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Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   0:12
Great. Hello, everyone. Thanks for joining today's MES Community of Practice on the Operational Reporting Workbook, or the ORW, as you'll hear it referred to today. This workbook is used by states to submit their monthly operational reports in a more standardized format than we've used in the past. The goal for these reports are to improve data consistency, equality, and streamline reporting. We are very happy to have our colleagues on from Kentucky who will share their experience in using the ORW thus far. Alejandra Johnson from CMS and Emily Armstrong from MITRE will also present on the ORW for you today. We will be holding all questions until the very end, but we do have staff online who is available to respond in the chat until we get to the Q&A portion. So please drop anything that you have there. But without further ado, it's 2:05. Let's go ahead and get started. Alejandra, I will turn it over to you and the floor is yours.
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Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   1:19
Thank you, Kia. Thank you, COP team. I appreciate the time and opportunity to conduct the COP that focuses on the operational reporting workflow template. As Kia indicated, for those of you who do not know me, I'm Alejandra Johnson. I am the technical director for our certification team and also the executive sponsor for our operations team. With me, we've already introduced the team, but I do want to focus on the fact that we have some great partners that are going to be joining us today, not only to walk through the actual template, but then also discuss real life scenarios and in practice, some of the best practices and ideas that one of our states will present with that. Next slide.

Just to cover at a very high level our agenda today, our hope is to make sure that it is clear for the attendees that what our regular drivers are for operational reporting, also conducting the operational reporting workbook, or for short, ORW, an overview of the template and also the process as it is today and some of the, you know, the changes that will occur in the future. You know, we'll continue to conduct and seek feedback to process improvement opportunities, and we'll get to that as well. We'll also go through best practices and FAQs. We are capturing some of the most frequent FAQs, and we'll include that as part of the deck when we share it out with the state. If we have time, we'll go over them, but we'll like to make sure that we open the forum at the end to allow questions from our attendees. Next slide.
So the key objectives after the community of practice event, the participants will hopefully understand the data fields and formatting requirements and the new OMB approved operational reporting workbook template. In addition to that, we hope that you are knowledgeable about the outcomes and the metric data reporting
requirements for MES or Medicaid Enterprise systems, IT systems to remain eligible for enhanced funding for MNO. In addition to that, we hope that you feel like you are prepared to adopt and adapt the new ORW template for the operational reporting no later than July 1, 2026.

Just a quick call out that July 1 of 2026 is related to when we require the new template to be used. However, the operational requirements are currently ongoing and that is not tied to the July 1 requirement date.

Next line.

Just to sort of like dive in a little more into why are we doing this and the problem that we are hoping to solve by releasing the template to the regulatory drivers for the operational reporting, just in summary, for all APDs or systems that we fund via APDs to be eligible to receive enhanced federal matching for MES expenditures,
State must produce data reports and performance information for the MES modules. The data produced must support evaluation and continuous improvement of business operations, and it also.
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Hilma Castro - Northern Mariana Islands (NMI)   5:03
Ever.
Do you want to be on this? It's talking about like MES, APDs and requirements.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   5:07
Excuse me? We can hear you.
Mhm.
Can you mute? I think I can do it. Actually, I did it. The information must promote transparency and accountability throughout MES. So again, these are not new requirements or new policy references that we are listing out here.
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Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   5:17
We're working on it.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   5:34
What is new is the cadence. The cadence of the operational reporting has increased. We are now moving to more frequent reporting. In addition to that, we are also releasing the format. The format has changed and the template is a new requirement.

The policies are something that you should be familiar with. I think the first instance in which CMS started introducing the need for us to receive operational reporting data was via the SMC guidance. And then after that, there was an SMDL letter that we'll share at the end. I'm probably getting too far into the presentation, but, you know, the focus here is that the requirements are not new. States should be and must be producing data reports and performance information from their MVS modules in order to receive and continue to receive enhanced FFP for operations.

Next slide.

