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MEMORANDUM

TO All Members, House Labor and Commerce Committee
FROM: Roger Poppe, Committee Staff

DATE March 7, 1985

SUBJECT: Overview, HB 251

On Thursday, March 7, 1985, the House Labor and Commerce Committee
met in Room 102 Capitol Building at 1:15-7?.:45 pm on HB 251: An Act
extending the termination date of the Board of Veterinary Examiners.

There was no previous legislation on this last year. The last
extention of the Board took place in 1980. There 1is no companion
legislation in the Senate so far this year.

The LB & A report in your file recommends extension of the Board,
and conclude that the Board should be extended, with no recommendations
as to adjustments to make, which is a glowing recommendation in their
terms.

They brought in more 1in revenues through fee charges than there
were expenditures, so the Board is paying its own way currently. The
Committee may wish to establish how many members they serve and what
sort of activities they engage in at their br rd meetings.

Dr. Val Stuve, the Chairman of the Board, will try to provide input
and be available for questions at the Fairbanks LIO if he can get away
from his busy surgery schedule. If not, Dr. Paula Tuomi, a member of
the Board in Anchorage, will try to be at the LIO site in Anchorage to
answer questions if she can get time off from treating some of the
dogs in the lditarod race.



§08.03.010 Alaska Statutes # OH.03.ui,

Editor's notes. — This section was  Cross references.
redrafted by the revisur of statutes to constitutionality ofch. 102. SI,A t,,
remove personal fronouns in_conformity  notes to AS 09.55.536 and Al i
nglt/Kl /i988g1.05.03 (0 and K 4. Chapterdb. —art. II, S 14,

Chapter 03, Termination, Continuation anc
Reestablishment of Regulatory Boards.

Section Section
10. Termination dates for regulatory  20. Procedures govering leriniii.-
hoards transition and continuation

Cross references. — Asto review ofthe
activities of agencies, boards and
commissions, see AS 44.66.010 et seq.

Sec. 08.03.010. Termination dates for regulatory boards.
Boards listed in this subsection have a termination date of Jim,.
1979:

(D Repealed by 83 ch 36 SLA 1980.

(2 Repealed by &3 ch 40 SLA 1980.

(3 Repealed by &3 ch 87 SLA 1980.

(4 Repealed by 83 ch 74 SLA 1979.

(5) Repealed by & 3 ch 39 SLA 1980.

(6) Repealed by 8 3 ch 37 SLA 1980.

(7) Repealed by § 3 ch 38 SLA 1980.

(8) Repealed by § 3 ch 41 SLA 1980.

(9) Repealed by 8§ 3 ch 67 SLA 1980.

(10) Repealed by § 2 ch 43 SLA 1980.

(11) Repealed by § 3 ch 42 SLA 1980.

(b) Boards listed in this subsection have a termination date ni .iu
30, 1980:

(1) Repealed by § 15 ch 82 SLA 1980.

(2) Repealed by § 5ch 159 SLA 1980.

(3) Collection Agency Board (AS 08.24.011) (obsolete*:

(4) Repealed by § 5 ch 159 SLA 1980.

(5) Repealed by § 11 ch 71 SLA 1980.

(6) Repealed by § 7 ch 72 SLA 1980.

(7) Repealed by S 2 ch 53 SLA 1981.

(8) Repealed by § 8 ch 143 SLA 1980.

(9) Repealed by § 42 ch 167 SLA 1980.

(10) Repealed by § 2 ch 153 SLA 1980.

(11) Repealed by § 13 ch 52 SLA 1981.

(c) The following boards have the termination date provided by if.
subsection:

(1) Board of Nursing (AS 08.68.010) — June 30, 1983.

(2) Board of Chiropractic Examiners (AS 08.20.010) — June
1984,

10

] 08.03.010 Business

(3) Board of Examiners in <

1984.
(4) Board of Pharmacy 'AS (
(5) Board of Dispensing Opti
(6) Board of Dental Exammi
(7) Board of Veterinary Exan
(8) State Physical Therapy |
(9) Board of Nursing Home ;
30,1986.
(10) Board of Psychologist a
08.86.010) — June 30. 198
(11) State Medical Board (Al
(12) Board of Marine Pilots «
(13) Board of Welding Exam
(obsolete).
m W(14) Board of Electrical Exan
v'n”(15) State Board of Registrati
m Surveyors (AS 08.48.011) — Jv
(16) Board of Barbers and H
,1984.
- (17) Board of Public Account
m Real Estate Commissioi
Board of Governors o
Oﬁ@—aune 30, 1985.
(20) Guide Licensing and Co
1982.
(d) Repealed by § 3 ch 74 SI
(e) Repealed by § 3ch 74 SL.
3ch 74 SLA 1979:am 8 1, 3¢
am 88 1,3 ch 38 SLA 198
3 ¢ch 40 SLA 1980; am 1.3t
,%ﬁam §§ 1.2ch43SLA 198
,%}71 SLA 1980: am 88 6,7 ¢
- am 8§ 1,3 ch 87 SLA 198-
2 ch 153 SLA 1980; am §8 2,5
SLA 1980; am 88 1, 13 ch 52 8
»m 5 1 C 28 SLA 1982; am 8

