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Background 

Opioid settlement funds represent a historic opportunity to address the profound and lasting harms caused by the 
opioid crisis. Unlike traditional grant funding, these resources originate from legal settlements with companies whose 
conduct contributed to widespread opioid-related overdose, loss, and suffering among individuals, families, and 
communities. This origin creates a heightened responsibility to ensure that settlement funds are used for their 
intended opioid abatement purposes and invested in ways that reflect community needs, local priorities, and the 
lived and living experiences of people most directly and disproportionately affected by the crisis. 

In Massachusetts, municipal opioid settlement funds are administered independently by hundreds of cities and towns 
with varying levels of staffing, infrastructure, experience, and administrative capacity. Although this decentralized 
structure allows municipalities to tailor investments to local needs, it also creates a need for clear guidance and a 
consistent statewide approach to reporting and oversight. Without such an approach, municipalities may be 
uncertain about how requirements under the State-Subdivision Agreement (SSA) will be interpreted and applied, 
potential concerns may not be identified or addressed consistently, and opportunities for early assistance and timely 
course correction may be missed. 

The Bureau of Substance Addiction Services (BSAS) developed the Reporting & Oversight Framework (ROF) to address 
these needs. The ROF establishes a clear and consistent process for supporting accurate reporting, assessing 
municipal expenditures and practices, identifying potential concerns, providing technical assistance, and responding 
when the use or management of funds may not align with the SSA. 

The framework is designed to prevent problems whenever possible, support municipalities in strengthening their 
opioid abatement practices, and promote timely corrective action when concerns arise. It also helps ensure that 
oversight decisions are transparent, evidence-based, proportionate to the nature and severity of the concern, and 

consistently applied across municipalities. 

Reporting & Oversight Framework  

The Reporting & Oversight Framework (ROF) is organized around the key elements illustrated in Figure 1, which 

together establish a structured and coordinated approach to preventing, identifying, assessing, and resolving 

potential reporting and compliance concerns. Each element performs a distinct function within the oversight process 

while collectively promoting accountability, supporting municipalities in meeting their obligations, and helping ensure 

that opioid settlement funds are used effectively, equitably, and in accordance with the Massachusetts State 

Subdivision Agreement. 

Figure 1: Key Elements 
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Overview 

The Reporting & Oversight Toolkit puts the ROF into practice. It serves as a resource to help municipalities prevent 

reporting and compliance concerns, and it contains practical guidance, decision-making tools, and clear explanations 

of oversight processes to help municipalities manage opioid settlement funds responsibly. 

The document focuses on the key elements with each section describing relevant activities and processes. Rather 

than serving as a standalone guidance document, the toolkit provides a comprehensive overview of how the 

framework operates in practice—from the preventive activities that help municipalities avoid reporting and 

compliance issues, to the methods used to identify potential concerns, and the procedures followed when additional 

review is warranted.  

Key Elements  

 

 

Element 1 is designed to reduce the risk of noncompliance by ensuring municipalities have access to the guidance, 

tools, and support needed to manage opioid abatement funds effectively. This includes clear information, practical 

resources, and technical assistance across the full lifecycle of opioid abatement activities—from planning and 

budgeting through implementation, monitoring, and reporting. Element 1 helps position municipalities to use funds 

strategically, responsibly, and in alignment with the Massachusetts State Subdivision Agreement. Figure 2 contains 

examples of some of the tools and guidance that’s available to municipalities, which are linked below.    

Figure 2: Examples of Resources 

Additional Guidance  

Additional guidance for determining whether proposed expenditures are in accordance with the 
Massachusetts State Subdivision Agreement.  

