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Webinar Goal

8/13/20ACSI Best Practices Work Group

Learn about “best practices” implemented by states to  

provide more effective communication to local agencies as 

they work to serve families and communities of low-income. 



Webinar Agenda

8/13/20ACSI Best Practices Work Group

❑ Overview:  Results of 2019 ACSI CSBG Survey of Eligible 
Entities (Kate Blunt)

❑ Profile:  BPWG Members (Kris Schoenow)

❑ Best Practices:  Focus on Communication

• Beverly Buchanan

• Veronica Watson

• Jaimi Clifford

• Stuart Campbell

• Heather Howell

• Matt Fitzgerald

❑ Communication Planning:  Beverly Buchanan 



2019 ACSI Survey of Eligible Entities

Executive Summary
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The Customer Satisfaction Index for  the (CSBG) States who 
serve Eligible Entities was 71, the same score achieved in 
2017, which is two points higher than the federal government 
average of 69.  

Driver scores ranged from 57 to 75.  Distribution of Funds 
scored highest (75) and Development of CSBG State Plan 
scored lowest (57).  

Communication (74) was the driver with the greatest impact on 
satisfaction, similar to 2017; focusing resources on improving 
this area will produce the best results in terms of increasing 
the Customer Satisfaction Index.  

Summary: Eligible Entities Satisfaction with the States
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Monitoring and Corrective Action continues to have a 
relatively high influence on satisfaction.  The score for this 
driver (73) declined by one point compared to 2017.  
Consistency and usefulness of visits are the lower scoring 
attributes in 2019.    

The Linkages driver (separated from the former 
Communication and Linkages driver in 2017) is among the top 
three most impactful drivers and continues to be the lowest 
scoring at 62.  Although the improved scores from 2017 have 
been maintained, there remains room for improvement.  

Performance scores for the Outcome metrics are comparable to 
the improved scores reported in 2017 with Confidence in the 
Lead Agency at 76 and Trust in the CSBG State Lead Agency at 
75.  

Summary: Eligible Entities Satisfaction with the States
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Distribution of Funds

Linkages

Communication

CUSTOMER
SATISFACTION

INDEX

Communication74 2.2

Linkages62 0.7

Distribution of Funds75 0.5

Trust in the CSBG State 
Lead Agency

75 5.0

Confidence in Lead Agency 76 4.9

71

Monitoring & Corrective Action73 0.7

Training & Technical 
Assistance72 0.5

Use of Discretionary Funds68 0.4

Development of CSBG State 
Plan57 0.1

States/Eligible Entities Satisfaction Model (n=708)

Drivers of Satisfaction Future Behaviors
Future Behaviors represent the desired 

behaviors that result from changes in CSI

Score – Measure of performance on 0-100 scale.

Impact – Expected increase in satisfaction from a

5-point increase in driver score.

Impact – Expected increase in future 

behaviors  from a 5-point increase in the CSI
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Percentage of States in Each Quartile (2019)

27%

23%21%

29%
1st Quartile (CSI = 100 - 83)

2nd Quartile (CSI = 82 - 73)

3rd Quartile (CSI = 72 - 65)

4th Quartile (CSI = 64 - 11)

n = 14n = 15

n = 12n = 11
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2017 vs 2019 State CSI Score Changes  

8 STATES RECEIVED A
CSI SCORE 

SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER
IN 2019

9 STATES 
RECEIVED A 
CSI SCORE 

SIGNIFICANTLY 
LOWER IN 2019

2017

➢ There was notable improvement in eight states in 

2019 as compared to 2017.  These 

improvements ranged from 7 to 27 points.

Average CSI 

Score Decrease:  

15 points

Average CSI 

Score Increase:  

17 points



11 © 2019 CFI Group. All rights reserved.

Nine states showed significant improvement in either the CSI or one 

or more of the high impact drivers (communication, grant monitoring, 

linkages)

➢ Arkansas

➢ Indiana

➢Maine

➢Maryland

➢Michigan

➢Minnesota

➢Missouri

➢Ohio

➢ Virginia

Most Improved States



Best Practices Work Group:  

A Profile



Purpose of the BPWG

Identify and share with the network the 

improvement activities undertaken by States 

with significantly improved CSI scores in 2019 

and/or high-scoring in the high impact areas:  

