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Introduction

Title Il of the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA) includes language that requires Community
Based Child Abuse Prevention Programs (CBCAP) to implement a peer review process in their States.!
The legislation and Program Instructions from the Children’s Bureau have not previously defined peer
review with specific parameters. This has given States the flexibility and the opportunity to create a peer
review process that would meet the unique needs of program staff, communities, and families. While
programs have enjoyed this flexibility, they have also asked for guidance in forming, implementing, and
sustaining their peer review practice in order to ensure a process that is high in quality and meaningful for
programs.

Over the last several years, the Children’s Bureau has considered peer review a vital part of the continuum
of evaluation approaches that States use. Peer review is a process by which a set of peers of funded
programs review and assess each others’ practice. It is also considered a form of quality assurance that
uses a process of internal self-assessment and external review to gather information about the program
and participant outcomes.? Grounded in the principles of family support and prevention, the overall goal of
peer review is to use the findings for program planning and to improve practice.

In order to create a set of peer review guidelines that would support improved program practice while
responding to the CBCAP Lead Agencies’ identified need for training and technical assistance in the area
of peer review, the FRIENDS National Resource Center (FRIENDS) embarked on a collaborative project
in 2005. This project highlights the current peer review practices across the States as well as provides
examples of best practices in peer review. This report provides information from the collaboration of
efforts between FRIENDS and the CBCAP community.

In order to gather current information about peer review practice, FRIENDS established a peer review
workgroup comprised of CBCAP Lead Agencies from 19 States to provide feedback and guidance. (Please
see Appendix A: Overview of CBCAP Peer Review Activities: State by State Table.) FRIENDS contracted
with Prevent Child Abuse America to develop a web-based survey that could easily reach all CBCAP Lead
Agencies and gather information about many aspects of the peer review process. Survey Monkey, an
online evaluation tool that helps individuals and agencies collect and interpret data, was used to conduct
the survey.®

In the early fall of 2005, CBCAP agencies received an email with a link to the peer review survey and 38
agencies submitted a completed survey between September 2005 and January 2006. Agencies were
also contacted by email and telephone with follow up questions during December 2005 and January 2006.
The combination of statistics from Survey Monkey, information gathered during telephone interviews with
CBCAP Lead Agencies, input from the peer review workgroup, and the review of CBCAP Lead Agency
peer review tools has provided much of the information for this report. In addition, FRIENDS incorporated
resources and literature on peer review. This report is organized into the following sections:

o Definition of Peer Review

e Purpose of Peer Review

e Principles of Peer Review

e Structural Elements of Peer Review
e The Nuts and Bolts of Peer Review

1 Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA) Title Il: Community-Based Grants for the Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect.
2 Family Support America. Peer Review Training. Power Point. California Office of Child Abuse Prevention.
3 To find out more about Survey Monkey go to www.surveymonkey.com
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» Five Steps Toward a Successful Peer Review Process
» Closing the Loop
» Strengths and Benefits of Peer Review
» Challenges of Peer Review
» Ten Strategies for a Successful and Meaningful Peer Review Practice
e Peer Review that Fits You
e Conclusion
o Appendix A: Overview of CBCAP Peer Review Activities: State by State Table
e Appendix B: Principles of Family Support
o Appendix C: Additional Resources for Peer Review Practice

Definition of Peer Review

In order to begin to understand the peer review process, we will examine some common definitions of
peer review.

Family Support America provides the following:

Peer review brings together two family support centers or programs in a mentoring
relationship and facilitates the sharing of expertise and information. Peer review is an
opportunity for a center to learn and share ideas and strategies with another center that
provides similar services. Program staff members, parents, and administrators help to
review each center’s strengths and identify areas for potential improvement. Peer review
is not atool that allows funders or state or county governments to monitor a family support
center.*

The California Office of Child Abuse Prevention defines peer review as
“...an opportunity for you to develop a supportive relationship with your colleagues and
learn from one another so that families receive the best services possible.”™

Similarly, the Wisconsin Children’s Trust Fund notes that peer reviews are
“...comprehensive, face-to-face, reciprocal onsite visits by a team of peers that allow
ample time for review and occur with regular frequency.”

The specifics of a peer review process will vary from state to state and program to program. Yet, there is
a common thread that links these definitions together. It is the idea that a peer review process is one
where programs make connections and develop relationships with others that are working in the same
field. As we examine the purpose, principles, and structural elements of peer review, we will realize that
although peer review may look very different in practice, it is founded in guidelines that can be carried
across agencies.

