Comments from CCA’s Webcast June 23rd 2010
1. CCA’s vision

Membership:

· It’s a fair vision.

· Visions are usually outcomes. We feel this is more of a statement
CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed vision.
2. CCA’s Mission

Membership:

· It’s a fair mission

· Can efficient be added to the mission statement as well as effective?
CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed mission.
3. CCA’s Values

Membership:

· Values are focused too much on accreditation and not the effect that accreditation would have on service users

· Some of the values are repetitive and worded as statements

· Great values. Important as background operating philosophy that approach does not become a Six Sigma approach similar to where government is going, i.e. heavy handed compliance.

· Love the focus on organization vs the usual client/program focus.

CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed values. 

4. CCA’s Principles

Membership:

· Not a lot of reference to the clients served and how this will improve their experiences

· Ensuring that the process is responsive to a wide range of organizations will be key - resources of all organizations are not equal
· Add principle with respect to evaluation and follow-up(end)
CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed principles. 

5. Length of the accreditation cycle

Membership:

· 4 years seems along time if an organization has serious problems

· Would prefer 5 years - the effort is so substantial that once in five would be more manageable
CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed length of the accreditation cycle
6. Annual reporting

Membership:

· Depending on the format of the Annual Reporting - with shrinking Human Resources in the province, is this a doable?

· Agreed but accreditation must be a process rather than a "point in time" 

· Maybe reporting back on those areas that may have been weak?
· Depends on the reporting needs... accreditation is a highly intensive piece of work for a large agency and a yearly in-depth report could overly tax our resources. Also for smaller agencies that may not have specific individuals working on in-depth reports and this becomes an added task for individuals that may be already 'overworked' end

· Depends on the nature - would we be accountable to CCA for the ongoing achievement? 

· Depends on volume and time spend on that reporting (agree)

· Yes but how much time will be required and can this be done electronically?

· Agree. Holds agency's accountable to status as an accredited agency

· Annual reporting would help maintain momentum from site review

· Reporting maybe every two years instead of every year
CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed annual reporting

The annual report is envisaged as a short, “checklist” type of, report that would not be burdensome to the agency and will flag for CCA “risk-management” issues such as loss of funding, CEO change, Board/ Governance body change, lawsuits etc. that would signal that the agency is in trouble. In addition, it will follow up on the areas that were identified for improvement in the last accreditation report given to the agency. It will not include reporting on ongoing achievements. We are looking into ways to make the annual reporting electronic. 

7. Key strategies for the accreditation program

Membership:

· Consultants to be available to lead the reviews with peers. From experience as a peer reviewer, the prospect of not having a "hired" consultant to lead the team is quite concerning.  The team lead provides the expertise and contributes a significant portion of the workload.  Is it fair to expect peer reviewers to do this?  Some accreditation agencies are having some difficulties recruiting peers.  Having accreditation teams consisting of all peer reviewers may deter the recruitment or retention of peer reviewers.

· Wonder if there is sufficient capacity to carry this out on a volunteer basis. If there is a desire for doing more & better, it may require some minimal staffing.

CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed key strategies. 

Most of the partners on the project with the exception of COHI use only volunteer reviewers. They will be supported by CCA’s accreditation managers. In future, as CCA develops other options may also be considered. 

8. CCA’s support during the accreditation process

Membership:

· Identify "peer mentors" - people in the field that would be willing to answer questions 

· Mentors who could assist us with the first round would be helpful since this is new to all of us
· It will be critical to have strong agencies that have been successful in accreditation to be the pilots of this new process.  They would then be stronger mentors for those agencies that have not been through an accreditation process - also provide comprehensive feedback to CCAC.

· Once the Pilot Process has been completed to have another webcast to inform us of the findings. 

· Following the Pilot it may also be helpful to consider developing resources to support organizations  in areas that were identified

· The e-version of standards be web-based and responsive so that the agency could input links directly to their evidence.  

· Provide e-mail alerts for any changes to standards or other updates from the CCA - currently these are in newsletters and on the web - but would be more timely to have them sent out

· Utilize communities of practice to help organizations with ways to achieve standards. 

· Just a caution re evidence-based practices vs evidence-informed or promising practices. There is a very big difference in how these are understood and applied (support the latter).

· Will larger multi-service providers have the whole organization accredited or only part (e.g., mental health, employment, seniors)?