You know, just before we get into the actual template, I wanted to sort of provide a quick overview on the not only what came out of the show letter that we released, but also some of the key elements within the template. So, the operational report workbook was approved, as you all know, by OMB. It is expected to streamline the state's operational reporting of systems performance data. I'm sure you all know and are familiar with the legacy templates that we had out and were being used by multiple states in addition to different form reporting mechanism. Ultimately, the need is to continue to streamline the way that we collect the data. So, the new template captures key data elements. It collects the required state data based on the CMS required outcomes, the metric IDs, metric definitions, and values, et cetera. The way in which the template is built or structured is that it should provide consistent format for CMS for us to be able to process the metric and data, including all of the fields that are in contained like metric recall metric ID for ease accuracy and for the reporting.

In addition to that, we have introduced a new way for us to regularly be able to go to one place in your operational reporting to review the attestation to CMS required outcomes and also the conditions for enhanced funding as reported in your APDs, OAPDs, and then to continue to track those to understand the justification for those that are not applicable or were not being met. This is a new requirement. The goal here is to solve the problem for the stagnant once a year annual updates in the APDs that become outdated in many ways at one point or another during the project life cycle. We want to have one place in which, via the operational reporting, CMS can easily identify which required outcomes and conditions for enhanced funding are being met.

We'll get to cover that specific tab here in a minute when we do the walkthrough again.

The new template is required to be used starting on July 2026. There are a lot of people in the background that are supporting CMS. We have a specific team that I want to make sure I give a big shout out to. It's our metrics team. It is being supported by a metric, I'm sorry, our MITRE team, and they are responsible for processing the file and providing feedback to the state and also providing technical assistance whenever needed. So, if at any point any of your states necessitate or
really could benefit from a TA call, just let us know. Reach out to my team and we can definitely support one-on-one conversations or if you are having any issues in submitting the forms, we can also support you with that as well. Lastly, just want to call out here that our Medicaid.gov page does have the latest ORW template, so you should be able to access the form there. We have a link at the end, and then we also list that new template in the MES GitHub repository.

With that, I think turn it over to Emily to cover more, I guess, fun, you know, slides. We'll cover the process and the actual template. I know the regulatory requirements sometimes can be, you know, a lot. And you know, very cut and dry. Just want to make sure that everyone understands that the reporting requirements are full in effect. They are expected; states are expected to be compliant with those now. And if for any reason, any of the attendees today, any state that you speak to, if there are any issues or challenges in adopting the new template, please flag that for your state officers, work with your state officers, and ensure that you act, you know, early and before the July 1 so that we can mitigate any substantial impact to your funding.
Emily.

Turn it over to you.
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Emily Armstrong   11:38
Great, thank you. Yeah, thanks, Alejandra. Excuse me. Good afternoon, everybody. I think I've probably spoken with or had technical assistance calls with many or most of you. If not, good afternoon. It's great to meet you all. And I have a particular warm shout out to our colleagues at our partners at Kentucky who have agreed.
to share their experiences too with you this afternoon. So, this slide really, it really covers the details of what happens from the initial population of the ORW, the operational report workbook by a state and then the state submits it to Box. We thought it would be helpful for this group to see exactly what happens, the steps that happen. So, as you can see on the first blue square on the left, the state obviously populates the operational report workbook with the outcomes and metrics that have previously been discussed and agreed upon with the state officer and captured in the APD for the system.

So, then the state uploads that ORW with the data in it to its metrics folder on Box, and your state officer can give you access to that particular folder. It requires email address only, but you should have viewer uploader status for it. The file is then run through a script. It's internally on the database side. The metrics and attestation data are ingested by the script. And if everything works fine and dandy, as you can see following that blue path, then the data are successfully ingested into the database.
However, backing up one step, if the data are ingested and there are any kind of issues with the data, then instead of being ingested, usually there is a... the file is kicked out, it's tagged as being an exception, and an additional tab is added into the file which documents the errors, the specific errors in it. The metrics team at this point is notified of an issue with this file, that there's an exception. If it's something pretty straightforward, like in a row of 300 sets of data points, one of them is missing the data, the date of the data, which is the same for all the other 299 data points, then obviously we can populate that and then resubmit the file for ingestion. However, if there are errors with the file that requires state input, if there's anything related to the data, anything really substantive tied to the format of the metric ID or anything related to missing a numerator and denominator values, for say, for instance, or anything tied to the attestation tab, then we, someone on the metrics team, will draft an email addressed to the state officer and will attach the file and call out in the email the errors within the file. And at this point, that file is then left with the state officer and the state to make the corrections to it and to resubmit. So once the state officer has received that update and worked with the state to correct the file, that file needs to be uploaded again to the box folder, and then it goes through that same pathway. And ideally, it will all go just fine and be ingested and follow that blue path. So that's a really quick overview of the steps of what happens once a file is submitted.