Decision-Making Quick Test 

A pre-implementation screening tool designed to help municipalities assess whether a proposed 
cost is allowable, appropriate, and aligned with the requirements of the SSA 

Reporting & Oversight Toolkit 

Connects municipalities to guidance, templates, technical assistance, and other resources that 
support strategic, equitable, and evidence-informed opioid abatement efforts 

Reporting Guidance Document   

Provides guidance on completing the annual expenditure report, including visual aids, pre-recorded 
videos, and examples of complete reports to illustrate compliant submission practice  

Reporting Support Sessions 

Self-scheduled 15-, 30-, or 60-minute increment sessions for municipalities to receive one-on-one 
support to accurately complete their annual expenditure reports 

Reporting & Oversight Webinar 

Primary mechanism for providing consistent information at the start of each reporting cycle, 
including requirements, key deadlines, changes to forms or procedures, and expectations 

Voluntary Budget Reviews & Amendments 

Provides municipalities with an opportunity to receive non-binding feedback on proposed opioid 
settlement expenditures before funds are committed or spent 

 

https://massgov-my.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/personal/julia_newhall2_mass_gov/Documents/Compliance%20Materials/Inform/Muni%20Quick%20Test.xlsx?d=wc8e857d437fb49a7a492e2148b650b91&csf=1&web=1&e=jHWKad
https://massgov-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/personal/julia_newhall2_mass_gov/Documents/Compliance%20Materials/Inform/Reporting%20%26%20Oversight%20Toolkit.docx?d=we4c4298811b544c8a4a6861b358abb57&csf=1&web=1&e=qHOa3S
https://mosaic.rizema.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/Annual-Municipal-Expenditure-Report-Guideline.pdf
https://massgov-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/julia_newhall2_mass_gov/IQDwsFvhIi_cTrnQb20p0sphAcTHerqH5zYFIz2A5CDI_2Y?email=Casey.L.Leon%40mass.gov&e=epeKN4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BpzxttWPsac
https://massgov-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/r/personal/julia_newhall2_mass_gov/Documents/Compliance%20Materials/Communication/Templates/Materials/Voluntary%20Budget%20Review_One-Pager.pdf?csf=1&web=1&e=Me7nsw
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Element 2 is the systematic collection, screening, and assessment of information obtained through two data sources; 

Municipal Expenditure Report and Public Claims/Complaint Form. By identifying potential concerns, municipalities 

can be connected with appropriate guidance, technical assistance, or follow-up depending on the nature and severity 

of the issue.  

There are two primary data sources that are used to identify potential concerns that include: 

1. Annual Expenditure Report 

2. Incoming Claims of Misuse and/or Mismanagement 

Municipal Expenditure Report 

Report Intake & Completeness Check (September–November) 
Upon receipt of Municipal Expenditure Reports, BSAS logs and tracks each report and reviews it for completeness. 

Follow-up activities may include documenting the date the report was received, identifying missing or incomplete 

sections, and resolving discrepancies between reported carryover amounts and prior-year submissions. Once all 

required follow-up has been completed and the report is deemed complete, it is placed in the queue to conduct a risk 

assessment. 

Risk Assessment (September–December) 
The risk assessment is a structured review process by which BSAS uses a standardized tool to evaluate the level of risk 

across key domains, including allowable use of funds, supplanting and duplicative spending, best practice and 

spending progress. Each domain is assessed using specific criteria, and the tool aggregates these inputs to generate a  

numerical score ranging from Level 0 (No Risk) to Level 4 (High Risk) with the understanding that multiple risk levels 

may be identified simultaneously depending on the nature and severity of the findings.  

Table 1 summarizes the risk assessment scoring system each municipal risk level, what the classification means, the 

corresponding follow-up action, and whether the level may be assigned in combination with other risk levels. 

Table 1: Risk Assessment Scoring System 

Risk Level What It Means Action Step Combined Levels 

Level 0 No risk concerns were identified. 
Confirmation of 
completion 

None 

Level 1 Less than 10% of the funds it received.  

Referred to TTA 

Levels 2, 3, or 4 

Level 2 
Ineffective or inefficient use of funds and/or 
did not engage PWLLE 

Levels 1, 3, or 4 

Level 3 
Additional information needed from 
municipality to accurately assess risk level 

Initiate Formal Inquiry Levels 1 and 2 

Level 4 
Unallowable use of funds or failure to meet 
reporting requirements  

Corrective Action and/or 
Escalated to AGO 

Levels 1 and 2 

Post-Risk Assessment (January - July) 

The subsection below provides additional information about the actions taken following the risk assessment and what 

municipalities can expect during the follow-up process. These actions are intended to ensure that identified concerns 

are addressed consistently and proportionately, with appropriate opportunities for technical assistance, clarification, 

and corrective action. When a municipality is assigned more than one risk level, BSAS will issue a single consolidated 

notification describing all applicable findings and required follow-up actions. 

