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CSBG Organizational Standards:
• Demonstrate accountability across a complex system
• Work together to characterize an effective and 

healthy organization
• Build trust
• Provide a roadmap for Continuous Organizational 

Improvement
• Have buy-in at all levels



IM 138



IM 138
• Summer of 2015- State Plans address Standards 

Implementation
• FY 2016 - All States will Implement Standards
• Impact on State Plans, Monitoring, Annual 

Report
• States Identified Standards Used

– COE-Developed Standards (OCS recommends)
– COE-Developed Standards-Modified
– State Alternative Standards (as rigorous as COE)



CSBG Organizational Standards

• IM 138
• 58 Private CAAs
• 50 Public CAAs



CSBG Organizational Standards
Organized into three thematic groups
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M 138-Assessment

• States are responsible for ensuring that the 
eligible entities meet all State-established 
organizational standards.  Some standards 
(i.e., strategic planning, developing an agency-
wide budget, etc.) may take several years for 
eligible entities to meet, but every entity must 
make steady progress toward the goal of 
meeting all standards. 



During the assessment process…
• If a State finds an eligible entity is not meeting a standard or 

set of standards, the State’s response will depend on the 
circumstances.
– In cases where the eligible entity may be able to meet the standard in a 

reasonable time frame contingent on some targeted technical assistance, 
the State and entity may develop a technical assistance plan to target  
training and technical assistance resources and outline a time frame for the 
entity to meet the standard(s).  If appropriate in other situations, the State 
may initiate action…including the establishment of a Quality Improvement 
Plan (QIP) with clear timelines and benchmarks for progress.   

• As long as the State is confident that the eligible entity is moving 
toward meeting standards, under a technical assistance plan, QIP, 
or other oversight mechanism, the State should not initiate 
action to terminate or reduce funding.   



During the assessment process…
• The failure of an eligible entity to meet multiple standards 

may reflect deeper organizational challenges and risk.  In 
those cases, a State must determine whether it may be 
necessary to take additional actions, including reducing or 
terminating funding, in accordance with CSBG IM 116 
(Corrective Action, Termination, or Reduction of Funding), 
issued May 1, 2012.  OCS and States do not have the 
authority under the CSBG Act to bypass the process 
described in CSBG IM 116 in order to re-compete CSBG 
funding based on failure to meet organizational standards.



Implementation
• States must follow a process that is consistent with State rules and is 

as fair and reasonable as possible.
• Allow for input from the boards and leadership of eligible entities on 

the timing and procedures for implementing, documenting, and 
reporting on the standards. 

• Integrate the organizational standards in State CSBG plans, contracts 
with eligible entities, funding documents, and oversight and 
monitoring instruments and reports.  

• Clearly communicate expectations around organizational standards 
prior to State oversight and monitoring activities.  

• Only modify organizational standards based on established State rules 
and procedures that are publicly communicated and transparent.



The State Plan Describes…
• Whether the State is using the COE-developed organizational 

standards (and any modifications, if applicable); 
– Alternative organizational standards, if applicable;
– The process for establishing organizational standards officially in the State 

(e.g., through State regulation, contract terms and conditions, or other official 
policy documents), including a timeline; 

– The approach for assessing eligible entities against standards; 
– Procedures for corrective action activities based on organizational standards; 

and 
– Exceptions for limited purpose or very small eligible entities, if applicable.

• States will report on the status of eligible entities based on 
organizational standards through the required CSBG Annual 
Report. 
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Reminders
• Many of the Standards address processes, not 

participation in the processes-use caution when 
interpreting. 

• Keep it direct and straightforward.
• All parties work together to meet the Standards.
• No one is 100% correct on anything 100% of time.  

Human beings are doing this work at both the CAA 
and State CSBG Office and we need to work together.



Tools to Help Assess
• Assessment Tool
• Separate Tools for States 

and CAAs
• Separate Tool for Private 

and Public CAA State 
Assessments

• Includes Final COE-
Developed Standards 
Language

• COE Guidance



States and CAAs
Summary Sheet 

Documentation Packet

Assessment Template



Technical Assistance Plan Tracking Form



Tools to Help Assess
Glossary of Terms

This glossary is provided as guidance by the 
Organizational Standards Center of Excellence 
(OSCOE). It is intended to provide some clarity 
as to the intent of the CSBG Working Group in 

the development of the Standards. Please 
note that this is not official guidance and 

CAAs and State CSBG Offices are encouraged 
to work together to come to agreement on 
definitions and to refer to the CSBG Act and 
Office of Community Services’ Information 

Memoranda when needed..