4 Obtained from http://www.familysupportamerica.org/content/projects/peer_rev.htm. February 1, 2006.

5 DeLapp, J., Gowan, B., Marcus, A., and Sneed, S. Peer Review for California Family Resource Centers. A training manual prepared
for California Department of Social Services Office of Child Abuse Prevention.

8 Wisconsin Children’s Trust Fund (2004). Peer Review Process for Family Resource Centers: A self assessment for Wisconsin family
resource centers based on family support best practices and guidelines.
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Purpose of Peer Review

Peer review, by itself, is not an evaluation. However, it is a key component of a comprehensive evaluation
plan, which incorporates qualitative approaches such as self-assessment and peer reviews. While many
agencies may combine peer review and evaluation for a quality assurance process, the overall purpose of
peer review is slightly different. Evaluation asks specific outcome questions like “Did our families improve?”
Peer review asks practice-specific questions like “Did our program provide an environment where families
could improve?” This is illustrated in the following list of purposes of peer review that was created from
peer review documents from CBCAP agencies already engaged in the process:?’

Ensure the delivery of useful and high quality services to local families served by the program
Review and discuss the results of each center’'s own process of self-assessment

Consider aspects of sustainability

Encourage the development of networks and mentoring

Clarify areas for program improvement and develop long-range plans to enhance program practices
To reinforce that child abuse and neglect prevention is the primary service outcome

Promote accountability to peer programs, funders, the community, and families that receive program
services

e Provide an opportunity for technical assistance

CBCAP programs are committed to providing services to children and families that increase protective
factors and focus on family strengths to overcome obstacles. The same core principles may be applied to
peer review.

Principles of Peer Review

Utilizing the principles of family support to guide the creation of the peer review process creates an
environment attune to unique program and community needs, cultural differences, and respect for the
importance of involving families at each stage of the process. (See Appendix B: Principles of Family
Support.) Using peer review as a tool to celebrate successes and create a plan for improvement benefits
programs and program participants through the delivery of stronger services.

Similar to family support program practice, peer review is also focused on protective factors and strengths.
Program managers and service providers are used to building on pre-existing strengths for families,
allowing them to easily transfer that mindset to focusing on the program’s strengths and assets. Building
upon program strengths such as a low staff turnover rate or a high level of community involvement, will
help staff understand that peer review is not a punitive activity, but one where the program and its
achievements can be celebrated.

Structural Elements of Peer Review

The structural elements of peer review can be examined within the framework of the three structural
elements of a community of practice. Communities of practice are groups of people who share a concern,
a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area
by interacting on an ongoing basis.® CBCAP Lead Agencies share a passion for strengthening families to

7 Purpose list created from peer review materials from CBCAP lead agencies in California, ldaho, Massachusetts, Vermont, and
Wisconsin.
8 McDermott, R., Snyder, W., and Wenger, E. (2002). Cultivating Communities of Practice: A Guide to Managing Knowledge. Chapter 1, Page 4.
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prevent child abuse and neglect. And, they enhance their knowledge about best practices in the field of
family support by sharing with one another.

The framework of communities of practice is one way to look at the network of CBCAP Lead Agencies
and prevention programs that can guide us through the peer review process. Three structural elements;
focus topic, community, and practice, are equally important and all contribute to a successful peer review
model.® By learning how to define the three elements and examining current CBCAP peer review practices
that are examples of each element, we will have a better understanding of what peer review can look like
across agencies.

A focus topic is based upon common knowledge shared by a group. It is the element that can inspire
people to participate and creates a common ground for people to come together. For CBCAP agencies,
the focus topic is prevention and family support. Prevention and family support are intrinsic to the work
that is done each day with children and families and reflected in the way programs reach out to communities.
A strong focus topic, like prevention, has the potential to create an intersection for meaning and strategy.

What is unique about one CBCAP Lead Agency, the Idaho Children’s Trust Fund, is that
they use peer review to concentrate their focus topic. Each year, they examine one aspect
of their prevention work through peer review. In 2005, its prevention programs were given
a self-assessment tool with the title “How will you strengthen the child abuse and neglect
prevention information, messages and training in your program?”® The self-assessment
tool then asked if the agency found this to be a strength or a challenge on 27 different
aspects of program practice. Seventy percent of recently surveyed CBCAP agencies
report using a self-assessment tool in their peer review process.! Even though the Idaho
Children’s Trust Fund may use a self-assessment tool that is more concentrated than
others, it still achieves one of the goals of peer review; it brings prevention programs to
the table to talk about family support and provides them with a medium to examine one
common aspect of their program.

The community as a structural element is a group of people that care about the focus topic. CBCAP
agencies may find that they have a local, regional, and national community with which to share a passion
for the focus topic of prevention. Community is a critical structural element because it is where relationships
are built, learning takes place, and a mutual sense of belonging and commitment are developed.*?

