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No. 1
CS SS HB 228
4/27/87

FISCAL NOTE

The bill broadens the dental examination statutes to allow the board

to utilize a regional board examination. Because of the time committment
required of board members 1in using the regional exam, it was necessary to
increase the number of members to alleviate the burden associated with
administering the exam.

The regional board exam agency will assume costs associated with transporting
members to assist with the exam. However, increasing the size of the board

will also require funding for the new members to attend board meetings. There —
fore, the $4,300.00 provides funding for the two new members to travel to the
four dental board meetings required by statute, assuming one member 1is

appointed from Southeast and the other appointed from the Northern region of

the State. This cost is also expected to be covered through program receipts.



SENATE AMENDMENT

BY: ht/FSS

T0: €S -5-SUB 20.% (tJFsz)
TO: HOUSE BILL NO.

Page 1, line 14:
Delete "one member shall be a"

Insert "two members shall be"

Page 1, line 15:

Delete "hygienist licensed under AS 08.32 who has
been"

Insert "hvoienists licensed under AS 08.32 who have
been"

Page 1, line 17:
Delete "two members shall be public members"

Insert "one member shall be a public member”

Page 3. line 7:
Delete "Committee"

Insert "Commission™



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

Offered: 4/27/87 5-0914L
Referred: Finance

Original sponsors: Menard, Gruenberg
and Boucher

BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
IN THE HOUSE SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 228 (HESS)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to regulation of the practice of
dentistry; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 08.36.010 isamended to read:

Sec. 08.36.010. CREATION AND MEMBERSHIP OF BOARD. There is
created the Board of Dental Examiners consisting of nine [SEVEN]
members. Six [FOUR] members shall be licensed dentists who have been
engaged in the practice of dentistry in the state for five years
immediately preceding appointment, one member shall be a dental hy-
gienist licensed under AS 08.32 who has been engaged in the practice
of dental hygiene in the state for five vyears immediately preceding
appointment, and two members shall be public members.

* Sec. 2. AS 08.36.070(Ca) 1is amended to read:

(a) The board shall [:]

(1) provide for the examination of [EXAMINE] applicants and
issue licenses to those applicants it finds qualified;

(2) register licensed dentists and licensed dental hygien-
ists who are in good standing;

(3) report annually to the governor and the department on
the board®"s proceedings during the year, findings concerning the
standards and availability of dental services in the state including
the number of licensees, examination and licensing activities, other

matters related to dental practice, and board receipts and expendi-

tures;

HB0228C i CSSSHB 228(HESS)
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(4) affiliate with the American Association of Dental
Examiners, and pay annual dues to the association;

(5) hold hearings, and order the disciplinary sanction of a
person who violates this chapter, AS 08.32, or a vregulation of the
board;

(6) supply forms for applications, licenses, permits,
certificates, and other papers and records;

(7) enforce the provisions of this chapter and AS 08.32 and
adopt or amend the regulations necessary to make the provisions of
this chapter and AS 08.32 effective;

(8) adopt regulations ensuring that renewal of registration
is contingent upon proof of continued professional competence by a
licensed dentist or licensed dental hygienist;

(9) provide the department with the requirements for proof
of continued professional competence and request the department to
make these requirements available to each licensed dentist and li-
censed dental hygienist at least one year before the date on which the
dentist or dental hygienist must renew registration;

(10) at least annually cause to be published in a newspaper
of general circulation in each major city in the state, a summary of
disciplinary actions the board has taken during the preceding calendar
year;

(11) issue permits or certificates to licensed dentists,
licensed dental hygienists, and dental assistants who meet standards
determined by the board for specific procedures that require specific
education and training;

(12) regulate the reentry into practice of inactive dentists

and dental hygienists.

* Sec. 3. AS 08.36,110 is repealed and reenacted to read:

CSSSHB 228 (HESS) -2- HB0228C
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Sec. 08.36.110. QUALIFICATIONS FOR LICENSE. An applicant for a
license to practice dentistry shall

(1) be a graduate of a dental school that at the time of
graduation is accredited by the Commission on Accreditation of the
American Dental Association;

(2) hold a certificate from the American Dental Association
Joint Committee on National Dental Examinations that the applicant has
successfully passed the written examinations given by the commission;

(3) submit proof satisfactory co the board that the appli-
cant

(A) has not had a license to practice dentistry re-
voked or suspended in this state or another state; and

(B) is not the subject of an unresolved complaint,
review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding in another state;

(4) pass, to the satisfaction of the board, written, clin-
ical, and other examinations administered or approved by the board;
and

(5) meet the other qualifications for a license established
by the board by regulation.