Communication, Monitoring/Corrective Action 

and Linkages.
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BPWG Members

State Contact Email

Arkansas
Beverly Buchanan Beverly.buchanan@dhs.arkansas.gov

Indiana
Veronica Watson vwatson@ihcda.in.gov

Steve St. John SStJohn@ihcda.IN.gov

Maine

Christa Elwell Christa.Elwell@maine.gov

Jaimi Clifford Jaimi.Clifford@maine.gov

Maryland

Stuart Campbell stuart.campbell@maryland.gov

Sanam Kalhoro-Escoto sanam.kalhoro-escoto@maryland.gov

Michigan Kris Schoenow schoenowk@michigan.gov

Missouri Heather Howell Heather.L.Howell@dss.mo.gov

Ohio

Megan Meadows Megan.Meadows@development.ohio.gov

Toski Flemister Toski.Flemister@development.ohio.gov

Virginia Matt Fitzgerald matt.fitzgerald@dss.virginia.gov

mailto:Beverly.buchanan@dhs.arkansas.gov
mailto:vwatson@ihcda.in.gov
mailto:SStJohn@ihcda.IN.gov
mailto:Christa.Elwell@maine.gov
mailto:Jaimi.Clifford@maine.gov
mailto:stuart.campbell@maryland.gov
mailto:sanam.kalhoro-escoto@maryland.gov
mailto:schoenowk@michigan.gov
mailto:Heather.L.Howell@dss.mo.gov
mailto:Megan.Meadows@development.ohio.gov
mailto:Toski.Flemister@development.ohio.gov
mailto:matt.fitzgerald@dss.virginia.gov


ACSI Profile of BPWG Members 

BPWG states with statistically significant improved CSI Scores in 2019 

and all/most of the Drivers of Satisfaction. 

➢ Arkansas

➢ Missouri
➢ Ohio

BPWG States with CSI Scores Improved by More than 15 points.
➢ Arkansas
➢ Indiana
➢ Maine
➢ Missouri

BPWG States in Top Two Quartiles
➢ Arkansas
➢ Indiana
➢ Maryland
➢ Michigan
➢ Ohio
➢ Virginia 
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State Profiles

Allocations ranged from $3.7 million to $27.8 
million

State capacity ranged from as small as 1 
FTE in the state office to up to 9 FTEs

The networks of the states encompass both 
rural and urban areas, and range in size 
from 10 agencies up to 48 agencies

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



State Profiles

2019 Total 

Allocation

FTEs Agencies State Department/Cabinet

$3,750,159 1 10 Maine

Department of Health and 

Human Services

$9,724,631 6 15 Arkansas

Arkansas Department of Human 

Services

$9,813,285 3.5 17 Maryland

Department of Housing and 

Community Development

$10,413,402 1 22 Indiana

Indiana Housing and Community 

Development Authority

$11,449,969 5 28 Virginia

Virginia Department of Social 

Services

$19,790,238 4.2 19 Missouri

Missouri Department of Social 

Services

$26,254,635 9 29 Michigan

Michigan Department of Health 

and Human Services

$27,878,185 8 48 Ohio

Ohio Development Services 

Agency

8/13/20ACSI Best Practices Work Group



Best Practices

Focus on Communication



Why Focus on Communication?

❑ Communication is: 

✓ critical during the COVID-19 response efforts

✓ a major driver of satisfaction among the local 

agencies  

✓ a factor that partly drives satisfaction in other 

high impact areas such as Grant Monitoring and 

Linkages. 
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Why Focus on Communication?

Agencies always need clear lines of 
communication with state offices, but it 
becomes even more critical in times of crisis.

Successful communication is not a one-way 
street—there must be channels for two-way 
communication between states and locals.
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Why Focus on Communication?

Relevant, timely, and accurate communication 
builds trust amongst stakeholders.  Trust is 
critical during a crisis.

Communication builds rapport and trust with 
your grantees

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Discussion

What communication strategies are you 

using in your area that are working well 

during the COVID-19 crisis?

This Photo by Unknown Author is licensed under CC BY-SA
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74

78

75

74*

73

72

71

74

78

77

69

75

74

71

74

71

62

68

69

65

Communication

Responsiveness of staff to requests

Frequency of communication

Sufficiency of information

Consistency of responses

Clarity of communication

Usefulness of feedback

2019 2017 2015

➢ Communication received the 

second highest component 

level score in 2019 (74) and 

remained the highest impact 

component.

➢ As the component with the 

highest impact, improvement in 

Communication should be 

considered a high priority when 

developing improvement plans.  

➢ Sufficiency of information, 

the lowest scoring attribute 

for this component in 2017,

experienced a significant 

improvement of five points 

(74).

Communication

Impact 2.2

n = 708
n = 697

*Significant difference at 90% confidence level

In 2017 and 2019, attributes related to 

Linkages were used to calculate a Linkages 

component (or driver score) apart from the 

Communication driver.  Linkages and 

Communication were combined in 2015.  
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Program partnership 

information and 

leveraged programs 

across the region.