10 |daho Children’s Trust Fund Project Self-Assessment Tool. (2004). How will you strengthen the child abuse and neglect prevention
information, messages and training in your program?

11 Information gathered through a web-based survey sent to CBCAP agencies in the fall of 2005.

12 McDermott, R., Snyder, W., and Wenger, E. (2002). Cultivating Communities of Practice: A Guide to Managing Knowledge. Chapter 2,
Page 34.
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At the Missouri Children’s Trust Fund, peer review is an activity that takes place over a
day and half in Jefferson City four times per year. For Missouri, this regular meeting
schedule helps to keep the operational plans as “living documents.” By regularly
bringing together grantees that are located hundreds of miles apart, natural
relationships have developed. Missouri’s executive director, Kirk Schreiber, remarked
that when grantees come into Jefferson City for the quarterly meeting, they are also
looking forward to going out to dinner as a group outside of the peer review process. A
current survey of CBCAP Lead Agencies reported that 56% of the respondents are
using the exchange of peer team visits as part of their peer review process.*®* But, in
Missouri, site visits are conducted by staff members of the CBCAP Lead Agency, not
by visiting peer review teams from peer programs. This is a strategic practice, and a
way for the Lead Agency to protect the relationships that programs have developed
with one another. Schreiber notes “We could easily incorporate the other community
partners into a rotation for site visits, but we believe site monitoring is our responsibility
as Lead Agency and didn’t want to place the community sites in a position where it
could interfere with the relationships and the sharing of ideas that seems to have
developed naturally between them.™* By keeping Lead Agency staff in the role of
monitor for on-site visits, the programs remain as peers. Schreiber says that “...this
may not be a traditional peer review model, but it is what is working for us.™®

Practice is what develops out of a community’s passion for its focus topic and commitment to the group.
It is a specific set of frameworks, ideas, and tools. One of the tasks of programs with a shared practice is
to establish a baseline of knowledge, knowledge that everyone within the program or community should
possess. While members of the community will have specific areas of expertise, a shared base of
knowledge creates common ground for community members. Practice should remain focused toward
the future, and become integrated into the daily process of community members in order to facilitate
improved service or program outcomes.

In an interview with Karen Foley-Schain, executive director of the Connecticut
Children’s Trust Fund, she talked about the process of peer review and program
practice, “Itis a circular process where research leads to discussion and discussion
leads to new practice which leads to more research.” Connecticut utilizes the help of
local universities to facilitate an intense research process where peer review is
constantly integrated into practice. Peer review is used to choose new grantees as
well as providing objectivity and credibility to advance prevention policy. And, just like
67% of CBCAP agencies surveyed about their peer review practice, Connecticut uses
peer review to meet with programs to develop plans that identify key objectives for
improvement of next year’s practice.®

13 Information gathered through a web-based survey sent to CBCAP agencies in the fall of 2005.
14 Telephone interview with Kirk Schreiber. January 5, 2006.
15 Telephone interview with Kirk Schreiber. January 5, 2006.
16 Information gathered through a web-based survey sent to CBCAP agencies in the fall of 2005.
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The combination of focus topic, community, and practice creates a peer review process with a strong
foundation. This foundation leads the way to the specifics of the peer review process as well as
highlighting the benefits, strengths, and challenges of peer review practice.

The Nuts and Bolts of Peer Review
Five Steps Toward a Successful Peer Review Process?’

1. Form a Peer Review Team

Programs need a peer review team that is comprised of four to six stakeholders from the program that
can participate in making decisions, choosing peer review tools, organizing the peer review meeting
dates and activities, and participating in the review and debriefing process. FRIENDS recommends the
peer review team consist of a diverse group drawing from: peers from other CBCAP funded programs,
board members, community representatives, program partners outside of the CBCAP agency, staff from
the state Lead Agency, direct line staff, parents, and other program participants, including youth. By having
a diverse group to compose the peer review team, opinions from all elements of the community-based
program will be factored into the review process.

Since 1988, the Vermont Parent Child Centers (PCC) has been providing support and
education to families with young children. These centers share a common goal of helping
families get off to a healthy start by promoting well-being, building on family strengths,
and preventing problems. In an interview with Hilda Green of the Department for Children
and Families Child Development Division, the CBCAP Lead Agency in Vermont, she
reported that PCC has been doing peer review for almost 20 years. Vermont gathers a
diverse group of stakeholders to participate in their peer review process. Participants of
the peer review team typically include a representative from the Vermont Parent Child
Center Network, two PCC directors, staff from the planning division of the Department
for Children and Families Child Development Division, parents from PCC programs,
and a local director. Teams may even include individuals from other appropriate state
and local partners and board members of the local PCC. This multifaceted team offers
the opportunity for comprehensive review of all programs and services.

