as the backdrop to the
conversation we’re having today. President Trump’s “skinny” budget would com-
gletely do away with the funding for the Corporation for National and Community

ervice.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to enter into the record this letter signed
by 65 current and former Republican officials expressing strong support for funding
CNCS in this year’s appropriations bill. I want to point out that this list includes
Republicans like former Mississippi Governor Haley Barbour, former Congressman
Chris Gibson, and Ron Kaufman, who served as President George H. W. Bush’s po-
litical director.

Since its founding, CNCS has engaged millions of volunteers in national and com-
munity service. These volunteers have taught students, been mentors, helped local
communities recover from natural disasters, and helped our nation’s veterans adjust
to civilian life.

Beyond that, CNCS has taught generations of Americans about the importance
of national service. National service is the only way to ensure an informed, empa-
thetic citizenry and healthy nation. And that is exactly what these volunteers do.
In fact, the local partnerships that CNCS supports are so successful that they lever-
age 15 private dollars for every 10 federal dollars that we invest.

Such success means CNCS and its members are there during the times Americans
are most in need:

* During the Flint Water Crisis, CNCS deployed an AmeriCorps team to Flint,
Michigan, to support state and local efforts to protect the public health of residents
facing challenges from increased lead levels in the Flint water supply.

* When Hurricane Katrina devastated the South, CNCS deployed an AmeriCorps
team to the region.

* When tornadoes wreaked havoc in Oklahoma, AmeriCorps volunteerswere there.
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* In my own district, AmeriCorps VISTA members collaborate with veterans’ serv-
ice providers to create the most comprehensive and seamless transition process for
all military members and veterans. They connect veterans and military families to
housing, financial literacy, and employment resources throughout our district.

The Edward M. Kennedy Serve America Act, signed into law by President Obama
in 2009, reauthorized and expanded the national service programs administered by
CNCS. Passed with strong bipartisan support, the Act showed how much America
values national service by expanding service programs so over four million Ameri-
cans could engage in results-driven service each year.

With regard to last year’s AmeriCorps incident, CNCS discovered and resolved
these issues with deliberate action. I can’t help but think that if what happened was
related to anything other than women’s health CNCS would not be called in front
of us here today. For the second time. About the same incident.

As we proceed with this hearing, I hope that we remain focused on the vital im-
portance of service to our nation. I've had many conversations with my colleagues
across the aisle who agree that service is a crucial part of engaging Americans in
their communities. CNCS gives us the vehicle to invest in our national service infra-
structure. While we should value and uphold oversight and enforcement, we must
also remember that CNCS engages over a million volunteers who assist local com-
munities across America, communities represented on both sides of the aisle.

I look forward to hearing more about how we can improve and strengthen na-
tional service programs that are so important to our nation’s success.

Thank you.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you and before moving on, I just
want to clarify the hearing is about $750 million that has been—
CNCS, the oversight of that, that is spent by CNCS or granted by
CNCS.

So pursuant to the Committee Rule 7(c), all members will be per-
mitted to submit written statements to be included in the perma-
nent hearing record, and without objection the hearing record will
remain open for 14 days to allow such statements and other extra-
neous material referenced during the hearing to be submitted for
the official hearing record.

I will now turn to the introduction of our distinguished wit-
nesses. Ms. Alison Bawden, is that correct? Ms. Bawden serves as
the acting director of Education, Workforce, and Income Security
Team for the General Accountability Office. Ms. Lori Giblin serves
as the chief risk officer for the Corporation for National and Com-
munity Service.

Ms. Elizabeth Darling is the president and CEO of the OneStar
Foundation and previously served as the chief operating officer for
the Corporation of National and Community Service.

And the Honorable Deborah Jeffrey is the inspector general for
the Corporation for National and Community Service.

I will now ask the witnesses to raise your right hand. Do you sol-
emnly swear or affirm that the testimony you are about to give will
be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

[Witnesses sworn.]

Chairman GUTHRIE. Let the record reflect the witnesses an-
swered in the affirmative.

And before I recognize you to provide your testimony, let me
briefly explain our lighting system. You each have 5 minutes to
present your testimony. When you begin, the light in front of you
will turn green. When 1 minute is left, the light will turn yellow.
When your time has expired, the light will turn red. At that point,
I will ask you to wrap up your remarks as best as you are able.
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Members will each have 5 minutes to ask questions following the
testimony.

So now, Ms. Bawden, I will recognize you for 5 minutes for your
testimony.

TESTIMONY OF ALLISON BAWDEN, ACTING DIRECTOR OF
EDUCATION, WORKFORCE, AND INCOME SECURITY, GOV-
ERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

Ms. BAWDEN. Chairman Guthrie, Ranking Member Davis, and
members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to discuss
GAO’s recently completed work on grant monitoring by the Cor-
poration for National Community Service. My remarks today high-
light key findings and recommendations from that work with re-
spect to, first, whether the corporation’s current process for moni-
toring grants aligns with standards for identifying, analyzing, and
responding to risk; and second, whether the corporation has the ca-
pacity necessary to monitor its grantees’ compliance with program
requirements. In fiscal year 2015, the corporation had over 2,000
active grants totaling about $750 million.

As such, the corporation is administering and monitoring a sig-
nificant Federal investment. Bottom line, it is essential for the cor-
poration to have a full understanding of the potential risks of the
grants and awards and to align its monitoring efforts to mitigate
the most significant risks. Currently, the corporation annually as-
sesses grants that it expects to be active in the next fiscal year. Up
to 19 indicators are assessed for each grant and scores for each in-
dicator are weighted to result in a total.

This total places each grant into a high, medium, or low priority
category for grant monitoring activities. These activities mainly
consist of visits and desk reviews, among other things, to assure
compliance with fiscal and program requirements.

First, we found that the corporation’s current process for grant
monitoring is not fully aligned with the federal standards for inter-
nal control that describe how agencies should identify, analyze, and
respond to risk. We recommended actions the corporation should
take to better consider risk when prioritizing grants for monitoring,
including these three.

One, the corporation should establish and implement a policy to
ensure that all grants expected to be active during the next fiscal
year are, in fact, assessed for potential risk. We found that some
grants, particularly new ones, may be omitted from the assessment
process in the year they are first awarded because the reward was
made after the process was complete. One program officer told us
that monitoring new grants in their first year can help avoid future
problems.

Two, the corporation should improve its collection of information
used to oversee subrecipients, especially with respect to their con-
duct of required criminal history checks. Sub-recipients receive
pass-through funds from the corporation’s grantees and the cor-
poration is required to monitor how its grantees oversee those sub-
recipients. We found that the corporation has limited standard
monitoring requirements for subrecipient oversight and that the
subrecipient information collected by grantees may cover only a
small portion of criminal history check activities.
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And three, the corporation should revise its assessment indica-
tors to meaningfully cover all identifiable risks and revise their
scoring so that the riskiest grants get the highest scores. We found
that the indicators may not address all potential risks such as
fraud and that the highest scoring indicator may not measure
grant risk.

The corporation has taken some steps to improve how its assess-
ment and monitoring processes consider risk. For example, it estab-
lished the Office of the Chief Risk Officer, which has begun to
benchmark assessment indicators against those of other Federal
grant-making agencies and programs. However, improvement ef-
forts are in their early stages and do not address the full scope of
our findings.

As a result, we made the recommendations I discussed to help
guide the corporation’s efforts as it moves forward. The corporation
did not comment on them.

Second, with respect to strategic workforce planning, we found
that the corporation has not determined whether it has the people
and resources to effectively monitor grantees’ compliance with pro-
gram requirements.

The corporation’s efforts to address vacancies have been largely
ad hoc, including for senior-level grant-monitoring positions, and
we found that vacancies did affect the number of grant-monitoring
activities conducted in fiscal year 2015.

The corporation also has not evaluated whether staff have been
deployed where they are most needed.

Officials said they had not developed a strategic workforce plan-
ning process because of limited resources. We concluded that the
corporation’s efforts to address workforce challenges may continue
to be ad hoc without such planning and recommended that it be
conducted. The corporation also did not comment on this finding or
recommendation.

In closing, thank you for your time today. I would be pleased to
respond to any questions you may have.

[The statement of Ms. Bawden follows:]
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Chairman Guthrie, Ranking Member Davis, and Members of the
Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to join you today as you examine issues
related to grant monitoring by the Corporation for National and
Community Service (CNCS). Created in 1993, CNCS administers a
variety of volunteer and national service programs for needs ranging from
disaster recovery to improving education.’ CNC$S administered grants
totaling about $750 million in fiscal year 2015 to support national service
and reported that nearly 350,000 Americans participated in its major grant
programs that year (see app. | for additional data by state for fiscal year
2016).2 CNCS is the nation's largest federal grantmaker for service and
volunteering, and the agency's mission is to improve lives, strengthen
communities, and foster civic engagement through service and
volunteering.

My testimony today summarizes findings from our report entitled Grants
Management: Monitoring Efforts by Corporation for National and
Community Service Could Be Improved.® My testimony, like the report,
addresses: (1) CNCS's process for grant monitoring; (2) the extent to
which CNCS’s process for grant monitoring aligns with relevant internal
controls for identifying, analyzing and responding to risk; and (3) the
extent to which CNCS has the capacity necessary to monitor grantees’
compliance with grant program requirements.

To conduct this work, we reviewed agency documents for fiscal years
2015 and 2016 and analyzed fiscal year 2015 assessment and monitoring
data (the most recent complete year of data avallable at the time of our
review). We reviewed the internal control principles in the Standards for
Internal Control in the Federal Government and selected those we
determined to be most relevant to conducting assessment and monitoring
activities: principles on risk assessment, control activities, and monitoring.
We compared CNCS’s current processes—as documented in policies,

" National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993, Pub. L. No. 103-82, § 202(a), 107
Stat. 785, 873.

2CNCS's major grant programs are AmeriCorps State and National, Senior Corps,
Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA) and Social Innovation Fund.

2 GAO-17-90 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 21, 2017).

Page 1 GAO-17-528T
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procedures, and plans—against these principles * We aiso interviewed
agency officials and a nongeneralizable sample of 11 program and grant
officers who had experience with grants with negative outcomes, such as
greater-than-expected monitoring needs or audit findings. Lastly, we held
discussion groups with a nongeneralizable sample of 27 grantees
attending two 2016 training conferences. Additional information on our
scope and methodology is included in our report. The work on which this
statement is based was performed in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards.

First, we found that CNCS assesses its grants before the beginning of
each fiscal year and prioritizes its grant monitoring based on the scoring
of 19 indicators, such as potential performance or financial problems and
the length of time since the last compliance visit. For fiscal year 2015,
CNCS identified a universe of about 2,200 grants for assessment that
were expected to be active during fiscal year 2015, and prioritized 16.4
percent for compliance visits and 5.4 percent for other types of visits
{such as for training and technical assistance) and for financial reviews.
These visits and financial reviews are forms of grant monitoring. in
addition, CNCS each year selects a random sample of grant records from
each program to review for possible improper payments.

Second, we found that CNCS's current process for grant monitoring is not
fully aligned with federal internal controls for identifying, analyzing, and
responding to risks (see fig. 1).° Specifically, risks may go unidentified
because CNCS's assessment process is conducted only once a year, in
August, to guide its monitoring activities for the following fiscal year, while
grants may continue to be awarded after the annual assessment is
complete. Thus new grants are particularly vulnerable to being omitted
from the assessment process, as these grants tend to be finalized just
before the beginning of the new fiscal year. One CNCS official noted that
an initial visit to a first-time grantee can prevent future problems. in
addition, while nearly half of CNCS grant dollars are passed through by
grantees to other organizations (referred to as subrecipients) and
evidence from prior GAO work indicates that subrecipient oversightis a

4 GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, GAD-14-704G
{Washington, D.C.: Sept. 10, 2014). We compared CNCS’s process against these current
internal control standards, which became effective October 1, 2015.

% GAO-14-704G.
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key risk area,® CNCS's monitoring of grantees’ oversight of subrecipients
is limited, leaving the agency’s response to risk vulnerable in this area.
Moreover, CNCS has not systematically evaluated the results of its
monitoring activities to use in trend analyses or to evaluate opportunities
for improving its monitoring efforts.

Figure 1: Areas for Improvement of Internal Controls in CNCS's Grant Monitoring

Process

¢ %
Identify risks Respond to risks
GNCS's process to assess R G CNCS's monitoring
potential vulnerabilities Grant moTeing of some identified
amits some grants risks s fimited

Analyze risks

CNCS's scoring modeat
J} to determine monitoring
activities does not pricritize
the highest-risk grants

Sourcer GAQ analysis of Corporation for National and Community Servics {CNCS) monitoring process and GAQ Standards
for Intemat Control in the Federal Government, GAG- 14.T04G, Principie 7, as shown in GAO-17-00. | GAO-17-528T

Further, we found that limitations in CNCS’ scoring model affect the
identification and monitoring of risk in the following ways:

« Some indicators that are not based on risk are given
considerable weight in the rating process, while others that are
based on risk are given much less weight. The highest rated
indicator is “time since last visit,” which does not necessarily indicate
risk, and this indicator alone can prioritize a grant for a compliance
visit. In contrast, indicators for financial risks, including a high potential
for improper payments, would not alone result in a grant being
prioritized for a monitoring visit.

« Several potential risk factors were included in a single indicator,
“other key concerns and challenges.” A grant would receive a
score for this indicator only once, even if it demonstrated the potential
for muttiple risks falling within the indicator, including open compliance
findings, improper payment findings, the potential for financiat
management problems, and any findings from the pre-award review.
As a result, the indicators may not meaningfully cover all potential
risks, such as fraud and improper payments, as the scoring model
limits the weight assigned for such risk factors to less than what is
required to be prioritized for a monitoring visit.

8 GAO, Federal Grants: Improvements Needed in Oversight and Accountability
Processes, GAD-11-773T (Washington, D.C.. June 23, 2011).

Page 3 GAOQ-17-628T
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« Some indicators may not be calibrated effectively to capture risk.
For example, CNCS’s scoring model includes an indicator that
identifies whether a grantee has problems with volunteer retention—
specifically, if retention is below 50 percent for 1 year, or 75 percent
for 2 years. But CNCS program office staff we interviewed told us that
the retention level measured by the indicator is very low, and they
would prefer to intervene before retention dropped to this level,

» Several indicators are too frequently applied to be useful in
distinguishing relative risk among grants. For example, 4 of the 19
indicators were applied to more than a quarter of the grants assessed
in fiscal year 2015, which could indicate that they have minimal impact
in distinguishing among grants to determine their priority status for
monitoring. One indicator—"multiple awards™—applied to nearly half
the grants assessed.

CNCS has taken some steps to improve the extent to which its process
for grant monitoring considers grant risk, but these efforts are in the early
stages and their effect is not yet clear. For example, in April 2016 CNCS
hired a chief risk officer to oversee and collaborate with agency program
and grant offices to develop and implement CNCS policies, procedures,
and guidance related to the agency’s risk framework, and to coordinate
the development and implementation of documentation and reporting
processes, including the improper payment review. In addition, the Office
of the Chief Risk Officer is undertaking an effort to benchmark CNCS's
assessment indicators and process against those of other federal
agencies and programs with similar grantee profiles (i.e., agencies or
programs that fund grantees with varying levels of financial,
administrative, and staff capacity). CNCS has also begun a pilot effort to
develop additional indicators of risk, based on a review of past
performance of 10 grants and analysis of related data. Finally, officials
also told us that, in addition to implementing the Enterprise Risk
Management (ERM) process under Office of Management and Budget
revised Circular A-123, the agency has held listening sessions with senior
management and staff to gather their perspectives on key agency risks.”
Officials said that they plan to use this information to create an agency-
wide risk profile.

7 OMB, Management's Responsibiiity for Enterprise Risk Management and intermnal
Control, OMB Circular No. A-123 (revised 2016).

Page 4 GAO-17-528T
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CNCS’s efforts to improve its consideration of grant risk are in the early
stages and do not fully address our findings. As a result, based on our
work, we identified four ways CNCS can move toward a risk based
approach for monitoring grants:

1. Establish and implement a policy to ensure that al grants expected to
be active in a fiscal year, including those awarded after the annual
ment, are d for potential risk.

2. improve the level of information collected for oversight of
subrecipients’ activities.

3. Establish activities to systematically evaluate grant monitoring results.

. Ensure that CNCS completes its efforts to benchmark its assessment
criteria and scoring process so that the riskiest grants get the highest
scores and assessment indicators meaningfully cover all identifiable
risks.

Third, we found that CNCS has not conducted the strategic workforce
planning necessary to determine whether it has the people and resources
to effectively monitor grantees' compliance with grant program
requirements, as key principles for effective strategic workforce planning
in prior GAO work suggest.® CNCS’s workforce management activities to
address vacancies have been largely ad-hoc, including addressing
vacancies in a key office responsible for grant monitoring, at senior levels
across the agency, and among program and grant officers. Our analysis
showed that some of these vacancies reduced the number of fiscal year
2015 monitoring activities conducted. Aiso, program and grant officers’
workloads varied across the agency, and CNCS has not evaluated
whether staff have been deployed where they are most needed. Officials
said that they had not developed a strategic workforce planning process
because of limited resources. Without such a process, however, CNCS’s
efforts to address workforce challenges may continue to be ad hoc and
reactive. We also found that training opportunities vary by CNCS office,
and coverage of grant monitoring responsibilities is inconsistent. For
example, program officers have been tasked with monitoring grantees’
fiscal management practices, but many have not received fiscal
monitoring training. This is because CNCS has not established a training

8 GAOQ, Human Capital: Key Principtes for Effective Strategic Workforce Planning,
GAO-04-39 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 11, 2003). In this work, we identified key principles
for effective strategic workforce planning by conducting a review of studies by leading
waorkforce planning organizations and federal agency workforce planning practices.

Page § GAO-17-628T
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planning process aligned with critical competencies for program and grant
officers, such as fiscal monitoring.

Based on our work, we identified two ways CNCS can improve its
capacity for monitoring grantee compliance:

1. Develop and document a strategic workforce planning process, and

2. Establish a training planning process linked with critical competencies
for grant monitoring.

CNCS did not comment on the report’s findings or recommendations, but
did provide technical comments, which we incorporated as appropriate.

Chairman Guthrie, Ranking Member Davis, and Members of the
Subcommittee, this completes my prepared statement. | would be
pleased to respond to any questions that you may have at this time.

GAOQ Contact

If you or your staff have any questions about this testimony, please
contact Allison Bawden at (202) 512-7215 or at bawdena@gao.gov.
Contact points for our Offices of Congressional Relations and Public
Affairs may be found on the last page of this statement.

[
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Appendix |. State-by-State Data on
Corporation for National and Community
Service (CNCS) Grants

Table 1: Number of CNCS Projects and Volunteers, and Funding by State, Fiscal Year 2016

Number of CNCS Number of Total CNCS
State grants/projects volunteers® fundingb
Alabama 82 9,635 $9,1562,881
Alaska 23 633 $2,941,445
Arizona 60 3,702 $9,211,551
Arkansas 58 4,591 $7,228,3%9
California 364 25,508 $73,375,903
Colerado 113 7,659 $22,637,068
Connecticut 51 3,348 $8,237,050
Detaware 18 1,305 $2,523,326
District of Columbia 113 3,671 $24,144,397
Fiorida 159 14,418 $29,471,153
Georgia 96 3,892 $14,526,254
Hawaii 35 3,166 $4,090,080
idaho 42 2,755 $4,261,729
filinols 144 14,140 $22,196,259
indiana 86 6,421 $10,558,632
fowa 78 6,847 $15,728,319
Kansas 52 5,481 $6,045,291
Kentucky 68 5,482 $12,853,497
Louisiana 82 4,848 $12,973,407
Maine 25 2.338 $5,027,898
Maryland 82 8,156 $18,987,226
Massachusetts 146 9,001 $31,675,544
Michigan 151 10,166 $21,126,893
Minnesota 96 15,653 $35,121,147
Mississippi 55 3,118 $13,159,659
Missourt 88 6,136 $11,132,714
Montana 41 4,849 $7,502,080
Nebraska 43 3,070 $6,663,263
Nevada 36 2,414 $4,370,247
New Hampshire 27 2,941 $5,825,741
New Jersey 78 6,081 §$11,910,101
New Mexico 88 4,566 $5,724,313
New York 254 26,229 $67,198,074
North Carolina 108 7,688 $15,836,148
North Dakota 17 3.330 $2,349,296

Page 7 GAO-17-528T
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Appendix i; State-by-State Data on Corporation
for National and Community Service (CNCS)

Grants

Number of CNCS Number of Total CNCS
State grants/projects volunteers® funding‘7
Ohio 108 10,118 $19,158,789
Oklahoma 53 7,439 $9,457,780
Oregon 78 5,850 $12,352,922
Pennsylvania 129 15,765 $25,664,442
Rhode Island 34 4,220 $4,938,865
South Carolina 71 4,073 $10,083,018
South Dakota 32 3,457 $3,692,401
Tennessee 83 6,193 $11,144,660
Texas® 232 33,867 $32,563,990
Utah 63 5,187 $11,728,511
Vermont 26 2,403 $4,476,522
Virginia 95 5724 $10,324,809
Washington 102 8,745 $23,991.442
West Virginia 47 3,798 $9,552,979
Wisconsin 88 9,728 $14,618,993
Wyoming 22 1,165 $2.479,081

Source: GAQ analysis of Corporation far National and Community Service {CNCS) State Profiles (data as of Eebruary 22, 2018, a8 shown in GAO-17-90 | GAO-17-628T
a Number of volunteers represents number of awarded positions for the program year,

{101842)

b Total funding amount does not include education awards. Funding amounts to grantees in territories

are not included.

¢ Data for Texas are as of April 13, 2016.

Page 8
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Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you for your testimony. Ms. Giblin,
you are now recognized for 5 minutes for your testimony.

TESTIMONY OF LORI GIBLIN, CHIEF RISK OFFICER,
CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE

Ms. GIBLIN. Chairman Guthrie, Ranking Member Davis, and
members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to testify
today. I share the committee’s view that our agency has a responsi-
bility to ensure Federal funds are well managed and welcome this
opportunity to discuss our commitment to strong risk management
and prudent stewardship of taxpayer dollars.

My written testimony details our comprehensive risk manage-
ment frameworks and the multiple steps we have taken since the
subcommittee hearing last year. I will summarize them now. To
properly identify and manage risk, the first step has to be a com-
mitment from the top. CNCS leadership has made an extraor-
dinary commitment to risk management and has backed up that
commitment with action.

We are one of the first independent and small Federal agencies
to hire a chief risk officer. We are one of the only agencies that has
aligned all of our risk assessment functions into one integrated
framework. We have been identified as a leader among our peers
161 implementing the principles of risk management laid out by

MB.

Even in an extremely tight budget environment, we have redi-
rected scarce resources to ensure this function is properly staffed
and have hired 17 professionals with extensive experience in ac-
counting, auditing, compliance, internal controls, and risk manage-
ment. Over many years, CNCS has built a culture of accountability
and a strong system for monitoring and oversight.

Now, with the strong commitment for leadership, infusion of re-
sources, and a top-notch team, we are building on that foundation
to implement a risk-based program modeled on industry best prac-
tices.

Our focus is to identify actual evidence-based risks, validate and
prioritize them, and mitigate them on an ongoing basis. We follow
leading industry practices in organizing risk into four basic cat-
egories: programmatic, financial, compliance, and fraud.

In the area of programmatic risk, we provide training and tech-
nical assistance to our grantees to assist them in successfully im-
plementing their programs. For financial risk, we continually as-
sess our grantees’ financial liability and ability to manage Federal
funds. If a grantee has challenges, we use a wide range of strate-
gies and corrective actions, including increased monitoring, putting
grantees on a reimbursement only status, requiring them to report
monthly on expenditures, termination, suspension, and debarment.

For compliance and fraud risk, we have taken multiple steps to
ensure that grantees comply with the terms and conditions of their
award and to ensure that we safeguard the agency against fraud,
waste, and abuse.

To ensure our work is effective, coordinated, and delivering re-
sults, we have consolidated five risk assessment programs under
my office.
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First, we are taking comprehensive action to improve compliance
with national service criminal history check requirements. We im-
plemented a solution enabling our grantees to directly obtain FBI
checks from a private vendor. We are now seeking another market-
based solution to conduct the State criminal history checks that
many of our grantees are currently unable to perform. This solu-
tion will include a check of the National Sex Offender public
website, which will ensure that a required check is complete.

We are leaning in, going beyond what is required, to do what is
smart by providing resources to our grantees so they can better de-
tect and prevent misconduct before it happens. My office is imple-
menting a testing process for improper payments that will help us
identify root causes of noncompliance and more accurately report
the effectiveness of our program to eliminate such payments.

The agency is taking multiple steps to strengthen internal con-
trols, including testing enterprise-wide controls, convening a fraud
risk assessment committee, and aligning our internal controls an-
nual testing approach with industry best practices.

CNCS is also implementing an enterprise risk management pro-
gram and developing a risk profile that will inform how manage-
ment invests limited resources and risk mitigation strategies.

And last, we are refining the criteria used in the annual grant
risk assessment that informs the types of monitoring and technical
assistance grantees require. All these actions and many others
demonstrate the priority we place on risk management and the
commitment we have to accountability and the responsible use of
taxpayer dollars.

Our systems for monitoring oversight are working. Misconduct is
very rare and when it happens, we take swift action. We are al-
ways looking for ways to improve and strengthen our systems and
we appreciate the guidance from our IG and from GAO and this
committee. Enhancing these systems will help us better support
the 325,000 dedicated Americans serving through AmeriCorps and
SeniorCorps at 50,000 locations across our Nation.

They are tutoring and mentoring at-risk youth, responding to
disasters, supporting veterans and their families, and much more,
all while recruiting millions of additional volunteers to serve along-
side them and multiply their impact.

I hope my testimony today assures the committee of our commit-
ment to accountability and our interest in doing more and I wel-
come your questions.

[The statement of Ms. Giblin follows:]
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Written Testimony of Lori Giblin
Chief Risk Officer, Corporation for National and Community Service
Before the Committee on Education and the Workforce
Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Development
March 28,2017

Chairman Guthrie, Ranking Member Davis, and Members of the Subcommittee,

Thank you for the invitation to testify today. [ appreciate the opportunity to discuss the
Corporation for National and Community Service’s (CNCS) commitment to strong risk
management and prudent stewardship of taxpayer dollars.

My name is Lori Giblin, and I"ve served as Chief Risk Officer for CNCS since April of 2016. 1
joined CNCS ten months ago with nearly 25 years of experience working for the great states of
Virginia and Arizona and the federal government in the areas of community development,
compliance, monitoring, internal controls, and risk management. Today, I will provide you with
an update on the activities of the Office of the Chief Risk Officer since our former CEO Wendy
Spencer appeared before this Subcommittee in May 2016.

I would like to start by recognizing CNCS’s senior leadership, as well as CNCS staff for their
support as my team and [ have developed a strategy and work plan that refines and builds on
CNCS’s current risk management framework. Without this team of dedicated professionals, 1
would not be able to share our accomplishments to date and be confident that we can address the
opportunities and challenges that lie ahead. 1 also want to acknowledge the ongoing collaborative
partnership and support that 1 have received from the Inspector General who has been helpful in
identifying areas where attention is needed.

My presence here today represents CNCS’s extraordinary commitment to risk management. We
view an effective risk management program as an essential strategy for ensuring we meet our
grantee management and oversight responsibilities. It bears noting that CNCS is one of the first
small, independent federal agencies to hire a Chief Risk Officer. We are also one of the only
agencies that has aligned all of our risk assessment functions within one integrated framework.
And, through our participation as steering committee members of the Association of Federal
Enterprise Risk Management’s Small Agency Community of Practice, we have been identified
as a leader among our peers in implementing the principles of risk management described in the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) guidance released in FY 2016.

Even in an extremely tight budget environment, agency management prioritized the
implementation of risk management, redirecting scarce resources to ensure that this function is
properly staffed and supported. This has enabled us to develop and begin to implement a robust
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work plan, Thanks to management support we have built a team of seventeen risk management
professionals with extensive public and private sector experience in accounting, auditing,
compliance, internal controls, and risk management.

My top priority as Chief Risk Officer is to build on our strengths and accomplishments and
address challenges by further developing a risk-based program modeled on industry best
practices. This program will identify where the agency faces challenges and risks in terms of
fully delivering on our mission. Once these challenges and risks are clearly identified, tested, and
verified, my job is to design and implement strategies to mitigate those risks. Mitigating risks
means to eliminate, prevent, or reduce the negative impact upon our programs, which are vitally
important to communities across the country and the American public.

In this testimony I will describe risk management at CNCS as it relates to four standard
categories of risk: programmatic, financial, compliance, and fraud. I will also provide an update
on progress and accomplishments in the five programs that the Office of the Chief Risk Officer
directs. I will end with a summary of our path forward.

Corporation for National and Community Service Overview

To appreciate the risk management systems that CNCS has put in place to ensure accountability,
it is important to understand the structure of national service and our programs.

CNCS supports service opportunities and building evidence for social interventions through
AmeriCorps members, Senior Corps volunteers, and Social Innovation Fund grantees. The
support we provide includes service opportunities and grants that focus on disaster services,
economic opportunity, education, environmental stewardship, healthy futures, and veterans and
military families. Last year, 325,000 Americans served in CNCS supported programs at more
than 50,000 locations across the nation, including more than 244,000 Senior Corps members and
nearly 80,000 AmeriCorps members. Qur Social Innovation Fund supports more than 426
organizations in 44 states building the evidence base to support interventions in communities
around the country. Since 2011, CNCS responded to 200 state and federally declared disasters,
deploying more than 16,000 national service participants, including AmeriCorps NCCC and
FEMA Corps teams, The structure of CNCS includes a wide variety of grantee activity at many
locations and thousands of members each year, creating a complex environment for risk
management.

Risk Management Framework at CNCS

CNCS follows leading industry practice in organizing risk into four basic categories:
programmatic, financial, compliance, and fraud. The Office of the Chief Risk Officer ensures
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that the agency actively identifies and mitigates risk in each of these categories in order to
successfully deliver effective national service and social innovation activities and benefits.

Our current direction in risk management is to identify actual, evidence-based risks; validate and
prioritize them, and mitigate them on an ongoing basis. CNCS takes any misuse of federal funds
extremely seriously and our framework will ensure that our risk management efforts are
prioritized for impact rather than focusing on isolated incidents that are not representative of the
entire grant portfolio.

Programmatic Risk

In the area of programmatic risk, CNCS manages a large, diverse, and active grant portfolio. A
majority of our funding is invested in grantmaking. We assess, award, monitor, and provide
training and technical assistance to our grantees to assist them in successfully implementing their
programs and that any programmatic, financial, compliance or fraud risk on the part of the
grantee is mitigated.

Financial Risk

In defining financial risk to the agency, we assess challenges that affect our grantees’ financial
viability and their ability to manage federal funds. In some circumstances we may make a
strategic choice to tolerate a higher level of financial risk in order to support grantees that are
delivering high-quality services that address needs in low-income and hard-to-serve communities
or facing pressing or emerging risks.