Rovisor's notes. — Subsection (ci
+aranged by the revisor of statutes |
ftuat to'AS 01.05.031 to conform to a
tag arrangement of the subject matte

roaa réferences. — For present pr
«ana covering the subject matter of t
«action (c) as it read “prior to the 1
aatandraent and of former subsections
(+), ace AS 08.03.020.

&



j08.03.010 Business and Professions

(3) Board of Examiners in Optometry (AS 08.72.010i — June 30,
1984.

(4) Board of Pharmacy (AS 08.80.0101— June 30, 1984.

(5) Board of Dispensing Opticians (AS 08.71.010t —June 30. 1985.

(6) Board of Dental Examiners (AS 08.36.010> — June 30. 1986.

i7) Board of Veterinary Examiners iAS 08.98.010)—June 30,1985.

(8) State Physical Therapy Board (AS 08.84.010) — June 30. 1986.

i9) Board of Nursing Home Administrators (AS 08.70.010) — June
30. 1986.

(10) Board of Psychologist and Psychological Associate Examiners
(AS 08.86.010) —, June 30, 1982.

11) state Medical Board (AS 08.64.010) — June 30. 1983.

d2) Board of Marine Pilots (AS 08.62.010) — June 30. 1983.

(13) Board of Welding Examiners (AS 08.99.010) — June 30. 1981
(obsolete).

(14) Board of Electrical Examiners (AS 08.40.010) —June 30. 1986.

(15) State Board of Registration for Architects. Engineers, and Land
Surveyors (AS 08.48.011) — June (), 1984.

(16) Board of Barbers and Hairdressers (AS 08.13.010) — June 30.
1984.

(17) Board of Public Accountancy (AS 08.04.010) — June 30. 1984.

(18) Real Estate Commission (AS 08.88.011) — June 30, 1986.

(19) Board of Governors of the Alaska Bar Association (AS
08.08.040) — June 30. 1985.

(20" Guide Licensing and Control Board (AS 08.54.010) — June 30,
1982.

id) Repealed by § 3 ch 74 SLA 1979.

(e) Repealed by § 3 ch 74 SLA 1979. (§ 2ch 149 SLA 1977; am 8§ 1,
3ch 74 SLA 19™ t 88 1,3 ch 36 SLA 1980; am 8§ 1, 3 ch 37 SLA
1980;am 88 1,3 ¢ SLA 1980; am 88 1, 3ch 39 SLA 1980; am § 1,
3¢ch 40 SLA 1980, uin 881,3 ch 41 SLA 1980; am §8 1,3 ch 42 SLA
1980; am 88 1,2 ch 43 SLA 1980; am 88 1,3ch 67 SLA 1980; am 8§ 10,
1 ch 71 SLA 1980; am 88 6, 7ch 72 SLA 1980; am 8§ 2, 15ch 82 SLA
1980; am 88§ 1,3 ch 87 SLA 1980; am &8 7,8 ch 143 SLA 1980; am § 1,
2ch 153 SLA 1980; am 88 2, 5ch 159 SLA 1980; am 8§ 41. 42 ch 167
SLA 1980; am 88 1, 13 ch 52 SLA 1981; am 88 1, 2 ch 53 SLA 1981;
am 8§ 1ch 28 SLA 1982; am § 1ch 60 SLA 1982; am § 1ch 96 SLA
1982)

Revisor's notes. — Subsection (c| was Effect of umcnclr mints, — The 1979
rearranged by the revisor of statutes pur- amendment repealed paragraph ({41ofs_ub-
suant to' AS 01.05.031 to conform to a log- ~ section Iaé, which read: "Board o Nursm?
ical arrangement of the subject matter.”  (AS 08.68.010)," rewrote subsection (cf,
(Cross réferences. — For present ?row- and repealed siibsections (d) and (e), which
aions covering the subject matter of sub- read; ~ "The termination, dissolution,
leclion Ic) as it read prior to the 1979  continuation or r.establishment of a
amendment and of former subsections td» regulatory board shall be governed by the
and te), see AS 08.03.020. legislative oversight procedures of AS



BOARD: VETERINARY EXAMINERS, FOARD OF

TITLE: Board of Veterinary Examiners

DEPT: Department of Commerce and Economic Development

AUTHORITY: AS 08.93.010

STATUS: 85/06/30

REQUIREMENTS: LEGISLATIVE CONFIRMATION

PROHIBITIONS: Cannot serve more than two successive complete terms

TERM: 4-year - staggered

DESCRIPTION: 5 members appointed by Governor: 4 licensed veterinarians in

active practice in Alaska for 5 years; plus 1 public member; no person may

serve who 1is, or was during the two years immediately preceding appoint—

ment, a member of a faculty, board of trustees, or advisory board of a

veterinary school.