Next slide, please.

This is really; we did a quick screenshot just to illustrate where on box files should be submitted. The uppermost level there of the folders you can see is the files level. Below that, there's a folder called state metrics. And within that, each of the states has a metrics folder, usually with a state abbreviation and then a hyphen followed by metrics. Within that state specific metrics folder, each state has a subfolder called one dot state submission. That is the folder to which any state members who are uploading their ORW with data, that's the folder to which you'll have access. And that is exactly where files should be uploaded. I know that there are other folders on Box, notably for certification details or MDBT budgetary or for the plan of action and milestones, the POAM reports.

To be very, very clear, this is a separate full. This is for metrics for the state submission, and this is where, until further notice anyway, states should be uploading their metrics here.

Next slide, please. Thank you. So, we will give you a quick overview of the operational report workbook. It will be a live demo of the operational report workbook. We will focus attention on the new tab, the CMS attestations tab.

This is the newest tab in the workbook. The other two are relatively familiar. They have a slight name change, but they have very similar functions and appearance to what was there previously. I will cover too reporting of the new metric tied to the conditions for enhanced funding. There's just one.

I'll highlight the new data collections in the operational report workbook and can call out some of the error measures, error reduction measures that exist in this template, which Alejandra had mentioned previously. So, the auto-populated dropdowns and the fact that the file is largely locked and that's to really prevent inadvertent errors that can and do happen.

So, I think next slide is probably...We could talk quickly about the attestations tab. It is just to remember when populating the attestations tab that it is required a state attest to every CMS required outcome for the module for which the state is submitting data. So even if...the state is reporting on just one outcome from a module, the state is required to attest to all of the outcomes for that one module. So, the example here, if it's a DSSDW system, which includes 1 PI outcome as part of that system's performance, then the state must attest to all of, obviously, the DSS-DW outcomes and all of the PI outcomes.

I think that's a critical detail, and we're seeing a relatively high number of errors with this, but I think as time goes on and you become more familiar with using the workbook, that that error will quickly be resolved. Another detail here is that there is one set of 22 conditions for enhanced funding that a state must attest to per system. So again, looking at that example above where there's a DSSDW system, which includes a PI outcome, the state would be required to attest to one complete set of 22 conditions for enhanced funding for that system.

So there isn't a need to attest to the 22 CEFs for the DSSCW system and 22 CEFs for the PI system.

The exception would be if the state is reporting on more than one system in a workbook, in which case each of the complete systems that are being reported on would need to have a full set of 22 conditions for enhanced funding attested to. So, I think with this, it's probably easiest if I go ahead and share my screen. I just want to make sure that's okay.

OK, with the team green light, I'll go ahead and share.

OK, thank you. Let me know if...

Let me know if...

Anyone can't see it. I'm showing the title page from the latest version of the Operational Report Workbook.

It should look reasonably familiar for those of you who have started to adopt to using the workbook. Just a special attention, this is the new tab in the workbook. This is brand new with this version, the attestations tab. So, I'll go there first. So as mentioned, this tab is a place for the state to attest to the CMS required outcomes and the 22 conditions for enhanced funding that are captured in the state's APD for its system. So, the APD for the system, which is reviewed, and I'm sure everyone's familiar, you submit your 12 months of data annually, that APD contains the full list of outcomes and metrics that the state is required to attest to. And this workbook now captures those same attestations. So, if a state has already submitted its APD for its, let's say, its DSSDW system, then this workbook, it would go ahead, the state would go ahead and filter, and of course I've pre-populated this so you can see it. Filter by decision support system and data warehouse module and then populate the fields here. So, the first two fields are the two CMS required outcomes for this module. And then it's followed by the 22 conditions for enhanced funding. I can scroll down slowly to show you these 