Including the parents and families receiving services is an important element of forming a peer review
team. In follow up interviews, many CBCAP programs expressed a desire to incorporate program
participants, but found many challenges in achieving this goal. Along with program participants, inviting
members of the state Lead Agency, integrating program staff and involving community program partners
provides the process with an approach that is focused on many points of view, not focused on the needs
of one stakeholder. The following statistics give us an idea of who CBCAP agencies are currently involving
in their peer review practice.®

17 DelLapp, J., Gowan, B., Marcus, A., and Sneed, S. Peer Review for California Family Resource Centers. A training manual prepared
for California Department of Social Services Office of Child Abuse Prevention.
18 Information gathered through a web-based survey sent to CBCAP agencies in the fall of 2005.
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89% reported including peers from other CBCAP funded programs

50% reported involving board members and community representatives

54% reported working with program partners outside of the CBCAP agency

46% reported involving the State Lead CBCAP Agency

42% reported utilizing family members or consumers of services as members of their peer review
team

2. Attend a Peer Review Team Training

Once a peer review team is formed, training should be the next step in the peer review process. It is
important to start the process of self-assessment and peer team site visits with training because it helps
everyone to understand the purpose, principles, and steps of peer review. Another important aspect of peer
review training is emphasizing the importance of confidentiality. All information about programs and program
participants must remain confidential and only be shared as a piece of the peer review process. Training
should also be conducted on an on-going basis to ensure the process stays fresh and that the teams stay
current in practices and procedures utilized. Trainings may be provided on-site or at a central location and
could include some or all of the potential peer review team. CBCAP Lead Agencies may contact FRIENDS
to receive technical assistance in creating a peer review training that meets their specific needs.

In an interview with Greg Rose and Linda Hockman of the California Office of Child Abuse
Prevention, Hockman talked about a peer review process that brings programs together.
“We started developing and implementing peer review for family resource centers about
eight years ago in California...a team of either four or six individuals (including parents)
representing all levels within their organization attend a training to prepare for the peer
review process. What we've learned is that organizations benefit from self-assessment
and that the peer-to-peer process helps people understand that all organizations face
challenges and find many ways to address them. We'’ve also learned that there is a great
deal of personal and professional growth of the team members.”*® Each year, 18 family
resource centers go through the day-long training to learn how to complete the self-
assessment tool and conduct a peer review. Peer review training is contracted out and
administered locally. Rose emphasized that in California peer review is viewed as one
guality assurance approach. Peer review is intended to provide an environment where
programs can improve and grow. He stated, “We are not the experts. Local people are
the experts.”®

3. Complete the Program Self-Assessment Tool

The program self-assessment tool is an important component of the peer review process because it
provides an objective review from those within an organization that can lay the foundation for a review
from outside peers. The California Office of Child Abuse Prevention has a peer review training manual that
defines self-assessment as “...a review of your program by those involved in the program, including staff
and parents. The purpose of doing self-assessment is to honestly and objectively reflect on how well your
program is meeting your intended objectives.”?

19 Telephone interview with Greg Rose and Linda Hockman. January 10, 2006.

20 Telephone interview with Greg Rose and Linda Hockman. January 10, 2006.

2! DelLapp, J., Gowan, B., Marcus, A., and Sneed, S. Peer Review for California Family Resource Centers. A training manual prepared
for California Department of Social Services Office of Child Abuse Prevention, page 39.
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Begin the process of using a program self-assessment tool by choosing the tool you will use or adapt.
This may be an existing tool that is available for purchase, or is available for free in the public domain. To
learn more about the tools that other CBCAP Lead Agencies are using (please see Appendix A: Overview
of CBCAP Peer Review Activities: State by State Table). And, to learn more about agencies outside of the
CBCAP community that may have developed self-assessment tools (please see Appendix C: Additional
Resources for Peer Review Practice). If you decide to create a tool that is unique to your program, FRIENDS
can provide you with training and technical assistance to help you in this task.

When choosing a tool, look for one that examines many areas of your program. The following are guidelines
for outcomes of an effective self-assessment tool:??

