INAG Focus Group: 

Financing State and Local eGrants Systems 

Meeting Minutes

July 14, 2003

I. Welcome and Introductions: 

Mr. Jerry Kappel, serving as the focus group facilitator, called the Interstate & Non-Profit Advisory Group (INAG) Focus Group to order at 9:45 A.M. on July 14, 2003. Mr. Kappel welcomed the group and invited the attendees to introduce themselves (A list of attendees is located at the bottom of these minutes).

Mr. Kappel began the discussion on today’s expected outcomes. From today’s session, the group will begin to develop strategies, discuss benchmarks and establish timelines for developing a plan to spur the federal financing of state and local eGrants systems. 

II. Department of Justice (DOJ) Financing of State eGrants Systems – Jay Marshall, National Criminal Justice Association (NCJA)

Mr. Jay Marshall discussed the developments of DOJ’s Office of Justice Programs (OJP) to help aid state eGrants management systems. This case study presented DOJ’s experience in funding and implementing uniform, enterprise-wide eGrants management systems at the state and local level. It demonstrated the use of administration of data that was interactive between the state and the federal agency. The grantees used the system as a management tool, to save resources, provide online real-time reporting, provide more effective monitoring, and reduce travel resources by eliminating the need to monitor in person.
Within OJP, the Bureau of Justice Systems helped the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania designate their administrative and program monies from the state’s block grant to provide funding for its Criminal Justice Systems. Currently, ten percent within a block grant can be used for administrative costs. OJP viewed technical systems as program management/administration and allowed Pennsylvania to use programmatic funds to build and maintain their grants management system. The system was more than just find and apply. It also provided a management tool for Pennsylvania and aided the state throughout the entire grant lifecycle. 

Question: Will OJP allow other states to use this funding to support their grants management systems if the state designates it as a priority?

Answer: It depends on the actual system. It needs to be more than just Find and Apply. The system must be a grants management system. Also, the State needs to show the benefit for both the state and the applicant. Pennsylvania’s experience should be taken to other states. NCJA may serve as a vehicle to get this information back to the States.

Question: Has New York attempted to develop a grants management system like Pennsylvania?

Answer: New York has several systems, but they are stand-alone systems and there is not a universal system for the entire state.

Question: What does Texas’ system look like?

Answer: Grants management is housed in the Governor’s Office. There are a few challenges with the system. Applicants cannot actually apply online yet. Texas’ Criminal Justice Department developed a system using standard data elements, but it was not done inline with the other state agencies to see if there could be a tie-in with other grants management systems. The State’s Transportation Department has begun to see if it could tie-in with the other state agencies.

Question: How can NCJA play a role? And how can INAG push NCJA to be an advocate on this issue?

Answer: NCJA has a close relationship with State Criminal Justice Directors. What is much more critical is to get the National Governors Association (NGA) and National Association of State Chief Information Officers (NASCIO) to participate.

III. Development of State/Local eGrants Funding Strategies 

Mr. Kappel introduced the brainstorming effort for the development of core arguments in support of investing in uniform, enterprise-wide, eGrants systems in all 50 states and larger local governments.
Mr. Kappel asked the attendees to identify key decision makers and stakeholders who are invested in developing state/local eGrants systems. Participants identified why these decision makers and stakeholders should make this investment and identified three key arguments for each stakeholder. Mr. Kappel collected responses, re-assigned roles, and the participants added up to three more additional arguments for their identified stakeholder or decision maker. After the responses had been written, Mr. Kappel will share the rationales with participants and the attendees will build consensus on core arguments if time permitted.

Attached is the document of list of identified stakeholders and the key arguments for each vested stakeholder. 

IV. Conclusion

The meeting was adjourned at 12:15 PM. Mr. Kappel will follow-up with the identification of the top five core arguments overall and email it out to the participants. From this email, Mr. Kappel will request that participants offer strategies to accomplish these arguments and provide three action steps for the strategies. The group would follow-up with a milestones discussion to be scheduled at a later date. 
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