Level 0 

https://massgov-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/personal/julia_newhall2_mass_gov/Documents/Compliance%20Materials/Educate/Decision-Making%20Guidance.docx?d=wa77c0621b4b54431b82098b8e638b1bc&csf=1&web=1&e=bkvoRP
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Municipalities classified as Level 0 that have not demonstrated any identified risk concerns will be notified by BSAS 

that their municipal expenditure report has been reviewed and is consistent with applicable requirements.  

Level 1 and Level 2  
Municipalities classified as either Level 1 and/or Level 2 will be notified by BSAS that the matter has been referred to 

the Mosaic Training and Technical Assistance Program. The Mosaic team will contact municipalities directly to offer 

TTA services. BSAS strongly encourages municipalities to utilize the TTA services available to address early indicators of 

risk and prevent future escalation.  

Level 3  
Municipalities classified as Level 3 will be notified that a formal Inquiry has been initiated, in which municipalities will 

have an opportunity to clarify the reported information, submit supporting documentation, and respond to the 

concerns identified. Following its review, BSAS will issue a final determination and identify any required follow-up 

actions. More information about this process is described in the next section under Element 3 – Inspect.  

Level 4 
Municipalities classified as Level 4 have reported information indicating a compliance concern, including 

nonallowable use of opioid abatement funds. BSAS will notify the municipality of the concern and the actions 

required to address it, which may include submission of a corrective action plan, and additional monitoring or 

documentation. Depending on the nature and severity of the concern, BSAS may also refer the matter to the Office of 

the Attorney General or another appropriate oversight agency. More information about this process is described in 

the next section under Element 3 – Inspect.  

Incoming Claims of Misuse and/or Mismanagement  

An incoming claim is any verbal or written communication alleging the misuse and/or mismanagement of funding. 

BSAS reviews each claim to determine whether it contains credible and relevant information, falls within the scope of 

municipal opioid abatement oversight, and warrants additional follow-up .  

Incoming claims are submitted through the Public Claims Form, which allows members of the public, municipal 

officials, service providers, community organizations, and other interested parties to report concerns directly to BSAS. 

A separate Internal Claims Form is used by BSAS staff to document claims received through other means of 

communication, such as email, telephone calls, meetings, and correspondence. The forms ensure that all incoming 

claims are documented consistently and reviewed through the same standardized process. 

Preliminary Review (0 – 5 Days) 
Each claim is assigned a tracking number and is saved in a case file along with any other information and supporting 

materials that were provided by the claimant. A preliminary review is conducted to determine whether the allegation 

appears credible and warrants further assessment. This review may include, but is not limited to, examining prior 

municipal expenditure reports, previously submitted claims, and any supporting documentation provided by the 

claimant. Based on the information available, BSAS determines which of the following outcomes is appropriate: 

• No Further Action Required – The available information does not support the allegation, or the issue has already 

been addressed, in which case, the claim is recorded as No Action Taken.  

• Referral for Technical Assistance – The concern appears to reflect an issue that may be addressed through 

education, guidance, or technical assistance. BSAS will inform the municipality that a claim has been made that 

prompted a referral to the Mosaic TTA Program. Once the referral has been made, the claim will be recorded as 

Action Taken Referred to TTA.  

• Initiate Formal Inquiry – The preliminary review indicates that the allegation is credible. BSAS will follow the 

normal procedure for initiating a formal inquiry, and the claim is recorded as Action Taken Formal Inquiry 

Initiated.  

https://massgov-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/personal/julia_newhall2_mass_gov/Documents/Compliance%20Materials/Educate/Decision-Making%20Guidance.docx?d=wa77c0621b4b54431b82098b8e638b1bc&csf=1&web=1&e=bkvoRP
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• Referral to Another Agency or Process – The claim falls outside the scope of opioid abatement and should be 

handled by another entity (e.g., Attorney General's Office, Office of the Inspector General, etc.). The claim is 

documented in the case file as Action Taken Interagency Referral.  