Examine day-to-day aspects of operation

¢ Increase understanding of the program mission and philosophy

o Identify strengths and recognize achievements of individual goals and objectives made by the
program

o Clarify areas for improvement or enhancement

o Develop strategic plans to enhance specific program practices
Identify changing needs in the community

4. Invite Your Partner Center to Your Center to Conduct a Peer Review

The fourth step of the peer review process happens after the completion of the self-assessment and it
involves peers from an outside agency. Begin this step by formally inviting a peer program to participate in
this review process by sending them a letter that outlines what peer review is, what their role would be in
the process, and the amount of staff time and follow-up work that would be required. Provide the peer
program with specific dates and times as well as any preparatory work that would be involved so that they
can make the decision to participate in the review with all the necessary information.

Once a peer program has agreed to participate in the review process and a date and time has been set,
provide the visiting team with any information that they will need to conduct the visit such as directions to
the program, an overview of program activities, and results of the program self-assessment. Create an
agenda for the site visit that outlines meeting times, activities and responsible individuals. Some CBCAP
Lead Agencies may conduct peer review with program partners that are very familiar with their work and
program operations; others will review with programs that know very little about the staff and families
served by the program. An agenda for hosting a peer review site visit may contain the following components:?®

Welcome and introductions

Tour of program

Observation of program activities

Sharing findings from self-assessment tool

Peer-to-peer discussions

Identification of program strengths and challenges

Development of mutually agreed upon recommendations and workplan for program improvement
Evaluation of the peer review process

Including time for lunch, short breaks, and questions from peer review participants creates an agenda
with flexibility that allows the outside peer review team the opportunity to gather information as questions
arise. Prepare the host peer review team prior to the visit by reviewing the agenda, assigning roles for the
peer review site visit, and reinforcing the purpose of the peer review process; to improve program practice.

22 New York State Children & Family Trust Fund and New York State Family Resource Center Network (2003). New York State Family
Resource Center Program Self-Assessment and Peer Review.
23 Site visit components adapted from peer review materials from CBCAP Lead Agencies in California and New York.
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Confidentiality is another important aspect of the peer review site visit. The visiting review team may
observe program participants sharing personal information during a parent support group or discover a
difficult challenge that the host program is working to overcome. In these instances, it is important to note
that all information learned within the peer review process is not meant to be shared with the general
public, only between the peer review team and the host program.

5. Visit Your Partner Center to Conduct a Peer Review

Programs patrticipate in a review process with a peer program that is reciprocal. Programs will visit one
another, review each other’s self-assessments, and collaborate to develop a workplan to implement
recommendations for program improvement. Prepare to visit a peer program by reviewing necessary
materials, such as their completed self-assessment, ahead of time. Keep an open mind if the agenda for
the site visit differs from the agenda at your program'’s site visit, or if the program offers services in a way
that is different from your program. Offer feedback that identifies strengths as well as challenges and
participate in forming recommendations and a workplan for action towards those recommendations for
improvement. Maintain confidentiality by only sharing information and observations with the peer review
team and host agency in the context of the peer review process.

Closing the Loop

One of the components of an effective peer review process is a debriefing session or follow up report for
both the peer review process and the program that has been reviewed. The peer review process can be
evaluated through survey or group discussion. This provides participants the opportunity to voice their
opinion on the strengths and weaknesses of the process, as well as providing input to improve the next
peer review.

It is essential that programs under review receive feedback, acknowledgement, and recommendations
for improved program practice. This feedback may come in the form of a letter, a summary report, or an
oral debrief. A debrief also allows the agency under review to respond to the recommendations being
made. Whatever the format is, the feedback should include identification of program strengths,
recommendations for program enhancement, a plan for implementing recommendations, and technical
assistance to support that implementation. When peer review recommendations lead to tangible results
for CBCAP programs, there are occasions for a meaningful and successful peer review practice.

Strengths and Benefits of Peer Review

“Our group really likes peer review because they see that they can get solutions to their problems by
brainstorming with one another.”?
— CBCAP Survey Respondent

Peer review creates an environment for opportunity; an opportunity to provide support that will result in big
differences for the families and children that CBCAP agencies serve. As you gather your peer review
teams and plan for the implementation of peer review training, the strengths and benefits of peer review
will quickly become evident. Peer review provides an opportunity for programs to bounce challenges,
ideas, and solutions off of one another. The effective utilization of peer review allows agencies to evolve
and meet the needs of their community and collaborate with other agencies. This strengthens each agency
individually to better serve program participants and strengthens the community’s ability to meet the

24 Information gathered through a web-based survey sent to CBCAP agencies in the fall of 2005.
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needs of its population. The following is a list of the four strengths identified most often by CBCAP agencies
that responded to the web-based survey.?

