
   

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

CRP TIP SHEET # 5
 

PREPARING YOUR
 
ANNUAL REPORT
 
The annual report is the main “product” of a 
Citizen Review Panel (CRP). The Child Abuse 
and Prevention Treatment Act (CAPTA), section 
106-(c), directs CRPs to prepare an annual report 
which outlines their activities for the year as well as 
any recommendations they have for improvement 
in state and local child protective services. CRPs 
should give special attention to creating this pub
lic document and disseminating it widely. There is 
no template for writing the report, so CRPs should 
craft a report that fits their needs. 

Here are some tips about writing the annual report. 

► Make sure the annual report is based on the 
CAPTA mandate. Tip Sheet #1: CAPTA Citizen 
Review Panels 101 outlined the federal man
date of Citizen Review Panels. In short, CRPs 
are required to evaluate how well the state child 
welfare agency is complying with state and local 
child protective services policy, procedure, and 
practice. Panels should always link the contents 

of the report back to this mandate. You may want 
to start your report by explicitly and concisely 
referencing it. 

► Make the report visually appealing. Your report 
is a public document that will potentially be 
widely read. Use pictures, bright colors, or other 
eye-catching elements to make it stand out from 
all the other reports that child welfare adminis
trators and others must read. Including a brief 
executive summary is also a good way to increase 
its appeal and readability. 

► Consider adapting your report to the needs of 
different audiences. Your annual report should 
be widely disseminated to child welfare advocates, 
the media, legislators, and the broader commu
nity. Consider developing different versions of 
the report for each of these different audiences. 
For example, the version for legislators might be 
very brief and spell out law-making implications. 
The version for fellow child advocates might fea
ture how they can support the work of the CRPs; 
the one for child welfare administrators would 
include information about possible fiscal impacts 
of Panel recommendations. 

► When making recommendations in the report, 
ensure that they are related to some form of 
evaluation. Research has shown that there is a 
natural defensiveness between governmental 
agencies and citizen panels (Bingham L, Nabatchi 
T, & O’Leary, 2005; Blome, W.W. & Steib, B. 2007; 
Bryan, V., Collins-Camargo, C., & Jones, B.L., 
2011). Citizen Review Panels should take care to 
ensure that the recommendations in their reports 
are defensible and not easily dismissed. Including 
information about whatever evaluation method
ology was used to inform your recommendations 
will help with that. (The CRP’s strategic plan iden
tifying the topics it will focus on and outlining 
how the issues will be evaluated provide the basis 
for the information to be included in the report.) 

Continued on next page 
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http://www.uky.edu/SocialWork/crp/files/frontpage/CRP_TipSheet_1_CAPTA101.pdf
http://www.uky.edu/SocialWork/crp/files/frontpage/CRP_TipSheet_1_CAPTA101.pdf


     

  
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
    

 

2 CRP TIP SHEET #5 / PREPARING YOUR ANNUAL REPORT
 

Continued from previous page 

► Ask your child welfare agency to look over the 
report before it goes public. It is clear from the 
CAPTA mandate that CRPs are to be indepen
dent from the child welfare agency, and that they 
may put whatever they like in an annual report. 
However, it is equally clear that the relationship 
between the child welfare agency and the Panels 
is also important (see Tip Sheet #2: Working 
Successfully with Child Welfare Agencies). If 
child welfare administrators are able to see the 
CRP report before it goes public, they are— 
at a minimum—able to prepare themselves to 
respond to it. Additionally, they can correct any 
mis information the report might include such as 
faulty data on which recommendations are based, 
providing the Panel with an opportunity to make 
corrections before the report goes public. 

Additional Resources 
► Bingham L, Nabatchi T, O’Leary R (2005) New 

governance: Practices and processes for stake
holder and citizen participation in the work of 
government. Public Administration Review, 65(5), 
547-558. 

► Blome, W. W., & Steib, S. (2007). An examina
tion of oversight and review in the child welfare 
system: the many watch the few serve the many. 
Journal of Public Child Welfare, 1(3), 3−26. 

► Bryan, V., Collins-Camargo, C., & Jones, B. 
(2011). Reflections on citizen-state child welfare 
partnerships: Listening to citizen review panel 
volunteers and agency liaisons. Children and 
Youth Services Review, 33(5), 612-621. 

► Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act 
(CAPTA), as amended (42 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.). 

► Charity Village Tips on Writing Reports. 
https://charityvillage.com/Content.aspx
?topic=Best_practices_in_charity_annual_report
ing_Top_ten_tips#.Vh1-nvlVhBe. 

STATE 
SPOTLIGHT 

NEW YORK 

The state of New York has developed a CRP report 
that is visually pleasing, contains easily-readable 
charts, and includes an Executive Summary 
that makes its key content easily accessible. In 
addition, the report includes stories of children, 
families and child protective services workers to 
humanize the data presented. For example, the 
2013 report highlights the story of Wales Brown, 
a Clinical Case Manager. More information about 
New York’s CRPs can be found at http://www. 
citizenreviewpanelsny.org/. 

November 2015. This fact sheet was developed by Blake Jones, Ph.D., University of Kentucky 
School of Social Work, under the auspices of the National Child Abuse and Neglect Technical 
Assistance and Strategic Dissemination Center (CANTASD). CANTASD is funded by the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children, Youth and Families, 
Office of Child Abuse and Neglect, under PSC Contract No.: HHSP233201400025C. 
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lack of parenting skills.15 As 
Wales’ story below points out, 
services are needed not only 
to deal with an abused child’s 
trauma, but also to help and 
support families who care for 
a child scarred by maltreat-
ment, if we wish to prevent 
re-entry into the child welfare 
system. With close to one in 
four of the State’s children 
living in poverty, assistance 
obtaining concrete sup-
ports and benefits can help 
put families back into the 
workforce and ameliorate 
the impacts of poverty on 
children. A large number of 
the reports that come into the 
SCR have to do with neglect 
that are poverty related. The 
Family Assessment Response 
(FAR) is particularly effective 
for these cases. 

The expectations on the child welfare system are enor-
mous, and adequate resources are required if the system 
is to reach those expectations. Restoring funding to the 

65% state share called for in State statute would be a first 
step toward the Panels’ aspiration goal of returning fund-
ing for these essential services to a 75% state share.16

Federal Fiscal Year
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Wales’ Story
Wales Brown works as a Clinical Case Manager and 

Parent Educator helping and supporting family members 
to develop skills to better care for their children. He also 
served as a foster parent with a reputation for handling 
some particularly difficult problem behaviors displayed 
by children due to a lack of parenting or trauma. Several 
years ago he took on the role he wanted most in life, to 
be a dad. He did it by adopting one boy under his care. He 
then adopted three brothers. His sons now range in age 
from 10 to 18. His oldest son still suffers tremendously 
from the abuse he endured as a young child and, at one 
point in his life, the boy had to be hospitalized frequently. 
These hospitalizations were expensive—$343,000 for one 
particularly lengthy stay. However, in the past six years, he 
has needed only three short hospitalizations. The differ-
ence: Wales’ determination to keep his son at home rather 
than to place him in a residential setting as the Office of 
Mental Health (OMH) encouraged. As a last effort to keep 
him at home, Wales was offered services provided by an 
esteemed trauma specialist. It took nine months for his son 
to improve, though he still struggles. Another of his sons 

was determined to have an IQ of 62, but with structure, 
consistent school attendance, and tutoring, he was recently 
determined to have an IQ of 98 and no longer in need of 
special education. His youngest has short-term memory 
loss and has an Individualized Education Plan or IEP.

Even with his training and skills, Wales has difficulty 
obtaining the needed services and supports for his family. 
He feels lucky that he can sometimes travel and pay for 
experts and services himself. The support and trainings he 
accesses at a nearby post-adoption resource center have 
been particularly helpful. But Wales reported that the post-
adoption resource center will be closing soon. He also finds 
respite services from OMH valuable.

As a single parent, Wales finds it a challenge to provide 
his sons with opportunities in life, but he is determined. 
Once, when he came to the hospital to pick up his old-
est son and take him home after a stay, his son asked 
him, “Why do you keep coming back for me?” Wales 
responded, “Because you live with me at home, not in a 
hospital.”
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FAMILY ASSESSMENT 
RESPONSE (FAR)
Continue to support implementation of FAR 
throughout New York State, by providing the neces-
sary training, coaching and flexible funding needed 
to meet individual family needs.