More education and linkages to alternative funding 

sources from other state agencies and partners.

More consistent 

training schedule and 

release dates. Hard 

copy reference 

material is critical.

It would be helpful to 

receive more information 

relative to the 

services/funding available 

in the other state agencies.  

Better communication and 

coordination between state 

agencies would be helpful.  

There is too much 

duplication of data 

occurring throughout the 

state.

I would like for the State Office to 

advocate for policy changes to eliminate 

redundancies in information for different 

state programs.  For example, we have to 

submit copies of insurance policies, 

indirect cost proposals, board information 

for each grant instead of one per agency.  

This is inefficient and burdensome. Written updates instead 

of phone conferences.

Note: All responses are available Appendix C.

What kinds of information, if any, would you like to receive from the State CSBG Lead 

Agency that you are not now getting?

Sharing of good practices 

observed with other 

organizations to enhance 

services across the state.

Information on ways to help 

clients achieve economic 

stability.

Information about initiatives or 

opportunities for programs or 

partnerships within other state 

agencies appropriate for CAAs.

Forecasts on the 

State's efforts to 

automate their cash 

disbursements.
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More information from the 

various advisory groups that are 

assisting the State agency.

Clear and timely 

communication to 

CAA's regarding 

monitoring tools 

and what policies 

are required.

Potential funding 

opportunities, research, 

regional trends; new 

opportunities.

What kinds of information, if any, would you like to receive from the State CSBG Lead 

Agency that you are not now getting?

More lead time on changes and requirements 

before they come and monitor us on the 

changes. 

More clarity on release 

of funding.

Note: All responses are available Appendix C.



Guiding Principles

No Surprises: Be Transparent

Act Proactively: Don’t be Late 

Share More Information: Get Buy-In 

Collaborate: Include the Network in Decision-Making

Set Clear Expectations: Be Specific 

Provide a Variety of Communication Methods: Get     

the Message Across

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Best Practices in Communication

What We Learned from States with High ACSI Scores



No Surprises: Be Transparent

❑“As soon as I know something, you’ll know something.”

❑When changes are made, agencies may not always like all 

the changes, but they understand the rational and the 

changes are clear.  Not last minute.

❑Be visible in creating linkages with and on behalf of 

agencies.

❑Raised awareness of structures and processes that agencies 

were not aware of, i.e. state discretionary funding rules; 

elements of the State Plan

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



No Surprises: Be Transparent

❑Provided copy of Monitoring Tool/Checklist to agencies 

months in advance.

❑Sent Self-Assessment Tool for Org Standards monitoring in 

advance.

❑When monitoring, all findings are discussed at the Exit 

Interview:  no adding findings later. 

❑Toolkit of resources made available on a dedicated website 

for the local agencies. 

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



No Surprises: Tools



Act Proactively: Don’t Be Late 

❑Assigned agency representatives/built in back-ups.

❑Expanded knowledge base of staff. 

❑State established tight turnaround-time for State response to 

agency questions/inquiries (24-48 hours for initial response); 

monitoring reports out within 30 days or less. 

❑Surveyed agencies post-monitoring to identify ways to 

improve the monitoring process.

❑Surveyed agencies after any major change in manual/policy 

to get feedback.

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Act Proactively: Tools



Share More Information:  Enhance Buy-In

❑Especially about things that are not in the states’ control—what’s 
going on; regular, frequent updates.

❑Expanded what is communicated; it’s not just about compliance.

❑ In-person meeting with any new ED (Orientation Packet).

❑Shared info on statewide results on the Organizational Standards.

❑STAR Assessment (Star Technical Assistance Report) shared with 
agencies/agency boards.

❑ Let agencies know about our efforts to develop linkages and 
partnerships:

– Listen to agencies on those areas where linkages/advocacy is 
needed

– Key linkages identified by states with high scores in this driver 
were WIOA and Head Start

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Share More Information:  Enhance Buy-In

❑Monthly webinars for all agency staff (peer-focused, issue-based).

❑Monthly webinar to discuss monitoring and trends/common 

findings.

❑A lot of recorded webinars for on-demand training—good for 

onboarding new staff.

❑One day workshops: review the monitoring tool with all agencies.

❑Webinars from other state offices on relevant topics (Office of 

Aging, Head Start, Energy Office, etc.).

❑Monthly CSBG Network Meetings

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Share More Information: Tools



Collaborate: Include the Network in Decision-Making

❑Don’t work in a vacuum and then share.  Rather let people 
know ahead of time what you are doing and get 
input/suggestions on how to proceed.

❑Used a lot of Task Forces to make recommendations for 
anything coming up that involves policy or a change.