Calendar of Required Actions

• Annually
• Every 2 Years
• Every 3 Years
• Every 5 Years
• Documentation 



Tools Already Available to Help CAAs 
Meet the Standards



Boards of Directors/Advisory Boards

• Handouts
• Videos



Community Action Partnership 
YouTube Channel-Board Videos



Toolkits and Webinars
for Each of the Nine Categories

• Additional Guidance
– Definition
– Compliance
– Document

• Beyond Compliance
• Resources
• Assessment Scales



Toolkit Sections



Assessment 
Scales

• For Internal Use by CAAs 
Only

• Moving Beyond Compliance
• Accompanying webinars



Standard 4.3



www.communityactionpartnership.com

http://www.communityactionpartnership.com/


2017 Annual Convention
Community Action: 

Transforming Communities, Changing Lives
August 29th – September 1st

www.communityactionpartnership.com

Philadelphia Downtown Marriott - Philadelphia, PA

Join us in Philadelphia for valuable 
training, legislative information, timely 
program updates, and unparalleled 
networking!



How do they fit together? Organizational 
Standards Monitoring, Corrective Action 
Plans, QIPs & TAPs 

TAMARA FAHEY – CSBG PROGRAM COORDINATOR

MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT



How did MA implement Organizational 
Standards?

 Hybrid approach using 2 methods identified in IM 138:

 Self-assessment (with validation by the State AND State-authorized third party)
 Regular, on-site CSBG monitoring

 Overhauled monitoring processes and devoted time/resources to building a 
web-based system; gained efficiencies and limited burden on network.

 Incorporated Org. Standard reviews into triennial onsite monitoring (annual 
review completed either as part of triennial or through desk-review process).



Assessment Scheduling

Multiple Factors Considered:

 Triennial Monitoring schedule set in State Plan
 Date of last assessment (annual reviews scheduled around same month as last triennial)
 Due dates of other CSBG deliverables
 Staffing needs





“Agency Assessment” (E.Gov)

CAAs complete self-assessment, upload supporting documentation, and 
submit Technical Assistance Plans through the web-based system.

 State reviews and validates responses, documents feedback provided, and 
tracks data on monitoring results.

Additional State specific “standards” included for triennial monitoring



“Agency Assessment” (E.Gov)
 System features intended to reduce burden:

 Links to Community Action Partnership's Technical Assistance Guide and additional State 
specific requirements 

 TAP entry field automatically appears when “Not Met” is selected

 Documentation and “Met”/”Not Met” rating from last assessment carries over; CAA reviews 
and updates as needed.

 Notifications when assessment submitted or reviewed, documents expire, etc.

 Review and comment history maintained

 Ability to generate PDF’s of agency Assessment and TAPs; various state reports









Triennial Onsite Monitoring Process

Program Year Starts
(October 1)

• Announce monitoring 
calendar to CAAs

• “Agency Assessment” 
available

Self-Assessment Due Date
(2 Months Before Onsite)

• CAAs submit “Agency 
Assessment” (self-assessment, 
documentation, proposed TAPs)

Desk Review

• Review 
documentation/proposed 
TAPs, determine onsite follow-
up needed, coordinate agenda

Onsite Monitoring Date

• Discuss follow-up questions
• Negotiate TAPs (if needed)
• Conduct file/fiscal reviews

Final Report
(Within 6 Weeks of Onsite)

• CAA has 2 weeks to respond 
to preliminary report before 
final issued
•Final report includes 
negotiated TAPs

TAP Progress

• CAAs submit TAP updates via 
“Agency Assessment” TAP 
function

• CAAs encouraged to 
complete TAPs prior to next 
Self-Assessment due date



Annual Desk Review Process

Program Year Starts
(October 1)

• Announce monitoring 
calendar to CAAs

• “Agency Assessment” 
available

Self-Assessment Due Date
(January or May)

• CAAs submit “Agency 
Assessment” (self-assessment, 
documentation, proposed TAPs)

Desk Review

• Review 
documentation/proposed 
TAPs, determine exit 
conference follow-up needed, 
coordinate agenda

Exit Conference Date

• Discuss follow-up questions
• Negotiate TAPs (if needed)

Final Report
(Within 2 Weeks of Exit 

Conference)

•Final report includes 
negotiated TAPs

TAP Progress

• CAAs submit TAP updates via 
“Agency Assessment” TAP 
function

• CAAs encouraged to 
complete TAPs prior to next 
Self-Assessment due date



Corrective Action
 FY16 was baseline year; emphasized movement towards meeting all 58 rather 
than total “Not Met”

 Only TAPs utilized, no QIPs

 TAP negotiation process very important
 Action must occur before Agency Assessment due date for standard to be “Met”.
 Agency proposes TAP deliverable and deadline, State requests modification if needed.
 TAP deliverable describes aspect of standard not met, how it will be resolved, and what will 

be provided to document resolution.
 TAP deadlines give enough time to adjust processes (if needed) and resolve Not Met before 

next “Agency Assessment” due.



Lessons Learned
 Org. Standards didn’t replace monitoring protocol but were the catalyst for its 
redesign.

 Time and money invested in systems helped reduce long-term burden

 Extensive conversations with network during the first year helped clarify 
expectations for year two and beyond

 Org. Standards helped inform state guidance in other areas (e.g. – community 
needs assessment, strategic plan, network training needs)
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