88% responded that identification of strengths was a benefit of peer review
80% reported that peer review encourages a quality environment

80% reported that it stimulates new ideas

72% reported that peer review nurtures collaboration

“Relationship building between the lead agency and community sites, community site
to community site, as well as within each community site is key to the success of the
program. The more opportunities we allow for communication/sharing, and vehicles
for learning to take place the stronger the relationships become over time.”2®

- CBCAP Survey Respondent

Challenges of Peer Review

“The biggest challenge is finding the time to conduct peer reviews. Programs do not have enough time to
provide all of the needed services, much less additional services"?’
-CBCAP Survey Respondent

There are challenges and obstacles to implementing a successful peer review process. Yet, many programs
are working to overcome those obstacles every day. When FRIENDS surveyed CBCAP Lead Agencies in
the fall of 2005, 38 agencies responded to the survey and 80% of them reported that they are currently
engaged in peer review practice. By examining the reported challenges from the agencies already
participating in peer review, other agencies will have the opportunity to plan for those challenges and make
them less difficult for future peer review participants. The following is a sampling of the challenges reported
by CBCAP Lead Agencies:®

e “Getting the grantees to understand the process and implementing the peer review process. It is
an intense process that places a lot of responsibility on the grantees to accomplish.”

e “Getting individuals to complete the assessments that we provide.”

e “Our state is very competitive for the minimal funding that’s available for non-profits so it makes it
challenging to get people to participate.”

o “We do not have ‘buy in’ at this point for rigorous peer review. Programs vary widely in their degree
of professionalism and sophistication. The process needs to be very non-threatening.”

One challenge that can directly affect the CBCAP Lead Agency is defining their role in the process. By
leading the process from a distance, or contracting with an outside agency, they let programs know that
peer review is not a punitive process, or a monitoring process, but a chance for program change and
improvement. Talking about the potential challenges before the process begins and attending peer review
training can alleviate some of the more difficult aspects of peer review. CBCAP Lead Agencies already
engaged in peer review and FRIENDS can serve as helpful resources to agencies at the beginning stages
of their peer review process.

25 Information gathered through a web-based survey sent to CBCAP agencies in the fall of 2005.
26 Information gathered through a web-based survey sent to CBCAP agencies in the fall of 2005.
27 Information gathered through a web-based survey sent to CBCAP agencies in the fall of 2005.
28 Information gathered through a web-based survey sent to CBCAP agencies in the fall of 2005.
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Ten Strategies for Successful and
Meaningful Peer Review Practice

Many CBCAP Agencies are already engaged in peer review practice and have developed creative strategies
to capitalize on the strengths of peer review and overcome the challenges. The following is a list of ten
strategies that help CBCAP programs continue to make peer review a meaningful process for everyone
involved.?

1) Create a peer review process that is based on written guidelines, procedures, and protocols in
order to ensure fairness and objectivity

2) Remain flexible and alter the peer review process to meet the needs of specific programs, changing
communities, and staff needs

3) Establish a timeline for peer review that includes reporting results back to the program being
reviewed in a timely manner

4) Form a peer review team composed of stakeholders from multiple facets of the program including
managers, line staff, board members, outside program partners, members of the statewide
network, and consumers of services

5) Parents and youth should be provided opportunities to participate in the peer review process in a
meaningful way by encouraging and supporting participation in the program design, training, and
team reviews

6) Bring peerstogether as a group for training on the peer review process, both initially and as an on-
going practice

7) Provide opportunity for peer review teams to discuss each program’s self-assessment results to
identify strengths and challenges

8) Create a plan for enhancing strengths and overcoming challenges based on the results of the peer
review process

9) Provide targeted technical assistance and on-going professional development to enhance the
capacity of service providers

10) Provide opportunity for programs to showcase their successes to peers who will fully appreciate
them

Peer Review that Fits You

Peer review practice, just like CBCAP Lead Agencies, takes on many forms and can be big or small and
can focus on short-term goals or long-term outcomes. The diversity between peer review processes, and
agencies, is evident when you begin to look at the pieces, or the structure, that make up the individual peer
review process. On a continuum of quality assurance practices that begins with more formal monitoring
processes that include strict guidelines and are led by external experts, peer review falls on the less
formal end where peers lead the process with families as full partners and self-assessment tools for
internal evaluation.®® No matter where your program falls on the continuum of agency size or experience
with peer review, what matters is that you participate in a peer review process that fits your program
capacity and enhances strengths while overcoming challenges.

Peer review guidelines are not meant to be rigid restrictions, but recommendations on best practices in
the field. To learn more about what other CBCAP Lead Agencies are doing (please see Appendix A: Overview

2 Strategies developed from the FRIENDS National Resource Center for CBFRS Programs Fact Sheet Number 1: Peer Review: Guidelines
for CBFRS Programs (2000) and peer review documents from the Wisconsin Children’s Trust Fund.