CNCS employs a wide range of strategies to deal with grantees that have financial challenges,
including termination if the grantee cannot comply with the terms and conditions of the award,
not considering a grantee for further funding, suspension, and debarment. Other corrective
actions include putting grantees on reimbursement only or requiring them to report monthly on
their programmatic progress and expenditures. In addition, the agency has taken strong measures
over the last two years to ensure that disallowed costs that are identified through audits,
investigations and monitoring are recovered.

Compliance and Fraud Risk

Another priority as the Chief Risk Officer is to ensure that grantees comply with the terms and
conditions of their award and to ensure that we safeguard the agency against fraud, waste and
abuse. Let me share with you what our agency has done to enhance our risk mitigation posture
and ensure that we have effective controls in the areas of compliance and fraud risk.
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First, the CNCS senior leadership team has provided significant support for the framework of our
risk program—its leadership, governance, and organizational structure. Since I arrived at CNCS,
senior leadership, based upon my recommendations and their commitment to our success, has
increased staffing of the risk management team.

To ensure that this team meets its goal of building, implementing, and reporting the results of a
robust risk program, we have established a governance structure that will hold CNCS to the
highest standards. Our senior level governance body has met seven times since 1 arrived and they
have made important decisions on staffing, internal controls, and the criminal history check
program. [ am confident that this governance structure, combined with strong CEO and Board
oversight and support, as well as monthly meetings with the IG and OIG staff, will ensure
successful implementation of our risk strategies.

Programs of Office of the Chief Risk Officer

CNCS established the Office of the Chief Risk Officer to oversee all of the agency’s financial
and programmatic internal risk assessment programs under one executive, including National
Service Criminal History Checks, Improper Payments, Internal Controls, Grants Assessment, and
Enterprise Risk Management programs.

National Service Criminal History Checks

The National Service Criminal History Checks program is the newest addition to the portfolio of
the Office of the Chief Risk Officer. It was added as a follow-up action after the agency last
testified before this Committee. Since we added the program to the Office of the Chief Risk
Officer, senior leadership has approved a seven-point strategy that we are implementing to
address the root causes of grantee noncompliance. These critical controls are designed to
enhance the controls currently in place to protect our most vulnerable populations from those
who wish to do harm.

As our former CEO shared during her testimony last year, CNCS developed and implemented a
strategy to improve compliance with the National Service Criminal History Check requirements.
This strategy includes using the agency’s legal authority to enable our grantees to directly obtain
fingerprint based checks from a private vendor. Since engaging in this solution, the vendor has
provided 17,476 checks to 531 grant recipient organizations in 44 states and the District of
Columbia and Puerto Rico. The vendor has helped CNCS and our grantees identify potential
ineligible applicants thus fortifying our risk efforts and protecting those we serve. Building on
that success, my office will seek a market-based solution to conduct the state criminal history
checks that our grantees are currently unable to perform due to lack of access or capability.
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In addition, the market-based solution will include the National Sex Offender Public Website
checks, ensuring a complete three-part check. This solution will enable us to continue to protect
our most vulnerable citizens, serve our grantees, and standardize a complex procedure. In
addition to this public-private partnership, CNCS will augment and strengthen our outreach and
training plans by educating our grantees in detection and encouraging active patticipation in
proven prevention strategies.

Improper Payments

Every federal agency is required to assess payments that were made to the wrong person, at the
wrong time, or in the wrong amount. Our agency has faced challenges in implementing a testing
process that allows us to report, with confidence, our estimated rate of improper payments.

We have met with OMB and other federal agencies to gather their input on our testing design
and approach to ensure that we are adopting proven strategies so we can more accurately report
on the effectiveness of our program to eliminate improper payments. Next month we will submit
a testing methodology to OMB that will help us report accurately and test in a way that identifies
root causes to our major sources of noncompliance.

Internal Controls

I have been working closely with senior leadership to enhance and refine our internal control
framework to comply with all Government Accountability Office (GAO) standards, including
those detailed in GAO’s Framework for Managing Fraud Risks in Federal Programs. We have
recently conducted the agency's first ever entity-level assessment that tested the agency’s
enterprise-wide controls. We are pleased to report that no material gaps were identified.

We have also convened a Fraud Risk Assessment Committee and have scheduled meetings of the
group for the remainder of the fiscal year. This committee will guide the agency in identifying
potential fraud risks. It will rate, rank, and calibrate identified risks for further action and
implement risk mitigation strategies. In addition to the fraud risk assessment, we have hired a
contractor to reconfigure our overall internal controls annual testing approach to make sure it is
aligned with industry best practices. This year we have selected the procurement and grant
lifecycle functions for testing and will continue to develop the assessment tools needed to test the
agency’s other key business processes.

Enterprise Risk Management

My team is actively participating in the government-wide effort to implement an enterprise risk
management program as one component of our risk management framework. We are in the
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process of drafting an agency risk register that will be validated and prioritized by senior
leadership. We anticipate completing this assessment in the coming months. This risk register
will also be used to further assess agency risks and vulnerabilities and provide us the opportunity
to refine our mitigation strategies on an ongoing basis.

Monitoring Risk Assessment

My team is charged with developing and facilitating the annual risk assessment of all grants. The
agency has an assessment tool that assists us in identifying whether grantees require additional
monitoring and training and technical assistance. Nearly a decade ago, CNCS was at the leading
edge of federal agencies that developed assessment criteria used to determine which grantees we
monitor and how we conduct grantee monitoring. Though we have refined this criteria over the
years, we will be working to further refine and mature it moving forward. In addition to
strengthening our risk assessment process, CNCS continues to enhance our grantee oversight and
monitoring throughout the grant lifecycle to ensure grantee success and accountability.

Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today. [ want to assure the Committee that
CNCS and 1 are deeply committed to developing and enhancing our approach to risk
management. We take our responsibilities very seriously and are confident in our ability to
effectively manage federal funds and provide national service opportunities to the American
public. [ welcome your advice and counsel.
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Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you for your testimony. I know recog-
nize Ms. Darling for 5 minutes for her testimony.

TESTIMONY OF ELIZABETH DARLING, CEO AND PRESIDENT,
ONESTAR FOUNDATION AND NATIONAL SERVICE COMMIS-
SION

Ms. DARLING. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
thank you for inviting me to testify today. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to discuss the Corporation for National and Community
Service and their unique structure and systems of accountability
and oversight.

I am also pleased to share with you a snapshot of how the State
of Texas benefits from the corporation grant funding administered
by OneStar National Service Commission. OneStar is 1 of 52 State
service commissions charged with strengthening local communities
through service and volunteering. The corporation’s decentralized
structure provides States the flexibility to meet local needs in
alignment with our governor’s priorities. Three-quarters of the cor-
porations of AmeriCorps funding flows through governor-appointed
State service commissions.

In Texas, OneStar administers approximately $14 million in cor-
poration grant funding through a highly competitive process engag-
ing nonprofits, State agencies, universities, and local governments.
These funds leverage an additional $31 million in private cash and
in-kind support for 2,400 AmeriCorps VISTA members who collec-
tively will earn over $9 million in education awards that may be
used to repay student loans or for continuing education.

Many private Texas funders look to OneStar’s portfolio of pro-
grams to inform their own grant decisions. They know our grant
making is rigorous from our intensive pre-award vetting to risk as-
sessment to subsequent monitoring of performance throughout the
life cycle of the grant. Commissions truly are the first line of de-
gellllse in ensuring accountability and good stewardship of taxpayer

ollars.

In Texas, we don’t hesitate to disallow costs for even the smallest
compliance issue. Our subgrantees know that we don’t tolerate
noncompliance and if mistakes are made, there are real financial
consequences.

Compliance is critical and community impact is the ultimate
goal. National service, whether AmeriCorps or its companion pro-
gram, SeniorCorps, allows nonprofits to serve thousands more peo-
ple than they could otherwise serve. In 2016, AmeriCorps Texas
programs served almost 153,000 at-risk youth. Thirty thousand
SeniorCorps members in Texas kept frail, elderly Texans in their
homes, mentored youth in detention facilities, and responded in
times of disaster.

Like many State service commissions, OneStar works closely
with our Division of Emergency Management. We are named in our
State disaster response plan as the point of contact for national
service and the coordination of unaffiliated volunteers.

Last year, 1,600 AmeriCorps members recruited, trained, and
managed almost 11,000 volunteers who responded to a series of
disasters and still assist today in ongoing recovery projects, includ-
ing Southeast Texas flooding, Wimberley flooding, Memorial Day
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flooding, the Hidden Pines wildfire, Halloween flooding, North
Texas tornadoes, the 2015 Van tornadoes, and the 2013 West Fer-
tilizer explosion.

These are not just names of unfortunate events. These are now
threads in the fabric of Texas history. Texas will soon also be home
base to the first RV DisasterCorps, deploying SeniorCorps volun-
teers and their recreational vehicles in response to disasters within
our 254 county region. Over the past 5 years, the corporation has
mobilized thousands of SeniorCorps volunteers and AmeriCorps
members throughout the country in response to over 200 declared
disasters, some in your home States and districts.

Along the southernmost tip of Texas is a border region known as
the Rio Grande Valley, an area of high need and few resources to
lift people out of poverty. The University of Texas Rio Grande Val-
ley AmeriCorps program supports 160 university students as men-
tors, providing college access services to over 5,000 low-income,
first-generation high school seniors and last year, over 3,300 of
those school students successfully enrolled in postsecondary edu-
cation. The Literacy First AmeriCorps program in Austin supports
106 AmeriCorps members at 32 high-poverty schools, providing
daily intensive, individualized reading interventions to over 2,000
kindergarten, first grade, and second grade students. Approxi-
mately two-thirds of those tutored students reach grade level by
the end of the school year.

OneStar, like the commission in your State, is able to support
these high-performing programs because of CNCS. The corporation
provides consistent guidance, resources, and tools to assist us in
our work. Our staff attend comprehensive trainings, adopt CNCS
developed monitoring tools and templates, and receive regular and
frequent support from dedicated program and grants officers.

My written testimony provides greater detail on the corporation’s
support and monitoring of OneStar National Service Commission
as well as our policies and procedures related to the oversight of
subgrantees. I am grateful to the committee and to each of you as
public servants charged with ensuring that taxpayer dollars are
used effectively and that all actors are good stewards of the re-
sources with which we are entrusted. Thank you.

[The statement of Ms. Darling follows:]
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Written Testimony of Elizabeth Darling
CEQ/President Texas OneStar Foundation and OneStar National Service Commission
Before the Committee on Education and the Workforce
Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Training
March 28, 2017

Chairman Guthrie, Ranking Member Davis, and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the invitation to testify today. | appreciate the opportunity to provide the
Committee insight into the accountability structures within the OneStar National Service
Commission, a grantee of the Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS). This
testimony also outlines for the Committee, the many ways CNCS works with state service
commissions to ensure compliance with federal regulations and good stewardship of taxpayer
dollars.

INTRODUCTION

OneStar is one of 52 state service commissions, each of which is as different as our state flags
and our geography, yet we are bound by many commonalities. Many commissions reside
within a state agency as determined by their governor. Some even reside within the Office of
the Governor or Lt. Governor. Other commissions may be stand-alone agencies or separate
nonprofit organizations with a link to the Office of the Governor like OneStar Foundation.
Each commission is governed by a board of gubernatorial appointees who represent various
constituencies as directed by federal statute. All Commissions are charged with identifying
local needs, setting polices and program priorities, and overseeing the AmeriCorps
competitive grant process for their state.

Commissions administer three quarters of CNCS’ AmeriCorps grant funding which is matched
dollar for dollar or greater, Commissions award grants supporting human capital (AmeriCorps
members) to local nonprofits, universities, state agencies and Tribal governments; provide
training and technical assistance; monitor grantees to ensure program quality and compliance
with federal and state law; and promote service and volunteering. Many governors also look to
their state service commission to support special initiatives funded by state or philanthropic
dollars such as annual nonprofit conferences, volunteer awards programs, special mentoring
programs, disaster corps and other purposes as determined by their state.

In Texas, OneStar administers approximately $14 million in Corporation grant funding
through a highly competitive process engaging nonprofits, state agencies, universities and
focal governments. These funds leverage an additional $31 million in private cash and in-kind
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support for 2400 AmeriCorps members who collectively will earn over $9 million in education
awards that may be used to repay student loans or for continuing education.

Like many state service commissions, OneStar works closely with our Division of Emergency
Management. We are named in our state disaster response plan as the point of contact for
national service and the coordination of spontaneous volunteers. Last year 1,600 AmeriCorps
members recruited, trained and managed almost 11,000 volunteers who responded to a
series of disasters and are assisting still in ongoing recovery projects including Southeast
Texas Flooding, Wimberley Flooding, Memorial Day Flooding, the Hidden Pines Wildfire,
Halloween Flooding, North Texas Tornados, the 2015 Van Tornados and the 2013 West
Fertilizer explosion. These are not just names of unfortunate events, these are now threads
in the fabric of Texas’ history.

Texas will soon be home-base to the first RV Senior Corps program deploying Senior Corp
volunteers in their motor homes in response to disasters within our 254 county region. Over
the past 5 years, the Corporation has mobilized thousands of Senior Corps volunteers and
AmeriCorps members throughout the country in response to more than 200 declared
disasters, some in your home states and districts.

National service, whether AmeriCorps or its companion program Senior Corps, allows local
nonprofits to serve tens of thousands more people than they could otherwise serve. In 2016
AmeriCorps Texas programs served almost 153,000 youth at risk. 30,000 Senior Corps
volunteers kept frail elderly Texans in their homes, mentored youth in detention facilities and
managed thousands of volunteers after disaster.

Along the southern-most tip of Texas is a border region known as the Rio Grande Valley, an
area of high need and few resources to lift people out of poverty. The University of Texas Rio
Grande Valley AmeriCorps program supports 160 university students as mentors providing
college access services to over 5,000 low-income, first-generation high school seniors. Last
year over 3,300 of these high school students successfully enrolled in accredited
postsecondary institutions.

The Literacy First AmeriCorps program in Austin supports 106 AmeriCorps members at 32
high-poverty schools providing daily, intensive, individualized reading interventions to over
2,000 kindergarten, first and second grade students, Literacy First’s robust evidence-based
model works! Approximately two-thirds of tutored students reach grade-level in reading by
the end of the school year.

We have a great national service story to tell in Texas and the same is true in each of your states.
In order to accomplish our work, we must have well managed programs that are in compliance
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with state and federal regulations and accountable for the funds awarded through the
AmeriCorps program.

For the purposes of my testimony today | will focus on OneStar’s role as Texas’ state service
commission and the management of our AmeriCorps portfolio. | would like to note that some
CNCS AmeriCorps grantees {National Direct programs) apply directly to the Corporation for their
funding without going through state service commissions. Their risk assessment, monitoring and
oversight activities will have many parallels and similarities to commissions due to our common
funder, CNCS.

| have served as CEQ/President of OneStar Foundation and OneStar National Service
Commission since my appointment by Governor Rick Perry in 2009. | currently serve under
Governor Greg Abbott. Over the past 8 years the sophistication and integrity of OneStar’s
grant-making and oversight has matured along with that of CNCS. Many private Texas
funders look to OneStar’s portfolio of programs to inform their own grant decisions. They
know our grant-making is rigorous from our intensive pre-award vetting and risk assessment
to the subsequent monitoring of performance throughout the lifecycle of our grants. With
CNCS’ guidance and resources we are engaged in continuous improvement, never satisfied
with the status quo. State service commissions truly are the first line of defense in ensuring
accountability and good stewardship of these taxpayer dollars.

CNCS OVERSIGHT

OneStar has found CNCS’s oversight to be robust and the resources and trainings provided to be
improving over the last few years. Itis clear that CNCS takes training and prevention activities
seriously, and puts a great deal of effort into ensuring the national service field has access to
resources needed to run compliant programs. OneStar frequently uses resources developed by
CNCS to provide oversight to our sub-grantees. OneStar feels confident in our ability to provide
oversight to our grantees based on the oversight we receive as a grantee of CNCS.

CNCS Monitoring

Within the last three years OneStar has received a monitoring visit from our CNCS Program
Officer and CNCS Grants {fiscal} Officer. Both visits spanned several days and covered in detail
primary AmeriCorps regulations. The tools and feedback used by our CNCS Program and Grants
Officers were beneficial to OneStar as a state service commission, to refine how we monitor our
sub-grantees and to ensure we are documenting written policies and procedures. The
monitoring visit from our Program Officer also included a review of full member files, member
National Service Criminal History Check (NSCHC) files, and staff NSCHC files of selected sub-
grantees. Additionally, the visit included member observations of one of our sub-grantees. The
visits were constructive and thorough.
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Under the Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act (IPERA) CNCS is responsible for
determining if its programs are susceptible to significant levels of improper payments. CNCS uses
random sampling methodology to select transactions, and then grantees must submit supporting
documentation. OneStar and our sub-grantees have been selected for IPERA testing for several
years and found the process to be thorough.

CNCS PROVIDED RESOURCES, TRAINING AND SUPPORT

State service commissions are fortunate to have the benefit of countless resources from CNCS to
help us provide critical oversight to sub-grantees. Below is a summary of some of the resources
OneStar has found particularly helpfuf:

AmeriCorps State and National Symposium: Each year, CNCS delivers a multi-day Symposium for
leaders of state service commissions, and AmeriCorps National grantees. The AmeriCorps State
and National Symposium offers an opportunity to learn about grant requirements and best
practices, build relationships with CNCS staff at all levels, and network with colleagues from a
variety of programs. The event is designed to build the AmeriCorps network and strengthen
programming and service experiences across the country. OneStar typically sends 2-4 staff to the
Symposium, and brings back resources to share with the full team. Information learned at the
Symposium is used to shape OneStar trainings and technical assistance to our sub-grantees
throughout the upcoming year.

National Service Regional Trainings: These regional trainings are hosted in collaboration with
state service commissions, CNCS, and America’s Service Commissions (ASC) the association for
state commissions. Staff representing all streams of national service are encouraged and
welcome to attend the training events including but not limited to AmeriCorps State (state
service commissions}), AmeriCorps National Direct, Senior Corps, Social Innovation Fund grantees,
AmeriCorps VISTA, Volunteer Generation Fund grantees, Tribal Grantees, and AmeriCorps
National Civilian Community Corps (NCCC). These trainings provide critical “how-to” training for
both OneStar staff and our sub-grantee staff. The fact that these trainings are developed locally
within regions allows the trainings to be tailored to regional needs, while also providing the
expertise from CNCS presenters on AmeriCorps regulations and best practices. The CNCS Office
of inspector General is a frequent presenter and attendee at these regional events.

Regular Webinars and Trainings: CNCS is frequently hosting webinars and distributing resources
to their grantees to provide training on AmeriCorps regulations, training on new information, and
general support for running high quality, compliant national service programs.

Communication with CNCS Program and Grants Officer: The CNCS model of one assigned
Program Officer and Grants Officer is effective in ensuring grantees receive the support they
need from CNCS. OneStar has scheduled monthly calls with our assigned Program Officer, and is
in constant communication outside of those call times as well, typically on a weekly basis.
OneStar’s assigned Grants Officer is available to help when questions arise. It is extremely
beneficial to have a primary contact at CNCS that we can trust to provide us guidance in a timely
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manner. This is essential for us to in turn provide the guidance necessary to our sub-grantees.
When we have difficult or ambiguous questions we know we can reach out to our Program or
Grants Officer.

CNCS Website: The CNCS website contains countless resources for state commissions and sub-
grantees. OneStar staff reference resources on the website on an almost daily basis. Some of the
most helpful resources are the Knowledge Networks that provide in depth information on a wide
variety of topics, such as Evaluation, Recruitment, Disability Inclusion, and National Service

Criminal History Checks.

National Service Criminal History Check (NSCHC) Resources: CNCS has been increasing the level of
support and guidance for NSCHC checks every year. There is now a robust eCourse that is
required for all grantees and sub-grantees to take annually. CNCS has also released guidance for
disallowing costs for non-compliant NSCHCs that uses a risk-based approach. They have also
recently added a state-by-state guide for running compliant “state of residence checks”, which
can often be one of the most time-intensive check components to complete.

ONESTAR OVERSIGHT

Risk Assessment and Monitoring Procedures

OneStar conducts an annual Portfolio Risk Assessment, which includes 23 different categories
across inherent, program, and fiscal risk. The Risk Assessment includes: Inherent items of risk,
any items as a result of pre-award reviews, follow-up items as a result of any site and/or desk-
based monitoring, issues identified in monthly compliance meetings, external information as
applicable (i.e. publicly available information, complaints, news headlines, etc.). The risk scores
determine the intensity of monitoring each sub-grantee receives, but does not determine when
monitoring is received.

Each sub-grantee receives a monitoring visit once during their three-year project period. In 2016,
OneStar conducted monitoring visits of 9 sub-grantees, or 32% of the portfolio. Additionally,
three sub-grantees received post-award visits in the first year of their grant, one sub-grantee
received a pre-award visit prior to the start of their grant, and two planning sub-grantees
received visits to provide in person training. In total, 54% of sub-grantees received some type of
visit from OneStar staff (15 of 28 grantees) in 2016.

During monitoring visits OneStar Grants and Program Officers conduct group interviews with 5
AmeriCorps members, conduct member observations, and site supervisor interviews. The
number of interviews and observations conducted are dependent on portfolio risk assessment,
Additionally there are Program and Fiscal staff interviews that take place during monitoring visits,
where OneStar staff can monitor for sub-grantees’ adherence to required regulations and to their
own written policies, which are reviewed in conjunction with the visit.

100% of operating AmeriCorps sub-grantees receive an annual desk-based monitoring of both
their program and fiscal files. For program monitoring portfolio risk assessment is used to
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determine how many full member files, member NSCHC files, and staff NSCHC files are pulled for
review for each grantee. For fiscal monitoring, all programs receive an end of year reconciliation
of reimbursement requests, and the portfolio risk assessment is used to determine the number of
transactions pulled for testing throughout the year for cost-reimbursement grants.

Ongoing Resources and Support for Oversight

In addition to Monitoring Visits, OneStar provides several avenues to prevent, detect, and
enforce potential compliance issues. OneStar is committed to providing high quality training and
resources to sub-grantees to ensure guality, compliant programming. Below is a summary of
these types of activities:

All Grantee Meeting (AGM): OneStar hosts the All-Grantee Meeting (AGM) annually for our sub-
grantees as a required training, typically 2 days. Participants are brought together from across
Texas to build relationships and networks, share best practices, address challenges, reflect on the
year to date, and receive important updates and trainings from the field on programmatic and
fiscal topics. Previous sessions include: National Service Criminal History Check Bootcamp,
Procurement Procedures, and Preparing for an OIG Audit and Securing Federal Funds.

New AmeriCorps Staff Orientation {NASQ): OneStar holds a special 1.5-day orientation and basic
training for new sub-grantees and/or new staff working with sub-grantees approximately 2-3
times per year, typically in July, November, and March. This orientation is mandatory for any
Primary Program and Fiscal Staff listed on the AmeriCorps Authorized Representative Form (ARF)
within the first year of being assigned as a Primary contact.

Monthly Calls: OneStar hosts 2 sets of Grantee Training and Technical Assistance (TTA) calls for
sub-grantees. Every other month is an “Updates from the Field Call” where OneStar staff share
our updates and reminders with the whole portfolio, and on the alternate months, OneStar
Program and Grants Officers have one-on-one calls with each sub-grantee.

Member Experience Survey: Every year, OneStar requires programs to send the Member
Experience Survey out to AmeriCorps members. While this survey is optional, OneStar strongly
recommends that programs encourage their members to complete it. Typical response rate is
about 50% of AmeriCorps members within the OneStar portfolio {(approximately 1200). This
survey includes topics asking members what they have received training on, if they have ever
been asked to participate in prohibited activities, as well as reflection on how meaningful they
find their service. Responses are broken down by sub-grantee and OneStar Program Officers
follow-up with sub-grantees on any issues raised in the responses.

Pre-Award Review: Each summer, as part of OneStar’s annual Pre-Award Review process, each
OneStar Program and Grants Officers complete an in-depth review of all relevant program and
fiscal start up documents. The Notice of Funding Availability (NOGA) will not be issued until
Program and Grants Officers have approved all required start up documents.
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Pre-Award Visits: For newly selected AmeriCorps sub-grantees, OneStar Program and Grants
Officers conduct a full day Pre-Award Start Up Visit prior to issuing the NOGA. During this on-site
visit, OneStar Program and Grants Officers provide initial, face-to-face training and technical
assistance related to the program launch.

grant reviewers specifically review all grant application narratives and proposed member activity
descriptions for any concerning language or other red flags. If any red flags are detected, the
applicant must go through additional clarification; if for any reason resolution of the concerns or
questions was not reached, the grant application would not be considered for funding.

AmeriCorps Progress Report (APR) Review: During the mid-year and end of year APR review,
OneStar Program Officers complete a careful review of sub-grantees’ submitted APR. This review
occurs twice per year for the mid-year and end of year report. The Program Officers review
performance measures, demographic information, and member data reported for validity,
completeness, consistency, accuracy and verifiability. If the Program Officers detect any potential
errors or items that need clarification, they will be addressed in the APR Review document sent

to the program with action items.

Data Dive: On a yearly basis, OneStar Program Officers complete a data dive for every sub-
grantee. This review occurs after the mid-year AmeriCorps Progress Report is submitted. In this
review, they conduct a basic test of the accuracy and verifiability of one data point reported in
the Mid-Year AmeriCorps Progress Report. All data submitted as part of progress reports are
potentially subject to testing and review.

Federal Financial Report (FFR}: During mid-year and end of year FFR Review, OneStar Grants
Officers complete a careful review of sub-grantee’ submitted FFRs. OneStar’s FFRs and
Unexpended Reports for its prime grants reflect the following 4 key elements: federal
expenditures (“CNCS Share”), grantee expenditures (“Grantee Share”), program income, and
other federal sources used to support the program (“Federal Funds Used as Match”).

Ongoing Technical Assistance/Training: OneStar Program and Grants Officers are always available
by phone and email to grantees, and are in constant communication with grantee staff to
promptly address any issues or concerns. As funding allows, OneStar hosts additional trainings
for grantees, such as Disability inclusion Training or AmeriCorps Evaluation Institute.

NATIONAL SERVICE CRIMINAL HISTORY CHECKS

OneStar takes the prevention, detection, and enforcement of National Service Criminal History
Checks {NSCHC) very seriously. We have heard clearly from the CNCS that the expectation is “on
time, every time” and we pass this message on to our sub-grantees regularly. Belowisa
summary of OneStar procedures to ensure compliance of NSCHC regulations.
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NSCHC — OneStar Procedures for Prevention

in order to prevent the likelihood of programs conducting non-compliant criminal history checks,
OneStar conducts the following prevention-focused activities:

staff on how to conduct a compliant National Service Criminal History Check (NSCHC).

Pre-Award Review: Each summer, as part of OneStar’s annual Pre-Award Review process,
Program Officers complete an in-depth review of all relevant program start up
documents. Sub-grantees submit the following documents:

NSCHC Consent and Verification Form — template used by sub-grantee to
document member and staff person consent to run checks, and verification that
checks were run and documented. OneStar Program Officers will require the sub-
grantee to edit the document if it does not include all requirements for
documentation, including requirements specific to OneStar’s Alternative Search
Protocol {ASP).

Staff NSCHC Certification — document where the sub-grantee self-certifies that all
required components of the National Service Criminal History Check are complete
for all covered staff positions.

Staff NSCHC Review — OneStar Program Officer reviews NSCHCs for all staffon a
planning grants. NOGAs are not released until the OneStar Program Officers have
verified that compliant NSCHCs have been conducted.

NSCHC Policies and Procedures — Program Officer will review sub-grantee’s NSCHC
Policies and Procedures, using the NSCHC Policy and Procedure Checklist. Program
Officer will require sub-grantee to edit policy and procedure if it does not include
all requirements.

CNCS NSCHC eCourse — sub-grantees are required to submit eCourse certificate for
at least one individual on staff. The eCourse must be completed annually.

New AmeriCorps Staff Orientation (NASQ): During NASO, a two hour session on Criminal
History Checks is covered, including step-by-step instructions on how to complete a
compliant NSCHC.

Ongoing Training & Technical Assistance (TTA): OneStar sub-grantees also receive
frequent, regular training and technical assistance coaching from OneStar staff related to
NSCHCs. The topic of NSCHC Requirements and Alternative Search Protocols {ASPs) is a
standing topic on the individual one-on-one calls every other month so sub-grantee staff
are frequently being reminded of this important requirement. Additionally, OneStar holds
an annual All-Grantee Meeting {typically in spring) that includes annual trainings related
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to the National Service Criminal History Check requirements; this meeting is required
attendance for all Primary Program and Fiscal Contacts.

NSCHC — OneStar Procedures for Detection

In order to ensure swift detection of any compliance issues related to National Service Criminal
History Checks, OneStar conducts the following detection-focused activities:

Desk Based File Review: Per OneStar’s Monitoring Policy and Plan, OneStar Program
Officers, conduct a file review of complete member files, member criminal history checks,
and staff criminal history checks for the current and/or most recently completed year. If
any compliance concerns arise as a result of the desk based review, these will be
addressed in writing along with any clarification questions in the monitoring report.

Program Staff Interview with sub-grantee. This interview asks sub-grantee staff to walk
through the sub-grantee’s specific policy and procedures for criminal history checks.

On-Going Detection: OneStar Program Officers are ready to process any self-reported
NSCHC issues by the sub-grantee.

If there are any components of the National Service Criminal History Check that are not
compliant, or any results of the criminal history check that would render an individual ineligible
to serve or work in a covered position, OneStar uses the CNCS Guidance for Risk Based
Disallowance.

PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES

OneStar understands the importance of training sub-grantees on Prohibited Activities, and having
robust systems in place to detect any issues of non-compliance.

Prohibited Activities — Procedures for Prevention

in order to prevent the likelihood of AmeriCorps members from participating in prohibited
activities, OneStar conducts the following prevention-focused activities:

Grant Review and Clarification: During annual grant review {New, Recompete, and
Continuation}, OneStar-trained grant reviewers specifically review all grant application
narratives and proposed member activity descriptions for any concerning language or
other red flags that may suggest the potential for prohibited activities. Secondly, grant
reviewers specifically look for language in the grant application that mentions how the
program will train AmeriCorps members and staff on the prohibited activities. If any red
flags are detected, the applicant must go through additional clarification; if for any reason
resolution of the concerns or questions was not reached, the grant application would not
be considered for funding.
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Pre-Award Visits: During this visit, the OneStar Program Officer discusses allowable
member service activities and timekeeping to ensure prohibited activities are not
conducted by members.

Pre-Award Review: The Sub-grantees submit their Member Service Agreements (MSAs)
during this review, and are required to include the prohibited activities language. if the
language in the MSA does not align exactly with the requirements, the Program Officer
will require the sub-grantee to edit the document and resubmit it for approval. Secondly,
the Program Officer also reviews each sub-grantee’s proposed Member Position
Descriptions to ensure they do not include any prohibited activities.

New AmeriCorps Staff Orientation (NASO): During NASO, the topic of prohibited activities
is specifically discussed and explained to attendees for additional reinforcement.