We'll go down and cover them in just a second, but there are the 22 here. So, for a state in this example, reporting data on its DSS-DW system, the state would need to populate related system with the name of its DSS-DW system and that needs to be populated the whole way down. This is one of three required fields on this tab. So, the name, the related system name must be populated the whole way down, and it should be the same if you are reporting on one system. Even if the system itself consists of smaller subsystems, which contribute to the overall function of, in this case, let's call it the Alpha One system. The name for all of the outcomes and the conditions for 20, the 22 conditions for enhanced funding should be the same. If there's a different name in here, when the code ingests this workbook, it will perceive this as two systems. If there are two names in here, the code will think that you are reporting on two different systems and will then expect to see a second set at a minimum of the 22 CEF attestations here. So really important if it's one system, it consists of several smaller subsystems, which all contribute to the overall performance of the one system. Please just use the one overall system name to populate here. Column E is the attestation, and as mentioned, this should mirror what is included in the APD. So, the state attests yes or no for each of the CMS required outcomes and the 22 CEFs. If there is a no, as you can see here, I put an example no. In this case, I said no, this DSS-DW system cannot perform or cannot respond to this condition for enhanced funding, then a justification is required. So anytime a state attests to know that an outcome is not applicable, there must be a justification. So those are the three columns.

Only 3 columns that the state can populate on this attestation tab. In this case, and just for an example, I did actually include an outcome for my Alpha One system, which is not DSSDW. So let me just scroll down here. I apologize for the quick drop down. Oh, I thought I had, I apologize. I thought I had included another one in here. So, in this case, if there was another outcome that tied to this Alpha One system, then the state would select that other module. Let's just say it's CP.

And let's say, for argument's sake, that it's the first. The first one here, the first outcome for a CP, the state would say yes, this applies, but none of the others do. The state would still need to populate all of the other CP outcomes, just to hear the end of the CP outcomes, and then a test, no.

So the system name would be the same for all the outcomes, and the state would need to attest to those other outcomes.

Okay, moving on to the metric definitions tab here. I think this is really, it's pretty similar. There are a couple of, just a couple of new columns in this particular version of the ORW. One is that we have now included OAP metric status, and that really is to capture whether or not the metric status is active or not. In the event that the metric has been retired, then the state would capture that it's ended here and not report on it further. And the other one is... or maybe it's on, I'm sorry, it's on the other tab. So, a state would include in the first column here, populate with the module. In this case, again, DSSDW, again, put in the system name. It should be one the whole way down. I didn't copy that through properly. As we know, we're reporting on the two CMS required outcomes for DSSDW1 and two.

I've added in some state-specific outcomes too for this particular module. And I think probably most of greatest interest in some cases. Also, I have included the one metric that applies to three of the conditions for enhanced funding. That's CEFs 9, 12, and 18.

I've included two the metric IDs, so breaking it down for the CEF metric and in this case, I'm using Guam as my sample state. So, it's the state abbreviation and then CR signifies that it's a CMS required outcome.

In this case, it's for my DSS DW module, and it's the CEF metric, which is CEF 09.1. That's the only time; that's the only metric ID that you'll ever see for this particular metric for the conditions for enhanced funding. So that's how that is captured.
Otherwise, for CMS required outcomes, it's the state abbreviation followed by CR because it's a CMS required outcome. You can see DSSDW 01 and 02. It's the module followed by a hyphen and then 01 because this is for outcome one and this would be the first metric for outcome one. This is the second metric for outcome one.

The next row down is the metric for DSSCW outcome 2. So, state abbreviation CMS required DSSCW 02.1. These ones here I put in as examples. They are state specific outcomes easily spotted now because it's got state abbreviation and then ST to signify it's a state specific outcome and then followed by the same abbreviation and then the number of that outcome, dot one for the dot one metric. This is the second metric for dot one, so it's a dot two. This is the second state specific outcome, so it's 
state abbreviation, state specific module, and then O2 for the second outcome, and it's the first metric for it. So, to show you what that looks like on the data tab, you can see the state would report the date for the data being submitted. The dropdowns here, as we were mentioning, they are pre-populated. So, any of the
Metric IDs that have been populated on the metrics definitions tab will show as a dropdown here. If I wanted to then report on metric 2.1, or I did that just above, but 1.1, then they're all there visible in the dropdown. So, anything that's been populated on metric definitions will appear as a dropdown here just saves any sort of inadvertent data entry issues.