Sec. 4. AS 08.36.130 is amended to read:

Sec. 08.36.130. EXAMINATION. An examination shall be given at
least once a year and at other times and at places determined by the
board to be convenient and economical for the applicants and the
state. At least once each year the board shall appoint an examination
committee of at least three licensed dentists who have been engaged in
the practice of dentistry in the state for five years immediately
preceding appointment to conduct or to supervise the examination
process for applicants for licenses to practice dentistry. The board

shall also appoint an examination committee of at least two licensed

HB0228C -3- CSSSHB 228 (HESS)



dentists who have been engaged in the practice of dentistry in the
state for five years immediately preceding appointment and one person
licensed to practice dental hygiene in the state to conduct the ex—
amination for applicants for licenses to practice dental hygiene. The
examination committees shall report the results to the board for
official action.

* Sec. 5. AS 08.36.160(a) 1is amended to read:

(a) The examination conducted or approved by the board shall be
designed to test the qualifications of the applicant to practice
dentistry and shall consist of a written and a clinical examination.

* Sec. 6. AS 08.36.180 is amended to read:

Sec. 08.36.180. REEXAMINATION [RE-EXAMINATION]. An applicant
shall pass [EACH SUBJECT OF EACH SECTION OF] the examination conducted
or approved by the board with a score equal to or exceeding the mini—
mal acceptable score set by the board by regulation [OF AT LEAST 75
PERCENT]. If an applicant fails the examination [IN ONE SUBJECT IN
EACH SECTION], the applicant may be reexamined [RE-EXAMINED IN THAT
SUBJECT. IF AN APPLICANT FAILS IN MORE THAN ONE SUBJECT IN ANY SEC —
TION, THE APPLICANT SHALL BE RE-EXAMINED IN THE WHOLE SECTION]. If an
applicant fails the examination [OR ANY SECTION OF IT] on two separate
occasions, the board shall refuse to examine the applicant further
until the applicant produces evidence satisfactory to the board that
the applican: has pursued further study 1in preparation for the exami-—
nation.

* Sec. 7. INITIAL APPOINTMENT. The governor shall appoint one quali—
fied person to an initial term of four years and another qualified person
to an initial term of two years to fill the new positions created on the
Board of Dental Examiners by sec. 1 of this Act.

* Sec. 8. Sections 2 - 5 of this Act are retroactive to January 1,

CSSSHB 228(HESS) 4- HB0228C



1 1987.

2 * Sec. 9. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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Curt Menard

351 W. Swanson Ave,
Wasilla, Aéaska 99687
r

P.0. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811
375-5315 Work
745-8122 Work

376-5855 Home
465-2679 Juneau

DATE: M ay 4, 1987

TO: A 1 M embers, H ouse Finance

FROM: R epresentative Curt M enard

R E: A n A ct R elating to R egulation o f th e P ractice o f
D entistry; and Providing for an E ffective D ate

CSSSHB228(HESS) is a straight-forward, w orthw hile and

potentially m oney-saving piece o f legislation

B asically th e purpose o f th e b il is to allow th e A laska

B oard o f D ental E xaminers to join th e W estern R egional

E xamining B oard (W REB).

T he recommendation to allow th e B oard this' opportunity w as
made by th e D ivision o f L egislative A ud it in th eir A ugust 27,
1986 report. It is supported by th e D epartment o f Commerce
and Economic Development, D ivision o f O ccupational L icensing,
and by th e A laska B oard o f D ental E xaminers.

T he H ouse H ealth, E ducation and S ocial S ervices Committee
passed CSSSHB228(HESS) o ut o f comm ittee on A pril 27 w ith an
unanimous "D o P ass . "

The original version m ade these changes in e x isting law

1 )B ecause participation in the W REB requires 72 days devoted
to adm inistering and grading th e exam, the number o f d entists
on th e b oard increased from four to s ix 2)C urrent law
required th e A laska B oard o f D ental E xaminers to d irectly
adm inister th e exam , th is legislation allow s th e B oard to
participate in region al testing through th e W REB.