30 DelLapp, J., Gowan, B., Marcus, A., and Sneed, S. Peer Review for California Family Resource Centers. A training manual prepared
for California Department of Social Services Office of Child Abuse Prevention.
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of CBCAP Peer Review Activities: State by State Table). To learn more about agencies outside of the
CBCAP community that are engaged in peer review (please see Appendix C: Additional Resources for
Peer Review Practice). CBCAP Lead Agencies should also know that FRIENDS can provide training and
technical assistance in the creation of a peer review process.3!

Conclusion

“It is in and through the social sector that a modern society can again create responsible and achieving
citizenship...a sphere in which they can make a difference in society.”?
- Cultivating Communities of Practice

This document has provided an overview of the definition, purpose, principles, and practice of peer review.
Many CBCAP Lead Agencies have been working hard to develop and implement peer review processes
that are responsive to community needs and meaningful to the programs they fund. As with all our efforts,
there are a number of strengths and challenges to peer review. In order to sustain a peer review process,
it has to have purpose and meaning. Peer review guidelines and workplans must be living documents that
continue to evolve with your community. One of the most important benefits of peer review is the ability to
make connections and build relationships with peers and supporting agencies. Through this process,
CBCAP Lead Agencies can build more social capital. Social capital is an asset that does not run out or
expire, it grows as it evolves like our CBCAP agencies in the State and local communities. Peer review is
an important tool to help celebrate, facilitate, and foster the shared vision of CBCAP agencies to strengthen
families and prevent child abuse and neglect.

31 For more information on how FRIENDS can help you develop a peer review process in your state, go to www.friendsnrc.org.
32 McDermott, R., Snyder, W., and Wenger, E. (2002). Cultivating Communities of Practice: A Guide to Managing Knowledge, Chapter 10,
Page 223-224.
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Appendix B: Principles of Family Support33

1. Staff and families work together in relationships based on equality and respect.

2. Staff enhance families’ capacity to support the growth and development of all family members—
adults, youth, and children.

3. Families are resources to their own members, to other families, to programs, and to
communities.

4. Programs affirm and strengthen families’ cultural, racial, and linguistic identities and enhance
their ability to function in a multicultural society.

5. Programs are embedded in their communities and contribute to the community-building
process.

6. Programs advocate with families for services and systems that are fair, responsive, and
accountable to the families served.

7. Practitioners work with families to mobilize formal and informal resources to support family
development.

8. Programs are flexible and continually responsive to emerging family and community issues.
9. Principles of family support are modeled in all program activities, including planning,

governance, and administration.

From Family Support America (1996) Guidelines for Family Support Practice. Chicago.

33 DelLapp, J., Gowan, B., Marcus, A., and Sneed, S. Peer Review for California Family Resource Centers: A Training Manual Prepared
for California Department of Social Services Office of Child Abuse Prevention.
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Appendix C: Additional Resources for Peer Review Practice

The following is a list of nine organizations that are engaged in some form of peer review or accreditation
process. Please use these as a reference to support or enhance your own peer review process.

Center for the Study of Social Policy (CSSP)3*

Strengthening Families Through Early Care and Education Initiative

The Strengthening Families Through Early Care and Education Initiative (SFI) is a child abuse and neglect
prevention initiative that focuses on strategies that early care and education providers can employ to
support families. CSSP offers a program handbook and self-assessment tool that outlines strategies to
enhance protective factors that will support families and reduce the likelihood of child abuse and neglect
occurring. The handbook and self-assessment tool are available for use by any interested early care or
education program. For more information contact Judy Langford at judy.langford@cssp.org or Nilofer
Ahsan at nilofer.ahsan@cssp.org or go to the CSSP website www.cssp.org.

Child and Family Service Reviews (CFSR)*

The purpose of this review process is to ensure conformity with federal child welfare requirements,
determine what is actually happening to children and families involved in the child welfare system, and
assist states to help them enhance their capacity to help children and families achieve positive outcomes.
It is a two-stage process that includes a statewide assessment and an onsite review of child and family
service outcomes and program systems. The onsite portion is comprised of case reviews, interviews
with children and families, and interviews with community stakeholders such as the courts and community
agencies engaged in services. To find out more information go to www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb, or call
the Child Welfare Review Project at 301.565.3260.

Child Welfare League of America (CWLA)*®

CWLA provides accreditation support services through its consultation division, the National Center for
Field Consultation (NCFC). NCFC waorks closely with agencies as they go through the accreditation process
with the Council on Accreditation and the Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Health Care
Organizations. NCFC may provide agencies with a range of technical assistance and support services
including an Accreditation Orientation, Work Plan and Group Plan Development, Accreditation Readiness
Assessment, or ongoing consultation related to accreditation. Agencies must pay a fee or apply member
benefit time for support services. For more information go to www.cwla.org or contact the NCFC Intake
and Project Development Manager at 202.942.0287.