Going back quickly to CEF, because I do want to allow time for Kentucky to show and demonstrate their experiences. For the conditions for enhanced funding, that one metric that applies, there are three separate values to be captured under that metric. One is the count of very high-risk issues. The second is the count of high-risk issues.
And the third is the total count of open issues. And these are distinguished by measure count here. So, it's the same, you'll notice it's the same metric ID, but three different measure counts to allow for the three different values captured here. So, with that, I'll stop and I'd like to turn it over to Kentucky to share their experiences.
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Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   30:15
Emily, really quick, can I pose a couple of questions from the chat that are very much tied to the demo? Can you speak to how the state would submit another module and then also multiple modules within one ORW?
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Emily Armstrong   30:17
Sure.
Yes.
Oh, sure.

Yes, no, definitely. So, the first question, and those are actually quite related. So, the first question to report on another, since other...

It doesn't have any CMS required outcomes. We other really captures legacy systems or systems that went live prior to streamlined modular certification. And as such, and we recognize there are a number of states that have legacy systems. So as such, there aren't any CMS required outcomes, but the 22 conditions for enhanced funding still apply. So, if a state is reporting on its non-SMC specific module, it would use other and then attest to just the 22 conditions for enhanced funding, and on its metrics definitions tab, it would then populate here, it would choose the other OT for other, and then provide the system name as you would ordinarily. And by and large, these will likely include only state specific outcomes.

Having said that I'm going to go back on my word a little bit. If it's a multi-system and the state is reporting on its legacy system that includes, for the sake of argument, let's say it includes some CP metrics, it includes some EPS metrics, and it includes LTSS metrics. Then the state would select those modules, populate the whole way down for all of the claims processing, for all of the, was it encounter processing, I think I said, and all of the LTSS, all of the CMS required outcomes for those 3 modules that are… That apply to your legacy system, and then...

However, the state wants to capture them, but there has to be an attestation to a full set of 22 CEFs as well.

So, if your legacy system is largely a CP system, then it might make sense to populate the 22 conditions for enhanced funding that fall under CP. If the state would prefer to use other, then that's fine. Just make sure you click off other and then
attest to the 22 CEFs, but either way, all of the CMS required outcomes for each of the relevant modules must be attested to, and there has to be a complete set of 22 CEFs as well.

Is there another question to you, Alejandra?
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Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   33:31
So, thank you so much. We'll address the rest of the remaining questions at the end.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   33:35
OK, perfect.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   33:38
Thank you so much, Emily.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   33:38
So, I...
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   33:43
Okay.
At this point, we're going to turn it over to our Kentucky team and partners.
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Hefling, Carol (CHFS DMS DIS)   33:51
Hi everyone. My name is Carol Hefling and I work with Kentucky. Here I also have my team here, Chi Chow and Sam Soa. We've been working on the operational workbooks for quite a while now. We are humbled that CMS asked us to present, because we are still making mistakes, but some of the tips and best practices that we've found so far are to start early, start adopting the operational workbooks early, and then don't wait for...

There are, or the APD actually, it's always best to...

I think from, because you're expecting the vendors to supply all this data, start including those in your RFPs and in your contracts to make them aware of it going, you know, forward. And then also just when you're drafting that RFP, consider the outcomes that you want to achieve. Normally, we use, so typically we use all the state, or the other CMS required outcomes, but there are some instances where we want to focus on certain areas. You know, there are more geared for Kentucky and for business to determine what the outcomes that they want. We want to be able to measure those. So, we want to make sure your outcomes are measurable and do those and then also creating a metric dictionary. And I believe there's some examples of that on GitHub, maybe not on the CMS site, but that's to include the definitions, the formulas, who the technical owners are, when it's due, and then also the source systems that the data is coming from and a link to the raw data. That way you can always type back. And it's also, we found that for standardizing the data for the reporting metrics, if we're presenting to one audience, you know, say the secretary or the legislature, we want to make sure that they're getting the same outcomes that were presented to the other one so that it's not mismatched. So, this is consistency, reproducibility, and traceability for all your metrics that you have. And then we want to define that 12-month rolling period. I think the CMS has given the states the option to either report

Um...