T he curren:t version o f th e b il d i ffers from th e original in
th e follow ing w ays: I )an immediate e ffective d ate w as added;
2)a retroactive provision w as adopted to allow for candidates
in th e M ay, 1987 W R E B to qualify; and 3 )all constricting
references to a purely A laskan te st w ere deleted

T hank y ou for y our s w i ft consideration of th is legislation
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HB 228: An Act relating to the regulation of the practice of dentistry,

In response to legislative intent, the Dental Board has explored the
feasibility of Alaska's affiliation with the Western Regional Examin-
ing Board (WREB). Two members of the board, a dentist and a dental
hygienist, attended a WREB examination in September 1986. In addi-
tion, a member of the WREB board came to Alaska to meet with the full
Dental Board to explain how the WREB functions. HB 228 amends the
current statute regulating dentists to permit participation in WREB.

The department supports the Dental Board's affiliation with the
regional testing service. The current Alaska dental exam is difficult
and expensive to administer. Twenty-six states utilize regionally
administered examinations. WREB conducts six uniform clinical exam-
inations per year at a location selected by WREB. The total cost of
testing is the applicant's responsibility. The average cost of the
exam is $400.00 per candidate depending on the total number of candi-
dates taking a given exam. All participating states are required to
send Dental Board members to conduct and grade the examination. The
current board has only four dental members which would mean each
member would be required to spend approximately 18 days per year out
of state. Although WREB pays all costs of travel and per diem, the
time commitment required would pose a hardship unless the number of
dentists on the existing board was increased. Section 1 of the bill
increases the number of dentists on the Doard from four to six, which
should alleviate the hardship. The cost of adding the two new members
will be offset by WREB assuming the travel and per diem for board
members to conduct the exam..

The department believes affiliation with WREB will not only eventually

save the state money but dental candidates for licensure will benefit
by utilizing an established, impartial dental testing organization.

5611m



All members, The Alaska Legislature April 1, 1987
Juneau, Alaska

To all members, The Alaska Legislature:

| am writing all of you as in an effort to emphasize the
importance and significance of speedy passage of the House Bill
entitled " An Act relating to the regulation of the practice of
dentistry."

| am presently a fourth year dental student at the University
of Washington. 1 am writing as a spokesperson for the
applicants that are planning on becoming practicing dentists in
1987 in the State of Alaska.

The dental licensing examination is a requirement all
applicants must successfully pass before they may begin dental
practice in each respective state. It is very costly to the State
to put on such an Exam for the small number of applicants to
Alaska. This fact, coupled with recent budget cuts, has led to a
recent vote by the State of Alaska Board of Dental Examiners to
join a testing service called the Western Regional Examining
Board (WREB). This is the same service that is used for Dental
Licensing Exams for the States of Montana, Idaho, Utah, and
Arizona. The Exams are given at least 4 times per year and they
are usually held in California, Arizona or Qregon.

The current Law in Alaska, Sec. 08.36.130 of the
Dentistry Act states: "an examination shall be given at least
once a year and at times and at places determined by the board
to be convenient and economical for the applicants and the
state." At present, the Alaska Dental Board cannot tell
applicants for certain if or when the next Exam will be. They
suggest there may be one "sometime in August” but are not sure.
They are waiting for the results of M/s Legislation.
We, as applicants, are left in the uncomfortable position of
total uncertainty.



The law states the exam must be "..convenient and
economical for the applicants and the state." At present it is
neither convenient nor economical for anyone. Since Alaska does
not have its own Dental School, all applicants must be trained
out of the state. The applicants must fly or drive to Alaska from
all parts of the country to take the Exam. This is costly and
inconvenient for the applicants. The State has already
determined that it is in the states best interest to join the
WREB. This is cost effective for the state.

The main question that remains is when will the
exceptance of scores from the WREB take place to allow
licensure for the practice of dentistry in Alaska. A
decison to except results from this Exam effective
immediately will solve both problems at once. The
State of Alaska would not need to stage another costly
licensing Exam and the dental applicants would have a
variety of testing sites and dates to choose from that
are either at or near their respective dental schools.