Ongoing Training & Technical Assistance (TTA): OneStar sub-grantees also receive
frequent, regular training and technical assistance coaching from OneStar staff, including
required monthly conference calls. The topic of prohibited activities periodically comes
up as a question from sub-grantee staff, and OneStar Program Officers are prepared to
answer sub-grantee questions. Additionally, OneStar holds an annual All-Grantee
Meeting (typically in spring) that includes annual reminders of and activities/discussions
related to the prohibited activities requirements.

Prohibited Activities — Procedures for Detection

in order to ensure swift detection of any compliance issues related to Prohibited Activities,
OneStar conducts the following detection-focused activities:

Monitoring Visits: During formal monitoring visits, OneStar Program and Grants Officers
conduct a 2 hour member interview with OneStar-selected focus group of 5-10 currently
serving members. During this group interview, the Program and Grants Officers pass out a
list of the prohibited activities and ask members the following question:

“Take a minute to review the list of activities. Have you participated or been asked
to participate in activities such as those on the list?” {Probe: Give a few examples
of the types of activities that would be prohibited and ask if they've been involved
in these.)

In addition to the member interview, OneStar staff conducts a 30-minute interview with
at least 2 site supervisors. During the interviews, the Program and Grants Officers pass out
a list of the prohibited activities and ask supervisors the following question:

“How familiar are you with the kind of activities that are prohibited and what you
therefore may not ask your members to do?”

10
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In addition to the formal interviews, OneStar Program and Grants Officers carefully
observe members and staff in action during the visit to determine potential implications
with regards to prohibited activities requirements.

if any concerns arise as a resuit of the monitoring site visits and interviews, this will be
addressed in writing along with any clarification questions in the monitoring report.

In addition to the member and site supervisor interview and observations, the Program
Officer also conducts a Program Staff Interview with sub-grantee staff. This interview asks
sub-grantee staff to walk through the sub-grantee’s specific policies and procedures,
including the sub-grantees policies and procedures for prohibited activities.

Annual Member Survey: The following questions are asked related to prohibited activities
requirements:

Have you participated in or been asked to participate in any activities on the list
while earning service or training hours?

Yes No Unsure
If you answered yes or unsure, please describe:

Have you ever been asked to participate in any service activities that made you
uncomfortable or seemed inappropriate for your position?

Yes No Unsure
If you answered yes or unsure, please describe:

If any members answer “yes” to the questions above, OneStar Program Officers will
contact the member directly if she/he provided contact information to find out more
information. if the member response indicates the program was not following the
prohibited activities requirements, it will be discussed with the program to determine if
corrective action needs to occur. Secondly, the responses to the above questions are
included in the individualized reports sent out to programs. OneStar Program Officers
discuss the results with any programs who have responses above which indicate that
members could have participated, or been asked to participate in prohibited activities.

observes during monthly calls, community events, trainings, and impact visits to detect if
any prohibited activities occurring in the field.

Prohibited Activities — Procedures for Enforcement

In order to handle and resolve any compliance issues related to prohibited activities, OneStar
conducts rigorous enforcement activities in an escalated manner in accordance with OneStar
Foundation Terms and Conditions {“Enforcement”} and OneStar’s Enforcement Policy & Matrix.

11



41

This additional documentation is available upon request but has not been included for the
purposes of testimony before this Committee. For more information on OneStar’s policies and
procedures please contact Liz@onestarfoundation.org.

CONCLUSION

Chairman Guthrie, Ranking Member Davis, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for
inviting me to speak to you today. Itis an honor to be included in the discussion of strengthening
national service accountability through various mechanisms including risk assessments,
monitoring, protocols for criminal history checks and other critical points of compliance. OneStar
is grateful for the support and guidance offered by CNCS as it allows us to more effectively serve
our programs in Texas. AmeriCorps and Senior Corps programs are making considerable impact in
communities across this country. They truly are a powerful force for good.

12
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Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you for your testimony, Ms. Jeffrey,
you are recognized 5 minutes to testify.

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE DEBORAH JEFFREY, IN-
SPECTOR GENERAL, CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND
COMMUNITY SERVICE

Ms. JEFFREY. Chairman Guthrie, Ranking Member Davis, Chair-
woman Foxx, Ranking Member Scott, and members of the sub-
committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify today about the
Office of Inspector General’s recommendations to strengthen grant
oversight at CNCS.

The OIG is an independent and nonpartisan unit charged with
preventing and detecting waste, fraud, and abuse, and improving
the efficiency and effectiveness of CNCS and its programs.

My written statement describes the progress that CNCS has
made since I last appeared before you 10 months ago. Today, I
would like to describe significant challenges that remain. For the
first time in my 5 years as inspector general, CNCS has the skilled
leadership and experienced staff needed to make progress in the
areas that have historically proven challenging.

Criminal history checking, identifying and reducing improper
payments, and developing robust, risk-based grant management,
rapid improvements in these areas are needed to compensate for
years of inaction and ineffective action. The first longstanding chal-
lenge that CNCS must tackle is strengthening grant risk manage-
ment. Currently, the corporation continues to operate under legacy
grant oversight protocols that my office has consistently found to
be flawed. It relies heavily on a risk model that has never been
validated. OIG’s preliminary analysis of grants with catastrophic
ou‘i{comes found that half of them were rated as low or medium
risk.

Our audits and investigations often uncover serious problems not
anticipated by CNCS’s risk assessment and we find that red flags
were overlooked. CNCS has not done enough to learn from those
bad outcomes.

The current risk model omits fraud risk, although OIG has un-
covered significant frauds. A few months ago, for example, inves-
tigators reported that the CEO of a for-profit business used a shell
nonprofit organization to obtain grant funds from CNCS, which
were funneled back into the business through a management serv-
ices agreement.

Ultimately, one-quarter of the RSVP program funds spent by the
grantee were paid to the CEO’s for-profit business. Not a single one
of the promised 176 volunteers was ever brought on board and no
services were provided to the community. Proper risk management
could have anticipated this. Related party transactions and com-
mon control between a prospective grantee and a for-profit business
are the kind of red flags that should trigger close scrutiny. CNCS
has not implemented OIG recommendations on this subject and
even after the events of last year, including the hearing before this
subcommittee, CNCS has not properly addressed the risk of prohib-
ited activities or implemented the majority of OIG’s recommenda-
tions on that subject. As OIG has repeatedly recommended, CNCS
must better understand and acknowledge its grant risks to achieve
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a more granular assessment of risk broken into components. The
agency also needs a cafeteria approach to monitoring, developing a
menu of oversight activities that are tailored to particular risks
where financial risks predominate. Grant officers and not program
officers should perform the relevant monitoring.

Keeping our communities safe from harm is another urgent chal-
lenge. Congress wisely mandated specific criminal history checks to
prevent convicted murderers and sex offenders from using CNCS
programs to gain access to at-risk individuals. Far too many grant-
ees do not conduct these background checks timely and thoroughly.

Last year, depending on the program, 22 to 41 percent of individ-
uals paid through CNCS grants served without complete and time-
ly criminal history checks. The risk is real and immediate. Last
week, OIG learned that a three-time convicted sex offender served
for more than a year in the

senior companion program where he visited elderly individuals in
their homes.

Several years ago, an audit discovered a murderer and a sex of-
fender working on a social innovation fund grant. CNCS has not
enforced these requirements effectively. The nominal fines for com-
pliance are too low to create proper incentives and may actually
backfire.

Over a 6-month period, we determined that fines average less
than 1 percent of the funds awarded by CNCS. That’s a small cost
of doing business, not an effective sanction for recklessness.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement and I would be
pleased to answer the subcommittee’s questions.

[The statement of Ms. Jeffrey follows:]
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Statement of Deborah J. Jeffrey, Inspector General
Corporation for National and Community Service

before the United States House of Representatives
Committee on Education and the Workforce
Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Development

March 28, 2017

Chairman Guthrie, Ranking Member Davis, and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today about the work of the Office of Inspector
General (CNCS-01G) to strengthen grant oversight and accountability at the Corporation for
National and Community Service (CNCS or the Corporation}. As you know, the OIG is an
independent and nonpartisan unit charged with detecting and preventing waste, fraud and
abuse and improving the efficiency and effectiveness of CNCS and its programs. | have had
the privilege of serving as the Inspector General for nearly five years.

Grant-making is CNCS's core activity, and grants account for three-quarters of the
Corporation's annual budget of S1 billion. At any given time, CNCS must oversee more than
2,100 active grants, ranging in size from $40,000 to $10 million, in seven programs that
operate throughout the United States, its Territories and Indian Tribes. Grantees include
well established national nonprofits, such as the Red Cross, major research universities,
State and local governments and small community-based organizations that depend on
CNCS for the majority of their funding. Not surprisingly, these grantees vary greatly in their
capabilities, experience and infrastructure. All of this presents challenges for grant
oversight.

Today, | would like to update the Subcommittee on developments in CNCS's grant oversight
since my last appearance. In addition, my testimony will describe the significant challenges
that remain and explain how CNCS can meet them.

Positive Developments
of the Chief Risk Officer. Over the past four years, CNCS-OIG warned repeatedly that CNCS lacked the
skilled leadership and experienced staff needed to

Standing up the Office strengthen internal controls and risk management, and that these

critical areas were severely under-resourced. The past year has seen dramatic

improvements in this area. In April 2016, CNCS created the Office of the Chief Risk Officer

(OCRO) at the executive level and hired my co-panelist, Lori Giblin, an experienced risk

management professional, as its leader. OCRO is now responsible for areas that have

historically proven challenging for CNCS: criminal history checking, identifying and reducing
1




45

improper payments, improving grant risk management, introducing Enterprise Risk
Management to CNCS, and the testing and improvement of internal controls.

Based on her needs assessment, the Office of the Chief Risk Officer now employs 17 staff
members, with additional funds available to engage contractors, to support the rapid
improvements that CNCS's leadership now recognize to be necessary. The oversight of this
Subcommittee, statements accompanying appropriations bills in the House and Senate and
the support of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) were essential in persuading
CNCS to devote this level of support to OCRO.

Strengthening the Office of Grants Management. The Office of Grants Management
(OGM) provides critical financial oversight of grants and is responsible for recovering
misspent funds. CNCS-OIG has seen both cultural changes and increased capacity in this
area.

Bringing in leaders with substantial grant management expertise from other Federal
agencies has created a more business-fike and rigorous approach to financial accountability.
OIG has observed greater willingness to hold grantees to grant terms and conditions,
disallow improperly incurred costs and recover the funds promptly.

CNCS has expanded the capacity of OGM by 43 percent, restoring staffing to the level
needed for effective oversight. To cite one example, CNCS-OIG reported in 2016 that,
although the Social innovation Fund (SIF) had made grants then totaling some $241
million, its entire grant portfolio was overseen by a single senior grant officer, who also
had other supervisory responsibilities. CNCS now devotes three grant officers to
oversight of the SIF.

OGM’s increased capacity has produced immediate results. OGM has eliminated its
backlog of management decisions and corrective actions on 01G audits and investigations.
Increasing the timeliness of corrective actions and collection of disallowed costs improves
accountability and reduces the vulnerability of particular grants. The expectations and
messaging communicated by OGM to grantees support strong accountability.

More sophisticated approach to internal controls. Under OCRO's leadership, CNCS has
assessed risk across 19 business processes and are beginning meaningful compliance
testing in the areas determined to be high-risk. These include procurement, purchase and
travel cards and accounts receivable. This represents significant progress in an area
repeatedly found to be weak in the Corporation’s prior annual financial statement audits.

Stronger cybersecurity. For years, our audits found significant deficiencies in the security

of CNCS’s information technology sysems. Over the last 18 months, the Corporation

invested heavily in this area, and our 2016 cybersecurity audit reported substantial

improvements. We no longer consider CNCS’s IT security to be significantly deficient, and

CNCS was not required to report a material weakness in cybersecurity in its annual report.
2
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Though further work is needed to achieve full effectiveness, the progress in cybersecurity
shows that CNCS can leap forward when it focuses its efforts.

Continuing Management Challenges

Strengthening grant risk management. To manage its extensive grant portfolio effectively
and efficiently, CNCS must develop and implement risk-based grant management. Thisis
the most critical challenge confronting the Corporation and is the single most important
recommendation of CNCS-0IG that CNCS has not yet implemented.

Instead, CNCS continues to operate today under most of the same monitoring protocols
that my Office has found to be poorly designed and implemented. For example, routine
grant monitoring failed to detect:

.

Fraud — Leaders of the national service program in American Samoa used national
service funds to entertain themselves with lavish personal travel. They also bilked the
taxpayers by charging inflated rents for broken down shacks owned by family
members and falsely claiming that national service programs were operating from
those locations. CNCS personnel conducted site visits annually while these frauds
were occurring, but never discovered them.

A community college claimed that its students were performing $4 million worth of
community service when those students were merely completing the classroom study
and clinical work required for their degrees. The $4 million expenditure provided no
net benefit to the community.

Perhaps it is not surprising that CNCS's grant monitoring does not discover such
frauds, because the monitoring protocols contain few, if any, fraud prevention and
detection measures.  Until recently, leaders did not acknowledge that the
Corporation’s programs are subject to fraud risk and therefore did not identify, assess
and mitigate those risks.

Widespread inadequacies grantees’ performance of statutorily required criminal
history checks intended to exclude murderers and sex offenders from national
service — According to the Office of the Chief Risk Officer, between 22 and 41 percent
of grantees do not conduct thorough and timely criminal history checks, potentially
jeopardizing the safety of the communities served by CNCS programs.

This risk is more than theoretical. Last week, my Office learned that a volunteer who
had been convicted of three sex offenses served for more than one year in the Senior
Companion Program, which works with the elderly in their homes. in 2013, we found
a murderer and a sex offender working on a subgrant funded through the Social
Innovation Fund. Instead of removing them when it learned of their criminal histories,
the subgrantee allowed them to continue to work on the grant-funded program but
paid their compensation with other funds. CNCS-OIG discovered this in an audit. On

3
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the other hand, careful compliance by an AmeriCorps grantee last year enabled the
organization to exclude a convicted sex offender shortly after he began serving.

At one Senior Corps grantee, investigators discovered that more than 120 individuals
were serving without proper criminal history checks.

CNCS is doing more to find noncompliance and enforce the rules, but, as | discuss later
in this statement, the problem is far from solved.

« Prohibited activities — CNCS rarely learns of prohibited activities® through its routine
grant monitoring. Instead, the information typically comes from self-reporting by a
grantee, a whistleblower call to the OIG hotline, or discovery in the course of
investigating other allegations. As | testified ten months ago, CNCS does not currently
identify grantees that are at risk of specific prohibited activities, nor does it have
appropriate technigues to monitor those grantees’ compliance.?

Last year's hearing arose from an investigation that found a major grantee to have
allowed a subgrantee to violate the prohibition on using AmeriCorps resources for
“abortion services or referrals for the receipt of such services" 42 US.C. §
12584a(a)(9). CNCS-OIG recommended that CNCS explain clearly, definitively and
transparently how it will interpret and apply this prohibition. Without such an
explanation, program officers may provide incorrect and inconsistent direction to
grantees, who remain unnecessarily at risk of violating the law, with severe
consequences.

In December 2016, CNCS's Office of General Counsel (OGC) prepared a written analysis
of the abortion prohibitions. This is the first time that CNCS has reduced to writing an
explanation of the restrictions and how they are to be applied.

in  other respects, however, CNCS has not implemented CNCS-OIG's
recommendations.? OGC’s advice was not transparent and has not been released to
the general public. The AmeriCorps program has not translated the legal analysis into
practical guidance for grantees, members and program officers.  CNCS has not
determined whether non-healthcare grantees may also present a heightened risk of
abortion-related prohibited activities. Both logic and experience indicate that

 The national service laws forbid the use of national service resources for eleven categories of activity, including
legislative advocacy; partisan and political activity; religious study, worship and proselytizing; strikes, boycotts
and protests; pro- or anti-union organizing; abortion services and referrals; and supporting a for-profit business
or organization. 42 U.S.C. § 12584a.
2 For more detail, see Special Review: Prohibited Activities: Missed Opportunities, Red Flags Ignored and Next
Steps to Improve Grants Management at CNCS (Dec. 21, 2016) at
https://www.cnesoig.gov/sites/default/files/nache _missed opportunities.pdf.
3 CNCS also needs to determine which of its grantees present a heightened risk of other prohibited activities,
Faith-based groups, for example, face a higher risk of religious worship, study or proselytizing than do secular
groups. 42 U.S.C. § 12584a{a){7). Grantees associated with for-profit entities are more likely to run afoul of the
prohibition on providing a direct benefit to such an organization. 42 U.5.C. § 12584a{a}{8)}{A). CNCS has not
implemented our recommendation to conduct such a risk analysis.

4
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grantees serving children and youth and those serving immigrant populations are also
points of contact for girls and women facing crisis pregnancies.

CNCS also needs to develop better methods of detecting prohibited activities when
they occur. Currently, CNCS monitors for prohibited activities by interviewing
members during site visits. But those site visits may occur only once every six years,
and they include only a fraction of subgrantees and service sites. CNCS has not
implemented CNCS-0IG’s recommendation to develop surveys that will enable more
frequent contact with members.

The shortcomings in CNCS’s approach to prohibited activities illustrate the need for a
disciplined, risk-based approach to all aspects of grant making, management and monitoring.
There is a significant opportunity to improve stewardship, cost-effectiveness and results by
strengthening the way that CNCS assesses grant risk and the way that it monitors and
manages those risks.

Currently, CNCS decides annually which grants it will monitor closely by assessing each grant
according to a uniform set of 19 criteria, which it treats as risk indicators. It uses the same
criteria across the entire agency, despite critical differences among CNCS programs and grant
vehicles that bear directly on risk. The model omits significant risks identified in CNCS-0OIG
audits and investigations, and it includes no fraud indicators. {No one currently at CNCS can
explain how the criteria were selected or why they are weighted as they now are.}) CNCS uses
this model to calculate a single risk score; a grantee that scores in the “high” range typically
receives a site visit from a program officer, who goes through standardized steps prescribed
by a “monitoring tool.”

As | told the Subcommittee 10 months ago, CNCS relies heavily on this model, but has never
validated it against outcomes. The entire grant monitoring program still rests on assumptions
that are untested. CNCS-OIG audits and investigations often uncover major problems at
grantees that the Corporation rated as low or medium risk and therefore did not scrutinize
closely. To take one example, a grantee rated as low-to-medium risk ceased operations and
went bankrupt during the grant, owing CNCS over $1 million. A preliminary analysis by CNCS-
OIG of grants with catastrophic outcomes—filing for bankruptcy during a grant, ceasing
operations mid-grant, or CNCS terminating the grant for cause—showed that half were rated
as low or medium risk. A risk model that fails to warn of an impending catastrophe 50
percent of the time isn't much good. CNCS has operated under this risk model for about ten
years, with only modest tweaks along the way.

Now that CNCS has an experienced Chief Risk Officer, supported by a robust staff and budget,
it has the capacity to develop a more granular approach to risk. Doing so will enable CNCS to
direct its limited resources (grant funds and staff attention) where they will have the greatest
impact. Achieving risk-based grant management will require the following steps:
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1. ldentifying the risks associated with various kinds of grants and grantees, including
fraud risk. Key question: what events or factors could impact performance,
compliance and financial management of a grant?;

2. Developing indicators that align to those risks. Key question: how could CNCS know
whether those events and factors are likely to exist?;

3. Assessing the individual risks presented by each grantee. Key question: what is the
tikelihood and potential impact of each of these risks?

4, Mitigating risks. Key question: what could CNCS or the grantee do to reduce the
likelihood that a risk will materialize or its impact?; and

5. Developing oversight activities suited to particular risks. Key question: what is the
most cost-effective way to monitor for the risk in question?

The resulting risk model should inform every aspect of grant management throughout the
grant lifecycle, including the information elicited in grant applications, whether to impose
special conditions on a particular grant and selecting the appropriate monitoring activities,

Risk does not exist in the abstract; when we say that a grantee is high-risk, it is at high risk of
something, a particular failure, problem or bad outcome. By breaking grant risk into its
component parts—financial, programmatic, compliance, etc.—CNCS can target its monitoring
on the specific component or activity within a grantee that is high-risk. A grantee that
presents a significant financial risk needs to be monitored for that risk, even it is low-risk in
other respects. This would represent a significant improvement over the current single risk
score and site visit approach, which is both underinclusive and overly broad: (1)
underinclusive in that a grantee may present a high financial risk but escape monitoring if its
overall risk score falls into the low or medium range; and (2) overly broad because a grant
that scores in the high range will undergo the full range of site visit monitoring activities, even
those that address risks that are de minimis for the particular grantee. Breaking grant risk
into its component parts will make CNCS’s monitoring more precise and effective and less
wasteful.

Risk-based grant management may also require changes to the CNCS’s workforce and
organizational structure. The type of risk presented should dictate who performs the
monitoring. Where financial risks predominate, grant officers, who have extensive financial
training, should conduct the necessary monitoring. Similarly, better risk assessments and
risk-based monitoring may make it unnecessary for CNCS to maintain an office in every state
to oversee Senior Corps grantees, Converting the smallest CNCS grants? to a fixed-amount
basis would simplify financial administration for the grantees and reduce the amount of
oversight needed.

4 RSVP grants average $75,000. Though the Senior Companion Program and the Foster Grandparent Program
grants average more, $200,000 and $300,000, respectively, both programs award a number of small grants.
6
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CNCS should also monitor by grantee, rather than by grant, as it now does. An increasing
number of grantees participate in multiple CNCS programs, and those programs should be
pooling information about grant risks. In 2013, VISTA made an award to a grantee one day
after AmeriCorps terminated its relationship with the same grantee, because it refused to
cooperate with corrective actions arising from a monitoring visit. The grants management
database is not readily searchable by grantee, only by grant, so VISTA had no practical way to
know that AmeriCorps found this grantee uncooperative.

Strong risk management also requires a culture of continuous improvement, CNCS should
institutionalize a structured process to determine the root causes of bad outcomes, including
how they could have been prevented or detected sooner. Doing so would help to identify
systemic gaps, develop new risk mitigation options and address human error appropriately. A
good after-action analysis creates an opportunity to learn from mistakes and to use that
knowledge to refine risk assessment and monitoring, to prevent errors from recurring.

Criminal history checking. Ensuring the safety of the communities served by CNCS programs
should be among the highest priorities of agency leaders. This requires that CNCS and its
grantees prevent dangerous persons from exploiting grant-funded programs to gain access to
at-risk individuals. Predators can do incalculable harm, and we know that many of them seek
out opportunities to interact with vulnerable persons and may conceal their identities in
order to do so. Vigilance in screening national service participants and staff is a moral, as well
as a legal, imperative.

Mindful of these risks, Congress mandated in the Edward M. Kennedy Serve America Act of
2009 (the Serve America Act) that grantees exclude murderers and sex offenders from
national service, prescribing specific sources that must be checked.®> For members or grant-
funded staff that work with vulnerable populations—children and youth, the elderly or
persons with disabilities—the grantee must check the National Sex Offender Public Website
{NSOPW), the criminal history repository of the state in which the individual resides and the
state in which s/he will serve, and secure a fingerprint-based from the Federal Bureau of
investigation (FBI}. CNCS requires that the NSOPW check be completed before the member
or staff begins service; the other checks must be initiated at that time, and the individual may
not be alone with a member of a vulnerable population until the grantee receives resuits
establishing that the individual has no disqualifying criminal history.

Many grantees have difficulty performing the required criminal history checks (CHCs}. Audits
and investigations conducted by CNCS-OIG have consistently found high rates of
noncompliance. Until recently, CNCS treated them as outliers and did not recognize the
pervasiveness of failure to timely screen members and staff. As | mentioned earlier in my
testimony, CNCS's monitoring did not uncover the severity of this problem. Since 2014, CNCS

5 An individual may not serve in a national service position if s/he was convicted of murder; is a registered or
registerable sex offender; refuses to undergo a criminal history check; or makes a false statement in connection
with a criminal history check.

7
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has taken a number of steps to increase compliance with this important safety measure, with
limited success. In 2016, the Chief Risk Officer found that noncompliance in CNCS-funded
grants ranged from 22 percent {AmeriCorps State and National) to 41 percent (RSVP). These
numbers are consistent with CNCS’s FY 2016 statistical analysis of improper payments.

In the past year or so CNCS has begun to enforce these requirements consistently, but its
enforcement approach remains flawed. Enforcement has onsisted principally of small fines,
as low as $250 for a partial or grossly untimely check and $750 enrolling a member without
any background check. These amounts befit a minor regulatory infraction—parking on
private property carries a $250 ticket in the District of Columbia—and trivialize the grave
harm that would result if a predator were to gain access to an at-risk individual in a CNCS
program. Our review of penalties for a six-month period in 2016 found that the median
sanction was only $1,500, on average less than one percent of the funding that the grantee
received from CNCS. These nominal amounts undermine CNCS's messaging that criminal
history checking must be a priority.® CNCS has just announced its intention to double these
fines beginning next month, but they will remain so low that a grantee might reasonably
dismiss them as a small cost of doing business.

CNCS needs a better solution than expecting 2100 grantees, who experience frequent staff
turnover, to check the criminal histories of tens of thousands of people each year. Given the
widespread difficulties, and the resources that CNCS must now devote to CHC compliance and
the related testing and recovery of improper payments, CNCS-OIG has urged CNCS to explore
outsourcing criminal history checking to a vendor or vendors capable of performing the
required CHCs. Doing so could radically improve compliance, relieve grantees of task that
they do not perform well and enable CNCS to monitor compliance by direct contact with the
vendor(s), far less burdensome than overseeing individual grantees. CNCS has agreed and
charged OCRO with this responsibility. At our suggestion, the Chief Risk Officer has contacted
the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children, which provided similar services to
nonprofits for a number of years. The necessary contract action will take time, but it offers
the best prospect we have seen to resolve this issue once and for all.

Information Technology Modernization. Following a study confirming that its legacy
information technology {IT} does not support robust oversight or operating needs, CNCS has
undertaken a multi-year effort to upgrade the capabilities of its grants management database
and systems. Successful completion of this modernization can greatly improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of grant oversight. The effort is expected to cost approximately
$43 million and is by far the largest IT investment since the creation of CNCS. To date, the
project has cost $19 million, and CNCS may spend an additional $6 - $7 million by the end of
the current fiscal year.

& The risk of incurring any fine is small because most noncompliance goes undetected; CNCS visits only a fraction
of its grantees in any given year and does not directly monitor subgrants. The sanctions are also
disproportionately small relative to the cost disallowances by which CNCS routinely enforces non-safety-related
regulatory requirements, such as timekeeping, expense recording and fundraising for match,

8
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The modernization effort began in FY 2014 and consists of three phases:

+ Grants Management (Phase 1}): Standing up a highly configurable platform to integrate
the entire grant lifecycle (grants planning through the Notice of Funding Availability,
review of grant applications, grant funding packet routing, grantee reporting,
recording monitoring results and grant closeout) into a single data system. This
should facilitate seamless use of grant risk information throughout the entire lifetime
of a grant.

s Member Management {Phase 2): This component includes member recruitment and
acceptance, onboarding and off-boarding, training and orientation, member travel and
member payroll management, as well as management of education awards from the
National Service Trust.

s Performance Measures and Analytics (Phase 3): Key projects include performance
measures, data analytics, new mobile applications and services, as well as customer
contact relationship management,

Phase 1 is scheduled for release in October 2017, to be preceded by training for staff. No
release dates or target completion dates have been established for Phases 2 and 3. Until
completion of Phase 3, CNCS will remain unable to automate routine monitoring tasks,
benchmark and perform other comparisons necessary for robust grant risk oversight.

CNCS’s original intent was to design the new grant management database and system in
tandem with developing a new risk model, a task that CNCS put aside in FY 2015 for lack of in-
house capability. Consequently, these closely related efforts are not on parallel tracks, and
the Office of Information Technology {OIT) does not have the new risk model to inform its
development of the grant management system. OCRO and OIT have only recently begun to
collaborate. Although the new system is intended to be flexible, CNCS may incur future
delays and expenses in order to tailor the database to new risk management requirements.

IT acquisition/development is inherently a high-risk area, with a high rate of failure.” The
General Accountability Office (GAQ) is currently conducting a study of CNCS's T
modernization project. We do not know when it will be completed.

Let me end by saying how much | and my staff appreciate the Committee’s interest in
improving CNCS’s grant oversight and your support of our work. Mr. Chairman, that
concludes my prepared testimony. | would be pleased to answer any questions.

7 According to GAO, “federal IT investments too frequently fail or incur cost overruns and schedule slippages
while contributing little to mission-related outcomes.” Such projects often “lack {] disciplined and effective
management, such as project planning, requirements definition, and program oversight and governance” and
because the agency “ha[s] not consistently applied best practices that are critical to successfully acquiring IT
investments. http://www.gao.gov/highrisk/improving management It acouisitions operations/why_did study
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Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you for your testimony. The testi-
mony is concluded. We will move into members’ questions. And
first, I will recognize the chairwoman of the full committee, Chair-
woman Dr. Foxx, for 5 minutes for questions.

Mrs. Foxx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank our
witnesses for being here today and providing their testimony. This
is an area that I have a great deal of interest in.

Ms. Bawden, in summary, your report seems to indicate the cor-
poration does not monitor the most at-risk grantees and does not
have a staff properly deployed or educated to ensure that it is con-
ducting oversight monitoring to find and deter fraud and misuse of
public funds. Did I get that right or would you characterize it an-
other way?

Ms. BAWDEN. Thank you. Generally, that is correct. What GAO
found is that the process the corporation uses to assess grants and
prioritize them for monitoring does not necessarily result in the
highest risk grants receiving the highest priority for monitoring.

Mrs. Foxx. Why is it concerning the corporation does not even
know what grantees truly pose a risk?

Ms. BAWDEN. The corporation has limited resources to conduct
monitoring and it’s essential that it focus those resources on the
grants of highest risk.

Mrs. Foxx. Thank you. One more question. In your report, you
found the corporation’s grant-monitoring process is not fully
aligned with the internal controls for identifying, analyzing, and re-
sponding to risk. Given this finding, can you be fully confident that
the corporation administers the 750 million in grants in full com-
pliance with the law?

Ms. BAWDEN. No, I can’t be fully confident of that and the rec-
ommendations that we made are addressed to the corporation in
the hopes that they will move in that direction.

Mrs. Foxx. Thank you. Ms. Giblin, in its fiscal year 2017 Man-
agement Challenges report, the OIG listed reducing improper pay-
ments as a management challenge. In this context, challenge seems
to mean a significant problem of the corporation. The OIG reports
that according to your own sampling, the improper payment rates
for the three SeniorCorps programs are extraordinarily high. In
fact, your sampling found the rate of improper payments to be 34
percent in the foster grandparent program, 23 percent in the re-
tired seniors volunteer program, and 33 percent in the senior com-
panion program, fiscal year 2016. Together this represents im-
proper payments of $47 million or 30 percent of the SeniorCorps
spending. Even worse, this is only the three SeniorCorps programs.
You could not even estimate the rate of improper payments for the
AmeriCorps State and national program, a much larger program.
This is not a management challenge, but a management failure.