❑Established a CSBG Advisory Committee re: legislation

❑Calls with agencies to review and discuss the contract and 
proposed revisions.

❑CSBG Plan/Grant Process: worked with the State 
Association to convene a working group to revise the 
process for developing the State Plan.

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Collaborate: Include the Network in Decision-Making

❑Started conversations much earlier when developing the 

State Plan.

❑Brought in experts to help the agencies with data analysis 

and how to approach the data (for CNA).

❑Coordinated with the State Association on all communication 

efforts.

❑Worked closely with the State Association to collaboratively 

plan the TTA Plan.

❑ Introduced the RIE (Rapid Improvement Events) Process:  

modified monitoring communication as a result.

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Collaborate: Tools

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Set Clear Expectations:  Be Specific

❑Developed a Key Dates Document:  provides by month what 

things the department will be doing, what the agencies 

should be doing.

❑Developed a CNA Template:  what data should be included 

and how to use in the needs document.

❑Monitoring Tool: provided a copy of the tool, checklist months 

in advance.

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Set Clear Expectations: Tools



Provide a Variety of Communication Methods: Get Your Message 

Across

❑ Diversified the way the state communicates with the network of agencies

➢ Share information face-to-face in multiple settings throughout the year

❑ Developed a Communication Plan

❑ Talk in person at least once a month with EDs:  have agendas for monthly 
calls

❑ Weekly emails to share: 
➢ NASCSP weekly updates
➢ Links to articles of interest (especially when a state CAA is in the news)
➢ Funding and staff training opportunities
➢ State legislative and budget updates

❑ Monthly conference calls with the network (anyone and everyone from the 
agencies are invited to participate):  critical information is provided, i.e. 
monitoring schedule, deadlines, board vacancies, etc.

❑ Monthly Newsletter for all staff in the state network—standard format.  
Replaces other communications, i.e. fewer emails.  Coordinate with State 
Association.
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Provide a Variety of Communication Methods: Get Your Message 

Across

❑ Round Tables (Indiana/Virginia)

❑ Coordinate regional meetings within the state during the off years to 
develop the State Plan.

❑ Find opportunities to be in front of the agencies.

❑ Travel to agencies to speak on subjects, not just to train
 (e.g. kick-off conversations for needs assessment or strategic plan 

processes, staff ROMA primers before work begins, etc.)

❑ Attend at least one board meeting every year for each agency.

❑ Meet with State Association at least three times a year; attend 
Association Board meetings; present at State Association Conference.

❑ Peer Groups established (ROMA, Fiscal, Planning, HR) to share 
information (“Same Page” tool).

❑ Created a user-friendly website for use by local agencies

❑ Webinars:  more frequent and for all eligible entity staff

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Provide a Variety of Communication Methods: Tools
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A Communication Plan:  What Is It?



Purpose of a Communication Plan

Educate

Share Knowledge

Involve Stakeholders

Gain Support

Collect Feedback and Input

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20



Arkansas’ Communication Plan



THE FOUNDATION

Listen

Engage

Partner

Celebrate
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Guiding Principles

No Surprises: Be Transparent

Act Proactively: Don’t be Late 

Share More Information: Get Buy-In 

Collaborate: Include the Network in Decision-Making

Set Clear Expectations: Be Specific 

Provide a Variety of Communication Methods: Get     

the Message Across
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ACSI BPWG Peer Tools and Resources

ACSI Best Practices Work Group 8/13/20

https://nascsp.org/member-

resources/csbg-member-only-

resources/peer-to-peer-

requests/acsi-best-practice-work-

group/

https://nascsp.org/member-resources/csbg-member-only-resources/peer-to-peer-requests/acsi-best-practice-work-group/


THANK YOU



BPWG Members

State Contact Email

Arkansas
Beverly Buchanan Beverly.buchanan@dhs.arkansas.gov

Indiana
Veronica Watson vwatson@ihcda.in.gov

Steve St. John SStJohn@ihcda.IN.gov

Maine

Christa Elwell Christa.Elwell@maine.gov

Jaimi Clifford Jaimi.Clifford@maine.gov

Maryland

Stuart Campbell stuart.campbell@maryland.gov

Sanam Kalhoro-Escoto sanam.kalhoro-escoto@maryland.gov

Michigan Kris Schoenow schoenowk@michigan.gov

Missouri Heather Howell Heather.L.Howell@dss.mo.gov

Ohio

Megan Meadows Megan.Meadows@development.ohio.gov

Toski Flemister Toski.Flemister@development.ohio.gov

Virginia Matt Fitzgerald matt.fitzgerald@dss.virginia.gov
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