The Western Regional Exam is offered next in Portland,
Oregon on May 23-25th, 1987. Spaces available for applicants to
this Exam are filling up. If this Legislation is passed and is
effective immediately, applicants can take the WREB Exam in
May and begin practicing dentistry in Alaska in June. If this is
not passed in time, it is conceivable an applicant could take the
WREB Exam in May, pass the exam , but not be licensed for
practice in Alaska. These applicants would then have to retake
the same exact Exam at some unspecified later date. In addition,
if an applicant is to wait for an Exam that may be given in
Alaska in mid-August, they would sit idle from graduation in
June until late August (when the test results are published).
This would be a very inconvenient use of overtwo months of
time for the applicant,

| hope this helps to clarify the importance of this Bi!las
it relates to the State and the impact it has upon new dentists
in the State of Alaska. | urge you all to please help all
parties involved by working toward a speedy passage of
this Bill. I'believe it is ineveryone's best interest.



Thak you very much for your prompt attention to this
matter. | look forward to returning to our beautiful State.

Sincerely, N
/\ -
jor |l

Kirk Johnson
University of Washington
Dental School

10536 39th Ave N.E.
Seattle, WA 98125
(206)543-7072
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PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

In accordance with a Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
request and the provisions of Title 24 of the Alaska Stat-
utes , this special report has been prepared to evaluate the
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners' licensing and examination
practices.

We were requested to review the Board's examination practic-
es to determine whether they are setting standards which are
artificially high in order to lim it competition. In addi-
tion, we performed a follow-up review of actions taken by
the Board in response to House and Senate Letters of Intent
adopted in conjunction with the passage of CSHB 614(HESS)
(title am), an act extending the termination date of the
Board of Dental Examiners, during the second session of the
14th Alaska State Legislature.

STATE OF ALASKA -1- DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT






ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners was created in 1955.
The Board consists of seven members;, four licensed dentists,
one dental hygienist, and two public members which are
appointed by the Governor subject to confirmation of the
Legislature. Board members serve terms of four years.

The Board is organized under the Department of Commerce and
Economic Development, Division of Occupational Licensing.
Administrative functions of the Board are provided by
Occupational Licensing, such as processing applications,

m aintaining licensing files, answering inquiries, and
providing investigative support.

The primary function of the Board is to ensure a minimum
quality of dental care to Alaskans by licensing qualified
applicants and establishing regulations necessary to enforce
statutes. The Board regulates dentists, dental specialists,
and dental hygienists who perform services in the State.
Special permits are issued by the Board to Federal agencies
that supply dentistry to residents of isolated areas remote
from major population centers.

The responsibility and authority for evaluating the compe-
tence of candidates for dental licensure are vested in the
Board. A clinical and written examination has been devel-
oped by the Board to assess a candidate's competency. The
clinical examination is a two day practical examination,
requiring candidates to complete an amalgam and a gold inlay
restoration procedure. Dental hygienists are also required
to take a clinical and written examination. Although dental
specialists are not required to take an examination, they
must be licensed dentists in Alaska and may be required to
have completed additional years of education in their
specialty area.
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REPORT CONCLUSIONS

AUDITOR COMMENTS/CONCLUSIONS

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners has historically been
the subject of much criticism. Criticism has been prompted
by high ‘failure rates experienced on past dental examina-
tions and by the Board's decision not to provide a means for
dental _Ilce_nsure_bx credentials as allowed by Alaska law.
Though it is an inherent nature of all Ilcen3|ng1 boards to
restrict entry into regulated professions to only those
applicants possessm% satisfactory guallflcatlons, It has
been su?gested that the Alaska Board of Dental Examiners may
be overly restricting entry into the dental profession in
Alaska through adherence to licensing standards which are
artificially “high in order to limit competition. In our
review of the Board's examination and licensing practices
and procedures we did not find evidence which supports this
contention. We did find, however, that entry into_ the
dental profession in Alaska has been effectively limited
due, in part, to the Board's failure to provide a means for
dental licensure by credentials and, in part, to the common-
ness of high failure rates on past dental examinations.