Why should Congress and the taxpayers continue to provide
funds for grants when a third or more of those funds are improp-
erly disbursed?

Ms. GIBLIN. Thank you for that question and I share your con-
cerns. I have been working closely with the Office of Management
and Budget as well as other Federal agencies to identify a testing
mechanism, a methodology that will ensure that we can report
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with confidence to this body and to senior management on the rate
of improper payment for our programs.

I have been working with Federal agencies to identify best prac-
tices and driving down noncompliance. And my office is charged
with all five aspects of risk management, including both the Im-
proper Payments Program and the CHC Program, so that we can
work in an integrated fashion to ensure that we are addressing the
roots of noncompliance and working with our grantees to ensure
that they have the tools necessary to effectively administer their
programs.

Mrs. Foxx. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and our ranking member,
I will tell you, every time I come here and I am asked to spend
money, I tell people I think about the hardworking taxpayers in my
district who work very, very hard, play by the rules and give up
their money to the Federal Government to provide for programs
where they think we are going to make life better.

This kind of fraud and abuse is not a good use of hardworking
taxpayer dollars. And you know, I think the first thing we have to
do is get rid of the word “volunteer.” You know, people making
$29,000 a year are not volunteers. They are being paid, and so I
think the very first thing we need to do is acknowledge the fact
that these are not volunteers. And I have great respect for the
ranking member, but I will tell you we should not waste a dime
of hardworking taxpayer dollars and to excuse this kind of abuse
and fraud is unconscionable. It is just unconscionable. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman GUTHRIE. I thank you for yielding back and the chair
recognizes the ranking member, Mr. Scott, for 5 minutes for ques-
tions.

Mr. ScorTt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Davis,
and I would like to thank the witnesses for being with us today to
testify about the benefits to our Nation from the Corporation of Na-
tional and Community Services. Last year, 325,000 Americans
serving through AmeriCorps and SeniorCorps invested 155 million
hours of service to their communities in more than 50,000 locations
across the Nation.

In my district alone, over a million dollars in funding from CNCS
and matching contributions supported 253 AmeriCorps and
SeniorCorps members, supporting programs like the Virginia Pe-
ninsula Boys and Girls Club, which inspires and enables youth to
realize their full potential. Four of these clubs are strategically lo-
cated in public housing developments. The larger benefits of the
AmeriCorps experience greatly exceeds its cost. In our corps mem-
ber surveys, 79 percent of corps alumni say that their service was
a defining professional experience. Fifty-nine percent of hiring
managers believe that AmeriCorps alumni have the soft skills dif-
ficult to find in traditional job applicants for job openings, and
more than 450 companies, including Disney, CSX, and Comcast,
are prioritizing national service alumni in their hiring.

An empirical study published by the Journal of Policy Analysis
and Management found that AmeriCorps participants increased its
members’ civic engagement, connection to communities other than
their own, and knowledge about the problem facing the community.
Older participants who are not at the beginning of their careers,
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the report cites gains in health, self-esteem, life satisfaction, finan-
cial help, and civic capital resources. All these benefits I mentioned
are reasons why there is a positive cost-benefit ratio of AmeriCorps
to public benefit for every dollar invested.

We have talked about one example of 10 hours that has been
found to have been misspent and you have to put that in the con-
text of 155 million hours at 1 percent of 1 percent of 155 million.
One percent of 1 percent is over 15,000, so that’s not enough to call
a hearing over.

I would like to ask Ms. Darling, first of all, how sequestration
has affected your ability to provide grants to eligible responsible
applicants?

Ms. DARLING. Thank you for that question, Congressman. When
we see reduced funding, we may not be able to fund the same num-
ber of AmeriCorps positions that we had previously or we may also
take—we may have limitations in some of the program dynamics
and scope. We try to make sure that we hold the members in the
programs harmless as much as we can when there is indeed a cut.

Mr. ScoTT. And have you done an evaluation of the value on
services for every dollar invested in the program? Because you are
dealing with the volunteers and matching funds for every dollar in-
vested in the program, do you know how much of a service is ac-
complished?

Ms. DARLING. For each of our programs, there is a requirement
for evaluation and that is commensurate with the level of funding
that they receive. We are in—we just started an evaluation insti-
tute in Texas to teach our grantees how to evaluate the impact of
their programs and calculate that return on investment for us, for
a $14 million investment in our portfolio, over 31 million in match-
ing and in-kind funds, and that is separate from the number of
hours that they serve.

Mr. ScorT. Thank you. Ms. Jeffrey, you mentioned a fraudulent
scheme where money ended up in a private account. What has hap-
pened to the individuals involved?

Ms. JEFFREY. The individual and the organizations have been
debarred and CNCS has made a demand for return of the funds.

Mr. ScotT. Were any criminal charges filed?

Ms. JEFFREY. They were not. I believe it was because the amount
did not accord with the prosecution thresholds in the particular ju-
risdiction.

Mr. ScorT. How much money was fraudulently diverted?

Ms. JEFFREY. It was about $20,000. The total grant was
$131,000.

Mr. ScorT. The way you described it, it appeared to be inten-
tionally stealing the money and no criminal charges were filed?

Ms. JEFFREY. That is often the case, that prosecutors elect not
to file criminal charges, even when they have strong evidence of
fraud, because they are too busy, they have other priorities.

Mr. ScorT. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you for yielding back and I recognize
myself for 5 minutes to ask questions.

First, to follow up what Mr. Scott said for Ms. Bawden, we are
talking about whether money is important. So your report raises
the question about whether the corporation has determined wheth-
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er the corporation has the right people and resources in the right
place to effectively monitor grantees’ compliance with the law.

Some people may argue the corporation needs more money, more
staff to improve their monitoring, but your report seems to indicate
that this is not about funding. Is that your opinion?

Ms. BAWDEN. From GAQ’s perspective, the question about fund-
ing is a little bit premature. It’s essential that the corporation first
take steps to understand exactly what staff resources they would
need to effectively oversee and monitor grants as well as sort of
how the workload should be broken down across their programs.
That question needs to be answered first before we can think about
funding.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Okay, thank you. And Ms. Giblin, the GAO
report concludes the corporation’s protocols do not lead to appro-
priate oversight of subgrantees. In fact, this subcommittee has held
a few hearings over the last few years on problems with sub-
grantees and I believe those hearings always highlighted the chal-
lenges the corporation has in effectively monitoring for compliance
with the law.

Your report released just last week demonstrates monitoring of
subgrantees’ compliance with the law continues to be a weakness
for the corporation. Taxpayers continue to see their money spent
inappropriately. Can you give us a timeline when you would expect
you could come back before this committee and tell us if all these
challenges are truly behind you?

Ms. GIBLIN. Thank you for that question. First, I'd like to say
that CNCS, like other Federal grant programs, complies with the
laws and the regulations governing oversight and monitoring in
that we provide monitoring over the direct grant funds that we pro-
vide to grantees.

In addition, we work closely with those grantees, especially if
they are forwarding those funds to sub-recipients, to ensure that
their monitoring tools are effective and efficient. We are working
over the coming year to incorporate many of the GAO recommenda-
tions to ensure that we have a more robust risk analysis that incor-
porates all four aspects of basic risk category and we’ll ensure that
we complete this work within the next 12 months.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you. So within the next 12 months.
Ms. Jeffrey, the corporation oversees $750 million in taxpayer
funds to support multiyear grants in several different programs
that provide funding to more than 346,000 participants.

The GAO report notes the process the corporation takes to assist
their grantees creates “vulnerabilities for the corporation in its
ability to meet Federal standards for internal control with respect
to risk assessment, control activities, and monitoring principles.”

In thinking about this and your previous work looking at the cor-
poration, can you tell us whether you believe that taxpayers’ money
is appropriately safeguarded and used within the requirements of
the law?

Ms. JEFFREY. As Acting Director Bawden stated a moment ago,
I think there are serious vulnerabilities. The corporation does not
have in place good systems and good mechanisms to ensure that
taxpayer dollars are used appropriately and that funds are safe-
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guarded, but the entire notion of a risk-based grant-monitoring pro-
gram is intended to improve that.

Right now, the corporation is too reliant on the honor system and
that’s just not an effective internal control.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you. And I have completed the ques-
tions I had prepared, so I will yield back and I will recognize Ms.
Davis 5 minutes for questions. Ranking Member.

Mrs. DAvis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Inspector General
Jeffrey. If I could follow up with that because I think we obviously
are seeing the chief risk officer, who has spoken here, as well as
other changes based on the recommendation. So I wonder if you
could—I heard what you just said, but I am wondering, are they
on a path that you believe is going to address these concerns and
what other specific recommendations would you give?

Ms. JEFFREY. For the first time that I've seen, I think the cor-
poration has built for itself the capacity to tackle these challenges,
the capacity to review the way in which it monitors, to understand
its risks, to create monitoring that will truly target those risks in
an efficient fashion.

That may require a different workforce. It may require a dif-
ferent structure to some of the programs and the matter in which
they are overseen. I think they are at the very beginning of the
right path.

Mrs. DaAvis. If you look at the funding and the possibility that
funding could be cut fairly dramatically, if not all together, I am
wondering when you talk about the people who are overseeing this,
is it the level of education, the skillset? Is it the idea? And I am
looking at our panel and I am delighted to see that so many women
are involved in this, but I also know sometimes that there is a
sense that there are volunteers in some people’s eyes, perhaps, the
level of—their work product is not something that we would see
necessarily at a corporate level and yet it sounds like it should be.
So where is that issue? And is it, in some ways, it is then a matter
of funding and the ability to hire the very best in order to make
this work and to acknowledge the role that the great, great per-
centage of people are contributing to their communities?

Ms. JEFFREY. In a resource constrained environment, an agency
needs to work smarter. There is a limit to how much harder you
can expect people to work, but they can work smarter.

CNCS, as it currently monitors risks, doesn’t concentrate its re-
sources where the strongest risks are. I think it needs to under-
stand that and make decisions about what risks it wants to focus
on and how best to monitor them to make the greatest possible use
of its existing staff. Some of that may require reconfiguring the
workforce or building different skillsets, but I don’t think it’s the
size of the staff that is the barrier here.

Mrs. DAviS. Not size, but perhaps the ability to work in that en-
vironment. And, Ms. Giblin, could you speak to that as well in
terms of resources and, again, what we are looking for in terms of
the individuals who are heading up those kinds of organizations?

Ms. GIBLIN. Well, first, let me share with you that with regard
to resources, the CNCS management team has made a concerted
commitment to risk management at the organization ensuring that
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I have the resources that I need to effectively manage the risk and
the five components that we oversee.

In addition to the staff that we’ve been able to hire, we are expe-
diting our reviews in the most critical areas, by augmenting with
industry leaders in the areas of internal controls and grant risk as-
sessment. But I agree that internal controls in any organization
need to be both effective and efficient, and efficiency is what should
drive the work in an organization that has limited resources. And
I look to partner and employ the recommendations provided by
GAO to ensure that we were able to do that.

Mrs. Davis. Maybe, Ms. Darling, could you just respond to that
as well because obviously you are in a position that really sees a
great deal and knows how things are working?

Ms. DARLING. I think managing these large programs is a chal-
lenge and I think it’s not a matter of who is exactly at the helm,
but the skillset that each leader has. Organizational effectiveness
is all about, I think, structuring the right people in the right posi-
tions in order to leverage a workforce that has limited resources.

At OneStar Foundation, we have made a choice to limit the num-
ber of grantees that we have. We may grow our programs, but we
only have 26 programs, but more boots on the ground so that our
grants and program officers will have a set number of monitors and
monitoring and risk assessments to make. So that’s one way that
we make sure we are using our limited resources effectively.

Mrs. Davis. Thank you. And I think I was hearing from everyone
that you believe that it is very important to manage those risks,
but that there is great benefit as well?

Ms. DARLING. Oh, absolutely.

Mrs. Davis. Thank you.

Ms. DARLING. Thank you.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you. The gentlelady yields back.
There is a competing meeting going on with some Republican mem-
bers, so if it’s okay with you, we can go out of order and to recog-
nize Mr. Courtney since we have kind of an imbalance on this. So
Mr. Courtney, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate
again your courtesy. And I would like to just say that I know the
chairman; we have served together for a number of years. And, you
know, the focus of the hearing today, which is about trying to make
this program operate better. I think you would have total, 1000
percent support on both sides of the aisle that we need to come up
with, whether it is legislative initiatives or again, the oversight
function as a way of trying to make sure that these dollars are
spent appropriately. But, obviously, we are in a different setting
here today, which is we have a budget which we submitted today,
the Skinny Budget, so called, for 2018, which proposes to just com-
pletely obliterate AmeriCorps. And so I have wanted to spend my
5 minutes just to focus a little bit in terms of just another perspec-
tive, which, again, is a picture that I put up, which is of a
SeniorCorps program, again, organized through AmeriCorps up in
Eastern Connecticut, which is a veterans coffeehouse program.

Again, the SeniorCorps program has organized three different lo-
cations. It is the most sort of sparsely populated part of Con-
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necticut. And as the picture shows, we have got a great contingent
up in Norwich, Connecticut, which, again, meets on a regular basis.

Again, it is an opportunity, first of all, to socialize because there
is a lot of social isolation issues which, again, I think AmeriCorps
and SeniorCorps identified in the region, which is important to try
and break through, but also, frankly, it is a great opportunity for
folks to connect with the VA system because it is an opportunity
to get speakers. The guy in the far right in the picture there is my
veterans’ caseworker. He is a 30-year submarine force veteran,
Manuel Menesis, who, again, has connected veterans through the
coffeehouse program with hearing aids, with medical appointments,
with disability claims, medal recovery.

Again, there is a value here that I think is also important for all
of us as members of Congress to recognize that the AmeriCorps
program which, again, basically has a force multiplier that costs
the taxpayer virtually nothing with volunteers to organize these
types of events.

So Mr. Chairman, I have five actually recent articles talking
about the great success that SeniorCorps has accomplished and it
is a program which, frankly, is now being emulated in other parts
of the country. My Republican predecessor, Rob Simmons, who is
a colonel in the Army and served in Vietnam, is quoted in one of
the stories, talking again about the great work that these coffee-
houses are being done.

And again, we are in a place right now where a budget proposal
could just completely and totally eviscerate this type of, I think,
positive, very efficient use of taxpayer dollars. So, Ms. Darling, in
your testimony, you again sort of cited some of the great success
that SeniorCorps in particular is doing in Texas, so I was just won-
dering if you could sort of talk about that in terms of, again, the
larger picture here about what we are talking about.

Ms. DARLING. I think we all know that effective use of taxpayer
money is important. And in Texas, we certainly know that govern-
ment can’t do it all and government partners with nonprofits to get
their work done, but we have seen AmeriCorps and SeniorCorps
volunteers work alongside those nonprofit organizations and actu-
ally expand their reach and to be able to do things that they could
not otherwise do.

Of course, disaster response is one of the largest areas. The State
of Texas is the most disaster-prone State in the country, according
to FEMA. If it weren’t for SeniorCorps volunteers, the recovery
after the fertilizer explosion in West would have been seriously
hampered. There was nothing left, but SeniorCorps volunteers liv-
ing in the community knew how to mobilize and how to set up vol-
unteer reception centers and then manage more volunteers in order
to help the residents begin to rebuild.

We've seen the same across the State with mentoring and tutor-
ing programs. Communities in Schools, College Forward, Teach For
America are all AmeriCorps members. If it weren’t for them, these
organizations that many of us support but may not recognize as
AmeriCorps programs are able to serve far fewer young people and
they do provide a consistent presence in the lives of the children
they tutor and mentor and make a tremendous difference in our
state.
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Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you. And again, Mr. Chairman, as I said,
I think we are all prepared to help you in the effort to try to make
this program work as effectively as possible. But, again, we do not
want to throw the baby out with the bathwater, so I would just
again ask for permission to submit the articles regarding the vet-
erans coffeehouse.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. COURTNEY. And I yield back.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you. Thank you for yielding. I now
recognize Mr. Thompson for 5 minutes for questions.

Mr. THOMPSON. Chairman, thank you and thank you for this
hearing. This is an important topic and I think that we are exer-
cising our oversight responsibilities in doing that because nothing
sanitizes better than sunlight, so having a hearing and being able
to talk about these issues. And let me just say, I have watched
great results of the programs that we are talking about.

Am I impacting the folks in my congressional district? I have a
friend, Melissa McHugh, that is an AmeriCorps employee. She ac-
tually works with the intermediate unit. She is responsible for all
over Pennsylvania, spreading the good news on Raise.me. If you do
not know what that is, look it up. It is an incredible program and
Melissa is doing a great job of really reaching out to kids to help
them plan for their higher education.

That said, though, I heard my colleague say though it is not that
much money and everything is hunky dory. Well, they did not use
those words, but kind of we do have a responsibility. We have a
fiduciary responsibility. I have a responsibility to the 2,824 partici-
pants in my congressional district in this program, make sure we
are getting it right and to all the more than 730,000 taxpayers that
we are getting it right.

And someone said we are not spending that much money, I have
to tell you that program is in the 5th District based on one report
here, they total, if you add in potential educational awards to
AmeriCorps members, it is almost $3 million in just my congres-
sional district. That is a chunk of change and I think we have a
fiduciary responsibility to make sure that we are getting it right
for everybody, for all involved.

So my first question, Ms. Giblin—first of all, thank you for your
leadership and dedication to improving the operations of the cor-
poration. What would you say your main challenge is when it
comes to assessing or reporting improper payments? And in your
opinion, why has it taken the corporation so much time, so long to
work towards a system of accurate reporting?

Ms. GIBLIN. Thank you for that. I think one of the main chal-
lenges we did experience in past years was staffing resources dedi-
cated to our improper payment testing and, quite frankly, identi-
fying an alternative sampling methodology with which we can in-
still confidence in OMB that our reporting would be robust. And I
am happy to say that I am ahead of schedule in developing an al-
ternative sampling methodology with the Office of Management
and Budget and hoping to submit my request for such a method-
ology within the coming days, 30 days ahead of schedule from when
I am required to submit that. I was able to bring on additional staff
who have specific expertise in sampling the improper payments, ac-
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cording to improper payments regulations on to my team, and I am
looking forward to rolling this testing methodology out this year
and reporting with confidence the results of the end-of-year of as-
sessment in our annual financial report.

Mr. THOMPSON. Well, thank you for your leadership and thank
you for bringing what I would describe as that discipline to our ac-
countability process because we do need to get right.

Ms. Jeffrey, in your testimony you described instances where in-
dividuals with dangerous criminal records were participating in
and being compensated for their service and various programs, vol-
unteer programs specifically. You stated that this program this
problem was far from resolved, which is rather frightening. In your
experiences as inspector general, is this a widespread problem
across similarly structured organizations or is this issue unique in
nature, and what is the main reason for this to occur? Is it a lack
of awareness, lack of resources, lack of accountability, or something
different?

Ms. GIBLIN. To me this is an issue of priority. In all too many
of our grantees, they leave the criminal history checking, which re-
quires some detail orientation and some care, to low-level adminis-
trative staff. They treat it like it’s a routine administrative regu-
latory requirement and not a critical safety measure, and it doesn’t
get supervised by the senior leadership in some of our grantees. I
think we need to elevate its importance and it needs to be treated
as a make or break activity.

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Chairman, my time is
waning so I'll yield back.

Chairman GUTHRIE. I thank the gentleman for yielding and I
recognize Ms. Adams for 5 minutes for questions.

Ms. Abpams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member
Davis, for the opportunity to discuss the immense value that the
Corporation for National and Community Service plays in commu-
nities across the country, and I want to thank all the witnesses for
your testimony and your experiences with working with CNCS.

In the 12th District of North Carolina that I represent, CNCS
and the volunteers they empower make a significant mark. Volun-
teers help serve food and supports to 500 homeless individuals
daily. AmeriCorps VISTA volunteers have developed, implemented,
and expanded programs to help provide homeless individuals with
skills and training. AmeriCorps members serve in a variety of ca-
pacities in public schools across Charlotte, providing important
support to students and teachers.

And further, CNCS provides over 140 teachers single education
awards and loan deferment as they work in classrooms, impacting
thousands of students in low-income schools. I know that the 12th
District of North Carolina feels the benefits of CNCS on a daily
basis, yet the President’s budget proposes eliminating funding for
CNCS, stripping communities of these critical services. Cutting
educational funding, research, and service is not putting America
first. It’s putting America last.

My first question, Ms. Darling, for every $10 CNCS provides
States, States are able to leverage $15 from private funders. As
former COO of CNCS, without the Federal investment in national
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service, do you think that Americans will have the opportunity to
engage in meaningful service at this scale?

Ms. DARLING. Thank you for that question. I do not believe they
would be able to participate in meaningful service at the scale that
the corporation allows because there is a structure that allows for
the recruitment and training and management of thousands of vol-
unteers beyond just each AmeriCorps member’s year of service.

Ms. Apawms. Is that private-public partnership helpful for States
and would States be able to leverage that much funding without
the CNCS grants?

Ms. DARLING. It is my opinion that States would not be able to
leverage that additional funding for where would it come from if
it were not from private philanthropic dollars? And the beauty of
the AmeriCorps program is that when these Federal dollars go to
grantees, our subgrantees, for example, Communities in Schools is
a popular one, they are then able to use the AmeriCorps presence
to get additional philanthropic dollars because it’s a recognized in-
vestment and absolutely makes a difference to their bottom line.

Ms. ApAMS. Thank you. What are some of the benefits that you
have experienced with this model both during your time as COO
and on the State Service Board of Texas?

Ms. DARLING. Well, I can speak particularly to my service at
OneStar National Service Commission. We could not even begin to
make a dent in the issues related to children at risk and those that
are performing below grade level in just the city of Austin in Travis
County without AmeriCorps members in at least 32 schools work-
ing with children. It’s an early childhood intervention that teachers
do not have time to do by themselves that allows a resource that,
frankly, for not—if not for our funding of those programs, we would
have outcomes for our children that are far less than what we
would like.

Ms. ADAMS. So in your opinion, budget cuts would drastically im-
pact the ability to be responsive?

Ms. DARLING. Absolutely.

Ms. Apams. Thank you very much. Mr. Chair, I yield back.

Chairman GUTHRIE. I thank the lady for yielding and I now rec-
ognize Mr. Grothman from Wisconsin for 5 minutes for questions.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Ms. Giblin, first of all, how many people work
for your organization overseeing these programs?

Ms. GIBLIN. The staff within the Office of the Chief Risk Officer
comprises 17 individuals.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Pardon?

Ms. GIBLIN. Seventeen staff are in OCRO.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay. A lot of times, all these things, you know,
you are giving out these grants. When I was involved with organi-
zations in the past that give out grants or that live on grants, they
spend an awful lot of time applying for the grants, I mean, just
kind of a scary amount of time, not really getting their mission
done. Did you ever look into see how much time is spent in your
organization that you are giving grants to or their subgrantees? Is
that a concern?

Ms. GIBLIN. Is the question have we researched the amount of
time it takes our grantees to complete a grant application?

Mr. GROTHMAN. Right, that sort of thing.
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Ms. GIBLIN. My office does not analyze that.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay, with regard to AmeriCorps, how much are
people making to work for AmeriCorps?

Ms. GIBLIN. I don’t have the specific dollar amounts, but it is a
nominal living allowance.

Mr. GROTHMAN. What is a nominal living allowance?

Ms. GIBLIN. In the range of—depending on if it’s full-time, part-
time service, no more than $500 a month.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay, and do you have anybody managing the
program full time?

Ms. GIBLIN. The AmeriCorps program within the CNCS head-
quarters is managed with a robust staff that is full-time. These
grantees are managed by individuals that are dedicated to the
oversight of the CNCS AmeriCorps grant on the ground within the
grantee itself.

Mr. GROTHMAN. How much are those people making?

Ms. GIBLIN. I don’t have that figure in front of me. I can provide
that at a later time.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Are they making six figures?

Ms. GIBLIN. I couldn’t estimate.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay. Ms. Bawden, your report says the corpora-
tion conducts limited monitoring of grantee oversight of your sub-
grantees. What concerns do you have with the limited nature of the
current subgrantee oversight protocol and do you believe the cor-
poration’s current system leaves taxpayer dollars at risk?

Ms. BAWDEN. With respect to the subgrantees, what we found is
that the corporation collects limited information across programs,
on how its grantees are overseeing subrecipients, particularly with
respect to criminal history checks, and we recommended that the
corporation collect more information to assure itself that those
criminal history checks were being consistently conducted.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay, percentage-wise, how many of the dollars
do you think are really spent by the grantees and how many by the
subgrantees? Do you know that?

Ms. BAWDEN. In fiscal year 2015 about half of the grant awards
were passed through the subrecipients.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay, Ms. Giblin, we will ask you again. As part
of the review, the General Accounting Office requested a list of
2015 grantees from the corporation and you guys wound up pro-
viding 3 grants ranging from 2,477 to 2,807 organizations. That is
kind of a big difference in numbers. In light of the difference, GAO
found your information unreliable. The taxpayers trust you to ad-
minister $715 million in grants. How can you effectively monitor
grants if you cannot even produce a reliable number, a reliable list
of the active grants that the corporation is administering, and have
you changed the procedure since that time?

Ms. BAWDEN. The procedures that resulted in the numbers that
you provided really are based on the IT system, the antiquated IT
system that we had been relying on for that information.

I am happy to report that the agency is undergoing a complete
IT modernization effort that will provide us with a platform that
is known in the private and the public sector for its robust data
analytics, and we’ll be able to provide more reliable data going for-
ward.
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Mr. GROTHMAN. I guess I would think even if we did not have
computers, you would know how many grants were going out, but
do you know how many grants are going out now since this request
was made?

Ms. BAWDEN. On average we manage a grant portfolio of about
3,000 grants.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay, so more than any of the numbers that you
gave us in the past?

Ms. BAWDEN. The information that GAO provided comprised
those grants that were received as an assessment. We do our as-
sessment in the summer of each year. Grants are fully awarded by
September 30th, so the number will fluctuate.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay, and what are the dollar amounts from the
grants? What are the lowest grants?

Ms. BAWDEN. Grants range from 40,000 to the millions.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay, $40,000. I always kind of wondered about,
that’s the type of small grant I have wondered about given the time
it takes to process it, the time it takes for you to monitor, do you
think it is worthwhile for you to get involved in a $40,000 grant?

Ms. BAWDEN. Again, as I shared with the committee earlier that
a proper internal control framework for any organization, whether
it’s the Federal entity or a grantee with whom we invest, should
be both effective and efficient, and efficiency should drive—

Mr. GROTHMAN. I have one more quick question. One more quick
question?

Chairman GUTHRIE. Really quick.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Okay. As you know, we are very broke in this
Federal Government and sometimes people focus on what is the
Federal Government’s purpose and is it under our Constitution
something that the Federal Government should do? It seems to me
that this is such a wide open program, covering so many different
things, it is like we just gave you a bunch of money and said find
something to do with it.

How do you justify the Federal Government, at a time when we
are so broke, just giving out grants kind of to anybody under the
sun? Does that ever bother you? Don’t you think it should be per-
haps something handled more appropriately at the local level?

Chairman GUTHRIE. Real quick, a 5-second answer.

Ms. BAWDEN. We invest heavily in the communities that Con-
gress has mandated that we work in. Many of them are distressed,
serving some of the hardest and most difficult to serve populations,
and so an investment in this organization is actually an investment
in the communities in which all of us serve.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you. I am going to have to switch
from here, so I thank the gentleman for yielding back. And I'll now
recognize Mr. Sablan, 5 minutes for questions.

Mr. SABLAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And, Ms.
Giblin, I liked your last statement that you work in distressed loca-
tions. And I must confess that any program whose mission is to im-
prove lives, strengthen communities, and foster civic engagement
through service and volunteering is a program I like. And the Cor-
poration for National and Community Service is active in my dis-
trict, in the Northern Mariana Islands, providing valuable commu-
nity service for many years now. Our public school system has been
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a regular beneficiary of AmeriCorps grants that fund that help doz-
ens of high school students, provide tutoring and mentoring serv-
ices to at-risk elementary and middle school students every year.

The student volunteers also support teachers and other students
in implementing quality service learning projects to meet unmet
needs in the community.

The program members reap many benefits, I must agree, includ-
ing professional on-the-job experience and a little bit of money,
funds, to help pay for college. We are very poor people and the
knowledge of knowing that they are making a positive impact in
the lives of others.

In August of 2015, the Northern Marianas were struck by a dev-
astating typhoon, causing widespread damage the likes that most
of us have never seen. It destroyed the homes of thousands of resi-
dents, leaving the main island of Saipan without electricity and
running water for months afterwards.

We continue to rebuild to this day and services provided through
AmeriCorps has proven to be an indispensable part of the recovery
effort.

The AmeriCorps VISTA project, through carried out social serv-
ices, supports post disaster recovery and resiliency efforts. Together
with the local commonwealth advocates for recovery efforts, CARE,
AmeriCorps’ VISTA members are addressing the long-term recov-
ery needs of many residents and have helped provide safe and se-
cure housing for over 350 families.

These AmeriCorps VISTA members have served over 3,000 vol-
unteer hours, leveraged more than 110,000 of in-kind resources,
and raised $300,000 in financial resources. They have also worked
to assess the Island’s available food programs to design and imple-
ment a sustainable food bank.

AmeriCorps and AmeriCorps VISTA members have proven to be
an integral part of our island community, in our schools and in our
homes. It has been shown that for every $10 in Federal funds ap-
propriated, CNCS grants have raised$15 from private sources, the
very essence of a successful private-public partnership that our
friends in the majority like to commend. And I know that there are
problems, but we are not shooting for perfect here. We are trying
to find the good, I must say, as it has been said this past week or
so about another program. So instead of eliminating the CNCS as
the President proposed, this Congress should provide robust fund-
ing for these valuable services.

Ms. Darling, I think the Committee Ranking Member Bobby
Scott alluded to in one of his questions the President’s recently re-
leased budget and how it eliminates entirely the Corporation for
National and Community Service. I sincerely hope that does not
happen, but even reductions, and he says sequestration, in funding
can have serious effects. How will budget cuts affect the ability of
CNCS to be responsive to needs on the ground?

Ms. DARLING. We look to CNCS to participate in their robust
trainings and avail ourselves of resources that they have online
and with our program and grants officers. We have a very close re-
lationship with them because they are our funder and we are their
grantee. We, in turn, use those tools with our subgrantees in order
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to manage risk assessment and monitoring programs so that we
can have programs that have impact and outcomes.

Mr. SABLAN. Okay, thank you. I am going to go and risk—my
staff hates me for doing this at times, but I am going to risk and
I am going to ask a question of Dr. Jeffrey, inspector general. Do
you find enough reasons or causes or findings in your opinion be-
cause what you have, you issue opinions, do you find enough rea-
son in your opinion to close the program entirely? Yes or no?

Ms. JEFFREY. It’s not appropriate for an IG to weigh in or—

Mr. SABLAN. I am asking you, you are here as a witness, I am
asking you yes or no.

Ms. JEFFREY. That is simply not a question that’s appropriate for
me to address.