 

 

 

Element three is focused on fact-finding to verify, clarify, and resolve concerns identified during the risk 

assessment process. This is accomplished through a structured review of relevant information, documentation, 

and municipal responses to assess whether expenditures and activities align with the requirements of the State 

Subdivision Agreement (SSA) and other applicable guidance. 

By gathering additional information and evaluating the facts, BSAS can distinguish between reporting errors, 

misunderstandings, and potential noncompliance, ensuring that any subsequent actions are appropriate, 

proportionate, and informed by the available evidence. 

Formal Inquiry 

A Formal Inquiry is initiated when: 

• Muncipal Expenditure Report is classified as Level 3 during risk assessment process 

• BSAS receives an incoming claim that is credible  

It is important to note that a Formal Inquiry does not constitute a finding of noncompliance. Rather, it reflects the 

need for additional records and clarification to determine if documented noncompliance occurred.  

Notification of Formal Inquiry 
An email will be sent to the Chief Executive/Administrative Officer, Chief Financial Officer, City/Town Clerk, and the 

Programmatic and Reporting Points of Contact on file to confirm that a Formal Inquiry has been initiated. 

Municipalities will receive a list of required records that must be submitted to BSAS via email to DPH-OSF@mass.gov 

within 30 business days of the notification. If additional time is required due to capacity constraints, municipalities 

must email BSAS at least 10 business days in advance of the deadline to request an extension.  

Records Review (10 – 20 Days) 
After the municipality submits the required records and documentation, BSAS may request supplemental 

documentation, written clarifications, or if needed, schedule a meeting with the municipality to validate the accuracy 

of the information. This is critical to ensure that the subsequent Preliminary Determination is based on complete, 

accurate, and well-substantiated information, while also providing the municipality a fair opportunity to clarify and 

support the submission.  

 

 

Preliminary Determination (15 – 20 Days) 
BSAS will conduct a Preliminary Determination that translates the municipality’s responses and documentation into a 

structured finding using the Formal Inquiry Scoring Tool, which is a logic-driven assessment tool that applies 

predefined criteria across the following domains: 

• Allowability & Alignment with SSA 

• Supplanting & Duplicative Spending 

• Required Records 

• Pattern & History (if applicable) 

mailto:DPH-OSF@mass.gov
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Municipal Response (10 – 15 Days) 
Following issuance of the Preliminary Determination, the municipality is provided an opportunity to respond by 

submitting the Municipal Response Form. All responses are expected to directly address the domains and findings 

included in the Preliminary Determination and provide sufficient detail to support reassessment. 

The Muncipal Response Form and any materials must be submitted within 10–15 business days of receipt of the 

Preliminary Determination. If additional time is needed due to capacity constraints, the municipality must submit a 

written request for an extension at least three business days in advance of the deadline, including a justification for 

the request. Responses and supporting documentation must be submitted via email to DPH-OSF@mass.gov, with the 

subject line formatted as: [Name of Municipality – PD Response]. Failure to submit a response within the specified 

timeframe may result in the issuance of a Final Determination based solely on the information available. 

Review of Municipal Response (15 – 20 Days) 
Upon receipt of the municipality’s response, BSAS conducts a comprehensive and structured review of all submitted 

materials to determine whether the additional information sufficiently addresses the findings outlined in the 

Preliminary Determination. This review goes beyond a surface-level assessment and involves a detailed validation of 

both the narrative response and supporting documentation. This includes assessing whether expenditures can be 

clearly linked to SSA-approved opioid abatement purposes, whether concerns related to supplanting have been 

sufficiently addressed, and whether documentation meets expectations for adequacy and reliability.  

Where applicable, the Formal Inquiry Scoring Tool may be reused based on the updated information and supporting 

documentation provided. As a result, the original score may be confirmed or revised upward or downward depending 

on the quality, completeness, and substantiation of the response. This process helps ensure that the Final 

Determination is grounded in a complete and accurate record and supports consistency, fairness, and defensibility in 

decision-making. 