SPECIAL FACTS: May be removed for cause; lorum - majority

FUNCTION: Regulates and controls applications, licenses, and permits of

veterinarians

COMPENSATION: Standard travel/per dienm

MEETINGS: At least 3 annually; normally 3 times per year, 3 days maximum,

plus 2-4 work sessions

*FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Licensing Examiner. Division of Occupa—
tional Licensing, Dept, of Commerce and Economic Development, Pouch D,

Juneau, AK 99811 - 465-2544



Veterinary Examiners

MEMBER

APPT

REAPPT

Stephen A. Mersch, DVM
P.O. Eox 2170

Soldotna 99069
Veterinarian

Vern R. Starks, DVM
Route 1, Bex 863
Ketchikan 999C1
Veterinarian

Val D. Stuve, DVM
1651 College Road
Fairbanks 99701
Veterinarian - Chair

Pamela A. Tuomi, DVM

2036 E. Northern Lights

Anchorage 99504
Veteri Parian

Ray Preston
4990 Thane Road

Juneau 99801
Pub lie

84703730

81705706

82/01/75

80/04/01

85/01/31

84/04/09

TERM

87/01/31

S5/01/31

86/7/01/31

88701731

88/01/31
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JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

May 18, 1984

Members of the
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee:

In accordance with a special reauest of the Legislative Eud
- get and Audit Committee and Title 24 of the Alaska Statutes
the attached report is submitted for your review.

A SPECIAL REPORT ON THE
SUNSET PROCESS IN ALASKA

September, 1977 - May, 1984

Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
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PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

In accordance with a special requeﬁ( of the Legislative Bud-—
get and Audit Committee and Title of the Alaska Statutes,
this special report has been prepared to document the Sunset
experience m Alaska and to gather information about Sunset

results in other states.
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THE SUNSET EXPERIENCE

In 1977 the Alaska Legislature created Alaska®s Sunset law
which Wc s patterned after the Colorado Sunset legislation.
The design of Alaska®s Sunset law provides legislative scru—
tiny of all programs and activities of the State. While

most other states® Sunset laws only addressed boards and
commissions, Alaska®"s lav; is comprehensive. It includes in
addition to boards and commissions, all State programs.

i.e process in Alaska provides for the programs, boards, and
commissions selected by the legislature to be reviewed by
the legislature at least every four years, unless estab—
lished for a shorter period of time. The Division of Legis-
lative Audit provides a performance review of all agencies
selected by the legislature for Sunset.

Since inception of the Alaska Sunset process 1in 1977, the
legislature has reviewed 47 agencies. The Legislative Audi—
tor has recommended termination of 12 boards or commissions.
The Legislature has terminated two of the these boards and
merged two others (see Appendix A).

Alaska 1is a young state and therefore has fewer old boards
and commissions Tfor which there is not a demonstrated public
need. Nationwide, 35 states have adopted Sunset legislation
in which approximately 1676 Sunset reviews have taken place.
0Of these, 28" (17%) boards, commissions, oOr agencies were
terminated.

Benefits From Sunset Reviews - Nationwide

Although some have viewed termination of State entities as
the measure of success of Sunset, the main benefits, accord—
ing to a nationwide survey made by Common Cause The Status
of Sunset In The States, have been to make government more
efficient and more responsive and accountable to the public.
Of the 1676 entities reviewed, 17% were terminated because
no public purpose was being served. In 83% of the reviews
conducted nationwide, modifications were needed in order to
improve efficiency. In addition, 08% of the states surveyed
believed the principle benefits were increased public
accountability and efficiency. Furthermore, 56% believed
increased legislative experience and interest in the over—
sight work was a major accomplishment in the Sunset imple—
mentation.

Alaskan Experience

Alaska®s experience has paralleled that of other states.

