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July 10, 2026 

 

Bill Yelenak   
Providers’ Council  
Framingham, Massachusetts  
byelenak@providers.org  
  
Re: OMB-2026-0034, Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Regulation for Federal 
Financial Assistance 

  
To Whom It May Concern: 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposal to revise several 
parts of the OMB Guidance for Federal Financial Assistance located in title 2 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), subtitle A (OMB-2026-0034, Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Regulation for Federal Financial Assistance).  
  
My name is Bill Yelenak, and I’m the President/CEO of the Providers' Council, the 
largest human services membership association in the Commonwealth, representing 
220 community-based human services organizations.  
  
Massachusetts’ human services sector is essential in providing critical care to 
hundreds of thousands of residents across the Commonwealth. Our member 
organizations receive federal grants and contracts to run essential programs, pay staff, 
and sustain services in the communities they serve. In January 2026, providers across 
Massachusetts reported that recent federal policy changes were already causing 
systemic delays in the delivery of critical resources to consumers. Increased 
administrative burdens, and, in some cases, an inability to qualify for federal grants at 
all, are forcing providers to stretch budgets to capacity, which in turn makes it harder 
to recruit and retain the qualified staff needed to run programs and deliver services.  

  
We have a wide range of concerns about the proposed changes and how they will affect 
the community-based human services sector in Massachusetts.  
  
Alignment with Administration Priorities and Discretionary Funding Decisions   
We are concerned by provisions that would condition federal funding decisions on 
alignment with a sitting administration's political priorities rather than on 
congressional intent or community need.   
 
Under §200.202, federal agencies would be directed to design programs to "align with 
administration policies and priorities” and further, would eliminate the requirement 
that agencies engage with members of the communities that would benefit from or be 
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impacted by a program during the design phase. Removing these requirements and 
preventing federal programs from being designed in ways that meet the actual needs of 
the residents they’re intending to serve – and instead basing design on whether or not 
that aligns with the administration’s priorities – is a step in the wrong direction.   
 
§200.205 would require discretionary awards to "demonstrably advance the 
President's policy priorities" while authorizing agencies to reject proposals under 
vaguely defined "national interest" criteria, with no requirement to notify applicants of 
a rejection or its basis, and no guaranteed right to appeal. §200.205 also would 
eliminate existing guidance encouraging agencies to use a merit-review process that 
includes reviewers representing underserved communities, removing a safeguard that 
has helped ensure community-informed funding decisions and substituting it with a 
narrower, less representative review pipeline.   
  
§200.206 compounds this by directing federal agencies to weigh an applicant's 
"history of questionable practices" or organizational affiliations using undefined, 
subjective terms like "public safety" and "national security." Taken together, these 
provisions would let funding decisions turn on partisan judgment rather than 
objective, transparent criteria, and would allow each new administration to reshape or 
eliminate congressionally authorized programs that serve communities. For a sector 
that depends on multi-year funding stability to plan staffing, leases, and services to 
consumers, this introduces a level of unpredictability our organizations cannot afford.  
  
Ability to Terminate or Suspend Funds  

We are deeply troubled by the proposed expansion of federal agency authority to 
terminate or suspend federal awards at will (§200.211, §200.340–343). Under the 
proposal, an award could be terminated without cause if it no longer aligns with an 
administration's shifting priorities, with no guaranteed right to a hearing or appeal 
outside of noncompliance terminations. Our member organizations operate on 
stretched budgets; they must keep programs like housing stabilization, early 
intervention, and behavioral health services running without interruption. The 
unpredictability created by this provision would force organizations to treat every 
federal grant as a liability rather than a stable funding source. This would be a 
particularly damaging outcome at a time when the community-based human services 
sector in Massachusetts is already managing a 15 percent vacancy rate in client-facing 
full-time positions and a 16 percent vacancy rate in part-time positions, both far above 
the statewide job-openings rate of 3.3 percent, according to a 2026 report.  

  
DEI, Civil Rights, and Disparate Impact  
A 2026 workforce study by the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute found 
our sector is 78 percent women (compared to 43 percent across all other industries), 
38 percent people of color (compared to 29 percent), and 8 percent people with 
disabilities (compared to 6 percent). Nearly 1 in 4 human services workers in 
Massachusetts are foreign-born. These proposed changes not only affect the clients 
served – but they also impact the staff at our organizations as well.  
  
We are especially concerned about the proposed changes to §200.300 and §200.218, 
which would direct agencies to eliminate consideration of disparate impact and bar 



Providers’ Council  
Comments on OMB-2026-0034 
July 10, 2026 
 

   

 

awards that "promote, encourage, subsidize, or facilitate" diversity, equity, and 
inclusion efforts, broadly and vaguely defined. Many of our member organizations 
operate programs intentionally designed to reach underserved communities. Stripping 
agencies of the ability to account for disparate impact – or threatening to defund 
organizations whose missions explicitly address racial or social equity – would make it 
harder for Massachusetts providers to serve the residents who need services the most. 
§200.321 would remove the existing requirement that agencies and recipients consider 
women-owned, minority-owned and veteran-owned businesses when issuing 
contracts, eliminating a tool our members have used to direct procurement spending 
toward historically underrepresented business owners in our communities.  
  