We have included recommendations in this report which, if
implemented, would serve to minimize the natural tendency to
restrict entry into the dental profession in Alaska b
allowmgz easier access to dental licensure in the State,
while at the same time continuing to ensure adequate protec-
tion to the public by only allowing licensure to those
dentists who are qualified and competent to practice den-
tistry. Our recommendations are included in the findings
and recommendations section of this audit report.

REGULATION OF THE DENTAL PROFESSION

AIl fifty states plus Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
the Disfrict of Columbia, regulate dentists throu_%h
licensure, Regulation through licensure of qualitied
dentists is necessary to protect the public's health,
safety, and welfare.” Though specific requirements for
licenSure vary between jurisdictions, two common elements
involve the need to ensure that all candidates for initial
licensure possess satisfactory theoretical knowledge and
can demonstrate satisfactory clinical skills. Theoretical
kno_wled?_e IS measured by the use of written examinations
whllet_c ||n|cal ?_kl_”S are assessed through the use of
Brac ical, or cli

clinical, examinations requiring procedures to
e Performed on p

lini

|

n
_ atients. Successful completion of both_
written and ¢ cal examinations, in some form, is required
prior to init |

Appendix B and

icensure in all jurisdictions. (See

in
al
Appendix C
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ALASKA DENTAL EXAMINATION
Subject Matter and Administration

Like elsewhere, the Alaska dental examination consists of
both a written and clinical examination. Topics covered on
the written portion of the Alaska dental exam include oral
dla?n03|s, oral medicine, radiology, prosthetics, and Alaska
statutes and regulations governing the practice of _
dentistry. The clinical portion 0of the examination requires
candidates to complete amalgam and gold inlay preparations
and restorations on actual patients. (Until” the most recent
exam, a gold foil preparation and restoration was also a
clinical “requirement). The subject matter of both portions
of the Alaska dental examination, as well as the overall
administration of the exam, are commensurate with similar
examinations administered by other states and by regional
dental testing boards or agencies. (See Appendix A))

Test Results

The failure rate on the Alaska dental examination has
historically been hl%her than that experienced on similar
exams administered elsewhere. For example, in 1981 Alaska
failed 48.1% of all dental candidates, com?ared to a 15.5%
failure rate for the nation taken as a whole. (See Appendix
F.) Alaska dental exam failure rates on the five examina-
tions given between November 1983 and November 1985
oscillated from 33.3% to 88.9%, with an average failure rate
of approximately 59.3%. (See Appendix G.)

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners is aware of Eublw
concern related to high failure rates on the Alaska dental
examination. The Board has been reviewing, for some time,
their exam scoring procedures in an attempt to identify
areas where improvements could be made. As a result of this
review, and in response to House and Senate Letters of.
Intent adoPted during the most recent legislative session,
the Board took action at their June 1986 Board meeting to
restructure the content of the examination and to revise the
scoring procedures used in conjunction with the grading of
the clinical portions of the same. The Board eliminated the
gold foil subject of the clinical examination and adopted a
new “criterion based" scoring system recommended hy a
consultant hired to calibraté examiners for the August 1986
dental exam. The Board also resolved to provide for examin-
er calibration on at least an annual basis in order to
promote consistency between examiners.

~
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The restructured examination and newly adopted scoring
procedures were utilised for the most recent Alaska dental
exam which was conducted on August 15-17, 1986. The gass
rate associated with this particular examination was /5%,
the highest experienced on any Alaska dental exam in the
last 9 years. Though it is premature to conclude that the
Alaska dental examination and associated scoring procedures
are no longer in need of any revision, a pass rate of 75%
does indicate that positive steps have been taken. Alaska's
;f)ass rate on the August 1986 dental exam compares more
avorably with pass rates on dental exams administered b
other western states and by various regional dental testing
boards or agencies. (See Appendix H.)

LEGISLATIVE INTENT
Both bodies of the Alaska State Legis

lature ad
of Intent durl_nﬁ the most recent Ieglslatlve S )
conjunction with the passage of CSHB 614 (HESS) (title am),
an act extending the termination date of the Board of Dental
Examiners. The two Letters of Intent are the result of
legislative concerns formulated during Sunset hearlngzs
conducted by the House and Senate committees on health,
education, and social services (HESS) while contemplating
the continuation of the Board. Legislative intent and
actions taken to date by the Alaska Board of Dental Examin-
ers in response to that intent is summarized below.