The process has not resulted in significant cost savings,
but as the result of legislative reviews, the agencies”,
boards®, and commissions® operations have become more effi—

1. See Footnotes, Appendix B, Page 10
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cient and the entities are more aware and responsive to the

public needs. They have also become more cognizant of their
responsibilities for self-evaluation and have made improve—
ments not required by the legislature. In addition, recom—

mendations for improvements 1in the entities® efficiency and
effectiveness, made by the legislature and auditors, have
either been fTully or partially implemented. Therefore,
improvements 1in '"the existing programs have been more benefi—
cial than the cost savings from terminating State programs

or boards. Some of the improvements observed are as fol —

lows :

1. The number of State boards and licensed professionals
has not increased. The legislature has used the Sunset
experience to curb the growth of boards and com-—
missions .

2. Legislative reviews have eliminated a number of
self-serving regulations and practices. This has re—

sulted in improved availability of services, the
elimination of price protections, and the heightened
awareness on the part of boards that what 1is in the
public®s best interest is not necessarily what the pro—
fessions would like to see occur.

3. Investigations of licensure violation by the profes—
sionals has 1improved. Investigations are ranked
according to possible harm to the public, and those
which could cause the most harm are given priority.
Prior to the Sunset review, the investigations of"
licensure violations or incompetent practices of pro—
fessionals was almost nonexistent.

b. The legislative examination of programs under the
Sunset law resulted in significant changes in the
inspection programs in Alaska. Three programs were

merged under one department, and the mission of the
other was greatly changed.

Problems with Implementing Sunset

Although, most states have expressed favorable reactions to
Sunset |tjs, there have been some common complaints about
the process., Again, citingthe Common Cause report

The Status |f Sunset in theStates, March 1982, 50% of the
35 states surveyed believed the major problem with Sunset
involved the amount of time spent by legislators in prepar—
ing for and conducting public hearings; 35~ cited the fact
that response to the publichearing consisted of licensed
professionals lobbying for benefits to them; and 29%
believed the costs involved were too high compared to the
benefits. A

2. See Footnotes, Appendix B, Page 10
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In Alaska and other states, attempts have been made to
include the participation of the public. Very few hearings
are well attended by other than licensed professionals.
Solutions to this complaint have included appointing public
members to the boards. This method has gained nationvzide
acceptance. In Alaska, almost all boards have at least two

public members.

In addition, some legislators have held meetings after regu—
lar working hours in an attempt to make hearings more acces—
sible to the general public. According to states that have
tried this, there has been an increase in public attendance.

Concerns about the cost of Sunset in Alaska do have some

merit. There have been little direct savings in State
expenditures due to Sunset. However, due to the type of
programs reviewed, little savings could have resulted, Most

reviews have been of professional licensing boards which, 1in
some cases, provide more revenue to the State through
license fees than it costs to support the board. Also, even
if a board is terminated, the registration of licensees is
oftentimes retained so the greatest cost, administrative

expense, continues.
Recommendation For The Future

We believe the Alaska Sunset law is an important Legislative

tool which should, be retained. Although the law may have
been over-used in some cases, it is valuable 1in that it pro—
vides a formal process for legislative oversight, "he fol —

lowing are reasons why we believe such oversight is valu—
able:

1. Whenever legislative authority is delegated to an
appointed regulatory entity, overs®.ght should be main—
tained and pursued to ensure the welfare of the public
is safeguarded. Due to the very nature of the regu-—
latory agencies, they do not demand the budgetary or
audit attention that the high cost programs do. In
addition, the interests of regulated professional
groups may differ from the public®s interest. Thus,
Sunset review may be the only consistent method of
ensuring public accountability.

2. Sunset reviews have provided a forum for evaluation of
governmental entities on the basis of public need and a
method to improve the efficiency of government. A
pending legislative Sunset review encourages govern—
mental entities to make voluntary improvements and
implement legislative intent.

We believe that modification to the Alaska Sunset law and

procedures would help make the Sunset process a more effec—
tive legislative tool.

STATE OF ALASKA .5 - DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



AS 44.66.020 -.030 should be repealed as these statutes
are no longer applicable. This portion of the Sunset
statutes sets out provisions for the termination of
programs selected bv the legislature. However, there
were no programs selected for Sunset under these pro-—
visions. As a result, according to legislative coun—
sel, the times such programs could be selected was man—
datory, and this portion of the statute is no longer in
force.

The legislature should consider amending the Sunset
legislation for the selection of agencies or programs
to be reviewed. The Sunset law does not increase the
powers of the legislature, and in fact, may reduce then
in that it gives the Governor the right to veto

proposed Sunset bills. The legislature could select a
program or agency for consideration under Sunset by
resolution. The Division of Legislative Audit could

then perform a performance audit of the entity, at the
direction of the Budget and Audit Committee.