…one workbook for each month of the year or each month a different workbook, you know. And so, we have decided to do it monthly. It's just easier for us to track. But then this way we will know when we have to report to the APD on that yearly annual too and gather all those metrics together and also were, although we haven't adopted it yet, we're looking into leveraging some automation tools. These are simple tools for us. We're going to leverage our SharePoint site for the repository and then also use Power BI and Power Automate for some workflow to kind of pull those, pull that raw data into the workflow books themselves, and they go through some edits and audits to validate that the data is correct and then it will do a workflow for us to go in and view it ourselves so that we can approve it and then have it picked up and sent to box. We also want to mirror that CMS box structure so that as we go through, CMS has been quite good in that box. It will have us a submission folder, but then we also have that folder where we can see the errors. There's an error log file that we can pick up and things like that. So, we want to make sure that as the months and the years go forward that we have got our archive folders and things in our repository to match those that are within CMS so that we're kind of on track. And then also engage CMS early. They have been a huge help to us, always ready and willing to guide us through and give us some tips and pointers and walk us through the workbook individually. And then anytime we've had errors, a couple of times we've had errors, well, several times we've had errors, but they've been kind enough to walk us through and show us where those are and then how to mitigate those and then just continuously improve our processes and learn from it. We are expecting this to be not only beneficial for CMS, but also for the state as a whole.

Give us a holistic view of what the year looks like instead of a one-month snapshot and we did share a workbook that at or willing to share the workbook, there you go.
That we have done for our MMIS, which we did include several different modules in here. But since we're using the same system on the stations, we did not, we included all those, and, if you can kind of go through that, I think we've got that program integrity and all those in there too, as well, so.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   39:48
Yeah, this is a great example of a multi-system here. So, Kentucky is filled in the related system name for the various different module outcomes which apply.
So this is a perfect working example of what I was trying to show not too clearly with my workbook, but this is great. Thank you.
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Hefling, Carol (CHFS DMS DIS)   40:04
Okay. And then on the metric definitions, we did not include, I don't think this time, the CF09 on this one, but
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   40:24
Right, and that's a quarterly metric to align with the POIM reporting. So, states would not typically be including that monthly.
[image: ]
Hefling, Carol (CHFS DMS DIS)   40:24
Thanks.

Is it, is it?

Yeah.

We have learned that.

Not to insert rows or not to delete rows and things like this nature too, so be pretty locked down.

Um.

I can't think of anything to point out on this one. I don't think we have any state specific outcomes for MMAS. I think it's all MMAS. So, I think they're all required outcomes. So.

That's all I have, really.
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Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   41:22
Thank you so much.
[image: ]
Hefling, Carol (CHFS DMS DIS)   41:23
Yeah.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   41:24
Kentucky team. Anything else to close with? I know you have provided your contact information here just in case any state wants to reach out to you all to either get your sample report or if they have any additional questions. I do appreciate…
[image: ]
Hefling, Carol (CHFS DMS DIS)   41:31
Yes.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   41:43
…the partnership and you agreeing to, you know, speak to your experience and the process. So, thank you very much for that. I know to a team effort.
[image: ]
Hefling, Carol (CHFS DMS DIS)   41:52
Thank you. Thank you for having us. It is very much a team effort. And I have a good team, so I'm very, very pleased with them. But thank you for asking us.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   41:57
Um...

Thank you.

Thank you. With that, we're going to turn over to address a few of the FAQs that are in the chat that are unaddressed. So…we can go ahead. I think one of the questions, and if please correct me if this has already been addressed, but I think one of the questions that came up during the presentation is around the cadence of the POAMs. As you all know, that's a quarterly cadence. States are expected to submit those or have those updates. As far as the term and the cadence, I would align it with
like FFY quarters, at the beginning of the following quarter, you should definitely plan to submit the new update. But if you have a different cadence that's been set by your state agency, then you will definitely want to follow that.

There was a question or a comment around the slide that included the conditions for enhanced funding. Can you go back to that slide, please?

And if I put a thumbs up on the questions in the chat, that means that I am tracking that as already been addressed. If I flag any of them in error, please let me know. 

Yeah, keep going.

Next.

Conditions, yeah, right here.