Mr. SABLAN. But you do issue opinions?

Ms. JEFFREY. We issue reports.

Mr. SABLAN. You issue reports that are based on your opinions.

Ms. JEFFREY. We issue reports—

Mr. SABLAN. Even licensed accountants acknowledge that they
issue opinions.

Ms. JEFFREY. We issue reports that are based on investigations
and audits. They are not based on opinions.

Mr. SABLAN. Thank you.

Chairman GUTHRIE. I let that run over a little bit to try to get
balance back, so let us try to stick to the 5 minutes just to be fair
since we went over a little bit on one. Okay, now Mr. Mitchell, you
are recognized for 5 minutes for questions. We'll try to stick to the
5.

Mr. MiTCcHELL. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Ms. Jeffrey, the chairman
highlighted some of the background check issues that you have
identified that, in fact, despite the requirements and training, self-
assessments and all kinds of activities you have taken, the failure
to complete background checks adequately is extraordinary. Twen-
ty-two percent of AmeriCorps and State programs, the national
program failed background checks; they didn’t have them; 36 per-
cent in the foster grandparent program; 40 percent in the senior
companion program; and 41 percent in retired seniors volunteer
program.

I have to say, you know, I spent 10 years coaching youth hockey
and USA hockey had a pretty simple requirement. You had to do
a criminal background check before you set your foot in the ice or
the locker room. Lacking that, you did not coach. It did not seem
to be tricky and had about 100 percent compliance because the in-
surance would say they could not cover them.

So could you tell me why it is so hard and what we do about it?
Because that is a pretty fundamental issue. You have got people
that are with children that 36 percent of them did not clear crimi-
nal background checks. What are we doing about that?

Ms. JEFFREY. Let me be clear, it’s not that 36 percent didn’t clear
a background check. It’s that complete background checks were not
performed.

Mr. MiTcHELL. Thank you.

Ms. JEFFREY. Or not performed timely on 36 percent. So the pub-
lic is exposed to a great risk.

Mr. MITCHELL. Sure.
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Ms. JEFFREY. By interacting with people whose background
checks are unknown. To me, the biggest concern is that CNCS’s en-
forcement mechanism does not seem well designed to tell grantees
you must make this a priority. The system of fines that are im-
posed are simply too small to make a difference. If you had a teen-
ager who was driving recklessly, you would not take away 1 per-
cent of his allowance.

Mr. MiTcHELL. I would take away the car, thank you very much.
I guess that leads me to the next question. It is not a 1-year phe-
nomenon; this has been a multiyear phenomenon with some of
these agencies, yet they continue in their existence despite their
failures.

Ms. JEFFREY. This is ongoing. I think for a very long time, the
corporation did not realize or did not acknowledge that they had
a comprehensive problem. It was only when they were required to
undertake improper payments testing that, that testing as a by-
product revealed the extent of this criminal history checking prob-
lem. And since then, the corporation has been sort of doing the
same thing and hoping for a better response. We will provide better
education, we will do more training, we will give you a chance to
come into compliance, and an amnesty, and then hope that you’ll
do better going forward. The problem is that those interventions
don’t seem to have worked or they haven’t worked enough.

Mr. MiTcHELL. I guess I have a concern that we are going to give
you a chance to come into compliance when you are talking about
the foster grandparents program, for example. How many chances
are you going to give them? How many chances are we going to
take with children when you have failures to complete? Ms. Giblin,
why don’t you weigh in here because I am concerned with how
many chances are we going to give them?

I have a 6-year-old. If they were involved, how many chances are
we going to give them?

Ms. GIBLIN. I appreciate your concern and I, too, am a parent
who has these concerns. In the 6 months that this program has
been under my purview, we have already doubled the disallowed
costs to better align it with the priority that we give this program.

Mr. MITCHELL. Let me stop you. What is the disallowed cost?

Ms. GIBLIN. The amount that we would be charge for—

Mr. MiTcHELL. How much is that?

Ms. GIBLIN. It ranges anywhere from $250 to $1,500.

Mr. MiTcHELL. To how much?

Ms. GIBLIN. Two hundred and fifty to fifteen hundred dollars.

Mr. MiTcHELL. Now, if I did a quick poll in the audience here
of anybody in this group and said, now, we are going to penalize
this out for $250 to $1,500 if this person does not have the criminal
background check completed, does that concern you if they are
interacting with your children, what do you think the response
would be in this audience? What would your response be? Are you
happy with that?

Ms. GIBLIN. Thank you for that. My response, more notably,
would be that, again, in the 6 months that I've had this program,
I've already worked with management on developing a—
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Mr. MiTcHELL. All due respect, Ms. Giblin, that does not answer
my question. My question is, are you satisfied with that as a par-
ent?

Ms. GIBLIN. I am committed to ensuring that this these dis-
allowed costs align with the agency’s priorities for this program.

Mr. MiTcHELL. Why would we allow that to continue multiple
years? I mean, this is a pretty fundamental thing if these people
are involved, vulnerable populations. Why do we allow that to hap-
pen year over year and not simply say we need someone that is
going to do the job properly? Why would we do that?

Ms. GIBLIN. Most notably, I think what we are doing right now
is identifying the root causes for the noncompliance to ensure that
our grantees have the tools necessary.

Mr. MiTcHELL. How about the root causes? If they are not run-
ning very professionally, we should find someone that is.

Ms. GIBLIN. For a number of our grantees, they can’t even access
the State repository checks that are required to complete a final
check.

Mr. MITCHELL. All due respect, my oldest son is a police officer
and it is not that hard to complete a criminal background check,
and I had to do one every year, so that is an excuse. You know the
difference between an excuse and a problem? A problem comes
with possible solutions; an excuse is a justification for the status
quo. It is not acceptable. It puts children and vulnerable people at
risk and that ought to be a fundamental requirement of the pro-
gram.

I yield back. Thank you, sir.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you. Thank you for yielding. I now
recognize Mr. Takano for 5 minutes for questions.

Mr. TAKANO. Yes, I do want my friends on the other side of the
aisle to understand that this member does take the committee’s
oversight rule very seriously, so I think when there is an agency
that is not performing as well as we like and the inspector general
has raised, I think, some serious issues, and Ms. Giblin is trying
to respond to those—you came on to the job just 6 months ago, is
that correct?

Ms. GIBLIN. The CHC program was given to me as part of my
management responsibility about 6 months ago.

Mr. TAKANO. So the risk management, managing the risk. So my
colleague from Pennsylvania gets $3 million worth of services
through this agency and I think about a million to my agency,
about 88 AmeriCorps programs. I did not quite hear, and I do not
want to be unfair to him, I did not hear him conclude that he,
therefore, wants to see the entire program zeroed out because of
the concerns raised. I mean, $3 million is an awful lot. I mean, it
is three times as much as my district. And I certainly hope that
none of my programs are suffering from some of these issues and
I do hope, Ms. Giblin, that we are going to get the service programs
on track and it sounds like—but it has been a 20-year program, but
I wonder if there might be some fundamental issue with the de-
sign.

The design of the program was to allow for maximum flexibility
and I know that Republicans—and this is not a bad thing—I am
not trying to cast dispersions, but they did insist that very minimal
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contact with the Federal agency and individual volunteers. There
is a whole series of intermediaries, whether it is a State grantee,
a State organization that is appointed by the governor. So there is
a Federal system involved here and they wanted it was designed
for maximum flexibility at the local level. Is that not correct, Ms.
Jeffrey?

Ms. JEFFREY. I'm glad you asked that question because I think
it points at one of the challenges. So much of the oversight, particu-
larly in the AmeriCorps program, is performed by the State service
commissions, the 52 that exist throughout the United States. Some
of them do a great job of oversight of their grantees, others do not.
And the difficulty is that CNCS doesn’t always have good visibility
into who is doing a great job and who really needs to do better. The
problem is that we can’t be sure that tiered oversight is actually
working effectively.

Mr. TAKANO. So the federalized nature of how this bill was de-
signed, oversight might not have been thought through very care-
fully and the Federal agency might not have been very clear about
what a task it is to oversee all these State agencies.

Ms. JEFFREY. I'm not sure that’s correct.

Mr. TAKANO. Okay.

Ms. JEFFREY. I think the agency has been fairly clear that it—
what it expects the commissions to do. It doesn’t always do a good
job of knowing whether they’re doing what theyre expected to do.

Mr. TAKANO. Is there—

Ms. JEFFREY. And beyond that—

Mr. TAKANO. Is there an authority problem? Is there a leverage
problem with being able to get these State agencies to kind of take
these concerns seriously?

Ms. JEFFREY. I don’t know whether I’d call it a leverage problem.
I think there is an accountability problem with the willingness to
hold the States accountable. I think some of these risks are such
that they ought to be monitored directly. While the statute con-
templates a system of tiered oversight, there is nothing in the stat-
ute that would prevent CNCS from monitoring directly which
grantees and which subgrantees are complying with proper crimi-
nal history checking.

Mr. TAkaANO. Well, my general sense, after listening, and I am
listening to all sides here, my own opinion is that I would hate to
see this, as one member said, throw the baby out with the
bathwater. I, too, could read testimonials from people in my district
about the great things that have happened here. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania, also, in fairness, recounted great things that
were happening in his district. He told a story about that.

So my sense is that I would hate to see us zero this program
completely out. I would like to get the accountability right and if
we could take a deeper dive into that rather than have this be a
kind of all of us telling the great stories and then—and I don’t hear
members on the Republican side uniformly saying that we—that
they agree with zeroing this out. So my hope is that we can get
the accountability correct. And I thank the inspector general for
her hard work.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing back and now recognize Mr. Lewis for 5 minutes for questions.
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Mr. LEwiS. I would like to thank the chair. Ms. Giblin, I want
to start with you. You said a moment ago that you thought the
grants amounted to around $500 a month. You were guessing, you
didn’t have the figures in front of you on some of these.

Ms. GIBLIN. Exactly.

Mr. LEwis. 1993, as I understand it, AmeriCorps combined
VISTA and NCCC, correct? And that was one of the provisions of
the 1993 law?

Ms. GIBLIN. I'm sorry, I don’t understand.

Mr. LEwis. In 1993, AmeriCorps brought together VISTA and
NCCC, correct?

Ms. GIBLIN. That’s correct.

Mr. LEwis. All right. And if you take a look at the grant specifi-
cally with some of these programs, especially AmeriCorps, you
thought they were around $500 a month. I have got data here that
shows the grant set about $11,800 per year plus a $5,300 stipend
for education.

Ms. GIBLIN. The amount I was estimating was just the monthly
stipend. You are right that they also receive an additional edu-
cation award.

Mr. LEWIS. But you are at $500 a month and I have got them
higher. Can we look into that and get an actual number?

Ms. GIBLIN. We can.

Mr. LEwis. Because if you add up the educational stipend and
$11,800, you are looking at $17,000 a year for community service.
You are not going to get rich off that, but it is not $500 a month.

I want to go into an area here that I do not think we have
touched on and, and frankly, I do not know that there is really
good information, so I genuinely ask this question. And that is
there have been—oh, by the way, one more thing on the funds. The
Office of the Inspector General did find out that the National Civil-
ian Community Corps cost taxpayers 4 to 8 times more money and
that the NCCC members’ 10 months of service cost $29,674.

Ms. GIBLIN. The cost associated with the NCCC program is vast-
ly different than that of AmeriCorps or SeniorCorps.

Mr. LEwis. But those figures, that number is not obviously
monthly stipends. That is the cost to administer the program and
everything.

Ms. GIBLIN. Yes.

Mr. LEwis. All right.

Ms. GIBLIN. It is a residential program, to be clear.

Mr. LEwis. All right. And that is what has been alluded in some
areas of the media and I am not certain they are true. I am genu-
inely asking the question of you and the Honorable Ms. Jeffrey as
well, and that is the political activism associated with some of
these groups, specifically AmeriCorps and their association with
groups like ACORN. And, again, I am not trying to make political
points. I am trying to get to the bottom of this.

We can all quote the famous Jefferson quote about tyranny is
being forced to fund the propagation of other people’s ideas. And
there is a Supreme Court Finley case, and the Solomon case, it said
that the Federal Government may rein in speech in certain cases
if they are funding it, but regardless of the legal aspects, just as
a matter of policy, why would we allow that? I mean, why would



71

we take money from liberals or conservatives to fund political activ-
ism, if indeed that is happening?

Ms. GIBLIN. The agency takes a strong position with regard to
prohibited activities, which is, I believe, what you are addressing.
We have a multifaceted approach to ensuring that our grantees
and our members individually understand their rules and respon-
sibilities and the rules governing prohibited activities. In fact, we
are providing a training today and our southern regional con-
ference to ensure that everyone understands clearly their roles and
responsibilities.

Mr. LEWIS. And those roles and responsibilities are what?

Ms. GIBLIN. To not engage in prohibited activities.

Mr. LEwWIS. To not engage in what?

Ms. GIBLIN. Prohibited activities.

Mr. LEWIS. Prohibited activities, including political activism?

Ms. GIBLIN. It’s one of the prohibited activities.

Mr. LEWIS. Ms. Jeffrey?

Ms. JEFFREY. The law expressly forbids engagement in political
activism, partisan or nonpartisan, and any form of legislative advo-
cacy.

I know that there were, at some times, concerns about that hap-
pening. Certainly during my tenure, we have not seen that.

Mr. LEwis. And what are the penalties for that if someone or
some group or someone receiving a grant is engaged in that?

Ms. JEFFREY. That’s up to the management when they act on a
particular investigation.

Mr. LEwis. And you say you have not seen it recently? Does any-
one have any evidence to say it has never gone on?

Ms. JEFFREY. We've received no reports of it occurring. Or actu-
ally we did receive one report. It turned out to be unfounded.

Mr. LEwis. All right. I yield back my time, thank you.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thank you for yielding. I now recognize Mr.
Espaillat for 5 minutes for questions.

Mr. ESPAILLAT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My question will be
directed to Elizabeth Darling. There are thousands of AmeriCorps
members serving in New York City, a number of whom serve in my
congressional district. They are essential, a locally based part of
addressing important community needs for the most part.

Next week, April 4th is the Mayor’s Day of Recognition for na-
tional service and nearly 4,000 bipartisan mayors from around the
country have registered to participate. This is an overwhelming
display of local support for this particular program. I appreciate
the critical need for effective oversight, but let us not lose the sight
of the critical work and bipartisan support for national service pro-
grams in all our States and districts and the leveraging of private
resources that national service funding enables. For example, in
my district, the operation of AmeriCorps, which partners with the
New York City Department of Education and the Henry Street Set-
tlement, matches senior companions with homebound seniors, des-
perately rely on their services, so this is critical to the district.

Ms. Darling, coming from the State of Texas, very different from
New York City, of course, can you talk about how local AmeriCorps
programs in Texas use national service to engage the community,
leverage additional private funds, and support key local services?
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What will be the loss in our communities and with our locally
based organizations if we lose AmeriCorps or CNCS?

Ms. DARLING. In Texas, we have 2,400 AmeriCorps members in
26 current programs. Some serve full time, some part time in
schools, in mentoring programs, in tutoring programs. They are
working in the Rio Grande Valley, pairing college students with
seniors in high school, helping them apply to college, and 3,300 of
5,000 were recently accepted. We have several programs that also
mentor those young people in college through college completion.
It’s not just enough to be accepted, but we want them to be grad-
uates as well.

And the same is true at the other end of the spectrum. Many
programs that are dealing with kindergarten, first grade, and sec-
ond grade, bringing them up to reading level and with very effec-
tive evidence-based programs. Our Texas Conservation Core is ab-
solutely an invaluable resource in the State of Texas, working
closely with our Division of Emergency Management and ready to
deploy within hours of any number of disasters. If we did not have
that resource for the State of Texas to help mobilize and train and
manage volunteers, set up volunteer centers and long-term recov-
ery centers, which long-term recovery, as you know, Congressman,
goes on for years, we would drastically have a different environ-
ment within the State of Texas.

And your mention of Mayor and County Day of Service on the
4th, in Texas last year we had 522 commissioners, mayors, and
elected officials, judges on both sides of the aisle that recognized
the service in our State on that day.

Mr. ESPAILLAT. So these are critical services in education, higher
education, emergency preparedness that strengthened the safety
net for thousands, if not millions, of families in the State of Texas.
We are happy to hear that and I am glad to see that the program
is yielding some good fruit. And although we may face some issues
with it, overall it is a good program for communities across the
United States. And I yield back the remaining part of my time,
thank you so much.

Chairman GUTHRIE. The gentleman yields back. Now please rec-
ognize the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Rooney, for 5 minutes of
questioning.

Mr. ROONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We taxpayers trust this
Corporation for National and Community Service to administer
$750 million in some kind of effective and accountable manner. In
2015, the GAO requested a list from you all of grants that you have
done and it ranged from some 2,400 to over 2,800 by my math and
it is not really all that good being from Oklahoma and Florida. But
that is a 14 percent difference, which equates to $100 million out
of that $750 million.

Now, that is a lot of money and I am curios, Ms. Giblin, if you
can show us with all that how you can effectively monitor grants
if you do not even know how many grants you have done and
where the $100 million might have gone.

Ms. GIBLIN. Thank you for that question. As I shared with the
committee earlier, the difference in numbers that were provided to
the GAO were with regard to the time that the census of grants
was taken. Our antiquated IT system that we had at the time to
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help us get that data analytics and get that information to GAO
is being replaced by a much more robust and more fulsome IT mod-
ernization effort that is providing us with the best-in-class data
analytics platform from which we’ll be able to provide the types
of—the numbers that are necessary to better assess our grant port-
folio.

Mr. ROONEY. So given this $100 million discrepancy, Mrs.
Bawden and Mrs. Jeffrey, perhaps, do you think that the CNCS
leaves us at risk? And can you assure us that this money was not
wasted and that more money had not been wasted?

Ms. JEFFREY. What you’ve pointed to is a serious problem with
data validation inside the corporation. In 2014, a study was per-
formed by the Mitre Corporation, and one of the things they found
was these serious discrepancies between what should be identical
information in multiple systems. It was not, in fact, identical and
it led to some of the problems that you've identified.

We’ve encountered the same problem in our work. What has hap-
pened over the past year is a very serious scrubbing of the data so
that as the new system comes online, the data it will have will be
valid. I don’t think that we really have money that’s missing. I
think we are looking at records that are just not internally con-
sistent.

Mr. RoONEY. Thank you, ma’am.

Ms. BAWDEN. As Ms. Giblin noted, the data that we looked at
was with respect to how many grants the corporation assessed to
determine their priority for monitoring and we received some in-
consistent information with that and that data request. We did
make a recommendation to ensure that the corporation assesses all
of the grants it expects to be active in the coming fiscal year to
n}llake sure that it understands their risk and effectively monitors
them.

Mr. RooONEY. Thank you. So the inspector general recently made
it clear that they think the CNCS lacks “sufficient expertise and
has not devoted the level of resources necessary to detect millions
of dollars of improper payments. These improper payments are re-
porting high-dollar overpayments that failed to complete a cost-
benefit analysis for the receipt of payments.” So, Ms. Giblin, how
can you assure us that this money is being spent well?

Ms. GIBLIN. Again, as I shared earlier that I am working closely
with the Office of Management and Budget to ensure that I have
a more robust testing methodology that will be implemented this
year to ensure that we have the information we need to more accu-
rately and report with confidence the improper payment rate for
the agency. I am also happy to share that I have also met with a
number of Federal agencies to garner best practices in not only the
reporting and testing methodologies, but in the strategies to ad-
dress noncompliance.

Mr. RooNEY. Thank you. Have you levied any penalties or fines
or anything on any of these grantees that have failed to do the
background checks or have used the untested assumptions or have
not made sure that the payments that they dispersed were proper?
Have you penalized those folks any?

Ms. GIBLIN. With regard to the annual improper payment test-
ing, we do recall any improper payment that we identify and dis-
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allowed those costs and we are in the process of recovering those
costs right now. With regard to the CHC program, we do have a
disallowance policy.

Mr. ROONEY. So do you ban them from future grant applications
and things like that?

Ms. GIBLIN. We work with them closely on a corrective action
plan and to retrieve disallowed costs. If grantees are compliant
with a corrective action plan and do repay those costs, we are ame-
nable to continue working with the grantee.

Mr. ROONEY. That will never happen in the private sector. Thank
you, ma’am. I yield my time. Thank you.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Gentleman yields back. Now please recog-
nize the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Polis, for 5 minutes.

Mr. PoLis. We want to thank our witnesses, thank you, Mr.
Chair. This is the second hearing we have had on the Corporation
for National and Community Service in the same year and I had
the opportunity last hearing to share some of the good work CNCS
is doing to my district.

Again, I want to highlight some of the work of the agency that
is near and dear to the heart of my constituents. And as many of
you know, my State, Colorado, had a state of emergency in 2013
after experiencing the most damaging floods in our State’s history.
Several people in my district lost their life, hundreds lost their
homes and everything they had, and many more suffered signifi-
cant damage.

Thanks to the CNCS, though, volunteers were deployed to Colo-
rado to help in the aftermath of the flood. I got to meet and work
with and volunteer with many of those volunteers. In total, over
700 national service members came to our State and their work in-
volved volunteering donations management, staffing call centers,
coordination of medical mobility rides, community relations, meal
services, debris removal. I got to see them doing all sorts of things.

My first question for Ms. Darling is can you share more about
CNCS’s work with natural disaster recovery efforts, like the floods
in Colorado? Because that is an area that a lot of people do not
know that CNCS is involved with.

Ms. DARLING. Yes, thank you for the opportunity to talk about
disaster response and AmeriCorps in Texas, and I will include
SeniorCorps in that as well.

We have 2,400 members in our portfolio for our commission. We
expect the majority of them to be trained at some level in disaster
response and they know—the programs know that we may call
upon them in times of disaster. We have a dedicated disaster core,
the Texas Conservation Core, that is trained and ready to deploy
at any moment. They also have a fee-for-service model and were
deployed after Hurricane Sandy, after numbers of disasters across
the country.

Mr. PoLis. Can you name a few of the other disasters that they
were deployed to help with?

Ms. GIBLIN. Well, in the State of Texas, the Memorial Day flood-
ing, Halloween flooding on Halloween, two separate Halloweens
two years apart, the Bastrop fires in 2011; 2013 fires, wildfire in—
May I borrow my notes for a moment ? There are so many in
Texas.
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Mr. Poris. I want to thank you for that answer. I also want to
highlight a story from an AmeriCorps member in Fort Collins, Col-
orado, in my district, Alex Grimm. Alex said “During the school
day, I work one-on-one with students in grades kindergarten
through third grade, who are reading below grade level. I then
work with teachers to administer reading interventions that help
students to attain their grade level reading.” And Mr. Chairman,
I would like to submit Alex Grimm’s full remarks for the record,
if I may.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Without objection.

Mr. Poris. And to me, this kind of investment really helps
AmeriCorps make an impact on its volunteers, whether they are at
schools or whether they are doing disaster recovery work, which we
are just so grateful for when I met the AmeriCorps reinforcements
during what was really our biggest tragedy and natural disaster in
my life.

My next question for Ms. Bawden is in your testimony you high-
lighted GAO’s recommendations to improve CNCS and I think ev-
erybody wants to improve the work. Now, as several of my col-
leagues have mentioned, President Trump’s budget actually elimi-
nates CNCS. If CNCS were to face significant budget cuts, how
would that impact your own ability to implement the recommenda-
tions that are provided in the GAO report?

Ms. BAWDEN. Thanks for your question. Several of the rec-
ommendations that we made seem to be underway and are not nec-
essarily resource-intensive, but we did not evaluate the cost of im-
plementing the recommendations.

Mr. Pouis. Yeah, and so I think if the goal is to actually imple-
ment some of those GAO recommendations, we have to be cautious
about some of the obvious. If the agency is eliminated, they will not
be able to be implemented, but even under severe cuts they will not
be able to.

I also wanted to go to Ms. Darling to highlight, for the final
minute, work about AmeriCorps’ education and programming work
in schools that you have seen and kind of the impact that you have
seen that they have on kids.

Ms. DARLING. Thank you for that question. In my oral testimony,
I talked about a program in the Rio Grande Valley of Texas, which
is a vastly underresourced area of poverty, Colonias along the bor-
der. The University of Texas Rio Grande Valley has AmeriCorps
members that are working with seniors in high school and helping
them reach college access. Out of 5,000, 3,300 were accepted to in-
stitutions of higher education. Those kinds of programs are hap-
pening throughout the State, in Houston and in Austin, and not
just acceptance to college, but college completion.

We know that they are never going to get that far in the begin-
ning unless we also help with them, kindergarten, first grade, sec-
ond grade, to help them stay on reading level. And our presence
in the schools, with Communities in Schools or others of our grant-
ees, absolutely augment the resources that public education are
able to give to these children.

Mr. PoLis. Thank you and I yield back.
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Chairman GUTHRIE. The gentleman yields back. Now please rec-
ognize this gentleman from Georgia, Mr. Allen, for 5 minutes for
questions.

Mr. ALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and the Honorable Ms.
Jeffrey. In your fiscal year of 2017 Management Challenges report
you highlight the need for the corporation to commit to cultivating
a culture of accountability and the progress that Office of Grants
Management has made towards this goal. However, you cite the re-
sistance from staff and grantees still entrenched in the prior per-
missive culture. Can you elaborate on what you mean by permis-
sive culture and what reforms you believe they need to bring about
a culture of accountability to the entire corporation?

Ms. JEFFREY. I think empowering the Office of Grants Manage-
ment has been very important. I will say that over the past 6
months, we have seen an increased willingness to disallow costs
that were improperly incurred. Often, when there is a proposal to
do that, the program objects and wants to find some way to allow
those costs. I think empowering the Office of Grants Management
to be able to say no and to make a final decision has been very im-
portant.

Right now, of course, the program heads are political appointees
and so one major way to change the view of the programs towards
this is based on who is appointed to lead those programs going for-
ward.

Mr. ALLEN. So you say this has happened in the last 6 months
that we have been under this empowerment process?

Ms. JEFFREY. I think it has gone on probably over the last year
or so, but I think we’ve really seen the result increasing over the
past 6 months.

Mr. ALLEN. What preempted this process? I mean, what caused
this to happen?

Ms. JEFFREY. I think the committee’s oversight had a lot to do
with it.

Mr. ALLEN. Okay, all right. So it was questions like this. Do you
believe that we need to change the way that grants are awarded
to ensure guarantees better understanding of the requirements of
active partners in overseeing the use of taxpayers funding?

Ms. JEFFREY. I don’t think lack of understanding is the problem.
I think it’s lack of emphasis and priority.

Mr. ALLEN. All right. Ms. Giblin, in their report, GAO stated that
the corporation does not ensure program officers are offered or re-
ceived professional development in key areas. Specifically, GAO
sites that program officers in the AmeriCorps stayed in a national
program office generally did not receive professional development
or fiscal monitoring even though it is a core responsibility of their
grant monitoring responsibility.

How can program officers effectively monitor grants if they do
not have the essential knowledge to do so? What is the corporation
doing to ensure all employees involved in grant monitoring have
the knowledge and skills to effectively monitor grants?

Ms. GIBLIN. Well, CNCS has, in the year that we have been un-
dergoing the GAO audit, has reassessed its training program and
has dedicated considerable funds to ensure that program officers
and grants officers alike have received necessary training. Specifi-
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cally, with regard to fiscal oversight, our grants officer staff have
benefitted greatly from enhanced training dollars to ensure that
they are certified in the field which they serve.

l\f{Ir.?ALLEN. What kind of results have we seen from this effort
so far?

Ms. GIBLIN. I think that some of the successes that the IG has
cited with a continued and robust commitment to ensuring that the
oversight is provided, that costs are disallowed and recovered, and
that we are working in a more effective and efficient manner.

Mr. ALLEN. Is everyone fully on board with this requirement of
education and how long will it take to get folks up to speed on
where they need to be?

Ms. GIBLIN. I know the agency is fully on board with ensuring
that we are dedicating limited resources to the training protocols
for the agency and, to date, I have seen evidence of that.

Mr. ALLEN. Okay, well, thank you for your testimony here today
and thank you for what you do for us. I yield back.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Gentleman yields back. I am pleased to rec-
ognize the gentleman from California, Mr. DeSaulnier, for 5 min-
utes of questioning.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I do want to
thank the chairman and the ranking member for having this hear-
ing.

Last weekend, the Oversight and Government Reform Com-
mittee, we had a very good bipartisan hearing on recommendations
by the business community that regularly oversees the Department
of Defense budget and they identified $125 billion of waste in that
budget. I would remind members that in the Skinny Budget, one
of the reasons why we would be—why the administration wants to
eliminate the budget for this program, which I think is incredibly
valuable, is to move that money to the Department of Defense. So
we have to consider both our committee assignments and the ex-
pertise we develop, but also the larger budget as it applies to all
citizens.

And I would just say it is striking for me to have been in that
last hearing and hear such a bipartisan approach to finding out
where we can enforce the McKinsey report that was part of the rec-
ommendations to the Department of Defense to make sure that
they do not waste money.

But in this instance, it seems like, Mr. Chairman, that this is
more of a partisan issue, which I really think it should not be. If
you believe in a program, which I do in this program, and I can
cite local instances of it working at least anecdotally, we want the
best oversight.

So, Ms. Jeffrey, you mentioned about the tiered approach and
maybe that does not work, less of a tiered approach with the De-
partment of Defense since there is more direct spending and it is
Federal spending. But I know coming from local government, we
have had issues when I was in local government and State govern-
ment with Head Start programs, with community block grant pro-
grams, with workforce investment boards being administrated
properly, either in terms of the oversight in the Federal region,
having the proper oversight, or at the State level or at the local
level or at the grantee level.



78

All of that dynamic, we are hoping to come together to make a
program work. CCDBG, in particular, when that works, it works
really well and I have seen it not work well and I have seen some
political influence where the auditors at the local level and the
State level basically cover themselves to the Federal audit.

So what I want to do is make sure that we are both—having
come from the restaurant business, we used to say that there were
really good gross operators and good net operators, and you want
to be both.

So you mentioned that State commissions; some do better than
others. It certainly sounds like a subjective analysis or judgement.
How do we get the high-performing States to bring the low-per-
forming States up? Or was it your implication that this tiered sys-
tem does not work in this instance?

Ms. JEFFREY. I don’t recommend throwing out the tiered system,
but I think your inclination that the application of good business
risk management principles is absolutely the way to go.

CNCS is always going to have limited resources, cannot provide
the same level of oversight to every grant. But at the same time,
you don’t need to oversee a $40,000 grant the way you oversee a
$10 million grant. So risk management helps you decide where best
to deploy those resources.

I think there has been a number of efforts to bring peer-to-peer
knowledge to bear with grantees with State commissions like Ms.
Darling’s to help educate others. The difficulty is that different
States commit different levels of resources to their commissions.
We have one State commission that has a single employee. No mat-
ter what, that person is not going to be able to bring the same level
of oversight as a well-resourced commission.

Mr. DESAULNIER. I am sure California is right there at the top
with Texas.

Ms. JEFFREY. California actually is.

Mr. DESAULNIER. Of course. I would not ask that question or
make that observation if I did not know the answer.