The Sunset process can be an effective tool to examine 1in
detail the performance and need of a government entity not
just for the termination i.f an agency. We believe the
Sunset process could be useful in the following areas:

1.

When the legislature creates a new program or agency
they can provide for a Sunset review after a period of
time. In this way, the legislature has a formal method
of ensuring that the new State program will function as
envisioned when created. The legislature used this
method in creating the Litter Program. As a result,
the auditors found that program personnel were very
aware of the need to perform in accordance with legis—
lative intent.

A program or agency could be selected for a Sunset re—
view when there is a substantial change in the funding
or purpose of a program or agency, or if it is believed
the entity has not complied with prior legislative
intent. We have found that the process of selecting a
program for a Sunset review heightens the. entity"s
awareness of its purpose and legislative intent? even
when the possibility for termination is marginal.

There are almost always improvements in effectiveness
and responsiveness to the public®s needs which can be
made by the government entity. In addition, the legis—
lature has a formal method of ensuring the the State
entity or program 1is performing their duties as
planned.

STATE OF ALASKA _6_ OIVISION OF LEGISLATIN. E AUDIT



The

The Sunset process can also be useful in eliminating
duplicative programs or services, and excessive manage —

ment. There 1i1s a recognized tendency for the manage —
ment within any large organization to build up over
time. As a result, programs can duplicate existing

programs, or programs are retained in-house when they
could be better performed by contracting with outside
sources, and organization structures tend to increase
in the number of managers and support services.

legislature should increase the number of years for

which a board is re-established, from four years to six or
eight years for the following reasons:

1.

Most boards and commissions under AS 08.03.010 have
been through the review cycle twice since Sunset was
enacted in 1977 and, 1in most cases, public need has
been established. Boards are now cognizant of the
review process and are more likely to perform their
duties 1iu a more efficient manner.

Increasing the number of §%${R between reviews would
decrease the cost to the " not only in direct costs
of performing the reviews, but also in the time
consumed by legislators 1in their oversight functions.
Alaska®"s review cycle of four years is one of the
shortest of all states. Most state.'l review cycle
ranges from six to ten years.

Authority exists under Title 24.20 to request perfor—
mance reviews of any program under 08.03 or 44.66 if
the Jegislature believes evaluation 1is necessary prior
to the regular Sunset review cycle.
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APPENDIX B

Footnotes
1. The Status of Sunset in the States: A Common Cause
P.enort, Common Cause, March 1982. page A2.

2. ibit, page A3
3. ibit, page A3-AA

The Status of Sunset in the States: A Common Cause P>eport,
summary and recommendation follow. The complete report sun-
marizes a questionnaire sent to states with Sunset laws.

The questionnaire which allows comparisons between states 1is
-contained in the body of the report. We recommend anyone
with interests in comparing the Alaska experience with other
state®"s experiences read this report in conjunction with our
report. Copies of this report are available upon request
from the Division of Legislative Audit.

THE STATUS OF SUNSET IN THE STATES
SUMMARY

Sunset legislation -- which requires the periodic review of
state agencies under the threat of automatic termination
unless affirmatively recreated by law -- has triggered state
governments®™ interest in legislative oversight and enhanced
their ability to conduct it.

Since the enactment of the first Sunset law in Colorado in
1976, 35 states have passed Sunset laws. One-third of these
states have taken action to expand their Sunset laws to

apply to additional agencies and programs. As recently as
December, 1981 Pennsylvania passed a Sunset law for the
first time. Only one state., North Carolina, has formally

abandoned the automatic termination provision which distin—
guishes Sunset from other forms of legislative oversight.

Most state Sunset laws embrace the principles suggested by
Common Cause in 1976; however, current Sunset laws differ*in
the type and number of agencies they cover and in their
approach to organizing and implementing Sunset reviews.

(The Common Cause Sunset Principles are listed on page 2.)

The following conclusions are based on the results of a
questionnaire completed by all 35 states with Sunset laws,
on in-depth case studies of the Florida and Texas Sunset
laws, and on research of individual state Sunset statutes
and reports prepared by the Sunset evaluation staff. Our
review has determined that Sunset is largely achieving its
goal of helping to make government work better. However,
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problems with Sunset laws do exist and will require skillful
handling by those involved with the implementation of Sunset

laws

[E=Y

in the states.

THE BENEFITS OF SUNSET

Improvements 1in Government. Performance - The results of
"the Common Cause survey indicate that two-thirds of the
respondents from states with Sunset laws believe that
increased agency efficiency and public accountability
have been principle benefits of Sunset. Improvements
have taken the form of major across-the-board reforms
and specific recommendations applied to individual
agencies.

