
2003 Innovations Awards Program
Application Form

ID #:  ________________

Category: _____________

State: Michigan________

1. Program Name – Michigan Electronic Grants System (MEGS).

2. Administering Agency – Michigan Department of Education (MDE).

3. Contact Person (Name & Title) - Mary Ann Chartrand, Supervisor, Grants Administration and Coordination.

4. Address – Office of Budget, Contracts & Grants, Michigan Department of Education, PO Box 30008, Lansing MI 48909. 

5. Telephone Number – (517) 373-1806.

6. FAX Number – (517) 241-0496.

7. E-mail Address – chartrandm@michigan.gov .

8. Please provide a two-sentence description of the program. – MEGS is an E-Grants system that provides for Internet based submission, review and approval of grants between MDE and school districts, charter schools and other grant recipients.

9. How long has this program been operational (month and year)? – The MEGS system has been in production since December 15, 2001.

10. Why was the program created? (What problem[s] or issue[s] was it designed to address?) - The Michigan Department of Education (MDE) operates numerous Federal grants, totaling over $1,000,000,000 per year.  As a result of the grant application process, the bulk of this money is flowed through to local units, public school districts, public school academies, colleges, universities, and non-profit organizations. The legacy process of announcing grants, accepting, processing, and approving grants, and ultimately getting the money to sub-grantees worked in that the designated funds were disbursed to sub-grantees.  However, the process was burdensome to the applicants and not efficient in terms of time and effort at all levels.  The process of applying for various grants, approving grants, and managing the complete grant process was handled differently by the various Program Offices within the Michigan Department of Education.   While the basic procedures are similar across all of the grant programs, each program is managed separately, and as a result, specific procedures differ from program to program. The different procedures included different terminology, different application structure, different payment procedures, and different means of maintaining historical data. Contributing to this different approach is the fact that grants are sponsored by different federal agencies, each with their own application procedures, reporting requirements, and timelines.  In addition with recent reductions to state government staffs, a means to make the entire grant management process more efficient was necessary.   The goal has been to improve the effectiveness of the programs, by streamlining the administrative tasks associated with reviewing and approving grants.  

11. Describe the specific activities and operations of the program in chronological order. - Please see the attached Vision Statement that was done prior to awarding the contracts.

12. Why is the program a new and creative approach or method? – MEGS is one of the first three full-scale e-Grants Systems operated by states. While Missouri and Pennsylvania had e-Grant systems in place, the MEGS system offers a full spectrum solution that addresses the entire grant life cycle.  From creation of grant programs, through the announcement of grants, application, consultant review, approval and interface with the Grant Cash Management and Reporting System, MEGS provides a consistent grant management application.   

13. What were the program’s start-up costs? (Provide detail about specific purchases for this program, staffing needs and other financial expenditures, as well as existing materials, technology and staff already in place.) – Start up costs for MEGS, incurred during fiscal year 2001, were $458,697. – Fiscal year 2002 first year operational costs were $982,994. Fiscal year 2003, (current year) expected costs are $1,030,150. No new MDE staff was hired for MEGS. All MEGS development and project management were obtained by contracts. Existing MDE staff added their MEGS development duties to their existing workload.

14. What are the program’s annual operational costs? – Annual operating costs are not yet defined because we are still in the process of adding new grants to MEGS. There will be an annual cost to provide maintenance to the system, provide network services, and change programming to conform to Federal revisions. An estimate is $200,000 to $400,000 depending upon whether there is reauthorization of Federal programs.

15. How is the program funded? – The program has been funded with Federal administrative fund allowances from the various Federal grants administered by the MDE. Therefore, (with three exceptions), only Federal grant programs have been added to MEGS. The three exceptions were funded with State funds.

16. Did this program require the passage of legislation, executive order or regulations?  If YES, please indicate the citation number. – No - The MEGS system did not require legislation, executive order or regulations.

17. What equipment, technology and software are used to operate and administer this program? – The MEGS technology utilizes an all Microsoft platform using Microsoft SQL 2000 Server database software, Internet browsers (Internet Explorer or Netscape, version 4.0 or higher); Adobe Acrobat Reader, and existing PCs with an Internet connection in the field and within MDE. 