Conduct an evaluation of FAR incorporating a 
broader representation of counties utilizing an 
approach that includes a cost/benefit analysis.

FAR is a child protective services (CPS) response 
which is used for low- or moderate-risk reports accepted 
by the SCR. FAR caseworkers must do a safety assess-
ment and assess risk on each report. If a serious concern 
is identified, the case is transferred to the investigative 
track. By law, many types of reports are excluded from a 
FAR response. Offering FAR allows county departments 
of social services to strategically dedicate staff time and 
investigation resources to reports where court involve-
ment may be necessary to protect children. For reports 
assigned to this differential response, FAR engages family 
members to identify needs and solutions and helps them 
access services.

FAR has grown from the initial six counties offering 
the response in 2008 to 25 counties in 2013. New York 
City began implementation of FAR in January 2013 
within one zone in the borough of Queens, and has 
already expanded its practice within Queens. In addition, 
counties offering FAR have deepened their commitment 
to the practice by adding staff and categories of reports 
for which a FAR approach can be assigned. Five coun-
ties have withdrawn from using the FAR response due 
to various district issues such as changes in leadership 
and staffing issues not related to the practice itself. Over 
36,900 CPS reports were assigned to the FAR track from 
2009 through May 2013.17 Nationally, 27 states, territo-
ries or localities implement a differential response (FAR) 
and another 12 are planning for implementation.18 19

The New York State Office of Children and Family 
Services (OCFS) recently completed a two-year evalu-
ation conducted in two pilot counties in the state. The 
evaluation demonstrated that families assigned to FAR 
are less likely to have a petition filed in Family Court and 
that FAR can reduce placements into foster care. Impor-
tantly, children were found to be just as safe with the 
FAR approach as with the investigative approach.20

FAR in Orange County: 
Commissioner David Jolly,
in his Own Words.

Orange County became an early adopter of FAR 
because we saw a need to come up with something 
different to meet the needs of our families. FAR gave us 
an opportunity to take a more strength-based, family-
focused approach to reflect what we wanted to be as a 
social services agency. At the time, 68% to 70% of the 
reports we investigated were unfounded. We commonly 
track educational neglect and cases involving adoles-
cents to FAR. It’s important to take into consideration 
any history of reports, history of the family, and type of 
case in making a decision as to whether or not to assign 
a case to FAR. All cases begin the same way with a 
safety assessment no matter the track; our first obliga-
tion is to keep children safe.

We are seeing positive outcomes. Families are more 
willing to engage with us and accept services in the 
household. They are also much more willing to improve 
their parenting. Our staff is 100% on board with FAR. 
It has changed our practice and our perspective and is 
having a ripple effect throughout the agency. Our staff 
are inspired to offer a more family-focused approach no 
matter the track.

We still struggle with a couple of issues. We know 
our caseworkers in the investigative track experience 
stress. This is a challenge for our supervisors. The 
caseworkers in the investigative track have very difficult 
cases which lead to indicated reports. We also need 
more flexible funding. This is a top priority for our depart-
ment. Preventive funding is critical to our success. 

Going forward, we plan to deepen our skills by doing 
more advanced training and hope to build a bigger FAR 
unit. We will continue to develop a community under-
standing of FAR as an alternative in hopes of eliminating 
the stigma associated with CPS involvement. We are 
happy to have a much more appropriate response for 
families with emergency needs.

http://www.uky.edu/SocialWork/crp/files/frontpage/CRP_TipSheet_2_Approved_072215.pdf
http://www.uky.edu/SocialWork/crp/files/frontpage/CRP_TipSheet_2_Approved_072215.pdf
https://www.charityvillage.com/Content.aspx?topic=Best_practices_in_charity_annual_reporting_Top_ten_tips#.Vh1-nvlVhBe
https://www.charityvillage.com/Content.aspx?topic=Best_practices_in_charity_annual_reporting_Top_ten_tips#.Vh1-nvlVhBe
https://www.charityvillage.com/Content.aspx?topic=Best_practices_in_charity_annual_reporting_Top_ten_tips#.Vh1-nvlVhBe
http://www.citizenreviewpanelsny.org/
http://www.citizenreviewpanelsny.org/