Financial Sayings - The purpose of Sunset is not to
slash state budgets, but rather to improve agency per—
formance and to free citizens from excessive regu—
lation. Saving money and conducting Sunset are not
mutually exclusive, however. In at least one-sixth of
the states conducting Sunset reviews, legislators have
been able to document savings.

Increased Legislative Experience In Conducting Over —
sight - Over half of the states with Sunset laws stated
Th EEe Common Cause questionnaire that increased legis—
lative experience and interest in legislative oversight
have been 1important benefits of Sunset. A positive
outcome of this experience is the emergence of state
government officials who are competent and often inno—
vative leaders in the emerging area of oversight.

PROBLEMS WITH SUNSET

False Expectations About What Sunset Can Do - States
continue to look for an instant reduction in the size
of state government. The number of agency terminations
is the wrong yardstick of success for Sunset. Further,
state legislatures expect to see instant dollar savings
from Sunset. Since most states began Sunset review3
with the examination of regulatory agencies, massive
savings were never possible. However, a number of
states are beginning to achieve significant savings,
particularly when they have begun reviews of large reg—
ulatory agencies or service delivery agencies or pro—
grams.

The Time-Consuming and Costly Nature —f Oversight - The
leading complaint about Sunset is that Sunset reviews
are too time consuming. However, states are tackling
the problems of managing the Sunset workload and costs
creatively. They are reducing the number of agencies
reviewed 1in each cycle, lengthening the review cycle
itself, creating priority review, and streamlining
auditing and reporting requirements.
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3. Low Public Participation and the Disproportionate
Influence or Regulated Proiesslons -Seventy percent of
the states surveyed reported that the average turnout
for a public hearing has been 25 persons or Tfewer.

That licensees attend public hearings is commendable,
but industry involvement often extends beyond public
testimony to include intense lobbying of state legisla—
tors. One-third of the survey respondents indicated
that they only hear from licensed professionals about
Sunset issues.

A. Inadequate Measurement Information on .Agency Perfor—
mance and Agency Valué®l Many states are struggling
with appropriate evaluation criteria for examining an
agency"s performance in achieving its goals. Almost
half of the states indicated that the lack of measure—
ment information on agency performance and agency value
has been a major problem. This issue is especially
critical when examining non-regulatory agencies which
are unlikely candidates for termination and which have
a large impact on the state budget,

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are discussed in detail on

page 35. The recommendations were developed with the knowl —
edge that states are at various stages of Sunset implementa—
tion. States which are looking ahead to an expanded role

for Sunset freauentiv have an interest in the dual goals of
establishing a Aianageable workload and in broadening the
scope of their review schedules to include non-regulatory
agencies (c.r ., service delivery agencies and programs).

1. States involved in expanding the scope of their Sunset
reviews beyond regulatory agencies should develop a
timely, systematic procedure for establishing a manage —
able schedule of agency terminations.

2. States involved in broadening the scope of their Sunset
laws should consider lengthening the "termination sched—
ules they have adopted to 8 or 10 years.

3. States may want to modify the evaluation criteria 1in
their Sunset laws if they am adding non-regulatory
agencies or programs to their review schedules.

A. To create a more manageable workload for Sunset
reviews, states might consider establishing priorities
for conducting their program evaluation process.

5. States should attempt to achieve a close integration of
Sunse*- with the budget process.
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Sunset findings should be presented in an organized,
digestible format.

Public participation in the Sunset process shoui . be
encouraged.

Executive branch participation in the Sunset process
should be 1increased.
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PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE REPORT

PURPOSE

In accordance with the intent of Alaska Statutes 24 .20".271 (1)
and 44.66.050 (sunset legislation), a review of the activities
and accomplishments of the Board of Veterinary Examiners was
conducted to determine if the Board has been operating in an
efficient, effective, and economical manner.

As required by legislative intent, this report shall be con-—

sidered during the legislative oversight function in deter—

mining whether the Board of Veterinary Examiners should be
stablished. The law currently specifies that this Board

< _il terminate on June 30, 1985, but will continue until

June 30, 1986, for the purpose of concluding its affairs.

SCOPE

The major areas of our examination were the licensing,
examination, administration, and complaint functions of the

Boarl. We reviewed and evaluated the following:

1. Applicable statutes and regulations.

2. Interviews with the license examiner.

3. Tests of fTiles and documents of licensees.

4. Complaints filed with the Division of Occupational

Licensing, Human Rights Commission, Equal Employment
Opportunity Office, Attorney General®s Office, and
the Ombudsman Office.

5. Discussions with Board members.

6. Minutes of Board meetings and Division correspondence
files.

7. Attorney General Opinions applicable to professional
boards.
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ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION

The Board of Veterinary Examiners is a regulatory board
consisting of four licensed veterinarians and one public
member. The authority of the Board is outlined within
Alaska Statutes 08.98.010-.250.