· Sharing of best practices: create resource library
· Maybe a partner organization that has completed the process and provide guidance...matched based on similarities

CCA: Although all good suggestions it might not all be possible to incorporate them all from the beginning. The Working Group will prioritize the suggested support requirements and based on available project budget and time will try to implement as many as possible, starting with web based e-version of standards responsive so that the agency could input links directly to their evidence. 
9. Topics Governance standards

Membership:

· Why alignment with Imagine Canada? this is not clear; while this works for some TPAs, it may not work for all, e.g. municipal agencies who do not have governance structures as per others; this needs to be addressed in the standards from the get go so that it is clear that some fall outside

· What about the role of the board in quality ? - seems important that this is stated

· Once you have looked at articles of incorporation once do you need to keep looking at them?

· Is fund-raising included in strategic planning?

· what about agencies who do not have a board (municipal government -- while I know this is rare, also needs to be addressed)

· some may not apply
· Nothing around model of Governance and risk management/ liability?
· Change the word oversight – gives the impression that we forgot to do something
CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed Topics for Governance Standards

The decision to align CCA’s standards with those of Imagine Canada was a business decisions and is part of the business model selected. We would like our standards to be applicable in all sectors, and all sizes of organizations. The majority of the topics covered in Imagine Canada’s standards are already covered in the existing standards of the six coalition partners. If something does not apply to a certain agency they will have the option to “opt out”. 
By using terminology such as “governing body” instead of “Board” in the draft of the generic standards, we try to address agencies that don’t have a Board. 

The role of the Board sometimes overlaps with that of Management – the areas where their roles overlap have been included in the Leadership standards (quality, community, risk management etc.). 

10. Topics Leadership standards

Membership:

· Some areas may not be applicable to all agencies, for example, Fundraising.  Should be able to opt out if not applicable.

· I wonder about research applicability - few smaller organizations undertake research - we may partner

· How do you rate an agency on their culture?

· How is Leadership defined?  Some of topics apply to Board as well as ED

· I like that the Risk Management is under the Leadership standard.

· some may not apply to FSD

· It's important to include indicators related to assessing how CEO or Senior Leadership communicates (e.g. transparency) and leads (e.g. clear directions, consistency, etc) the mid-management. It is important not to look at management indicators in isolation, without seeing how Senior Leadership plays a role in a bigger picture. It is important to distinguish between senior leadership and mid-management indicators. 

· Don't see program evaluation - there is a risk that quality improvement will overshadow other facets (ie improving quality vs quality improvement initiatives - two different concepts)

· I do not know how these standards were selected from the basket of leadership issues that could be looked at, i.e. strategic planning, project management, organizational development, etc. There is overlap between leadership & management. Didn't see leadership development.

· Might add something related to expectations for Professional Development of Leaders - to enhance or to ensure manager is up to date with skill set 

· Yes but, combine 2 & 3 eg. promoting individual and organizational learning improvement & innovation
CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed Topics for Leadership Standards

If something does not apply to a certain agency they will have the option to “opt out”. 

The organizational culture can be rated based on standards and indicators on being learning organization, fostering ethical conduct, anti –oppression, non-discrimination, diversity, environmental responsibility, responsiveness to the needs of the communities served etc. 
Leadership focuses on areas where the responsibility is shared between Management and the Governing Body. 
Program evaluation is part of the Program standards.

Critical readers will have access to membership comments and will review the draft standards in detail to propose changes based on the standards and indicators content. 

11. Topics management standards

Membership:

· Lots of overlap between leadership and management - it is not that "clean" between the two
· I do not see health & safety/creating a safe environment (you have under leadership).  Is it the best place for it?

CCA: Majority voted in favour of the proposed Topics for Management

Standards
(See comments above about the shared role/responsibility of Management and Governing body.)
Critical readers will have access to membership comments and will review the draft standards in detail to propose changes based on the standards and indicators content. 

Other comments:
Membership:

Scoring:
· 75-85% seems a bit high

· the upper end of 85% is most appropriate
· mandatory standards will need to apply to everyone if they need to be met 100% (again need to think of anomaly of FSD)
CCA: Once standards and indicators are developed, the working group will look into the scoring of each and decide on the appropriate level for accreditation based on the above proposed range. Some indicators may not apply to smaller organizations. Automatically the scoring is adjusted and based on fewer indicators but still using the same formula to calculate sufficient score for accreditation (e.g. standard has 7 indicators, only 5 of those are applicable to a small organization, score is calculated as 75-85% of those 5, not 7). The Mandatory standards that are applicable to the organization would need to be met; some Mandatory standards could be not applicable to some organizations.
Program Standards 
· With regards to the adopting of the program standards of the partners - how will issues of overlap of those current standards with the proposed management, governance and leadership standards be addressed?  I am thinking about such things as quality improvement, safety, etc

· A key issue for nonprofits in general is capacity to "do" and "use" evaluation findings (for both accountability and program improvement)- while accreditation standards may look for evidence of evaluations being conducted and program outcomes demonstrated - it is difficult or unrealistic to assess the quality of evaluations (by a review team). Therefore perhaps having standards or indicators focusing on how an organization seeks to build evaluation capacity will promote improving this area 

CCA: During the first few years of CCA’s operation the review of the program standards is going to be a responsibility of the six associations. Eventually all program standards will align with the generic standards. 
On-site Review
· Maintain the 3 reviewer format, 1-2 days may place too much pressure on the reviewers, to do all that is required and prep and present a report. 