A, House HESS Committee Intent
1. Complete continued competency regulations.

ur pted Letters
S

0
ession in
)
0

Board action to date: The Board has heen wo_rkln%
towards adoP_tlon ofregulations along this line Tor
quite some time. Proposed regulations re(iumng proof
of continuing education at license renewal dates for
both dentists and dental hg/quenlsts were reviewed at
the Board's June 13-14, 1986 Board meeting and subse-
quently adoEted by the Board at their AI'[?_US'[ 16, 1986
meeting. The Board aPpears to have complied with the
U

intent of the Legislature related to this issue.

2. Develop new procedures for credentialling including
credentialling for dental specialties.

Board action to date: The Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners heard testimony at their June 13-14, 1986
meeting, and again at their August 16, 1986 meeting,
regarding the credentialling of dental specialists and
the theoretical ramifications of licensure by creden-
tials in general. Beyond this, the Board has
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taken little action which appears to be moving Alaska
closer to reinstituting licensure by credentials, as
aHowed_bY AS 08.36.234, or to providing licensure by
credentials for dental specialists.

of all members, was reiterated by Board's President
for the benefit of those present at the June 13-14,
1986 Board meeting. He noted that the Alaska Board of
Dental Examiners would not accept administrative
credentialling and was oPposed to any form of
credentialling without at least an oral examination.
(Current law does not provide for an oral examination,
only a personal interview.) The Board has not taken
steps to either repeal the emergency regulation by
which licensure by credentials was ceased, or to.
develop new procedures for credentialling including
credentialling for dental specialties.

The current Board's position, thou%ﬂ not the position
e
t

Restructure the examination, including elimination of
the gold foil portion of the test, ana scoring proce-
dures, including calibration of scoring techniques.

Board action to date: The gold foil portion of the
clinical examination was eliminated, and a new "crite-
rion based" scoring system adopted by_the Alaska Board
of Dental ExaminerS prior to the administration of the
Augusi 15-17, 1986 Alaska dental examination. In
addition to actions taken to effect the above, the.
Board also resolved at their June 13-14, 1986 meeting
to provide for examiner calibration on at least an
annual basis, preferably Prlor to each exam. Actions
taken by the Board in restructuring the examination and
its scorln% procedures have heen in compliance with the
intent of the Legislature.

Evaluate the possibility of joining the Northwest
Regional Examining Board,

Board action to date: At their June 13-14, 1986 _
meeting the Board of Dental Examiners formed a commit-
tee, in response to legislative intent, to look into
the possibility of Alaska's affiliation with the
Western Regional Examining Board (WREB). S"Northwesr'
IS a misnomer in the House Letter of Intent). The
committee reported to the Board at the August 16, 1986
Board meeting that as a result of their inquiries the
WREB had extended an invitation to the Alaska Board for
one member to attend and observe their September 28-30,
1986 dental exam at the WREB's expense. The Board
opted to accept the invitation and, in addition,
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B
1.

In addition to these specific items, the Lette
adopted by both the House and the Senate calle
e submitted to the Legislature by the firs
a
f

to

first session of the 15th "Alaska State Legisl
expected at this time that the Alaska Board o

resolved to seek funding to cover the expense of

sending the dental hygienist member of the Alaska Board
to a WREB dental hygienist exam. The purpose of this
trip would be to evaluate the possibility of Alaska's
affiliation with the WREB for testing Alaska's dental
hygienist candidates.

As evidenced by the above, the Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners is in the midst of evaluating the possibility
of joining the Western Regional Examining Board. The
evaluation is being conducted in order to adhere to the
intent of the Legislature.

Senate HESS Committee Intent

Exercise statutory authority under AS 08.36.234 to
license dentists by credentlals,lncludw¥% _
credentlalhné% for dental specialties. he intent of
the Senate HESS Committee mirrcrs that of the House
HESS Committee on this issue, but in addition, urges
the Alaska Board to repeal the existing regulation
under which the Board ceased licensing by credentials.)

Board action to date: See actions taken per item A.2.
above.

s of Intent
for reports
day of the
re. It is

r
d
t
tu

Dental

Examiners will comply with these.requests
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners should issue dental
licenses to qualified dentists based on their performance
records in lieu of requiring they pass an examination,
(Licensure by credentials).