The Board determines the minimum quality of veterinary care
in the State by:

1. Examining and 1issuing licenses to qualified applicants;

2. Establishing or amending rules and regulations neces —
sary to enforce State statutes; and

3. Holding hearings to revoke or suspend the license
of a person violating the veterinary statutes and
regulations.

The Board is organized under the Department of Commerce and
Economic Development, Division of Occupational Licensing (OL).
OL provides the Board with licensing and investigative support.
The licensing section processes applications, maintains license
files, answers 1inquiries, and provides other administrative
help.
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REPORT CONCLUSION

Policy Issues

This report contains policy issues raised as a result of our

evaluation of various Board practices. The final policy
decisions affecting these practices are not within the scope
of this report but require legislative consideration. In

debating these issues, the oversight committees should take
into consideration the findings and recommendations pre—
sented in this report so the potential impact of policy
changes can be evaluated.

Report Conclusion

In our opinion, the Board of Veterinary Examiners should be

reestablished. The regulation and licensing of qualified
professionals 1is necessary to protect the public®"s health,
safety, and welfare. The Board provides this service by

establishing minimum educational and experience requirements
that provide reasonable assurance that persons licensed are
qualified. Also, assurances that those licensed act in a
competent anner is provided by active investigation of
complaints and revocation or suspension of licenses wheie
appropriate.
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ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC NEED

Limited Analysis

The following analyses of the Board"s activities relate to
the public need factors defined in the "sunset™ law. These
analyses are not intended to be all-inclusive, but address
those areas we were able to cover within the scope of our
review.

I . The extent of which the board, commission, or
program has operaced in the public interest.

A. The Board has served the public by examining
and licensing qualified applicants, and
proposing changes in regulations that are
necessary to enforce State statutes and
improve the quality of veterinary care. To
conduct these functions the Board has held
an average of three board meetings and two
examination sessions a year for the past two
calendar years.

B. Specifically, the Board has enhanced the
practice of veterinary care by adopting
regulations concerning:

1. +the maintenance of competency of prac—
titioners through continuing education;

2. the establishment of standards for the
practice of veterinary medicine;

3. the disbursement of prescription drugs;
and
4. the establishment and control of

activities relating to veterinary
technicians.

1. The extent to which the operation of the board,

enhanced by existinjg statutes, procedures, and
practices which it lias adopted, and any other

personnel matters.

A. The public®s confidence and well-being has
been enhanced through a statute amendment of
requiring a public member on the Board. Cur —

rently, the Board membership consists of four
licensed veterinarians and one public member.
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. The extent to which the board, commission, or
agency has recommended statutory changes which
are generally of benefit to~the public interest.

A. The Board has proposed statutory changes
concerning qualifications for licensure,
temporary licensing, temporary permits, and
licensing applicants by credentials., To im—
prove veterinary care, the Board has proposed
to amend the statutes by adding a new section
concerning emergency treatment for injured
animals. These proposed changes are currently
under review in the Department of Law and have
not been submitted to the Legislature.

IV. The extent to which the board, commission, or
agency has encouraged interested persons to report
to it concerning tne effect of its regulations and
decisions on the effectiveness of service, economy
of service, and availability of service which it
has provided.

A. The Board has advertised proposed regulation
changes in major newspapers 1in Anchorage,
Fairbanks, and Juneau. The Board has not
actively sol: .ited comments on its operations
and services it has provided.

V. The extent to which the board, commission, or
agency has encouraged public participation 1in
the mtking of its regulations and decisions.

A. The Board has encouraged public participation
through newspaper announcements concerning
proposed changes and additions to regulations.

VI. The efficiency with which public inquiries or
complaints regarding the activities of the board,
commission, or agency Ffiled with it, with the
department to wnich a board, or commission 1is
administratively assigned, or with the office of
the ombudsman have been processed and resolved.

A. In the last three years there has been one
complaint filed against the Board with the
Ombudsman Office. The complainant did not
believe the Board would take action on his
complaint. However, the Ombudsman Office
found this to be an unsubstantiated complaint.

B. There have been no complaints filed against
the Board with the Attorney General"s Office.
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VII.

VIII.

1X.

The extent to which a board or commission which
regulates entry into an occupatiTI. or profession
has presented qualified applicants to serve the
public.

A. The Board has issued 59 licenses, temporary
permits, and temporary licenses in the last
three fiscal years.

B. The Board requires foreign medical graduates
to have qualifications equivalent to other
applicants. This 1is evidenced by the re-

c irement of the foreign graduates to pass

the examination of the American Veterinary
Association®"s Education Commission for Foreign
Veterinary Graduates.