Final Determination (10 – 15 Days) 
BSAS will issue a Final Determination based on a comprehensive review of all available information. This includes the 

initial documentation submitted by the municipality, any supplemental materials provided, findings derived from the 

Formal Inquiry Scoring Tool, and the municipality’s response to the Preliminary Determination. 

The Final Determination reflects both the quantitative results of the scoring process and a qualitative assessment of 

the full record, including the consistency and sufficiency of documentation, the municipality’s explanation of its 

decision-making, and any demonstrated efforts to address identified concerns. In addition, BSAS evaluates whether a 

reasonable and good faith effort has been taken to address the concerns identified during the inquiry process. 

Specifically, whether the municipality acknowledged identified issues, provided credible and sufficient explanations, 

and outlined or initiated corrective actions to mitigate or resolve potential risks.  

The Final Determination is sent as a formal document, which includes a summary of key findings and risk 

classification. This determination represents the conclusion of the Formal Inquiry process and establishes the basis for 

any subsequent monitoring, support, or oversight actions that may occur.  

Formal Inquiry Scoring System 
The Formal Inquiry Scoring System displayed in Table 3 includes a description of domains, ranges, and their weighted 

percentage. Each domain is multiplied by its assigned weight, in which a final composite score is generated with a 

maximum possible score of 4.0.  

Domain Description Range Weight 

Alignment & Allowability 
Funds used for opioid abatement purposes and project aligns 
with SSA-approved strategies and activities 

1.0 – 4.0 40% 

Supplanting & Duplicative 
Spending 

Funds used to expand SUD resources, and not replace existing 
funding obligations or to fund reimbursable services/activities  

1.0 – 4.0 40% 

https://massgov-my.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/personal/julia_newhall2_mass_gov/Documents/Compliance%20Materials/Communication/Templates/Materials/Formal%20Inquiry_Municipal%20Response%20Form.docx?d=wec918bdb098a4f138c098aaf47c64780&csf=1&web=1&e=IlakOj
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Table 3: Formal Inquiry Scoring System 

Table 4 displays the tier levels assigned to the final composite score ranges, and the possible action steps that will be 

taken based on the findings. 

Table 4: Formal Inquiry Scores  

Formal Escalation  

BSAS may escalate significant compliance concerns to the Attorney General’s Office in the following cases: 

• Level 4 classification following a risk assessment 

• Tier 4 composite score following a formal inquiry  

Level 4 Classification Following Risk Assessment 
Level 4 Classification is treated as a serious compliance concern requiring immediate review, documentation, and 

corrective action recommendations. 

Municipalities will be notified by BSAS of the Level 4 classification, and will have 15 business days to respond in 

writing to confirm one the following scenarios occurred: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Points of Contact & Municipal Roles   

Municipalities are asked to designate a primary and secondary point of contact for the following municipal opioid 

abatement functions, and to provide contact information for specific municipal officials. Municipalities are 

responsible for keeping their contact information updated to ensure outgoing correspondence is sent to the 

appropriate persons.  

Required Records Records were provided and contain sufficient information  1.0 – 4.0 10% 

Pattern & History Frequency of Level 3 classification and claim history 1.0 – 4.0 10% 

Tier Description Composite Score Action Step 

1 No Risk / Compliance Suspected 1.00 – 1.74 Reclassify Risk Assessment Level 

2 Minor Risk / Compliance Suspected 1.75 – 2.49 Refer to TTA  

3 Moderate Risk / Noncompliance Suspected 2.50 – 3.24 Corrective Action Plan 

4 High Risk / Noncompliance Documented 3.25 – 4.0 Escalate to Attorney General 

Scenario Description Follow-Up Action  

1) Reporting 
Error 

The municipality responds that the 
expenditure was reported incorrectly and 
provides sufficient documentation showing 
that the funds were used for an allowable 
opioid abatement purpose. 

Level 4 classification revised. Case file is closed 
and recorded as Resolved.  