So, Ms. Giblin, it strikes me, and just a quote from GAO report,
their second observation, we have found that CNCS’s current proc-
ess for grant monitoring is not fully aligned with Federal internal
controls for identifying, analyzing, responding to the risk. So what
is your timeline to come into compliance and what is your correc-
tive? How do you interact with both the committee, but also the
GAO and the inspector general, so that you are reviewing this so
we know that you are both acting in good faith to correct it and
that you have a timeline to complete that?

Ms. GIBLIN. Thank you for that question. I recently brought on
staff who are well-versed in risk management and risk assessment
and I am augmenting that staff with additional consultants, third-
party objective consultants, who can bring industry knowledge to
the organization as we work to implement the recommendations
from the GAO. I do enjoy a collaborative work relationship with the
IG and will be seeking her input, as I have in the 11 months that
I've served at the corporation, and would be happy to report back
progress to this committee in any fashion that you would see fit.
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Mr. DESAULNIER. Well, I think considering the budget rec-
ommendation, a timeline with a sense of urgency would be very im-
portant for the commission.

Ms. GiBLIN. Understood, and we are presently working on a 12-
month timeline. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Chairman GUTHRIE. The gentleman yields back. I would like to
again thank our witnesses for taking the time to testify before the
subcommittee today. And now I am pleased to recognize Ms.
Adams for any closing remarks that she may have.

Ms. ApaMS. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you all for sharing
your testimony today. CNCS plays an invaluable role in commu-
nities across the country. I think we have heard that today and,
as a matter of fact, heard it several months ago as well. It helps
harness the talent and the skills of the American volunteer, helps
to connect Americans with volunteer opportunities to fit local
needs, and builds off of public-private partnerships to make a dif-
ference. And, indeed, it has made a difference as CNCS continues
to strengthen its oversight program.

I know that CNCS will improve its monitoring and better serve
our Nation, and so I am pleased to continue to support the program
and would encourage Congress to robustly fund service programs
and not eliminate them. Thank you so very much for being here.

Chairman GUTHRIE. Thanks to the gentlelady. As I had made in
my remarks, I mean we should always be pushing ourselves to do
better. Congress, this body has not just an authorizing responsi-
bility, but an oversight responsibility, and so I really do appreciate
the chairman and the ranking member providing this opportunity.
I appreciate all of you being here to share your perspectives.

My colleagues, Democratic colleagues, said that this hearing was
about a previous single incident of wrongdoing. In fact, this hearing
is about the corporation’s record over a number of years as an in-
ability to protect the taxpayer dollars and monitor those dollars in
a risk-based fashion and collect improper disbursements, and that
hurts the participants when we do that. It detracts from the mis-
sion and our purpose with this program. As the chairman and oth-
ers noted, there was $47 million in improper payment in just 1
year at SeniorCorps.

Now, having sat through this hearing and listened to my col-
leagues, I think we have a bipartisan agreement that one of the
most important functions that this committee has is oversight. And
I think, I am hoping, just as I appreciate the great work that has
been done over the past 6 months and hoping this oversight hear-
ing will serve continuous down that path of increased account-
ability and program effectiveness and the investment of the tax-
payer dollars and the—because I know there are great programs
out there and we need to do that. We will continue to hold the
agency accountable for how it spends taxpayer dollars. It is nothing
personal. It is just what our responsibility is.

And so I do want to thank all the members and the witnesses
and as well as the staff on both sides of the aisle because—with
the hard work of the staff that help us to be able to do these types
of hearings.

Without objection, there being no further business, the sub-
committee stands adjourned.
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[Additional submissions by Mr. Courtney follow:]
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TVCCA to open coffeehouse
for veterans

Friday
Posted Mar 8, 2015 at 10:00 PM Updated Mar 8, 2015 at 10:00 PM

By John Penneyjpenney@norwichbulletin.com (860) 857-6965

DANIELSON - The Thames Valley Council for Community Action is
preparing to open a veterans' "coffeehouse” inside the Killingly
Community Center, a space organizers said will help promote
camaraderie among former service members.

The coffeehouse, to be overseen by the council's Retired and Senior
Volunteer Program, or RSVP, volunteer members, will be open twice
monthly beginning April 14 in the cafeteria and kitchen at the Broad
Street center in Danielson, RSVP Coordinator Greg Kline said.

"The coffechouse will be a place where vets can enjoy a cup of coffee,
connect with one another and build camaraderie, while discussing
common issues and needs," he said. "And even those this is open for
veterans of all ages, this is also part of the group's goal of working to
ensure seniors can age in place.”

Kline said a recent U.S census found 3,700 veterans living in
northeastern Connecticut, 25 percent of them are 60 or older.



81

Kline, a Woodstock resident and U.S. Army veteran, said his group is
enlisting the support of of local veterans' groups including American
Legion, AmVets and VFW members, as well as municipal, state and
federal leaders. Kline said the coffechouse will provide conversation
and serve as an information clearinghouse, providing veteran-related
resource information to visitors and their families.

At a glance

The Thames Valley Council for Community Action's Veterans Coffeehouse will
be open from 9 a.m. to noon on the second and fourth Tuesday of each month
beginning April 14 at the Killingly Community Center, 186 Broad St. in
Danielson.

A special presentation on the Flying Tigers pilot group is scheduled for 10 am
March 24 in the center's theater. For more information, contact Greg Kline at
(860) 774-9286 or at gkline@tvcca.org.

"There's a lot of information out there, including benefits, education
opportunities and health information, that local veterans don't know
about," he said. "And while we're not going to be a service agency, we
can be a starting point, providing a list of subjects with phone
numbers and websites for the veterans to use."

Garry Brown, Pomfret's appointed veteran advocate, said getting a
group of veterans in one room is the best way to delivery relevant
information.

"Without a venue, you're just grabbing people off the street,” he said.
"There doesn't sound to be anything like this in the area. And if the
guys just want to have a cup of coffee and read for a few hours, that's
good, too."

To help promote the coffeehouse, the RSVP group on March 24 will
host a presentation on the Flying Tigers hosted by U.S. Army veteran
Tom Pandolfi. The Tigers were made up of the pilots and crews of the
American Volunteer Group of the Chinese Air Force during 1941-1942.

JUMP TO COMMENTS




82

Veterans coffeehouse to open

DANIELSON — Military veterans of all ages are invited to the new Veterans
Coffeehouse scheduled to open April 14 at the Killingly Community Center. The
coffeehouse is sponsored by the RSVP program of Thames Valley Council for
Community Action.

initially, the coffeehouse will be open twice monthly, on the second and fourth Tuesdays
of each month, from 9 a.m. to noon. The coffeehouse will use the cafeteria and kitchen
at KCC, 185 Broad St.

“The Veterans Coffeehouse will be a place where vets can enjoy a ‘cup of joe,’ connect
with one another and build camaraderie, while discussing common issues and needs,”
said Greg Kline, RSVP coordinator. “Developing a project that serves the needs of
military veterans is a priority of our (RSVP’s) Work Plan,” he said.

The coffeehouse project will be run by a small cadre of RSVP volunteers. Another goal
of the project is to serve as a clearinghouse for information on resources available to
veterans, their families and their caregivers. By providing this service, RSVP hopes to
help meet TVCCA's objective of facilitating measures that help seniors age in place.

RSVP is enlisting the support of veterans representatives (AmVets; American Legion;
VFW; and Soldiers, Sailors and Marines Fund), municipal leaders, state and federal
officials, and others to spread the word among local veterans. News of the coffeechouse
concept has been warmly welcomed throughout northeast Connecticut, Kline said.

To help promote the coffeehouse, RSVP is hosting a special presentation on the Flying
Tigers— the pilots and crews of the American Volunteer Group of the Chinese Air Force
during 1941-1942, before the U.S. entered WWII. The program, prepared and delivered
by RSVP volunteer and former Army Green Beret Tom Pandolfi of Woodstock, is
expected to draw a large audience to the KCC theatre at 10 a.m. March 24. it is free
and open to the public.

Source: Putnam Town Crier, p. 7, March 12, 2015
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Kitlingly veterans coffeehouse celebrates its success

The Bulletin 22

Serving Eastern Connecticot Since 1791

Killingly veterans coffeehouse celebrates its
sccess

Tuesday
Posted Apr 12,2016 at 1:07 PM
Updated Apr 12, 2016 at 2:50 PM

By . -
jpenney@norwichbulletin.com, (860} 857-6965

KILLINGLY - Dozens of local veterans, along with state and town officials and
volunteers gathered in a second-floor room inside the Killingly Community Center

on Tuesday to celebrate the RSVP Veterans Coffechouse’s inaugural anniversary.

The center, which regularly attracts dozens of former service members at its weekly
meetings, became a success thanks to the work and dedication of its volunteer staff,

administrator Greg Kline said.

"What a year it's been,” he said. "And thank you to our volunteers, who make this

place tick, and to the town of Killingly for supporting us.”

43
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Kittingly veterans coffeehouse celebrates its success

Killingly. Gommunity Senter

THE Brog

The coffeehouse opened in April 2015 with the goal of providing local veterans with a
place to relax and converse. After attendance continued to grow, the group was
moved from smaller downstairs quarters to its current space, courtesy of the town of
Killingly. Guest speakers were brought in and evening group meetings quickly

followed.

Town Manager Sean Hendricks, a U.S. Army veteran, said the meetings provide a

valuable service to veterans,

"In the end, it makes us look back on the good things about our service and reminds
of us of why we joined,” he said to a crowd of more than 50 on Tuesday. "I'm the man

T am because of the military and [ went in because I was inspired by people like you.”

Kline said the coffeehouse "témplate” has attracted interest from towns across the

country.

"I went to a conference in Washington, D.C., and they were talking about local
veterans’ programs that have the potential of going national," he said. "And when I

started talking about the coffeehouse, heads turned.”

Town Council Chairman David Griffiths, a U.S. Air Force veteran, said he grew up in

a family that felt an "obligation to serve."

0412/killingly-vete -its-s A3
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Kiltingly veterans coffeehouse celebrates its success

"But we never had an opportunity to sit down and talk about that service - it's a
chapter in our lives we didn't discuss,” he said. "I wish [ had that opportunity, the one
you have, to release the black hole in our hearts, to openly discuss what we went

through.”

During Tuesday's meeting, state Sen. Mae Flexer, D-Killingly, presented several

coffeehouse volunteers with citations from the General Assembly,

Korean War veteran Norman Babbitt, 2 Thompson resident, said he was heartened to

see so many veterans bonding on a regular basis.

T will keep coming, he said.

16041 2/kitlingly-vets -its-sUce:
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Veterans Coffeehouse celebrated

sprit 17, 2016
KILLINGLY — A year age on April 14, Killingly celebrated the kickoff of a new program that quickly became hew of the
town's most respected offerings and has since become a shining example that communities across eastern Connecticut
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have looked to in an effort to follow suit.

That program is the Veteran's Coffeehouse, which on April 12 celebrated it's one-year anniversary in style with special
guest speakers and the presentation of medals to some of the program’s most active volunteers in an early morning
ceremony that packed the coffeehouse to near capacity. Since it's inception in 2015, the coffeehouse has made
headlines across the state, and today towns like Bristol, New London, Norwich, Torrington and others are looking to the
organizers of the coffeehouse for guidance to start their own programs in hopes to repeating the success seen in
Killingly.

The coffechouse has hosted forums, get-togethers and even the presentation of medals to veterans throughout the
region and has quickly become a staple of northeastern Connecticut.

Five veterans and one volunteer were honored with volunteer service pins from the National Veteran Corps while those
who helped start the coffeehouse and those who have since come on board to make it a massive success were

recognized for their commitment to the program.

One of those was Army veteran Sean Hendricks, Killingly's town manager, who reflected
on the first year of the program and what it has been like for him to see the coffeehouse thrive and grow into not only
a great success story, but also an example for other towns to follow as they too try to bring their veterans together,

“A tot of people did it, but | was part of putting this together and helped find a space. I'm a younger veteran, and 5o |
don't identify with my military service the way the older guys do, but | think the surprise is that there are so many
veterans, The cool thing is we found a spot and we didn't know what interest there was going to be,” said Hendricks.
"Week in and week out we had 30 to 35 people here not just coming to hang out but we provided services for them and
things not done anywhere else. it's served as a modet for other places and in the end it's not only what's best for these
guys, but it's cool for littie old Killingly to be on the forefront of this kind of program.”

Tom Pandolfi, an Army veteran who has become a major contributor and volunteer to the coffechouse in its first year,
said he is proud to have been a part of making the program such a huge success.

"We initially started it because there was really nothing up here in eastern Connecticut for veterans. The coffeehouse
became a great gathering place to form a bond and camaraderie for veterans,” he said. "As it expanded we brought in
guest speakers, lawyers, anything and everything these veterans want. The vets decide who they want us to reach out
too. It takes a grassroots effort to start up something like this.”

The special anniversary ceremony recognized veterans Charles Milewski, of Dayville, Jack Tucker, of Canterbury,
George Brown, of Woodstock, Meredith Kerttula,of Pomfret, and Richard Dvorin, of Pomfret, as well as volunteer Linda
Lee, of Danielson, for their commitment to the coffeehouse, adding their names to the long list of volunteers also
recognized in October. Greg Klein, Retired and Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) Coordinator for the Thames Valley
Council For Community Action, the organization responsible for the coffeehouse, said that it's because of these
volunteers the coffeehouse have proven to be a lasting and cherished addition to the Quiet Corner community.

“This has been such a great place for us,” Klein said. "This would not have been anything close to what it has become
without the collective effort [of the volunteers].”

Several veterans took the time to thank their town leaders, as well as Klein and the volunteers, for their undying effort
to make the coffeehouse a success. Sen. Mae Flexer, who sits on the Veteran Affairs Committee in Hartford, praised
her town and its teaders for bringing such a great program to life and helping support it over the past year.

“| want to say how proud | am that this is in Killingly. it's a testament to the great leaders that we have in this town,”
Flexer said. “You couldn't ask for better leaders that understand the needs of veterans and the sacrifices they made.
This coffechouse has been a tremendous resource for me and I'm so grateful for that. To come here every couple of
weeks, to talk to the veterans and hear their concerns and get their feedback on what we're debating in Hartford and
ideas for new things that we could be doing, I'm so grateful to be able to have those conversations.”
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Flexer presented citations signed by herself and State Reps. Danny Rovero and Christine Randall to the volunteers
honored during the anniversary ceremony. Also speaking during the event was Town Council Chairman David Griffiths as
well as a representative of the Norwich Veterans Center who congratulated the coffeehouse and its volunteers on a
great first year and joined others in expressing confidence in a bright future for the now iconic program in Killingly.

Jason Bleau may be reached at 508-909-4129, or by e-mail at jason@stonebridgepress.com.

Thanks for visiting Stonebridge Press and Villager Newspapers
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thewesterlysun com

Town supports Veterans Coffeehouse

August 22, 2016 10:13AM

By Brooke Constance White Sun staff writer

STONINGTON — For many years, coffee has been a catalyst for conversation among veterans
and that tradition continues with the twice-a-month Veterans Coffechouse at the human services
department, 166 South Broad St.

The events are hosted by the Thames Valley Council for Community Action Inc.’s Retired and
Senior Volunteer Program. They take place on the second and fourth Thursdays of the month
from 8:30 to 10:30 a.m. During the two hours, attendees are given the chance to listen to
speakers and connect with local, state and federal agencies that provide services to veterans,

Gina King, program coordinator for the volunteer program, RSVP, said that coffee has been a
unifying force among veterans both on the battlefield and off dating as far back as the Civil War.

“More than 150 years later and a few more historical wars notched into America’s military belt,
and veterans are still finding a common ground in meeting over a cup of joe here on the shoreline
through the new RSVP Veterans Coffeehouse in Stonington,” she said. “Through the veterans
coffeehouse we hope to help bring together the veteran community, provide volunteer
opportunities for those who want to help others and ultimately create a positive lasting impact in
the community that makes a difference in the lives of all veterans and their families.”

The regional RSVP veterans coffechouse project started a year ago and has become a 'welcoming
place for veterans and their families to meet and talk.

First Selectman Rob Simmons, a retired Army colonel, said he often gets calls from local
veterans looking for referrals and assistance.

“I think it's important to have this service for veterans,” he said. “It’s about vets speaking to
other vets, sharing a common experience and ideas, and how to help a service buddy. Once you
get in the service you have your own experiences, learn to be a team member, watch your
buddies’ back and that doesn’t go away.”

Within the first year of holding the coffechouse events in various Connecticut towns, more than
250 veterans and family members have attended, King said. The gatherings have drawn support
from U.S. Rep. Joe Courtney and Sen. Richard Blumenthal, who have presented medals to many
of the veterans.

The next coffechouse is on Aug. 25.
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[Additional submission by Mrs. Davis follows:]

VOICES for NATIONAL SERVICE

March 7, 2017

The President

‘The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President,

Recent media reports indicate that the White House budget office has drafted a spending blueprint that
climinates a slate of domestic programs, including federal support for national service programs that are
working daily to make America great by making our communities--our infrastructure, our veterans, and our
inner cities--great.

As Republicans, we support the critical goal of eliminating government waste: it’s a massive budget and there’s
a lot worthy of cutting. But as conservatives who believe in the unifying, patriotic values of national service, we
urge you to support the Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS), the federal agency that
administers AmeriCorps and Senior Corps.

Through the Corporation, AmeriCorps has facilitated in excess of 1.4 billion hours of national and community
service, including emergency disaster management and relief. CNCS, which statutorily leverages private sector
support in the service of our country, is a model of government efficiency—and one that unconditionally
deserves your administration’s support.

By matching or exceeding federal support with private sector dollars, AmeriCorps lessens the strain on the
federal government’s social welfare net through its public-private partnerships with more than 1,100 religious
and community non-profits, including Boy Scouts of America, Catholic Charities USA, Teach For America,
City Year, and Habitat for Humanity.

Consider: for every $10 in federal money appropriated, another $15 is separately raised from private sources to
fund AmeriCorps partnerships across the country. The overwhelming majority of those dollars are controlled
directly by the states.

These programs are saving the taxpayers huge sums of money. Studies show that national service programs
generate a two-to-one return for the taxpayer and a nearly four-to-one return for society.

The federal government's untenable budget bloat is a transcendent threat to America's security. But we
understand that every federal doltar spent is not a dollar wasted.

Instead, these are dollars that are going to disaster preparedness and response on our nation’s coasts and
plains, to care for our military families, and to provide a continued vehicle to service and a reentry point for
America’s veterans. Since its inception, more than 17,000 veterans have continued serving the country through
AmeriCorps' programs. In that same period, those same programs have supported more than 50,000 veterans.

Voices for National Service | 1875 Connecticut Ave., NW Suite 400 Washington, D.C, 20009 | 202.742.7374 | www.voicesforservice.org
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National service, like military service, breeds strong citizens and a strong homeland. We urge you to enable
national service, just as past presidents have, both Republican and Democratic, by continuing to support
AmeriCorps and Senior Corps.

Sincerely,

John Baker, Executive Chairman, FRP Holdings, Inc. .

The Honorable Haley Barbour, Former Governor of Mississippi

Ross Barrett, General Partner, SeVen Heldings and Managing General Partner of BVM Capital
Mayor Richard J. Berry, Albuquerque, New Mexico

Tere Blanca, Founder, Chairman, CEO, & President, Blanca Commercial Real Estate, Inc.

Marvin Borgmeyer, Retiree, ExxonMobil

Beau J. Box, President, Beau Box Commercial Real Estate

Chris Brady Wolfe, Board Member, City Year Columbia

John Bridgeland, Former Assistant to President George W. Bush, Former Director, USA Freedom Corps,
Founder & CEO, Civic Enterprises

Bonnie Brown, Former Chairwoman, Willacy County Republican Party (2000-2016), TX

Neil Bush, Chairman, Points of Light

William Calvert, Senior Vice President, Merrili Lynch

Patricia Castellanos Cornish, Beard Chair, City Year Miami

Wolf Chapa, Chairman, Willacy County Republican Party, TX

Gary Chartrand, Executive Chairman, Acosta Sales and Marketing

Dr. Jack Christie, Houston City Council Member, At-Large Position 5

Rick Christman, Former Corporation for National and Community Service Board Member

Mayor David Condon, Spokane, Washington

William Copeland Jr., Vice Chairman, National Industry Leader Life Sciences & Health Care, Deloitte LLP
Karla Crawford, Commissioner, CaliforniaVolunteers

Julie F. Cummings, Former Corporation for National and Community Service Board Member & Vice-
Chair, Fisher Foundation

Alice Curtin-Thaxton, Director of Educational Partnerships and Policy, United Way of the Midlands
Elizabeth Darling, President/CEQO, OneStar Foundation

Diana Davis Spencer, Washington, DC

Paul Edgerley, Managing Director, VantEdge Partners

Sandy Edgerley, Trustee, Edgerley Family Foundation

Stephen R. Fitzer, Esq., Retired Attorney

The Honorable Chris Gibson, Former Congressman of New York

Stephen Goldsmith, Former Mayor of Indianapolis and Former Chair, Corporation for National and
Community Service Board

Dr, Maria Hernandez Ferrier, President Emerita of Texas A&M University - San Antonio, Former
Corporation for National and Community Service Board Member and Former Education Assistant Deputy
Secretary under President George W. Bush

Carolyn Hodges, Past President, Texas Federation of Republican Women

Alan James, Senior Account Executive, South Carolina Business News

Monte F. James, Partner at Jackson Walker L.L.P. in Austin, Texas
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Dorothy A. Johnson, Vice Chair and Board Member of the Board of Directors of the Corporation for
National and Community Service

Ron Kaufman, Assistant to the President and White House Political Director for President George HW.
Bush and Member of the Republican National Committee

Barry Kern, President & CEO, Kern Studios and Mardi Gras World

Kathy Kiein, Columbia, South Carolina Community Volunteer

Mary Grace Landrum, Principal, Landrum and Associates

David Lincoln, General Partner, Element Partners

Oscar Lovelace, MD, Founder of South Carolina American Party

Sophia A. Mafrige, Attorney-Mediator & Past President, Magic Circle Republican Women

Margaret Chai Maloney, Former PR Executive & Novelist, California

Sean Maloney, Former Chairman, Intel China, California

Ken Martinet, Commissioner, CaliforniaVolunteers & President/CEQ, Catholic Big Brothers Big Sisters
Chris Meyer, CEO, New Schools for Baton Rouge

Phil Oates, Chairman, Buzz Oates

Wesley J. Palmisano, President/CEQ, Palmisano

Stacy Paragary, Co-Owner, Paragary Restaurant Group, Sacramento

John Petersen, Shareholder, Polsinelli

Gregg Petersmever, Former Assistant to the President (George H.W. Bush) and Director, White House
Office of National Service

Laura C. Poché, Attorney, Rabalais Estate Planning, LLC

‘The Honorable Richard Riordan, Former Mayor of Los Angeles

Mark Rohr, Chairman and CEQ, Celanese

Cal Schmidt, Board Member, City Year Milwaukee

John Sprouls, Executive Vice President and Chief Administrative Officer, Universal Parks & Resorts
Chris Stadler, Managing Partner of CVC Capital Partners and Board Chair, Jumpstart

Amy Stephens, Former House Republican Majority Leader, State of Colorado

Peter B. Stewart, Co-Founder, Chairman & CEO TraceSecurity

Eric Tanenblatt, Former Vice Chair and Board Member, Corporation for National and Community
Service Board

Julie Teel, Sacramento, CA

Thomas Teepell, Chief Marketing Officer, Lamar Advertising Company

Karen Thompson Owens, Executive Director, Chapin Chamber of Commerce

Jimmy Valentine, Colonial Life Insurance Company

Michael Ward, Chairman & CEQ, CSX

Jason Wolfe, Founder, Wolfe Solutions Sports Marketing
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[Questions submitted for the record and their responses follow:]

ROBERTY C. “BOBBY" §COTT, VA

VIRGINIA FOXX, NC E
Ranking Member

Chairwoman N e
T COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
MAJORITY - (202) 225-4527 AND THE WORKFORCE MINORITY - {202} 225-3725
FAX - (202) 225-9571 U.5. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES FAX - (202) 226-6398
2176 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6100

May 12,2017

Ms. Elizabeth Darling

President and CEO

OneStar Foundation

9011 Mountain Ridge Drive, Suite 100
Austin, Texas 78759

Dear Ms, Darling:

Thank you, again, for testifying before the Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce
Development at the hearing entitled “Examining the Corporation for National and Community
Service and Its Failed Oversight of Taxpayer Dollars” on Tuesday, March 28, 2017,

As a follow-up to your testimony, please find enclosed additional questions for you submitted by
Committee members after the hearing. Please provide your written responses to Education
Legislative Assistant Caitlin Burke no later than Junc 2, 2017, for inclusion in the final hearing
record. Her number is (202) 225-6558 should you have any questions about this request.

We appreciate your time and insight, and we remain grateful for your contribution to the
Committee’s work.

Sincerely,

ot ithrr

Brett Guthric

Chairman

Subcommittee on Higher Education and
Work foree Development
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Ranking Member Robert C. “Bobby” Scott (D-VA)

Would you provide clarification on how AmeriCorps members are paid and how much money
they receive?

Some Members were rhetorically asking why they should call AmeriCorps and Senior Corps
members “volunteers” when they are being paid. It is very clear to me why they are volunteers,
but would you explain the reasoning why they are volunteers,

Ranking Member Susan A, Davis (D-CA)

The Majority made it seem like the lag time in completing a background check or accomplishing
the multiple components of a background check was gross negligence. Would you please
describe how state regulations and restrictions complicate the process for grantees? What are
some examples that cause grantees fo have to wait many months to complete a background check
and what do they do with employees who have background checks pending?
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ROBERT C. "BOBBY” SCOTT, VA

. NC '
V'Rg::'i?vffn)x(zﬁl N Rl Ranking Member
““““““““““ COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION T -
MAJORITY ~{202) 225-4527 AND THE WORKFORCE M!!\é?\ilT\(r’z—oéz)Ogszazggzs
1202) 225 i o
FAX - (202) 225-9571 U.5. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

2176 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6100

May 12,2017

Ms. Lori Giblin

Chief Risk Officer

Corporation for National and Community Service
250 FE St. SW

Washington, DC 20024

Dear Ms. Giblin:

Thank you, again, for testifying before the Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce
Development at the hearing entitled “Examining the Corporation for National and Community
Service and Its Failed Oversight of Taxpayer Dollars” on Tuesday, March 28, 2017,

As a follow-up to your testimony, please find enclosed additional questions from me for
inclusion in the final hearing records. Please provide your written responses to Education
Legislative Assistant Caitlin Burke no later than June 2, 2017. Her number is (202) 225-6558
should you have any questions about this request.

We appreciate your time and insight, and we remain grateful for your contribution to the
Committee’s work.

Sincerely,

oot it

Brett Guthrie

Chairman

Subcommittee on Higher Education and
Workforce Development
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Chairman Brett Guthrie (R-KY)

1.

Failures in the Corporation’s grant monitoring have been highlighted repeatedly by the
Inspector General, the Government Accountability Office, and this Subcommittee.
However, the Corporation has not systematically evaluated the results of its monitoring
activities across all programs as called for by GAO in its Standards of Internal Controls
report. Why hasn’t the Corporation done such an evaluation to ensure it is utilizing
taxpayer resources effectively and efficiently? When will the Corporation conduct this
evaluation as recommended by GAQO?

The GAQ report makes six recommendations to the Corporation in order to improve
grant monitoring, Please provide a detailed plan and timeline for the Corporation to
complete these recommendations.

The Corporation continues to struggle to ensure grantees conduct criminal history checks
in compliance with the clear mandates in the law. In spite of mandatory professional
development, self-assessment, and an amnesty the prior year to encourage full
compliance, you found significant failure rates on these checks. As noted in the hearing,
grantees pul vulnerable populations at risk when they fail to complete these criminal
history checks in compliance with the law,

a, Why does the Corporation not disallow all costs associated with service
conducted when a grantee is not in full compliance on this requirement?

b. How will the Corporation ensure a reduction in these failure rates and adequately
assess penalties for noncompliance with the law?

c. How will the Corporation assess the programs most at risk for not conducting
criminal history checks?

d. Please provide the full cost disallowance policy you referenced in the hearing,
including how these financial penaltics are determined.

e. Please identify the minimum, maximum, and average financial penalty levied on
grantees for noncompliance.

In their work, GAQ found the Corporation is not strategic in how it utilizes its program
and grant officers. As a result, the workload of grant and program officers varies greatly
among offices, but the Corporation has not evaluated how these differences affect the
Corporation’s ability to monitor grants effectively. Further, the Corporation has not
evaluated how grant and program officers are distributed among offices. This ad hoc and
reactive approach may prevent the Corporation from utilizing grant and program officers
in the offices where they are most needed to provide effective grant monitoring,
Considering the importance of grant and program officers in your grant monitoring
efforts, what is the Corporation doing to evaluate and improve its utilization of the grant
and program officers?

GAQ’s report on grant monitoring at the Corporation found the Corporation does not
ensure all grants are included in the annual assessment for potential risk. Particularly,
those grants awarded after the annual assessment commences are often not included in
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the assessment, which means they are not assessed until the following year. Yet, one of
your risk indicators is “new CNCS recipient.” GAQO recommended you correct this
inconsistency and weakness by establishing and implementing a policy to ensure that all
grants expected o be active in a fiscal year are assessed for potential risk. How is the
Corporation working on establishing such a policy and will it be implemented by the next
evaluation cycle that begins this summer?

The Corporation currently uses 19 indicators, variably weighted, to assess the potential
risk of grantees. Both GAO and the OIG have raised concerns with these indicators. They
noted the current indicators do not effectively predict which grantees will produce
problematic outcomes nor meaningfully cover all identifiable risks, including fraud and
improper payments. Further, the indicators and scoring system do not ensure the riskiest
grants get the highest scores and decisions on how indicators are selected and weighted
have not been documented. The Corporation has contended repeatedly that its grant
monitoring is risk-based, but there are clearly weaknesses in the system. To correct this,
GAQ recommends the Corporation complete its work to benchmark assessment criteria
and scoring process to develop a truly risk-based approach to grant monitoring, What
progress has the Corporation made in this work, and when can Congress expect it to be
completed?

Full-time AmeriCorps members receive a living stipend, Please provide the following
information about these stipends:

a. What is the minimum stipend provided to full-time AmeriCorps members?

b, What is the maximum stipend provided to full-time AmeriCorps members?

¢. What are the exceptions to the minimums and maximum referenced above?

d. What is the average stipend provided to full-time AmeriCorps members?

e. What is the typical federal share of the living stipend provided to AmeriCorps
members?
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ROBERT C. "BOBBY" SCOTT, VA

VIRGINIA FOXX, NC
Ranking Member

Chairwoman

— COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION e

MAJORITY - {202) 225-4527 AND THE WORKFORCE MINORITY - {202} 225—»:;725
: 2) 225-95 SAX — (202) 226-539
FAX - (202) 225-9571 11.8, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES FAX-(202)2

2176 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 206156100

May 12, 2017

The Honorable Deborah Jeffrey

Inspector General

Corporation for National and Community Service
250 E St. SW, Suite 4100

Washington, DC 20024

Dear Inspector General Jeffrey:

Thank you, again, for testifying before the Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce
Development at the hearing entitled “Examining the Corporation for National and Community
Service and Its Failed Oversight of Taxpayer Dollars” on Tuesday, March 28, 2017.