So, Ladi, I don't know if you could come off mute and expand on your comment.
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Mosadomi, Ladi (HHSC)   43:57
Good afternoon. Thank you for the ask and yes, happy to. Ladi Mosadami, this is Texas Health and Human Services. Got a question about the sentence under one set of 22 CEF attestations per system. Can we clarify what that second bullet says? 

Attesting to the CEFs multiple times will not affect processing, but it is unnecessary or necessary.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   44:22
Unnecessary, yes. So this really speaks to a multi-module system as I was showing on the screen, where if a system has more than one module's outcomes that apply, a state doesn't need to attest to each of the 22 conditions for each of the modules that the state is reporting to in this multi-system, but there has to be one complete set of 22 CEFs.

So, if it's a multi-modular system like an MMIS, which might have CP, EPS, LTSS, PM outcomes in it, there just has to be one set, one complete set of 22 CEFs. You don't have to report or attest to 22 CEFs for each of the CP, DSS, DW, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. Unless you are reporting on six different systems in the one ORW, which we don't really recommend. But if the state is including data for more than one system in its ORW, then there has to be a complete set of 22 CEFs per system being reported.
[image: ]
Mosadomi, Ladi (HHSC)   45:39
Thank you.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   45:40
Did that help?
[image: ]
Mosadomi, Ladi (HHSC)   45:43
Yes, it did. Thank you.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   45:44
Are you sure? Okay, okay. We do see, we do see workbooks come through and the states might have reported or attested to all 22 CES for all the modules in the workbook, but they're actually only submitting data for one of the modules. And if there's an error with any one of those, any one of those fields, then the whole workbook will be held up. It's just not, it's not recommended to do that, to include more than one to hold up your data.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   46:19
Thank you, Emily. There was another question about on the email, is there a space between MES and operational reporting? That's an underscore, correct? Emily, can you go back to that page? Just make sure that you guys.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   46:34
Yes, yes, that's correct. Yeah, it's a hyperlink in there, so it's a little unclear to see it, but it's capital M, capital E, capital S, underscore, capital O.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   46:47
Thank you. There is a question about the, this is for our Kentucky friends. Awesome. We're off the hook here, Emily, but can you point in the right direction on the data dictionary that you mentioned?
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   46:56
If.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   47:09
Carol Chi.
[image: ]
Chau, Chi L (CHFS DMS DIS)   47:11
Hey, sorry, sorry guys. So, had had a meeting. So, so, so the data detection, we just want to make sure that we know where the data is coming from, right? So, in the past, we've seen we, you know, the vendor or business analyst putting the data, and you know, we're not in which reported they're pulling from, they reach out to ask of the monthly reports. So, we want to know, hey, which report you're pulling it from? Is there any way that we could, I mean, some of the report we is they pull it from several report, they have to manually combine it. So, we have no idea where they're coming from. So, while having a data dictionary, we can say, hey, can we automate some of the reports?

Right, instead of doing the status quo, we want to know where it's coming from, where's it going, so that we kind of a life cycle of a in metrics, so to speak, instead of just looking for looking at a number.

If that makes sense.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   48:11
Did I answer your question, Aileen?
[image: ]
Chau, Chi L (CHFS DMS DIS)   48:15
I.
[image: ]
Shamp, Aylin (DMAS)   48:19
Sorry, hi, sorry, it's Eileen. I was wondering because she mentioned, I think her name was Carol, if I'm not mistaken, she mentioned that there's a dictionary that allows, that was from the GitHub site that allows for like putting owners of particular answers for the attestations and we're working on that with our E&E group right now.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   48:21
Finally.
[image: ]
Shamp, Aylin (DMAS)   48:42
In completing the attestation. So, we have many people in areas and are trying to have that type of document instead of creating it from scratch if there is one. So, it sounded like she had a dictionary that she found on the GitHub site.
[image: ]
Chau, Chi L (CHFS DMS DIS)   48:55
That.