2) Undisputed 
Finding  

The municipality confirms that funds were 
used for a non-opioid abatement purpose 
but agrees to enter a Corrective Action 
Plan. 

Corrective Action Plan (CAP) template sent for 
municipality to complete within 20 business 
days. Level 4 classification remains, and case 
file stays open and recorded as Resolved/CAP. 

3) Disputed 
Finding 

The municipality disputes the finding and 
requests that BSAS conduct a formal 
inquiry.  

Formal Inquiry process is initiated.  Level 4 
classification remains, and case file stays open 
and recorded as Unresolved/Formal Inquiry. 

4) No Response 
The municipality does not respond within 
15 business days. 

The matter is escalated to the AGO. Level 4 
classification remains, and case file is closed 
and recorded as Unresolved/AGO. 
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Designated Points of Contact 

• Programmatic Point of Contact - Oversees or supports the planning, implementation, and monitoring of 

municipal opioid abatement activities; coordinates program-related communications; and serves as the principal 

contact for programmatic questions. 

• Reporting Point of Contact - Oversees or supports budgeting, accounting, expenditure tracking, record 

maintenance, and financial reporting for municipal opioid abatement funds. This individual receives the 

municipality’s individualized link for completing the Municipal Expenditure Report and coordinates responses to 

reporting-related questions or clarification requests. 

• Public Information Point of Contact - Is authorized to respond to members of the public or the press regarding 

municipal opioid abatement activities, including community and media inquiries.  

Municipal Official Roles 

Municipalities are asked to provide contact information for the following municipal roles or equivalent positions: 

• Chief Executive or Administrative Officer; 

• Chief Financial Officer; 

• Clerk or Chief Election Officer; 

• Public Health Official; and 

• Public information Officer. 

For each required role, municipalities are asked to indicate: 

• If the person is designated as primary or secondary Programmatic POC 

• If the person is designated is designated as primary or secondary Reporting POC 

• If the person is designated as primary or secondary Public Information POC 

The municipal official/employee does not need to serve as a designated municipal opioid abatement point of 

contact when another qualified official or staff member has been assigned that responsibility. However, current 

contact information for each required role must still be maintained to support leadership notifications, reporting 

communications, outreach, and escalation when necessary. 

 

 

Appendix A – Glossary 

Case – Created whenever a municipality is classified as a Level 1or above upon completion of a risk 

assessment.  

Case Log – A structured record that includes information and documentation related to classifications 

and claims.  

Claim – Verbal or written communication alleging misuse, mismanagement, or failure to report 

municipal opioid abatement funds.  

Documented Noncompliance - Municipal opioid abatement funds used in a manner that is not 

consistent with the SSA and/or that municipal reporting requirements were not met.  

Duplicative Spending– Occurs when municipal opioid abatement funds were used to cover the entire 

cost of activities or services that are already reimbursed by other funding source(s).  

Expenditure Report – Annual report submitted by municipalities that receive municipal opioid 

settlement funds.  
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Formal Inquiry – A structured review to confirm or resolve compliance-related questions and concerns.  

Mismanagement – Inefficient and/or ineffective use of municipal opioid abatement funds including in 

a manner that does not align with best practice, even if it is technically allowable.  

Misuse – Unallowable use of opioid settlement funds under the terms of the SSA.  

Potential Noncompliance – An indication that municipal opioid abatement funds may not have been 

used in accordance with applicable requirements of the SSA based on available information that has 

not yet been reviewed through formal inquiry.  

Preliminary Review – A process to verify whether incoming claims appear to be credible and warrant further 

review. 

Risk Assessment – Process by which municipal expenditure reports and claims alleging misuse and/or 

mismanagement are reviewed and the level of risk of potential noncompliance is determined.  

State Subdivision Agreement – The legally binding agreement that governs how opioid settlement 

funds are allocated, reported, and used by the Commonwealth and its municipalities.  

Supplanting Funds – Occurs when municipal opioid abatement funds were used to replace existing 

funding obligations—such as state, federal, local, or insurance-reimbursable funds. 
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