As a follow-up to your testimony, please find enclosed additional questions from me for
inclusion in the final hearing record. Please provide your written responses to Education
Legislative Assistant Caitlin Burke no later than June 2, 2017, Her number is (202) 225-6558
should you have any questions about this request,

We appreciate your time and insight, and we remain grateful for your contribution to the
Committee’s work.

Sincerely,

st Hithrr

Brett Guthrie

Chairman

Subcommittee on Higher Education and
Workforce Development
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Chairman Brett Guthrie (R-KY)

1

o

The Corporation continues to struggle to ensure grantees conduct criminal history checks
in compliance with the clecar mandates in the law. In spite of mandatory professional
development, self-assessment, and an amnesty the prior year to encourage full
compliance, the chief risk officer recently found significant failure rates on criminal
history checks. What has the Corporation done to levy penalties against these grantees or
sanction a grantee’s future involvement in the program? Are these penalties are effective?
What would you recommend the Corporation do to prevent further inaction and
strengthen compliance with the law?

The Fiscal Year 2017 Management Challenges Report indicates the Corporation has
operated in the same inefficient manner since its inception. You advocate for a “radical
restructuring” of the Corporation - going as far to say, “No expert, if given a free hand to
achieve CNCS’s mission on an operating budget of $1 billion per year, would choose the
constraints, redundancies, and Byzantine structure that characterizes CNCS and its
programs.” Would you claborate on the reforms needed at the Corporation to ensure the
effective and efficient utilization of taxpayer funds?

The OIG closed an investigation in November of 2016 into the Georgia Center for
Nonprofits (GCN), which found GCN violated the law by improperly utilizing its VISTA
members when it directed members to perform staff functions and charged clients for
their services. As a result, the grantee was debarred for two years and ordered to repay
over half a million dollars in disallowed costs, This illegal activity took place over a six
year period from 2009 to 2014, which is an unusually long length of time to avoid
detection if CNCS did indeed employ a functioning risk-based monitoring system. To
what would you attribute the failure of the Corporation to detect this illegal activity for
such a long time? What corrective action should the Corporation take to more quickly
detect and appropriately respond to such illegal activity in the future?

Does the OIG track recommendations made to the Corporation and the status of these
recommendations? If so, please provide a summary of open recommendations with the
Corporation.



101

[Ms. Darling’s responses to questions submitted for the record
follow:]

i B
kY

May 31,2017

Response to Additional Questions From
The Committee on Education and the Workforce
Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Training
Hearing on the Corporation for National and Community Service (3.28.17)
By Elizabeth Darling CEO/President OneStar National Service Commission

1. Would you provide clarification on how AmeriCorps members are paid and how much money
they receive?

AmeriCorps members are unique in that they are not like a typical volunteer who may pop-in for
episodic volunteer opportunities or a skilled professional volunteer who has specific credentials or
experience such an attorney or accountant. AmeriCorps service requires a level of commitment that is
consistent over an extended period of time providing continuity and predictability for programs. To
sustain this level of service, AmeriCorps provides a modest living stipend to cover some living expenses
while members are in service.

The legislation that created the various programs under the Corporation for National and Community
Service (AmeriCorps State, AmeriCorps National, AmeriCorps VISTA, AmeriCorps NCCC, Foster
Grandparents, Retired Senior Volunteer Program, and the Senior Companion Program) treats the
payment of individuals participating in each of these programs differently. The information I share with
the committee is related specifically to AmeriCorps State, which is managed by state service
commissions like OneStar.

The living allowance for AmeriCorps State members is based on a rate determined annually by the
Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS) according to various factors such as an
average poverty rate. The current minimum allowance for a member serving in a full-time capacity is
$12,530. Programs may choose to augment this living allowance with private philanthropic dollars up
to a maximum of $25,060. The majority of members serving earn close to the minimum living
allowance.

One of the unique things about the AmeriCorps program is that organizations have the ability to respond
to community needs at the local level. This means that there are hundreds of programs meeting hundreds
of needs in a variety of locations. Some programs operate with a 9-month term of service (such as
mentoring programs that operate on a school year calendar), others operate under an 11-month term
(such as programs providing services to homeless populations). The amount of living allowance paid to
a member is determined by the individual program and divided into equal monthly or perhaps semi-
monthly amounts. A full-time member serving in an | {-month program at the minimum amount
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receives an allowance of $1,139 per month; whereas a full-time member serving in a 9-month program
will receive $1,392. The living allowance is taxable. Upon the successful completion of a term of
service, an AmeriCorps member receives an Education Award (also taxable) that may be used toward
qualified student loans or go directly to an educational institution for future educational expenses. The
value of the Education Award is based on the value of the Pell Grant. The current value of a full-time
education award is $5,775 before taxes. Members may earn up to the value of two full-time education
awards.

Serving as an AmeriCorps member is not intended to be a career. For high school and college graduates
AmeriCorps service can be a career launcher where members gain valuable experience for the
workforce. Serving is also an opportunity for retirees, veterans, and others to give back to their
community through a structured program.

2. Some members were rhetorically asking why they should call AmeriCorps and Senior Corps
members “volunteers” when they are paid. It is very clear to me why they are volunteers, but
would you explain the reasoning why they are volunteers.

AmeriCorps members are unique in that they are not “volunteers” and they are not, by statute,
“employees.” We refer to individuals serving in AmeriCorps as AmeriCorps members, not AmeriCorps
volunteers. They are individuals who have voluntarily signed-on to serve for up to a year in dedicated
service to address local community needs.

While AmeriCorps members are volunteering for a year of service, use of the word volunteer may
misrepresent or dilute the true commitment or level of engagement that is required of these individuals.
A typical community volunteer may be episodic or on-going, but generally even on-going volunteers are
giving a few hours a week of their time. AmeriCorps members are committing to both a total number of
service hours (full-time is 1700 hours), and a duration of a term of service (full-time is typically 10 - 11
months). This level of commitment is not something asked of a typical individual looking to volunteer
in their community.

AmeriCorps members do receive a living allowance; however, it is a modest stipend intended to cover
basic living costs. Generally, community volunteers have full time jobs, or are retirees or students, and
their volunteer activities are additional ways for them to be engaged in their community. Full-time
AmeriCorps members are serving anywhere from 8 to 12 hour days in the community. Without the
living allowance this opportunity would only be available to those with enough family resources to
support those individuals for the year.

Although we use different terminology “member” versus “volunteer” to describe an AmeriCorps
member’s service, it is without question that these individuals are dedicating themselves to serving

Fax: §12.287 2038
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communities and individuals in need over an extended period of time. Sclfless service of this nature is
typically equated with volunteers, and AmeriCorps members are certainly volunteering themselves for
this service; however, because of the level of commitment needed, we consider AmeriCorps members as
more than volunteers.

3. The Majority made it seem like the lag time in completing a background check or
accomplishing the multiple components of a background check was gross negligence. Would you
please describe how state regulations and restrictions complicate the process for grantees? What
are some examples that cause grantees to have to wait many months to complete a background
check and what do they do with employees who have background checks pending?

CNCS requires grantees working with vulnerable populations to obtain four criminal history checks for
every covered service member and staff. The fingerprint-based FBI check and the National Sex
Offender Public Website (NSOPW) check provide the information needed to determine whether an
applicant has any disqualifying offenses on their criminal record, but grantees are additionally required
to perform State of Service and State of Residence criminal history checks. The State of Residence
check is often the most time-consuming and costly for grantees to obtain. It also provides no new
information that would automatically disqualify an applicant from serving, because all such information
is currently available under the fingerprint-based FBI check and the NSOPW check.

No single, comprehensive criminal background check database is publicly available in the United States.
Instead, each state is the "gatckeeper” for background checks, and they have great latitude to determine
who can access background check information, for what purpose, and how the records will be provided.
Variation in criminal codes and criminal history procedures across states leads to inconsistency from
state to state on eligibility, process, cost, turnaround time and thoroughness of results provided.

Given the time and resources required to obtain multiple background checks for every participant and
staff, some larger AmeriCorps grantees have elected to employ a full-time staff member to run
background checks. One grantee reports that processing and managing criminal history checks for
approximately 3,000 AmeriCorps members takes approximately 2,250 staff hours each year,

If the Committee is interested, the Association for State Service Commissions (ASC) and Voices for
National Service have been working on a set of recommendations for improving the background check
process. Below is additional detail on each check and the challenges and delays that a grantee may
encounter.
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National Sex Offender Public Website (NSOPW) Check

A NSOPW check must be completed prior to a member or staff member starting work or service. Although
this check is free and quick to run, it must include the results from all states. Problems can arise if a single
state registry is “down” and not reporting at the time the check is run which happens not infrequently. In such
cases the NSOPW check is not compliant and will result in disallowed costs.

State of Residence and State of Service Criminal History Checks

The most complicated component of the National Service Criminal History Check (NSCHC) is the State
of Residence criminal history check. AmeriCorps programs are required to run a State of Residence
check on all prospective members. A member who will serve in a state other than where they reside,
requires two criminal history checks, State of Residence and State of Service.

The state of residence is the state an AmeriCorps applicant or AmeriCorps program staff applicant is
living in when they apply to serve or work in the program. Each state criminal history repository is
different, requiring different forms, different processes for acquiring checks, and costs vary widely.
Some states require that applicants be fingerprinted in that state as part of their state criminal history
check and other states do not. Some states require that applicants get specific forms notarized as part of
the criminal history check process. In some states applicants must request that criminal history results
be sent directly to the program, rather than allowing programs to make the request directly.

To perform a compliant check for programs that recruit members nationally, conducting State of
Residence checks requires a significant investment of time. National programs must be well-versed in
the procedures required in all 50 U.S. states and the territories, not just the state where the program is
headquartered.

Each state repository not only has a different process to request criminal history checks, but also has
different timelines for receiving responses. These timelines can vary from immediate responses to
several weeks to months. In recognition of the difficulties presented by the timely coordination of these
differing procedures with applicants dispersed across the country, CNCS released a Resource Guide in
2016 with a list of approved, designated state criminal history repositories (some states have more than
one repository) which must be used to conduct a compliant State of Residence check.

FBI Fingerprint Checks
initially, setting up accounts through a state criminal history repository for the State of Service and FBI

fingerprint checks can be quite involved, but when successfully set up, running checks can become
fairly routine. In Texas, we are fortunate that our state repository, Texas Department of Public Safety
also runs FBI fingerprint checks. This is not the case in every state.

In the recent past, complications occurred when programs were prohibited by state law from performing
FBI fingerprint checks through their state criminal history repository. In these cases, some programs
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were able to conduct background checks directly through their state service commission. While this was
an option for some programs, it sometimes caused significant lag times as commissions do'not have the
resources necessary to review all results in a timely manner. CNCS worked diligently to address this
issue and as a result set up “FieldPrint” as an FBI Channeler so that all programs now have access to the
required fingerprint checks.

In Texas, our state laws prohibit us and our sub-grantees from maintaining the results of FBI fingerprint
checks. This is in conflict with the AmeriCorps and Senior Corps regulations to retain all fingerprint
check results. Due to this anomaly, we were required to apply to CNCS for an Alternative Search
Protocol so we could develop a process to track compliance of the initiation and completion of
fingerprint checks, without sharing the actual results with a monitoring official. Several states have
similar laws.

An additional complication that can cause delays is the start time for programs. Many programs hire the
majority of their members for August or September start dates, which means AmeriCorps programs are
competing for limited fingerprinting appointments with other AmeriCorps programs, school districts,
and community volunteer programs working with vulnerable populations. Beyond the issue of start
dates, many AmeriCorps programs recruit their members from out of state, and are thus unable to send
their members to be fingerprinted until their start date or only a few days prior. This delay can cause
results to be a few days or several weeks late in getting back to the program.

In the event that a program does not receive the necessary criminal history check results prior to the start
of service or work for a member or staff person, AmeriCorps and Senior Corps programs are required to
provide accompaniment to any member or staff person who has access to vulnerable populations.
Accompaniment is required until either the State of Service and State of Residence criminal history
check (or the FBI fingerprint check) have been completed along with the National Sex Offender Public
Website check. Not only must programs provide accompaniment, but in order to stay in compliance and
avoid disallowed costs, accompaniment must be documented contemporaneously.

Senior Corps programs face similar challenges with the National Service Criminal History Check
process. Both Foster Grandparent and Senior Companion Programs have orientations the first week of
service. The members do not have contact with vulnerable populations during the initial part of their
orientation. State criminal history repository and FBI fingerprint checks must be conducted on or before
the first day of service. Often even if the National Sex Offender Public Website (NSOPW) check is
completed in advance of the first day of service, but the initiation of the state criminal history repository
checks and FBI fingerprint checks is conducted on the second or third day of orientation, disallowed
costs are assessed even though these late checks do not result in any contact or risk to vulnerable
populations, The situation is similar for Senior Corps staff members that are hired, but for whom the
state criminal history repository and FBI fingerprint checks are initiated a day or two late.

W
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“On time every time” can be challenging to coordinate especially for programs with hundreds of
members coming from different states, with different state protocols and variable timelines. CNCS has
recognized the complexity of the requirements for NSCHCs, and in addition to the resources already
mentioned above, they have also created a NSCHC eCourse that is required for all grantees and sub-
grantees to complete annually. This in-depth course walks through all the requirements including how
to ensure checks are performed and documented correctly. CNCS is deliberate in including NSCHC
sessions at training events, such as the AmeriCorps State/National Symposium and National Service
Regional Conference Trainings. Generally, compliance issues with NSCHCs are not due to a lack of
clear policies and procedures nor to negligence. Compliance issues are usually due to human mistakes
that can occur when trying to implement an administratively complex process with very specific
requirements and no room for error.

2000 - Fax 5122872039
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[Ms. Giblin’s responses to questions submitted for the record fol-
low:]

Corporation for National and Community Service

www.NationalService.gov

June 12, 2017

The Honorable Brett Guthrie

U.S. House of Representatives
Chairman

Subcommittee on Higher Education and
Workforce Development

2176 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-6100

Dear Chairman Guthrie:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce
Development on Tuesday, March 28, 2017. I appreciated the opportunity to share with the committee
the progress the Corporation for National and Community Service has made in the areas of risk
assessment, grants oversight and management.

Please find enclosed the tesponses to the additional questions you provided on May 12, 2017 for
inclusion in the final hearing records.

Once again, | appreciate having been given the opportunity to testify before your committee and thank
you for your continued leadership on this important topic. If you have any questions regarding the
enclosed, please contact Tess Mason-Elder, Acting Director of Government Relations, at (202) 606-
6873.

Sincqrcly.
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Lori Giblin

Chief Risk Officer

Corporation for National and Community Service
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June 12, 2017
Questions for the Record

1. Failures in the Corporation’s grant monitoring have been highlighted repeatedly by the Inspector
General, the Government Accountability Office, and this Subcommittee. However, the Corporation
has not systematically evaluated the results of its monitoring activities across all programs as called
for by GAO in its Standards of Internal Controls report. Why hasn’t the Corporation done such an
evaluation to ensure it is utilizing taxpayer resources effectively and efficiently? When will the
Corporation conduct this evaluation as recommended by GAO?

CNCS response: On an annual basis the agency has convened its monitoring work group to evaluate
the previous year’s risk assessment process and used the results to improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of the risk assessment efforts. In 2017, the Office of the Chief Risk Officer (OCRO) will
perform a holistic evaluation of the risk assessment program. To do this, OCRO recently hired two
staff with public and private sector risk assessment experience and recently awarded a contract to a
third party vendor that will facilitate a complete review of the risk assessment process including
changes to the assessment criteria, work flow, and internal controls, and the development of an
evaluation process for continuous improvement. OCRO is also working on ways to automate the
workflow of the annual risk assessment. It is expected that the contract will be awarded in June 2017
and the new portfolio risk assessment criteria will be developed by the end of the calendar year. The
agency will adjust the new criteria and test it for effectiveness and accuracy in calendar year 2018.

2. The GAO report makes six recommendations to the Corporation in order to improve grant
monitoring. Please provide a detailed plan and timeline for the Corporation to complete these
recommendations.

CNCS response: CNCS provided its plan to address GAO’s recommendations in a memo
transmitted on May 11, 2017. A copy of that plan is attached for the Commiittee (see Attachment 1
20170511_CNCS Plan to GAO 17-90).

3. The Corporation continues to struggle to ensure grantees conduct criminal history checks in
compliance with the clear mandates in the law. In spite of mandatory professional development, self-
assessment, and an amnesty the prior year to encourage full compliance, you found significant
failure rates on these checks. As noted in the hearing, grantees put vulnerable populations at risk
when they fail to complete these criminal history checks in compliance with the law.

a. Why does the Corporation not disallow all costs associated with service conducted when a
grantee is not in full compliance on this requirement?

CNCS response: CNCS disallows all costs associated with ineligible individuals, including stipends,
salaries, fringe benefits and, education awards. In cases where an individual is eligible to serve, but
the grantee’s files are not fully compliant, disallowance amounts are based on the level of
noncompliance. CNCS’s current disallowance guidance is a result of numerous years of working to
educate grantees regarding the complexity of the National Service Criminal History Check
(NSCHC) requirements and encourage compliance with the NSCHC regulations. Agency leadership
is reviewing the disallowance amounts and may update the guidance in the coming months.

NSCHC compliance includes documenting a multi-step process. To name just a few of these steps,
the process includes:

* Determining who requires a background check
¢ Determining the type of check required



109

June 12,2017
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+ Determining the date the check must be initiated

* Documenting volunteer understanding of the requirement itself
* Documenting consent and the identity of the volunteer

+ ldentifying the proper sources from which to obtain the check

+ Documenting the date the check was returned and adjudicated
» Validating that accompaniment was performed, if required.

Under the current policy, noncompliance occurs if any of these steps are not performed or if one is
performed incorrectly, untimely, and/or not fully documented. Additionally, CNCS award amounts
range in dollar amount (from $0 to multi-million) and award type (full operating grants, education
only awards, and awards to grantees comprised of just training dollars). Disallowing all costs
associated with service without taking into account the award amount or type of grant, could result
in zero to millions of dollars in disallowances regardless of the severity of noncompliance, and
inconsistent treatment of noncompliance that depends on the type of grant rather than the level of
noncompliance.

Agency leadership will take all of these factors into consideration as we refine and strengthen the
disallowance policies to more fully align with our commitment to holding all grantees accountable
for noncompliance.

b. How will the Corporation ensure a reduction in these failure rates and adequately assess penalties
for noncompliance with the law?

CNCS response: To address noncompliance, CNCS continues to provide multiple training
opportunities for grantees and staff regarding criminal history noncompliance. In addition, the
agency is currently in the process of identifying a vendor to perform state criminal history checks
and nationwide sex offender checks. This will provide grantees with a single solution to mitigate
most of the noncompliance associated with the multistep process. This new solution draws on
CNCS’s experience in providing a similar sojution to its grantees in 2016 when the agency obtained
the services of a vendor to provide FBI checks for grantees. The vendor has worked with over 500
CNCS customers, performing over 23,000 checks that are known to be fully compliant with regard
to data source and applicable clearances. CNCS believes that providing a simpler and more
streamlined approach for cornpleting criminal history checks accurately and more timely will result
in a notable decrease in noncompliance.

¢. How will the Corporation assess the programs most at risk for not conducting criminal history
checks?

CNCS response: The agency will continue to assess programs (AmeriCorps, Senior Corps, Social
Innovation Fund) risk through its annual Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery
Improvement Act (IPERIA) testing process. In addition, CNCS continues to assess and evaluate
grantee criminal history check compliance through our ongoing monitoring visits with grantees, as
well as through our continuous training and technical assistance activities, such as the regional
training conferences, webinars, and other resources.

d. Please provide the full cost disallowance policy you referenced in the hearing, including how
these financial penalties are determined.
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CNCS response: Please see attached enforcement and disallowance for NSCHC ineligibility and
disallowance (Attachment 2).

e. Please identify the minimum, maximum, and average financial penalty levied on grantees for
noncompliance.

CNCS response; According to the National Service Criminal History Check Enforcement Guide, the
minimum disallowance amount per noncompliant file is $250. The maximum disallowance amount
per noncompliant file is $1,500. These varying disallowance levels account for the types of grants
and degrees of non-compliance mentioned in response to question 3.a., above. The average financial
penalty levied on grantees for noncompliance in FY 2016 was $7,000. In addition to the minimum
and maximum disallowances associated with noncompliance, CNCS disallows all costs associated
with staff salaries and other benefits and national service participants’ stipends and education awards
for any individuals who are deemed ineligible. As noted above, the agency is reviewing the
disallowance amounts to better align them with the agency’s requirement for NSCHC compliance.
The agency will provide the Committee with an updates as the policy is updated or further refined.

In their work, GAO found the Corporation is not strategic in how it utilizes its program and grant
officers. As a result, the workload of grant and program officers varies greatly among offices, but the
Corporation has not evaluated how these differences affect the Corporation’s ability to monitor
grants effectively. Further, the Corporation has not evaluated how grant and program officers are
distributed among offices. This ad hoc and reactive approach may prevent the Corporation from
utilizing grant and program officers in the offices where they are most needed to provide effective
grant monitoring. Considering the importance of grant and program officers in your grant monitoring
efforts, what is the Corporation doing to evaluate and improve is utilization of the grant and program
officers?

CNCS response: As mentioned in its response to the GAO audit, CNCS has taken significant steps
in the last two years to address workforce needs. CNCS has established a senior executive level
committee that reviews all staffing level requests and ensures appropriate staffing justifications are
provided. This group also ensures that all functions within the agency are being resourced
appropriately. As a result of this systematic approach, the Office of Grants Management (OGM), the
Field Financial Management Center, and Office of Program Operations were able to add additional
staff in order to meet current work demands, especially grants monitoring. CNCS is also reviewing
its full corps of grant and program officers to ensure that they are appropriately allocated across the
agency’s programs and offices.

GAO’s report on grant monitoring at the Corporation found the Corporation does not ensure all
grants are included in the annual assessment for potential risk. Particularly, those grants awarded
after the annual assessment commences are often not included in the assessment, which means they
are not assessed until the following year. Yet, one of your risk indicators is “new CNCS recipient.”
GAO recommended you correct this inconsistency and weakness by establishing and implementing a
policy to ensure that all grants expected to be active in a fiscal year are assessed for potential risk.
How is the Corporation working on establishing such a policy and will it be implemented by the next
evaluation cycle that begins this summer?

CNCS response: CNCS agrees that all active grants should be assessed annually for potential risk.
CNCS has revised its current guidance to ensure that all grants are included in the assessment
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process and will apply GAQ’s recommendation. The policy will be implemented with this year’s
assessment cycle and include all awards made in FY2017.

6. The Corporation currently uses 19 indicators, variably weighted, to assess the potential risk of
grantees. Both GAO and the OIG have raised concerns with these indicators. They noted the current
indicators do not effectively predict which grantees will produce problematic outcomes nor
meaningfully cover all identifiable risks, including fraud and improper paymenis. Further, the
indicators and scoring system do not ensure the riskiest grants get the highest scores and decisions
on how indicators are selected and weighted have not been documented. The Corporation has
contended repeatedly that is grant monitoring is risk-based, but there are clearly weaknesses in the
systemn. To correct this, GAO recommends the Corporation complete its work to benchmark
assessment criteria and scoring process to develop a truly risk-based approach to grant monitoring.
What progress has the Corporation made in this work, and when can Congress expect it to be
completed?

CNCS response: The Chief Risk Officer (CRO) continues to validate and assess the agency’s current
risk indicators against industry best practices to ensure that CNCS is deploying the most appropriate
risk model. The CRO will use this information and all other data, to develop criteria by the end of
calendar year 2017. The new criteria wiil be calibrated and tested for effectiveness and accuracy in
calendar year 2018.

7. Full-time AmeriCorps members receive a living stipend. Please provide the following information
about these stipends:

a, What is the minimum stipend provided to full-time AmeriCorps members?

CNCS response: The minimum living allowance for AmeriCorps State and National members
for Fiscal Year 2017 is $12,630,

b. What is the maximum stipend provided to full-time AmeriCorps members?

CNCS response: The maximum living allowance for AmeriCorps State and National full time
members for Fiscal Year 2017 is $24,930.

¢. What are the exceptions to the minimums and maximum reference above?
CNCS response: The exceptions to the minimums and maximums referenced above are:

* Programs existing prior to September 21, 1993 are not required to offer a living
allowance. If an applicant chooses to offer a living allowance, it is exempt from the
minimum requirement, but not the maximum requirement. EAP Grantees are not required
to provide a living allowance, but if a living allpwance is provided, it must comply with
the maximum requirements. Professional Corps Grantees must provide members a living
allowance or salary, which must meet the minimum, but may exceed the maximum living
allowance. Professional Corps member salaries are paid entirely by the organizations
with which the members serve, and are not included in the budget.
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«  Although AmeriCorps programs are allowed to provide supplemental benefits, almost all
AmeriCorps State and National programs’ living allowance plus supplemental benefits do
not exceed the maximum living allowance amount.

d. What is the average stipend provided to full-time AmeriCorps members?

CNCS response: The average living allowance provided to a full time AmeriCorps State and
National members in 2014 was $11,525, in 2015 was $13,254, and in 2016 was $13,166.

e. What is the typical federal share of the living stipend provided to AmeriCorps members?
CNCS response: The average federal share of living allowances provided to AmeriCorps State

and National members in 2014 was 63 percent, in 2015 was 62 percent, and in 2016 was 63
percent.
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Corporation for National and Community Service

NationalService.gov

May 11,2017

Dear GAO colleagues,

On the behalf of CNCS, T want to thank you for your thoughtful and thorough work on this engagement. We
are pleased GAO acknowledged our established assessment-based monitoring process and grateful for
feedback on how to refine and improve the process going forward. GAQ's recommendation that CNCS move
from compliance- to risk-based monitoring represents a maturational process that is occurring throughout the
Federal Government. In fact, it is called out specifically in updates to OMB Circular A123 focused on
Enterprise Risk Management. Aided by the establishment and staffing of the Office of the Chief Risk Officer
(OCRO), CNCS is moving forward toward this goal. We continue to review, revise, and refine the agency’s
approach to risk management and grants monitoring to ensure that we, as well as our grantees, are
accountable for federal funds.

CNCS values GA(Y's input and will continue to implement your recommendations as resources allow,
Specifically, we will continue:
« Improving risk mouitoring, fracking, and scoring
» Enhancing the alignment of monitoring actions with assessment results to include ensuring that all
grants undergo an assessment
» Conducting routine evaluations of our monitoring and oversight process to ensure continual
improvement .
* Implementing strategic workforce planning and aligning employee development with agency goals
and critical competencies.

We appreciate the opportunity to collaborate with GAO to improve our programs and practices. Please find
our responses to your recommendations below: o

1. Ensure that CNCS completes its efforts to benchumark its assessment criteria and scoring process to
further develop a risk-based approach to grant monitoring and that information from this effort is used
to {a) score the indicators so that the riskiest grants get the highest scores (b} revise the assessment
indicators to meaningfully cover all identifiable risks, including improper payments, and (¢} document
decisions on how indicators are selected and weighted.

We will continue to periodically benchmark our assessment criteria in order to ensure that we are assessing
appropriate risks, CNCS recognizes the need to move from compliance- to risk-based monitoring, We view
this effort as maturing an existing approach, as opposed to starting a new one from scratch. The OCRO will
help to refine this approach as part of reviewing and revising risk criteria and scoring. The agency’s
enhanced risk-based approach will begin with Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 grant awards.

Carporation for
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2. Establish and implement a policy to ensure that all grants expected to be active in a fiscal year,
including those awarded after the annual assessment, are assessed for potential risk.

CNCS agrees that all active grants should be assessed annually for potential risk. In regards to the FY 2015
assessment, 208 awards across our grant programs were made after the assessment data was pulled on
August 26, 2015. Of the 208 awards made between August 26 and September 30, only 15 were for new
CNCS grantees, The remaining grant awards went to existing grantees, predominately State Commissions,
National Directs, and longstanding Senior Corps grantees, as well as ongoing VISTA projects.

CNCS will revise our current assessment policy to ensure that all grants are included in the assessment
process and immediately implement GAQ's recommendation.

3. Review monitoring protocols, including the level of information collected for oversight of sub-
recipient’s activities such as criminal history checks, and enhance protocols as appropriate.

CNCS, like most federal agencies, monitors at the prime grantee level. We recognize that more needs to be
done to address risk at the sub-recipient level, particularly regarding CHC compliance. Per regulation,
grantees are primarily responsible for monitoring their sub-recipients. However, CNCS has taken steps to
resolve CHC compliance with grantees and sub-recipients. We have implemented the use of an FBI
channeler and are exploring a contract solution for national and state checks. This will also address IPERA-
related concerns relating to CHC. In addition, CNCS is strictly enforcing CHC compliance and disallowing
costs when grantees have failed to comply with CHC requirements.

4. Establish activities to systematically evaluate grant monitoring results.

As noted in our response to recommendation 1, CNCS has not only established the OCRO, but resourced it
so that we can continue to build on our current risk assessment framework and capture the information
and data necessary to continue to enhance our approach to risk-based monitoring.

5. Develop and document a strategic workforce planning process.

CNCS has taken significant steps in the last two years to address workforce needs. CNCS has established a
senior executive level committee that reviews all staffing level requests and ensures appropriate staffing
justifications are provided, This group also ensures that all functions within the agency are being resourced
appropriately. As a result of this systematic approach, OCRO has received an appropriate level of staffing
needed to accomplish their mission. In addition, the Office of Grants Management (OGM), the Field
Financial Management Center, and Office of Program Operations were able to add additional staff in order
to meet current work demands.

In accordance with direction received from OMB following the release of the “Memorandum for Heads of
Executive Departments and Agencies”, M-17-22, CNCS is launching an enterprise-wide re-examination of
the agencies’ mission, strategy and structure in order to develop a plan to ensure employee performance is
maximized and the agency is operating effectively.
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6. As part of CNCS's efforts to develop an employee development program, update critical competencies
for grant monitoring, and establish a training process linked with agency goals and these competencies.

CNCS implemented a robust training initiative late in FY 2015 and carried this over into FY 2016 in which
OGM staff received significant training in areas specifically associated with grants monitoring. A majority
of Grant Management Specialists have now been able to obtain grant management certificates as part of
this initiative. In addition to the staff training initiatives undertaken since FY 2015, CNCS is in the process
of developing a broader agency-wide employee development program that will link competencies to
development needs in a variety of mission-critical roles.