I don't, I don't think it's on the GitHub site, but the Emily and AJ can help me out, but it does have that, you know, the outcomes and, you know, the CFRs and all that, but I don't think on the website, well, we just...
[image: ]
Shamp, Aylin (DMAS)   49:10
Yeah, I have all that. Yes, I did. This just sounded like it was something of a tracker type document, so...
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   49:12
Yeah.
[image: ]
Chau, Chi L (CHFS DMS DIS)   49:16
No, not necessary. We do, it's our internal, I don't think it's any public site because we're also working on the SSA. They're also tied to those, but we're happy to share, you know, kind of our formatting table. So, but I don't think it's on any public site on the CMS.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   49:33
We can, yeah, on the CMS side, we can take that back, and Eileen, I'll grab your email address.
[image: ]
Shamp, Aylin (DMAS)   49:40
Okay.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   49:40
From the chat.
[image: ]
Chau, Chi L (CHFS DMS DIS)   49:40
Okay. Great. Thank you. That sounds.
[image: ]
Shamp, Aylin (DMAS)   49:41
Great, thank you. That sounds wonderful.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   49:44
Thank you. I know we're running out of time, and I think I'm being pulled off the stage, but I'll try to get to a few more. Is it acceptable to submit the ORW by module or do they need to be combined? We, CMS, will accept either or combined or by module. Emily, let me know if at any point. I'm breaking anything here. Anything else to add.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   50:07
No, that's correct. That's correct. Just if it's ideally, it's one module per workbook, just as I mentioned earlier, if there's an issue with any one of the formatting data points or anything like that, then all the data will be held up if you have more than one module in it. But yes, we can certainly accept and it can be read in.

Just be careful when you populate it, so there are no, there are no errors in it.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   50:33
Yeah, and if you have any issues with the population of that, reach out to the state officer. We can, yep. Definitely before July 1. I'll take, I'll address the last one because I think this is an off question that comes up often, but one of the questions is around the,
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   50:39
Reach out.
Yeah.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   50:54
outcomes and metric in the APD, can we put a statement like all outcomes and metrics are listed in the attached ORW and submit it with the OAPD as well as upload into Box. So, in the OAPD, you can put a statement to say that the metric data or the operational reporting has been submitted to the folder. However, in your IAPD or even as needed APD update, you do need to list the outcomes and metrics that you are seeking approval to because that is the vehicle and the and the mechanism that we approve review your proposed outcomes and metrics for any specific project or system. So, I hope that addressed your question, Kendall.
[image: ]
Kendal Scheidt   51:51
Yes, that's perfect. Thank you.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   51:51
You can reference the file and to say that it's in box. Yes, definitely. And you know, as you know, final thought is that as we continue to improve our processing and our dashboards, you know, this is just setting the baseline, the, you know, the foundation for what is to become of the CMS operational reporting process.

The key thing here is that we get all states to be compliant with the requirement and then secondly that states are ready to begin using the new template. So, I hope that it you learned something from today's session and I hope that you understand and.
know that we are here to help. If there is any additional help or technical assistance needed, feel free to reach out to the team. I am going to ask my COP team; how would you like for us to address any questions that are dependent that can we do that by email? Is there a way for us to collect those?
[image: ]
Banton, Kia (CMS/CMCS)   52:58
Well, we will be collecting everything that's in the Q&A. And yes, we can get those out by email. Additionally, in looking at the results from the poll, we most likely will need to have an ORW because we had what I saw was a 92 or 93 percent yes response there.
So that may be another opportunity for states to ask questions, but for the ones that have not been responded to here today, we can certainly follow up by email, whether that's through one of us or the state officers, we'll figure that piece out. But AJ, Emily, Carol, Samuel, Chi, thank you so much for joining and participating. We definitely appreciate everything that you were able to share with states and all the questions that were answered. I already noted in chat that the next COP is going to occur on May 20th, which is a Wednesday, same time slot, 2 to 3 Eastern and that will cover the project status reports. The registration link is not open yet but will be soon. And I popped the link for that in chat as well, but happy to reshare if needed. Just be on the lookout for an email from the COP team, which is myself, Makenzie Rollins, or Nikki Johnson, who's our newest addition to the team. We are just at time. So again, thanks everyone for joining. And we'll be posting the deck, the presentation, as well as the transcript in the next few days.

Okay, so we're all set, but I appreciate everyone's time. Have a great day.

Thank you.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   54:44
Thank you all.
[image: ]
Emily Armstrong   54:44
Thank you. Bye bye.
[image: ]
Johnson, Alejandra (CMS/CMCS)   54:46
Bye.
[image: ]
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