The extent to which state personnel practices,
including affirmative action requirements, have
been complied rTith by the board,” commission, or
agency to its own activities and the area of
activity or interest"

A. The Human Rights Commission and the Equal
Employment Opportunity Office have received no
complaints related to the Board®"s activities.

The extent to which statutory, regulatory, budget—
ing, or other changes are necessary to enable the
agency, board, or commission to "better serve the
interests of the public and to comply with the
factors enumerated in this section.

A. Legislative Audit has no recommendations
concerning the Board®"s compliance with the
public need factors as enumerated in this
section of the report.
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APPENDIX A

BOARD OF VETERINARY EXAMINERS
REVENUES COMPARED WITH EXPENDITUPES

For Che Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1983

(UNAUDITED)
(Note 1)

Average Revenues (Note 2) $ 4940.00
Less: Expenditures (Note 3) ($ 4198.57)
Excess of Revenues

Over Expenditures $ 741.43

Revenue Type Amount Collection Time

Application fee $ 25 With issuance of License
Examination fee 50 With taking the Examination
Investigation of

Credentials fee Lith issuance of License
License fee % With issuance of License
Renewal of License fee Due every four years
Temporary License fee 50 With issuarce of License
Temporary Permit fee 50 With issuance of Permit
Note 1

This revenue/expenditure comparison was prepared from
available records and discussions with Occupational Li—
censing personnel. The records were not audited by us and
accordingly we do not express an opinion on the Board's
Statement of Revenues Compared with Expenditures.

Note 2

The majority of revenues collected are composed of license
renewal fees. These fees are collected by most boards once
every two or four years and cause revenues in one year to be
much greater than the revenues collected in the next year.
Therefore, we calculated and reported an average of the
revenues collected in Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 in order to
obtain a more accurate representation of revenues collected.

Note 3

Expenditures include those made by Board members, such as
travel, per diem, and contractual items. They do not
include expenditures for efforts of other departments
assisting the Board or administrative overhead expenses
incurred by the Division of Occupational Licensing.
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BILL SH1 ‘GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE A g%[{éw 99811
ECON«M IC DEVEEOPMENT :'4&-935
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

October 4, 1934

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA OCT 05 1984

Legislative Auditor

Divisi f Legislati Audit
pouch W LEGISLAllIVt
Juneau, Alaska 99811 AUDIT

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

We have reviewed the preliminary performance report on the
Board of Veterinary Examiners, May 27, 1980 to June 30, 1984.

We concur with your findings that the board \ "s operated in the
best interests of the public. We also concur with your recom-

mendation that the board be reestablished.

Thank you for your cooperation and the opportunity to comment
on the report.

Richard A. Lyon
Commi ssioner

RAL/1t0668t
100484b
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HM 251

MEASURE HISTORY

PAGE 01 OF 02

AN ACT EXTENDING THE TERMINATION DATE OF THE BOARD OF VETERINARY EXAMINERS;
AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE*

PRIME SPONSOR:
CO-SPONSORS:

*000

CURRENT STATUS:

HB 251

DATE

03/01/85
03/08/85
03/08/(35
03/22/85
03/22/85
03/22/85
03/22/85
03/22/85
03*/22/85
03/22/85

DATE
03/22/85
03/25/85

LABOR.?,COMMERCE ~ COMMITTEE
GENERAL (F;NOTE) $000 OTHER<FNOTE)
<S> L6C
PAGE ACTION
<> —<is4 READ THE FIRST TIME - REFERRAL(S)
(H) 541 L6C RPT 6DP
<H) 541 ZERO FISCAL NOTE
<H) 6/3 FIN RPT 10DP
<H) 663 RI.S TO CALENDAR
(H) 682 READ THE SECOND TIME
<H) 683 ADVANCED TO THIRD REi G UNAN CONSENT
(H) 683 READ THE THIRD TIME HB 251
(H) 683 PASSED Y34 N2 X2 A2
(H) 683 EFFECTIVE DATE SAME AS PASSAGE
MEASURE HISTORY PAGE 02 OF 02
PAGE ACTION
(H) 687 TRANSMITTED TG <S)
(S) 627 READ THE FIRST TIME REF ERRAL(S)

LABORSCOMMERCE
RULES



- POUCH V/ . STATE CAPITCX
I JUNEAU. AIASKA 99811
’ L} 907*463-3800

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE LIBRARY

May, 1988
Copies of minutes listed below were originally included
in this file. The minutes are available on the STAIRS
database CMPR. In order to save space copies of minutes

have not been left in the files.
Mary Van Nimwegen
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