Again, [ want to thank you for your thoughtful and constructive work during this engagement and for the
recommendations you have provided to CNCS.
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Enforcement and Disallowance for
NSCHC Ineligibility and NSCHC Noncompliance

NSCHC - Ineligible Individual

An ineligible individual (42 USC 12645g(c)) is anyone who (1) is registered or required to be
registered on a sex offender registry; (2) has been convicted of murder; (3) refuses to consent to
the NSCHCs; or {(4) makes a false statement in connection with his or her NSCHC. Ineligible
individuals are barred from working or serving on a grant-funded program. Recipients are
strongly encouraged to promote the safety of those involved in their national service program
through various means. The NSCHC establishes a baseline screening procedure, Recipients may
establish a screening procedure with components and criteria that go beyond the NSCHC baseline
requirements and that are tailored to the needs of their program, organization, and beneficiary
population. Recipients should also be aware that regardless of documented accompaniment, all
associated costs with an ineligible individual will be disallowed.

If you determine that an ineligible individual served or worked on a CNCS grant (including
matching funds), you must:

» Immediately remove any currently serving ineligible individuals from the CNCS grant,
and retain documentation of their service history and NSCHC documentation.

+ Disallow all costs associated with the individual. Costs include any stipend, salary,
fringe benefits, or education award. Calculate these costs from the individual’s start
date in a covered position.

» Establish proper documentation and report the confirmed ineligibility to CNCS

NSCHC - Eligible Individual — Noncompliant File
Noncompliance refers to a situation in which an individual in a covered position is eligible to
serve, but a recipient did not fully comply with all of these items:
¢ Properly conduct all required NSCHC components for the individual,
e Conduct the required NSCHC components on time.
¢ Ensure that an individual with access to vulnerable populations was in the physical
presence of a qualified individual while checks were pending (also known as
“accompaniment”).
s Retain proper documentation.

If noncompliance is discovered:
* A recipient must take corrective action to correctly determine eligibility.
« CNCS will disallow costs associated with NSCHC noncompliance.

Use the Matrix on the next page to determine the level of mitigation in each noncompliant
file and associated disallowance per individual.

Page 1 of 2
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NSCHC MITIGATION MATRIX

Disallowance for each individual for whom...

Self-Reporting i Standard Disallowance

High Mitigation is present

Moderate Mitigation is present

MITIGATION

Low Mitigation is present

NO ACCESS OR EPISODIC ACCESS

RECURRING ACCESS TO

RATING TO VULNERABLE POPULATIONS VULNERABLE POPULATIONS
; Program adjudicated a sex offender check Program met the requirements of 1, 2,7and 3:
before the individual began work or started 1. Performed accompaniment (if required); AND
service on the grant AND at leastone of the 12 Adjudicated a sex offender check before the
= : | following is present, even if late: individual began work or started service on the grant;
i High Initiated a vendor chef:k that i‘nc‘!uded‘a AND
KA nationwide search of state criminal history! 3. Inifiated one of the following en time:
Mlt!gatlpn : information; OR + A vendor check that included a nationwide search

+  Initiated the State of Service or State of
Residence check through CNCS designated
sources; OR

4+ Initiated a fingerprint-based FBI check. .

of state criminal history information; OR

A State of Service or State of Residence check
through CNCS designated sources; OR

A fingerprint-based FBI check.

Program met the requirements of 1 or 2:

.

Program adjudicated a sex offender check
AND at least one of the following is present,
even if both are late:

{, Performed accompaniment (if required} AND
initiated one of the follewing on time:

+  Initiated a vendor check that included a * A vendor check that included a nationwide search
nationwide search of state criminal history of state criminal history information; OR.
information; OR + A State of Service or State of Residence check

Initiated the State of Service or State of
Residence check through CNCS designated
sources; OR

» Initiated a fingerprint-based FBI check.

through CNCS designated sources; OR
A fingerprint-based FBI check.

.

2. Adjudicated a sex offender ¢heck before the.

individual began work or started service oi the grant

AND at least one of the following is present, even if.

late;

* A vendor check that included a nationwide search
of state criminal history information; OR

+ . .A Stateof Service or State of Residerice check
through CNCS designated sources; OR

» A fingerprint-based FBI check.

Any other combination of factors that does not meet the requirements for Moderate Mitigation or High

Mitigation,

This Matrix does not preclude CNCS from implementing other remedies for noncompliance or taking other measures as authorized by
law. CNCS may update this Matrix at any time. The disallowance amount is a remedy for noncompliance per 2 C.F.R. § 200.338.

Page 2 of 2
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[Inspector Jeffrey’s responses to questions submitted for the
record follow:]

Corporation for

NATIONAL &
COMMUNITY
SERVICEEESSEZ

Deborah J. Jeffrey
Inspector General

By email
June 12, 2017

The Honorable Brett Guthrie, Chairman

Committee on Education and the Workforce

Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Development
2176 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515-6100

Re: Responses to Questions for the Record

Dear Chairman Guthrie:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before the Committee on Education and the Workforce,
Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Development, at the hearing, Examining the
Corporation for National and Community Service and Its Failed Oversight of Taxpayer Dollars, on
Tuesday, March 28, 2017. My staff and | greatly appreciate your interest in oversight of the
programs, activities and operations of the Corporation for National and Community Service
(CNCS). The hearing brought much needed visibility to several opportunities for improvement.

Attached are my responses to the questions that you have posed for inclusion in the hearing
record, | look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff.

Respectfuily, y py

/ % e
@z/fﬁ % /g g/%’/
Deborah J. Jeffrey
Enclosure

Cc: The Honorable Susan A. Davis, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Higher Education and
Workforce Development (w/enci.)

250 E Street, SW v Suite 4100 sk Washington, DC 20525
202-606-3990 ¥ Hotline: 800-452-8210 ¥ www.cnesoig.gov
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Responses of Deborah J, Jeffrey, Inspector General of the Corporation for National and
Community Service, to Questions for the Record following the hearing, Examining the
Corporation for National and Community Service and Its Failed Oversight of Taxpayer Dollars,
before the House Committee on Education and the Workforce, Subcommittee on Higher
Education and Workforce Development, on March 28, 2017

1. The Corporation continues to struggle to ensure grantees conduct criminal history
checks in compliance with clear mandates in the law. In spite of mandatory professional
development, self-assessment, and amnesty the prior year to encourage full
compliance, the chief risk officer recently found significant failure rates on criminal
history checks. What has the Corporation done to levy penalties against these grantees
or sanction a grantee’s future involvement in the program? Are these penalties
effective? What would you recommend the Corporation do to prevent further inaction
and strengthen compliance with the law?

Response
Congress mandated specific criminal history checks to prevent convicted murderers and

sex offenders from using CNCS programs to gain access to at-risk individuals. Far too
many grantees do not conduct these background checks timely and thoroughly. Last year,
depending on the program, the Chief Risk Officer found that 22-41 percent of individuals
supported through CNCS grants served without complete and timely criminal history
checks. This level of noncompliance demonstrates that CNCS has not effectively enforced
these critical safety requirements. CNCS-OIG is unaware of a single instance in which the
Corporation terminated a grant or denied a new award because of noncompliance with
criminal history checking reguirements.

Depending on its leadership over the years, CNCS has vacillated on enforcement. From
October 2011 to October 2014, its stated policy under one former General Counsel was
to disallow all costs associated with a national service participant or grant-funded staff
member during a period of noncompliance. Enforcement of this strict policy, however,
was spotty. Program officers generally helped grantees remedy noncompliance, but
often did not disallow the associated costs. CNCS’s Chief Grants Officer during this period
retroactively approved noncompliant practices that she acknowledged were insufficient,
to avoid penalizing a grantee.!

After improper payments testing revealed the extent of noncompliance, in late 2014 the
Corporation undertook the mandatory training and self-assessment referenced in your

* Semiannual Report to Congress, Audits and Reviews: Corporation Reaffirms Decisions to Allow Costs Related to
Untimely and Improperly Performed Background Checks, at p. 14 (April 30, 2015) available at
https://www.cnesoig.gov/sites/default/flles/sar 15-01 0.pdf.




120

question, and granted amnesty. CNCS-OIG recommended that the criminal history
checking requirements thereafter be strictly enforced.? Under a successor General
Counsel, however, CNCS rejected this approach. In August 2015, over the objections of
CNCS-0IG, the Corporation adopted token fines that were purposefully designed to
minimize the financial consequences for noncompliant grantees. The fines ranged $250
to $1,500, subject to a 50 percent discount if the grantee self-reported.

Such nominal amounts are too low to create proper incentives. In the first case under the
new penalty structure, the fine totaled $8,500, only three-tenths of one percent (.003) of
the grant amount. (The grantee had returned nearly $500,000 of the award as unspent,
so this small fine was unlikely to make much of an impression.) Over the six-month period
analyzed by CNCS-0IG, the penalties averaged less than one percent of the funds awarded
by CNCS. That’s a small cost of doing business, not an effective sanction for recklessness.

Shortly before the March 28, 2017 hearing, the Chief Risk Officer advised my Office that
CNCS would be doubling the fines, effective in April. A 2 percent fine is still too low, given
the low probability of detection® and the gravity of the potential harm of allowing known
predators access to at-risk communities. Now, in the wake of the Subcommittee’s
oversight hearing, CNCS reports that it is once again revisiting its enforcement strategy,
promising to do better this time.

Enforcement of critical safety requirements should not vary widely with changes in CNCS
leadership, nor should it demand constant Congressional oversight. Given CNCS’s lack of
success and the absence of meaningful accountability over the past six years, it is
appropriate for Congress to mandate robust enforcement, which can be achieved through
modest changes to 42 USC § 12645g, Criminal history checking:

1. Amending 42 USC § 12645g(b) and {d) to require for all national service positions (1)
a notionwide name-based search of the National Sex Offender Public Registry and {2)
a criminal history search of the FBI fingerprint database, both to be completed prior
to the start of an individual’s service as a national service participant or as a grant-
funded staff member;

2 Semiannual Report to Congress, Audits and Reviews: Corporation Develops Promising New Criminal History Check
Policy; Further Refinements Needed to Ensure Strong Accountability, at pp. 12-14 (April 30, 2015) available at
https://www cncsoig.gov/sites/default/files/sar 15-01 0.pdf.

3 Enforcement is also problematic because CNCS’s monitoring fails to detect most noncompliance. Monitoring site
visits to grantees may occur only once every six years. CNCS does not visit most subgrantees and relies on the
prime grantee (often a State Commission for AmeriCorps} to monitor compliance. Improper payments testing, the
second way CNCS identifies noncompliance, looks at only a tiny sample of grantees and their criminal history
checks.
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2. Adding to 42 USC § 12645g(c) that an individual is ineligible to serve during any period
of noncompliance with subsections {b) and (d).

3. Requiring that, in the case of fixed amount grants, CNCS disallow either a pro rata
share of the amount awarded per person for each individual whose criminal history
check is incomplete or untimely, or 25 percent of the value of the education award,
whichever is greater.

Taken together, these changes would require CNCS to disallow all costs for an individual
during a period of noncompliance and generally preclude it from excusing partial
compliance. These changes should not be burdensome for grantees; the National Sex
Offender Public Website takes only minutes to search, and CNCS has a contractor that can
perform the FBI search within days.

For its part, CNCS should review grantees’ criminal history checks more frequently and
exercise direct oversight of subgrantees’ compliance. Not only should CNCS require
grantees to come into compliance and disallow costs during any period of noncompliance,
it should perform a follow-up review the next year to ensure that there is no recurrence;
no such reviews are currently performed, so a grantee may fail to comply year after year
and still escape detection. Any grantee with repeated noncompliance should be
disqualified from receiving additional grant funds. These measures must send a
consistent message that criminal history checking is a high-priority item and that
violations will not be tolerated, minimized or excused.

CNCS reports that it is exploring the possibility of engaging one or more vendors to
perform state criminal history checks, which would relieve grantees of a task that many
cannot perform successfully. Implementation of such a solution, however, would require
CNCS to overcome a number of obstacles and constraints and ultimately may not be
feasible. Deferring action pending such a solution is inadvisable.

2. The Fiscal Year 2017 Management Challenges Report indicates the Corporation has
operated in the same inefficient manner since its inception. You advocate for a “radical
restructuring” of the Corporation — going as far to say “No expert, if given a free hand
to achieve CNCS’s mission on an operating budget of $1 billion per year, would choose
the constraints, redundancies, and Byzantine structure that characterizes CNCS and its
programs.” Would you elaborate on the reforms needed at the Corporation to ensure
the effective and efficient utilization of taxpayer funds?

Response
CNCS's stovepipe structure impedes agency-wide management, resource allocation and

flexibility. Agency leaders have limited ability to direct resources strategically as needed
to meet the overall mission and do not have a portfolio-wide view of their grant risks.

4
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Differences among programs’ oversight and monitoring approaches appear to be
historical artifacts, rather than reflecting a considered decision about the most cost-
effective way to meet current and future challenges. Restructuring CNCS should be
dictated by its mission, strategy, priorities, legal responsibilities, the drivers of success,
the risks that it will confront and the workforce skills necessary to perform in these areas.
Even without a comprehensive analysis of these factors, certain structural reforms
suggest themselves:

1. Shrink or eliminate the $30 million National Civilian Community Corps and redirect
a portion of the savings to grantees that perform comparable services, including
disaster response and recovery, at a fraction of the cost.*

2. Consolidate financial oversight of grantees into a single office, rather than
maintaining two separate grants management operations: the Federal Financial
Management Center in Philadelphia, PA, which oversees Senior Corps and VISTA;
and the Office of Grants Management at CNCS’s Washington, DC headquarters,
which oversees AmeriCorps State and National.

3. Develop a rigorous, risk-based approach to all aspects of grants management,
from application to closeout, including a cafeteria approach to monitoring, with a
menu of oversight activities that align to specific risks.

4. Accelerate the deployment of data analytics to support efficient, risk-based
monitoring and reduce labor costs.

5. Centralize programmatic oversight of Senior Corps, thereby eliminating 52 Field
Liaison offices throughout the United States. Given the small size of the average
Senior Corps grant, it is unlikely that a risk-based allocation of monitoring
resources would require program officers in every state.

6. Alternatively, distribute Senior Corps grants {which are effectively formula-based)
either as block grants to the states or through the existing AmeriCorps State
Commissions, and authorize CNCS to award large grants on a competitive basis.
These changes would require legislation.

7. Use fixed-amount grants for any awards below a predetermined dollar amount,
to limit risks and reduce monitoring demands on staff.

4 For an in-depth discussion of this issue, see Report No. 17-05, Evaluation of the AmeriCorps National Civilian
Community Corps Program, available at https://www.cncsoig.gov/sites/default/files/17-05 ncce evaluation.ndf.
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8. Align VISTA {which is part of the AmeriCorps family) with AmeriCorps State and
National, rather than with Senior Corps, for monitoring purposes.

9. Monitor {and maintain grant management data) by grantee, as well as by grant
and program. We understand that the new grants management database will
enable this.

10. Standardize the grant application and award processes across programs, so thata
grantee can simultaneously apply for grants in more than one program.

11. To the maximum extent practicable, standardize the regulatory requirements and
monitoring across programs, e.g., eliminate unnecessary differences between
AmeriCorps grants and VISTA grants.

12. Directly monitor key risks, such as criminal history checking and prohibited
activities, rather than relying on prime grantees for subgrantee monitoring.

13, Qutsource administrative support functions, such as procurement, via shared
services agreements.

14. Have senior leaders provide stronger oversight (including after-action
assessments and accountability) of professional services, consuiting and research
study proposals above a predetermined dollar threshold.’

3. The OIG closed an investigation in November of 2016 into the Georgia Center for
Nonprofits (GCN}, which found GCN violated the law by improperly utilizing its VISTA
members when it directed members to perform staff functions and charged clients for
their services. As a result, the grantee was debarred for two years and ordered to repay
over half a million dollars in disallowed costs. This illegal activity took place over a six-
year period from 2009 to 2014, which is an unusually long length of time to avoid
detection if CNCS did indeed employ a functioning risk-based monitoring system. To
what would you attribute the failure of the Corporation to detect this illegal activity for
such a long time? What corrective action should the Corporation take to more quickly
detect and appropriately respond to such iilegal activity in the future?

S For more information on the elements of effective oversight of such spending, see Report No, 14-09, Audit of
Blanket Purchase Agreements for Professional Consulting Services, available at
https.//www.cnesoig.gov/sites/default/files/14-08.pdf.
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Response
Here, the problem was not detection but rather a staff member’s failure to respond to

repeated allegations and complaints, and CNCS's failure to properly supervise an
employee described by colleagues as a marginal performer, who had been denied a
requested transfer to another State Office. Disruption in the employee’s personal life,
the transfer request and its denial should have been treated as performance risk
indicators and triggered increased supervision. That did not occur.

The former CNCS Georgia State Program Specialist, who was responsible for primary
oversight of this VISTA activity, failed to act on numerous complaints from VISTA
members, purposely omitted significant findings from her monitoring visit reports and
chose not to alert her supervisors or CNCS-OIG to many of these serious problems. In
addition to the complaints, documentation furnished by GCN to the Georgia State Office
showed on its face that VISTA members were expected to perform administrative tasks
not appropriate for VISTA service. On at least two occasions, the State Program Specialist
failed to follow instructions from the State Director, and the State Director never followed
up to see whether her instructions were carried out.®

Willful misrepresentation or concealment by an employee poses challenges for any
organization. Here, however, the State Director should have recognized that the Program
Specialist had “checked out” and supervised her more closely. Spot checks of her work,
including review of her monitoring visit notes, could have revealed many of the
complaints on which she failed to act.

On a more prosaic note, CNCS-OIG has also recommended that VISTA develop a
standardized complaint form, to be used for every complaint, and require supervisory
review of responsive actions. CNCS responded that it would consider this. Maintaining a
trail and accountability for responding to complaints could have enabled earlier discovery
of the problems at GCN.

4. Does the 0IG track recommendations made to the Corporation and the status of
these recommendations? If so, please provide a summary of open recommendations
with the Corporation.

Response
CNCS-0IG tracks recommendations made to the Corporation, the status of the

Corporation’s response and the extent to which it has implemented those
recommendations. With the enactment of the Inspector General Empowerment Act of

¢ The State Director herself had a checkered history at CNCS, having been promoted after she was disciplined for
misusing travel funds. In fact, while her supervisee was disregarding serious misconduct at GCN, the State Director
was stealing Federal funds and charging personal expenses to government travel card. She resigned in lieu of
termination in early 2014,
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2016, each Semiannual Report now includes a running list of unimplemented
recommendations. A copy of the most recent list is attached.
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Benchmark the expected rate of member sttrition so that monitoring can focus on grants with
excessive attrition.

2e

Establish criteria for elevating seriously troubled grants for attention by senior management, to
ensure that corrective action plans are successful and accountability is maintained.

Obtain quarterly information from grantees on total program expenditures and/or development
of non-CNCS funding for program support.

Conduct risk assessments using appropriately weighted criteria that are relevant to the risks
posed by fixed amount grants, including the grantee’s ability to contribute funding from non-
CNCS sources.

01G-14-04

Agreed-Upon Procedures for
Carporation for National and
Community Service Grants
Awarded 1o Arkansas Service!
Commission

11/14/13

ild

Recover the grant casts associated with successive service terms of AmeriCorps members who
were not eligible to serve a second term because they did not receive an evaluation of their first
term of service.

$4,602
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Audit of Blanket Purchase
Agreements for Professional
Consulting Services

6/20/14

Establish a standardized entity-wide detision process for the use of consulting/professional
services, 16 include and document consideration of {a) the need for the project; {b] specificity
and suitability of design; {c} the intended users; {d) any alternative means of accomplishing the
objective; (e} how the project’s progress will be monitored and by whom; {f} how guality, value
and success of the project will be measured/evalusted, relative 1o its cost; (g} whether the
particular project is the best use of CNCS resources, in view of competing needs and priorities
and CNCS's oversll strategy, objectives and priorities; and () how the project links to CNCS's
strategic plan and the strategic objectives of the requesting office, Mere availability of funds
within a particular office’s budget should not, without more, justify the expenditure.

$973,594
Note 2

Mote 2: Savings cannot be
estimated with precision but
fikely represent several million
dollars, because a small sample
included waste of 5892,263 and
unauthorized commitments of
581,331 during a three year
period.

Establish a central committee to review and approve any consulting projects that exceed pre-
established cost thresholds. include an OPS representative on the committee or in an advisory
capacity.

Require meaningful review of contractor and subcontractor cost proposals, and maintain
appropriate documentation of the review and its conclusions in the contract file. Develop
procedures to guide staff in determining the types and sources of information to be considered.

3

Create a centralized tool to track deliverables, o be reviewed at defined intervals.

18

Institute a post-performance review of each consulting project to assess lessons learned;
determinge whether project objectives were met; and evaluate the impact of the deliverables and
success of the project, including a cost-benefit analysis. Use the results to maintain
accountability and improve the procurement process,
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Performance Audit of the
Corporation for National and
Community Service's
Compliance with the
tmproper Payments
Elimination and Recovery
Act of 2010 for Fiscal Year
2015

5/13/16

Strengthen internal controls over the Agency Financial Report {AFR) to ensure that the Improper
Payments section {Section IV, Other Information } contains each of the elements required by
OMB Circular No. A-136 and that the reported information is complete and accurate.

Note 4

Note 4: CNCS's own estimates
suggest that it has made
hundreds of millions of dolfars of
improper payments over the past
five years. Quantifying those
payments, establishing a baseline
and addressing the root causes
are necessary steps to reduce
those improper payments,

Use consistent and appropriate statistical methodologies to identify those programs susceptible
to $10 million inimproper payments, sample payments and extrapolate the rate and amount of
IMproper payrments across programs.

Work with a qualified statistician to develop a simpler and executable sampling methodology, to
include sufficient oversight throughout the IPERA process to ensure that the results are
sufficiently reliable.

Commit sufficient resources to complete the sampling and associated testing within the
timeframe required to meet IPERA reporting requirements in the AFR,

Hold accountable those grantees that fail to respond to requests for documentation required to
support the improper payments assessments,

Develop a comprehensive testing methodology and test plan that incorporate all legal and
regulatory allowability and eligibility criteria applicable to CNCS-sponsored payments, and apply
it consistently to sampled payments. Provide mandatory training to reviewers to ensure
consistency.

Retain sufficient documentation to allow proper oversight,

tdentify the root causes of improper payments in the AmeriCorps State and National Program
and take appropriate programmatic corrective actions 1o reduce those payments,

Develop and report realistic reduction targets, explaining the justification in the AFR,

Assess whether payment recapture audits or other recovery activities are cost-effective for
programs that expend $1 million or more annually, and retains documentation reflecting the

analysis performed.
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Comply with the reporting requirements for agencies that have been unable to comply with
IPERA for three consecutive fiscal years, including: submitting 2 plan 10 OMB and Congress that
outlines the milestones for achieving compliance; designating » senior agency official
accountable for achieving compliance; and, assessing whether additional funding, program
reauthorization or statutory changes would help bring CNCS into compliance with IPERA.

Audit of Corporation for
National & Community

Hote 5: Aggregate potential
savings based on CNCS's
projections of CHC-related
improper payments reported in

turnover) to be addressed, potential deficiencies to be discussed, and corrective actions to be

actively monitored on a timely basis,

8. Service Grants Awarded 1o o Intrease penalties for criAména! history check {CHC) violations above the nominal fevel, so that FY 2015 Annual Financial Report
3 Hoépa Valiey Tribe and ;ﬁ they command appropriate attention from grantee leaders, incentivize strong risk management £61,400,000 {AFR} for AmeriCorps State and
9 multiple other reports 3 and deter noncompliance, Distontinue the no-harm-no-foul approach to CHC noncompliance Mote 5 HNational and FY 2016 AFR for
= refsted to Criminal Histo - and demand strict compliance. Senior Corps programs. Thisis
Checks i both a critical safety precaution
and a means to reduce the
improper payments described in
IPERA assessments,
Sanctions for CHC noncompliance should reflect: (1) that complete and timely criminal history
checking is 3 critical safety measure to protect individuals in at-risk communities from harm at
the hands of convicted murderers or sex offenders, not a garden-variety regulatory requirement;
and {2} that individuals, grantees and CNCS would face catastrophic consequences if
noncompliance allowed a predator to harm an individual in a CNCS-funded program,
Adopt a risk-based approach to CHC compliance,
s
% o .
-g (Cr:mlir‘;}e}::zz:tv:;hec“ Provide training for grantees in practical approaches to prevent and detect sexual abuse.
>
Senior leadership should continue to take a leading role and comply with the operating
= Audit for the Corporation for @ guidelines for the Risk Management Councll {RMC) and the Risk and Assessment Commities
r‘:‘ National and Community P {RAC). Engaging senior leadership In an effective internal control program allows for
) Service's Fiscal Year 2016 S comprehensive risks 1o be considerad and analyzed, Issues encountered {e.g., resources and
< Financial Statements -
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Engage the RMIC, RAC and program and financial managers in continuing efforts to build 2
comprehensive enterprise-wide risk assessment and monitoring process. Use the results of the
initial EL.C assessment report to further develop responses to the risks identified. Test the design
and effectiveness of key internal control to identify and respond 1o risks, and monitor these
controls on a routine basis.

The Office of Chief Risk Officer (OCRO} should develop integrated internal control testing with
management’s responsibilities related to financial management {with an emphasis on grants
management), Federal information Security Modernization Act finformation technology,
improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act compliance, and during audit resolutions of
the 0IG contract audits.

monitoring.

$ £valuation of the National o Reserve NCCC's expensive program model for services that NCCC can perform cost-effectively. s L
5, Civilian Community Corps Q Reevaluate the appropriate balance between NCCC and other programs that cost taxpayers $60,000,000 Note Note &: Based on n‘zdx(ectfon of
% {NCCC) Program = substantially less for comparable service activities and redirect NCCC resources accordingly. ® 40 percent of NCCC's funding.
Develop a comprehensive and independent recruitment and retention program that provides
appropriate support for individuals from disadvantaged circurnstances.
Assess the programmatic performance of each NCCC campus and share the results with campus
leaders.
Establish policies and procedures to place weight on cost effectiveness when determining which
teams to deploy for disaster responses.
m
W
;C'f Actively engage senior management in close oversight of the Grants and Member Management
E Modernization program, because {1} CNCS facks a track record for managing projects of this Note 7: Savings difficult to
g Modernizing Informatian Q complexity and magnitude; {2) CNCS programs urgently need better iT support for their quantiéy with precision but are
g Technolo € E operations and oversight; (3) the amounts at risk--more than $40 million--are substantial; (4) the Note 7 " .
3] 144 & e X - ikely substantial for reasons
3 - modernization effort has already experienced significant delays; {5} there are no release dates stated
& for Phases 2 and 3 of the plan; and {6} IT development and acquisition projects arae recognized !
5 throughout the federal government as carrying high risk.
(e}
Note 8: Potentially substantial
Eliminate duplicative pversight structures and reorganize for risk-/portfolio-based grant Note 8 savings to be realized from

consolidation of monitoring
operations,
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01G Special Report

Prohibited Activities: Missed
Opportunities, Red Flags
Ignored and Mext Steps to
improve Grants Management
3t CNCS

12/21/16

Develop and communicate publicly a clear explanation of what constitutes “abortion services”
and “referrals” within the meaning of the statutory prohibition, then formalize this guidance
through rulemaking.

Construe the abortion prohibitions broadly to bar services or activities directed at abortion,

Determine whether any of the other “prohibited activities” require explanation, clarification or
puidance.

Guidance should include instructions as to what grant-funded personnel may and may not do
whaen asked for prohibited assistance or to perform a prohibited activity.

Guidance should make clear that avoidance of prohibited activities must be treated a5 a top
priority, and that a grantee proceeds at its peril if it undertakes any activities that potentially
impinge on prohibited activities without first obtaining written guidance from CNCS,

Target the new guidance about the abortion prohibitions to grantees/subgrantees whose
programmatic activities place thern at elevated risk of encountering issues related to the
abortion restrictions, including those whose service activities involve providing heaithcare to
women and girls of childbearing age, as well as those with service activities directed at education
or mentoring of girls and young women middle school-aged and ahove.

Develop mandatory online training for grantees at elevated risk regarding the abortion
restrictions.

Require grantees at elevated risk regarding the abortion prohibitions to determine and report
any current and past activities outside the scope of the new guidance.

Conduct the same risk assessments, identification of at-risk grantees, communications and

targeted monitoring for other prohibited activities,
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fdentify any other factors that may increase the risk of individual prohibited activities and use
that information for targeted education, training and monitoring as appropriate.

Enhance the capacity of eGrants to store and search critical emails. Institutionalize policies and
procedures to allow program and grant officers to capture key emails in elrants, and develop
criteria for identifying emails to be capturad.

{1Build inta CNCS's to-be-developed Enterprise Risk Manazgement strategy and planning a
component for specific prohibited activities, commensurate with magnitude of the risk, including
the reputational and political risk to CNCS.

Accelerate development of a more focused, targeted and risk-based model and approach to al
grant monitoring, including continuous assessment of the effectiveness of CNCS'S grant risk
ents and monitoring.

Note &

Note 9: Savings difficult to
quantify with precision but are
fikely substantial given the size of
CNCS's grant portfolio.

immediately develop and implement monitoring strategies for specific prohibited activities that
can be conducted frequently, do not depend on site visits and provide a meaningful opportunity
for prompt detection of violations or red flags, including searches of social media sites and
surveys of members in accessible language, perhaps using the MyAmeriCorps Portal.

10

Determine during the grant application process whether an applicant is at particular risk for one
or more specific prohibited activities. If so, require the grantee to develop customized ways to
address compliance with that prohibition, including detection controls. incorporate the resulting
information into the monitoring plan and target CNCS monitoring activities accordingly and
assess the effectiveness of the measures taken by the grantee.
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Fiscal Year 2016 federal
information Security
Modernization Act Evaluation
of the Corporation for Nationat
and Community Service

12/22/16

Various

A total of 36 recommaendations, including many beginning in FY 2014, remain open from our annual

FISMA evaluations. These open rec ions address & es found in a variety of areas,
including the following:

» Lack of a Formally Doc d and Fully Imp! d information Security Continuous Monitoring
Strategy { FY 14-FISMA-NFR 1)

- iph % with Vulr ility Scanning and Remediation [FY 14-FISMA-NFR 2)

= Risks to the Confi iafity and il of Voice C icath {FY 14-FISMA-NFR B);

» Inad te Enterprise-Wide Risk A gement Policies and Practices {FY 14-FISMA-NFR 9)

» Weaknesses with the Corporation’s Security Planning and Assessment Process (FY 14-FISMA-NFR 10}
* inadequate Control Over Remote Access {FY 14-FISMA-NFR 13]

+ inadequate Disaster Recovery Plan Docurnentation and Planning (FY 14-FISMA-NFR 14)

s Access Controls Over the Corporation’s Network and Momentum Financial User Accounts Need
improvement {FY 15-FISMA-NFR 2}

= Inaccurate Inventory of Physical information Technology Asset [FY 15-FISMA-NFR 4}

=+ Secure Configuration Management Policies, Procedures, and Practices Need improvement (FY 16~
FISMA-NFR 1}

« insufficient Monitoring and Remediation of Server Backup Fallures [FY 16-FISMA-NFR 2§

Note 10

Note 10: Given the consequences
of a security breach, the potential
savings associated with
strengthening 1T security are
substantial.

|Total Potential Cost Savings

;123,199/631]
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