18. To the best of your knowledge, did this program originate in your state?  If YES, please indicate the innovator’s name, present address and telephone number. – Yes – The idea for the program came from employees in the MDE. Three people were most involved, Mary Ann Chartrand, Richard Bellah and Wm. Kenneth Cool. Mssrs. Bellah and Cool are retired; Ms. Chartrand’s address is listed above. In addition, Deputy Superintendent Carol Wolenberg provided the vital executive sponsorship necessary for the idea to progress. 

19. Are you aware of similar programs in other states?  If YES, which ones and how does this program differ? – Yes – As noted above, the States of Pennsylvania and Missouri both had e-grant programs at the time we researched MEGS. In addition, many other states are now looking into e-Grants systems. MDE contacted both the States of Pennsylvania and Missouri at the time we were planning MEGS. The Missouri system operated on another platform (non Microsoft), which was a barrier to using their system. We did receive a proposal with the private company that developed the Pennsylvania system, but they were not selected.

20. Has the program been fully implemented?  If NO, what actions remain to be taken? –Yes- However, a few Federal grants remain to be added during the 2003-2004 fiscal year. State grants (with three exceptions), have not been added due to the lack of State funding.

21. Briefly evaluate (pro and con) the program’s effectiveness in addressing the defined problem[s] or issue[s].  Provide tangible examples.   One of the great selling points for the MEGS system, was the requirement that the system be able to bring forward previously entered information when starting a new year’s grant.  This requirement addressed the fact that there is always some back and forth with consultants when designing a grant program, and that often updates to the grant were lost.  This would result in the fact that it always seemed like a grant application was starting from square one, without the previous year’s changes.   In order to capture the detail budgets and program designs, users were required to enter in data into MEGS.  MEGS was also able to enforce all business rules during the application process.  While some users were initially upset by not being able to forward existing spreadsheets and other saved documents, the second year of production has resulted in widespread satisfaction as all info from the previous year is now brought forwarded.  Users can now revisit specific programs, and update all necessary pages in a fraction of the time needed to enter the grant in the previous year.  The second year of operation will provide the most benefits to our customers. We are presently working on a survey to try to better quantify the benefits of the MEGS system. Our anecdotal evidence is the MDE customers feel that MEGS was well done and is very valuable to them.  In addition, the process of gathering and specifying requirements across MDE, has allowed staff to review the purpose behind all of the forms required to support an application.  All offices have been able to streamline their requirements as a result of the review.  One office that serves the education community but is outside the control of the Michigan Department of Education added several new requirements to their grant based on new legislation.  Based on a difficult submission process in the first year of MEGS, the office was able to revisit all of the requirements, and with support in added MEGS functionality was able to significantly reduce the time required to submit their application.   MEGS provided an excellent standard by which to develop improvements for the grant.   Finally, from the point of consultant review of grants, the MEGS system has been able to virtually end the requirement for administrative review of the grants.  This has freed up support staff for other functions.  

22. How has the program grown and/or changed since its inception?– As in any new systems development, there were changes that became necessary as we progressed. Numerous features and functionality that address specific issues raised by users of the system have resulted in numerous updates and changes.  The most significant are the ability to edit an entire budget from a single screen, while still enforcing all of the required business logic.  In addition, consultant level checklists have been made interactive to allow for users to respond directly to consultant remarks.   Other significant updates include the ability to “clone” or copy program designs to multiple districts within a consortium grant.  Even with all of the updated and improvements, the original vision and concept did not change. 

23. What limitations or obstacles might other states expect to encounter if they attempt to adopt this program?  Each state probably handles their accounting chart of accounts slightly different. Therefore, the budget screens would need to be modified to fit each states particular approach. In addition, the Michigan Dept of Education experience has been that project management is essential to success. A dollar ratio of about 4/1 between system development contractors and project management contractors will help ensure success. Sufficient funding for professional project management is required.  Any state interested in pursuing a grants system must be interested in improving their internal processes in order to better support final users.  

Add space as appropriate to this form.  When complete, return to: 

CSG Innovations Awards 2003
The Council of State Governments

2760 Research Park Drive, P.O. Box 11910

Lexington, KY 40578-1910

innovations@csg.org 

DEADLINE: All original applications must be postmarked or e-mailed by April 11, 2003, to be considered for an Innovations Award for 2003.
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