The removal of agency discretion to translate award materials and supporting 
documents into languages other than English (§200.111) would directly harm our 
ability to serve the many Massachusetts residents and human services sector staff 
who depend on language-accessible services and on organizations' ability to engage 
with federal program requirements in the languages their staff and clients understand.  
  
Immigration Verification  
§200.303 and §200.318 would require all recipients and subrecipients to participate in 
E-Verify for every employee and contractor performing work under a federal award. 
For human services organizations already operating with double-digit vacancy rates, 
this adds a new compliance and administrative burden to an already strained hiring 
pipeline with no corresponding support to help providers absorb the added cost or 
staff time.  
  
Procurement Requirements  

§200.322 would newly require agencies to include domestic-purchasing provisions in 
grant terms and conditions, a requirement that could raise costs or limit options for 
providers procuring specialized equipment, supplies, or services not readily available 
from domestic vendors, with no clear exemption process for human services-specific 
needs.  
  
Membership Costs   
§200.407 and §200.454 would eliminate the ability to use federal award funds to cover 
membership in civic or community organizations; require prior written agency 
approval for any professional, technical, civic, or business membership; and extend 
the existing prohibition on lobbying-related membership costs to organizations whose 

primary purpose is "issue advocacy." Membership associations like the Providers' 
Council provide essential infrastructure for cross-sector coordination, training and 
shared learning. Small nonprofit organizations often rely on these associations to learn 
from other organizations, discuss issues facing the sector, and work together to serve 
the community. It is important to respect the discretion of organizations and allow 
them to use federal funds to support membership dues so they may continue to 
engage in community dialogues and collaborate with others. 
 
Mid-Performance Changes and Reimbursement Risk 
§200.208 would authorize federal agencies to modify grant terms and add new 
conditions during the active period of performance – including switching grantees from 
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advance payments to reimbursement mid-grant. For human services organizations 
operating on thin margins, the cash flow impact of waiting for federal reimbursement 
while continuing to fund payroll, rent, and consumer services could be severe enough 
to force program interruptions. Agencies could also layer on additional monitoring 
requirements, prior approvals, and reporting obligations that were not in place when 
an organization accepted the award. Providers’ Council member organizations cannot 
responsibly plan staffing, service capacity, or multi-year commitments if grant 
conditions are subject to unilateral revision after the award is made. We urge OMB to 
prohibit mid-performance changes to payment structures and to require mutual 
agreement before any new conditions are imposed during the period of performance. 
 
Indirect Cost Rate Preference 

§200.205 would create a preference for discretionary awards to be given, all else being 
equal, to organizations with lower indirect cost rates. Indirect cost rates reflect the real 
administrative, operational and overhead costs required to deliver federal programs – 
not inefficiency. Penalizing organizations for accurately accounting for their true cost 
of service delivery creates a perverse incentive to underreport overhead, which 
undermines long-term organizational sustainability and program quality.  
 
Termination for Reputational Damage 
§200.332 would require pass-through entities to terminate subawards if a 
subrecipient takes any action that could “significantly damage the reputation” of the 
federal agency or the federal government. This provision contains no definition of 
reputational damage, no standard of evidence and no due process protections for 
affected organizations. Many of our member organizations simultaneously provide 
federally funded services and engage in lawful public advocacy – testifying before the 
Legislature, publishing research or issuing public statements about service 
disruptions caused by federal policy changes. Under this provision, any such 
expression could be characterized as a reputational threat and used as grounds for 
subaward termination. We urge OMB to remove §200.332 entirely or, at minimum, 
define its scope narrowly and establish clear procedural protections before any 
termination may occur. 
 
Advocacy Chilling Effect and Conflict with Existing Federal Law 

§200.450 would bar the use of federal funds for voter registration activities, issue 
advocacy, and efforts to influence the executive branch of any state government. While 
these restrictions apply specifically to the use of federal dollars, their breadth creates a 
chilling effect: the vague prohibition on “public messaging” that promotes or opposes a 
“social, political, or public policy position” may discourage organizations from 
engaging in any public communication, even where no federal funds are involved. This 
is especially concerning for human services providers who routinely speak publicly on 
matters of housing, behavioral health, workforce policy, and client welfare. The 
Providers’ Council has long operated our CareVote campaign to aid human services 
organizations in doing nonpartisan voter engagement to empower their employees and 
consumers to be self-advocates for their programs. We urge OMB to clarify that 
§200.450 does not supersede existing statutory voter registration obligations and to 
narrow the scope of the issue advocacy restriction to avoid suppressing 
constitutionally protected speech. 
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Conclusion  

Many of our 220 member organizations apply for, administer and/or rely on awards of 
federal funding, and the Providers’ Council strongly opposes the proposed changes 
due to the impact they will have on our members and the communities they serve. 
Massachusetts' human services workforce is already stretched to capacity; our 
providers are already absorbing the cost of high vacancy rates and rising demand, and 
these proposed changes would compound those pressures by making federal funding 
less reliable, less accessible to historically underserved communities, and more 
burdensome to administer.   
  
We urge OMB to withdraw these harmful provisions and instead pursue reforms that 
increase transparency, stability, and equity in federal grantmaking – not changes that 
introduce uncertainty and risk for the nonprofits and communities who depend on it.  
  
Thank you for considering this input.  
  
Sincerely,  
 
 
 

  
Bill Yelenak  
President/CEO 
Providers’ Council  
  
  