Commission on Accreditation of Rehabilitation Facilities (CARF)*’

CAREF utilizes a rehabilitative model to provide accreditation services to rehabilitation and human service
providers. One branch of the organization, Child and Youth Services, focuses on services specific to
children and families. Services include child welfare, safety and permanence, family self-sufficiency, and
more. Accreditation for child and youth services engages parents and professionals to develop an
accreditation that will enhance the quality of services. This accreditation process is based on the concepts
of peer review, networking, and sharing ideas. Programs must pay an intent to survey fee and a survey
fee. Preparing for accreditation typically takes six to twelve months. For more information go to www.carf.org
or call 888.281.6531.

34 Information obtained at http://www.cssp.org/doris_duke/index.html. January 15, 2006.

35 Information obtained at http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/cwmonitoring/recruit/cfsrfactsheet.htm. January 16, 2006.
36 Information obtained at http://www.cwla.org/consultation/accreditation.htm. December 27, 2005.

37 Information obtained at http://www.carf.org/consumer.aspx?Content=Content/ConsumerServices. January 16, 2006.
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Council on Accreditation (COA)®®

COA uses a community-based social services model to accredit behavioral healthcare and social service
organizations. COA's accreditation process involves a detailed review and analysis of an organization’s
administrative operations and service delivery against national standards. COA reviews and accredits
entire organizations, not specific programs. Organizations complete an Application for Accreditation, a
Standards and Self-Study Manual, and receive a site visit from trained peer reviewers as a part of the
accreditation process. The process typically takes between 12 and 14 months and accreditation lasts for
four years. Organizations must pay an accreditation fee. For more information go to www.coanet.org.

Family Support America (FSA)*

FSA offers a certification for family support programs that offer at least one of the following services:
parent education/child development, peer support, parent and child activities, information and referral
services, or child development activities. The certification process includes the completion of an application,
a Mapping Survey, a site self-assessment, and the submission of five letters of recommendation from
various stakeholders in the family support program. Programs pay an application fee, a processing fee,
and a yearly affiliation fee. In addition to FSA certification, family support programs may also purchase the
self-assessment toolkit, “How Are We Doing?” for use with FSA certified and non-certified family support
programs. For more information go to www.familysupportamerica.org or call 312.338.0900.

Healthy Families America (HFA)*

An application and credentialing process that allows programs to use the Healthy Families name by
formally associating with the HFA initiative. Credentialing through HFA is available to established and new
home visitation programs. Single-site and multi-site credentialing is available. The credentialing process
begins with the HFA Credentialing Application which is then followed by the Site Self-Assessment Tool,
and the Peer Review Team Site Visit. Programs pay an application fee and an annual affiliation fee. To find
out more about the application and credentialing process contact the Quality Assurance Division at
312.663.3520 or go to www.healthyfamiliesamerica.org.

Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Health Care Organizations (JCAHO)*

JCAHO is one of the nation’s predominant accrediting agencies in health care. JCAHQO'’s accreditation
process evaluates an organization’s compliance with standards and other accreditation requirements.
Organizations that may seek JCAHO accreditation include hospitals, medical equipment services, nursing
homes, behavioral health care organizations, addiction services, rehabilitation centers and other ambulatory
care providers, as well as independent laboratories. Accreditation lasts for three years and organizations
must pay an accreditation fee. For more information go to www.jcaho.org.

National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)*

NAEYC provides accreditation services to programs for young children, birth through age eight. Programs
seeking accreditation engage in a process that includes verification visits, unannounced site visits, and
the completion of the NAEYC Self-Study Form, an Early Childhood Program Description Form, and a
Classroom Observation Summary Sheet. Accreditation is good for five years and programs must submit
four annual reports in between accreditations. Programs must pay an initial fee for accreditation as well
as annual report fees. For more information go to www.naeyc.org or call 800.424.2460.

3 |Information obtained at http://www.coanet.org/front3/page.cfm?sect=10#82. December 21, 2005.

3 Information obtained at http://www.familysupportamerica.org/content/mapping_dir/prog_cert.htm. January 15, 2006.

40 Information obtained at http://www.healthyfamiliesamerica.org/network_resources/credentialing.shtml#assess. January 15, 2006.
41 Information obtained at http://www.jcaho.org/about+us/jcaho_facts.htm. January 15, 2006.

42 Information obtained at http://www.naeyc.org/accreditation. January 15, 2006.
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