Alaska Statute 08.36.234 established provisions by which
Alaska dental licenses could be issued to dentists already
licensed in another state, territory, or region without.
requiring that they pass the Alaska dental examination if
certain specific provisions were met. Issuing a license
using a performance record in place of an examination is
termed licensure by credentials.

The American Dental Association (AD
their stated policy on guidelines f
evaluation of a practicing dentist'
and clinical skill based on his/her per
provide as much protection to_the Bu lic as would an evalu-
ation based on examination, The ADA also believes that
requlr!ng_a candidate who is seeking licensure in several
jurisdictions to demonstrate his/her theoretical knowledge
and clinical skill on separate examinations for each juris-
diction seems unnecessary duplication. Twenty states,
including the District of Columbia, currently provide for
some means of dental licensure by credentials, as did Alaska
prior to October 17, 1984. (See  Appendix D.)

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners allowed for the issu-
ance of dental licenses based on candidate's credentials
during the period June 1, 1980 to October 17, 1984, (Eight
of 83 dental licenses issued during that time were based on
credentials - See Appendix E.) The Board adopted, by
emergency order, a regulation effective October 17, 1984,
which resulted in the cessation of licensure by credentials
(12 AAC 28.950). This action was promﬁted by problems with
the procedures followed by the Board when conducting gerson-
al interviews of candidatées as required bg AS 08.36.234(7).
These problems were orlqlnally_addressed y both the
Ombudsman's office and the office of the Attorney General.

licensure, that an
theoretical knowledge
%eHormance record can

A) believes, as noted in
or
S

In January of 1983, the Ombudsman's office found fault with
the credential licensing process used by the Board while
|nvest|gat|n% a complaint that the process was unfair and
arbitrary. The Attorney General's office subsequently ,
determined that the Alaska Board of Dental Examiners was, in
effect, conducting an "oral examination" in lieu of an
"interview," by reqU|r|n% case studies be presented during
the interview process. his, they said, was not proper
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since there were no regulations which gave notice to appli-
cants that the "interview" would be conducted as an examina-
tion, and that the requirement of a "personal interview"
could not, by any stretch of law or |O%IC, be construed as
|mplement|ngz.an examination requirement in the absence of
such regulations. The Attorney General's position prompted
the "reinterview" and licensure of 14 candidates previously
denied licensure by credentials, bringing to 22 the total
number of Alaska dental licenses issued 1n this manner.
(This amounts to approximately 17% of all dental licenses
Issued since June 1, 1980 - See Appendix E.)

Contrary to the belief of the American Dental Association,
the majority of the members of the Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners do not believe that a licensed dentist's clinical
skill can be adequately assessed without examination. Due
to this belief, the Board has not taken steps to rescind the
regulation that stopped licensure by credentials. In
addition, they have not developed policies or procedures,
drafted regulations, or introduced legislation which, if
adopted, would allow Alaska to return to licensing dentists
based on credentials in a manner acceptable to the Board.

Licensure by credentials is a viable alternative to _
licensure by examination for candidates already licensed in
another jurisdiction. The failure on the part of the Alaska
Board of Dental Examiners to provide a means for dental
licensure by credentials, as allowed by Alaska Statute,
effectively limits entry into the dental profession in the
State. It is not in the best interest of the citizens of
our State to overly restrict entry into any regulated
profession in Alaska. We, therefore, recommend that the
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners take whatever steps are
necessarl)(/, including the repeal of section 12 AAC 28.950 of
the Alaska Administrative Code and adoption of clarifying
regulations specifying the procedures to be adhered fo
during the interviéw process, in order to reinstitute dental
licensure by credentials for those dentists already licensed
in another State, territory, or region.

Recommendation No. 2

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners should affiliate with
one or more of the four existing re_;gmnal testing services
for the examination of dental candidate's clinical skills in

3%

The current Alaska dental examination is administered by the
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners twice annually and con'sists
of both a written and clinical examination. The written
examination is designed primarily to test a candidate's
theoretical knowledge of basic biomedical and dental sci-
ences while the clinical examination is used to determine
whether the candidate possesses satisfactory clinical skill.
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An applicant must receive a score of at least 75% on each
subject of both examinations to receive an overall passing
grade and hence be eligible for licensure.