· Two day format is most desirable; we do this for all other accreditation and it works well (we are accredited by three different sources) 

· Regarding Observing programs in action...Does that include observing actual programs with clients?
· Although you have size and complexity please note that geographical areas need to be considered as well for number of reviewers. 
· Although I can see the wisdom of the 2 day review I think the 3 reviewer format should be maintained - with larger org. they may have the HR to be better prepared - 5 reviewers may not be necessary

CCA: Depending on the size of the organization (criteria: geographical location, number of employees, number of clients, number of locations, programs etc.) CCA will determine the number of reviewers and on-site reviewer days. CCA is looking into the possibility to include “virtual” reviewers to assist smaller teams while on-site. 

Proposed elements of on-site reviews 

· Please consider reporting systems (i.e. self study) for large multi-service agencies with large numbers of programs.  Currently feels very convoluted and is difficult for agencies to report... and probably very confusing for site reviewers to prepare.

CCA: The CCA model will be based on leading practices and will be tested during the pilot phase – including the self study. 

Different standards will apply to orgs of different sizes.

· If that is the case, what do people understand with the accreditation label. I interpret the comments as a 'lower' standard being applied to smaller orgs. When I think of ISO standards, they mean the same thing to people. Is this simply an approach of some standards not being applicable, i.e. you aren't large enough to do research so it gets an NA?

· Appreciate the comment about looking at things differently not that a smaller agency would have 'lower' standards. 

CCA: CCA’s standards and indicators are going to be developed not to only include the minimum requirements but include incentive for improvement for the organizations accredited. As such, most of the indicators are applicable to all sizes of organizations, however larger organizations are encouraged to meet additional requirements. On the other hand, accreditation is also used to identify leading practices in the sector and continually raise the bar for all organizations. 
Questions from membership:
Q: How different is this new process of accreditation from the current process? There appear to be more similarities then differences.

A: There are definitely many similarities in the accreditation programs of the six coalition partners, and other international accreditation programs. The process of creating CCA’s accreditation process is to draw on the leading practices identified. The biggest difference for the majority of the coalition partners is that the process will become a third party approach.
Q: Slide 10: What does established outcomes mean?

This refers to CCA meeting its set goals/ outcomes. It means there will be a planning process to set outcomes and CCA is accountable for the quality of the achievement of those goals. 
Q: Self – assessment and Work plan clarifications. Will the CCA requirements be similar to the current CMHO requirements?

A: Too early to tell. The working group is in the process to review the existing self-assessments and work plans of the six coalition partners and determine leading practices. This will be used to create CCA’s self – assessment and work plan.  Thus far, the accreditation programs have identified more similarities than differences. 

Q: Provide more information about the educational presentation? What is the online survey to be used for?

A: in the process of supporting the agencies going through accreditation CCA will provide an educational presentation (the content of which is still not developed) that will answer FAQs related to CCA’s accreditation program and accreditation and quality improvement in general. 

Q: What is financial planning and oversight?
A: This refers to the agency’s internal financial planning/ budgeting process and the responsibility to initiate and oversee that process (e.g. having policies, comparing current with last year’s performance, forecasting, working with auditors, approval of annual budget etc.). Critical readers will review the draft standards in detail to propose changes based on the standards and indicators content. 
Q: Not all agencies within a sector, and between sectors, are funded and resourced equally. Many of these standards preclude sophisticated and complex organizations. How do we forsee smaller organizations being able to function in this new environment. 

A: CCA’s standards and indicators are going to be developed with sufficient flexibility that they can be applied to agencies of varying size and resource levels.  The standards and indicators will not to only include the minimum requirements but include incentive for improvement for the organizations accredited. As such, most of the indicators are applicable to all sizes of organizations, however larger organizations are encouraged to meet additional requirements. On the other hand, accreditation is also used to identify leading practices in the sector and continually raise the bar for all organizations.

Q: Slide 28 – Should it include a bullet that states Confidentiality of Agency data, especially if including financial planning and oversight. 

A: Confidentiality is included in the contract between the Agency and CCA.

Q: Slide 31: what differentiates categories 1-3?

Categories of organizations are defined on several criteria: budget, number of employees, number of programs accredited, number of locations, geographical locations, number of clients served. 

THANK YOU!