Written examinations are of the objective type, with re-
sponses to test questions being recorded on answer sheets
which are_lg_raded with the aid of an answer key or template.
Alaska utilizes excerpts from the written examination
administered by the Northeast Regional Board of Dental
Examiners for the written portions of Alaska's exam covering
oral diagnosis, oral medicine, and radiology. The portions
of the written examination covering prosthetics, and Alaska
Statutes and regulations governing the practice of dentist-
rEy, have been developed by the Alaska Board of Dental
xaminers.

Unlike the written examination, _the ?_radlngi of the clinical
exam is subjective in nature. The clinical portion of the
examination ‘requires candidates to complete amalgam and gold
inlay preparations and restorations on actual patients in a
clinical setting. (Until the most recent exam, a gold foil
Ereparatlon and restoration was also a requirement.) ,
andidates are ?raded at various steps during the completion
of each clinical procedures by several examiners appointed
by the Alaska Board of Dental Examiners, In all cases,
examiners must be practicing dentists licensed in the State.
More often than not, they are members of the Alaska Board.
Grades are assigned by examiners based on their perception
of whether a candidate's work meets certain sets of estab-
lished criteria designed to measure clinical ability. _An
average of the scoreS assessed by each examiner determines
the candidate's final grade on each operative subject.

At a recent examiner calibration session, held in prepara-
tion for the August 1986 dental exam, the Alaska Board of
Dental Examiners concurred with a statement made by an
expert on the subject of dental examinations and storing
te_chn|c1ues to the "effect that all dental examinations are
virtually the same in _both content and administration, and
that the differences in pass/fail rates between jurisdic-
tions revolves solely around the scoring and grading of the
individual examination itself. (See Appendix A for examina-
tion structure and general information on various reqlonal
and State dental exams.) At the same meeting, the Alaska
Board was informed of a national trend showing dental exam
failure rates moving towards a range of between 30% to 35%,
with slightly hlﬂher failure rates noted in the western _
states than ‘in the east. As shown below, Alaska's pass/fail
rates have not Ba,ralleled this national trend, the primary
cause for this elng dental candidate's inability to attain
passing scores on the clinical (subjective) portion of the
Alaska dental examination.
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The overall failure rate on the five Alaska dental examina-
tions administered between November 1983 and November 1985
oscillated from 33.3% to 88.9%, with an average failure rate
appr_ommatlng 59.3%. The failure rate on the written
portion of the examination for the same Ferlod was onl

1.8%, with only one failure in 55 initial attempts. The
overall pass rate on the most recent Alaska dental exam,
administered in August 1986, was 75%, with 10 of 11 candi-
dates passing the written portion. (See Appendix G.) An
overall pass rate of 75% indicates that recent changes in
Alaska's examination content and scoring F)_rocedures may have
had a positive effect on the outcome of this exam; however,
It is premature to conclude that this is more than an _
isolated incident and in fact evidences a change in previ-
ously established trends. (75% is the highest pass rate
experienced on the Alaska dental examination since 1977.)

Clinical examination failure rates, and in turn overall _
dental exam failure rates, of the magnitude of those experi-
enced prior to August 1986, are excessive not only in
comparison to the above noted national trend, but also in
comparison to failure rates on similar examinations adminis-
tered by other western states and various regional dental
testing boards or agencies. The State of Washington's
dental exam failure rate over the last five years has been
in the range of 35% to 37% for in-state dental school
raduates and approximately 50% for out-of-state graduates,
regon's failure rate is commonly in the range of 10% to
20%. On Oregon's most recent examination, 90% of all
candidates examined received passing scores. California's
1984 failure rate was 48%, compared to 45% in 1983. (See
Appendix H.)

As shown in Appendix C, regionally administered clinical
examinations are utilized by 26 states in place of State
administered clinical exams. An additional 6 states,
including the District of Columbia, utilize regional
clinical exams in conjunction with a State performance
examination, while one state administers their own clinical
exam only for candidates from non-accredited schools. 1985
failure rates on regional clinical examinations administered
by the Northeast Regional Board of Dental Examiners 1rNERB)
and the Central Regional Dental Testing Service (CRD Sz were
19.8% and 10.8%, respectively. The average failure rate on
the examination administered by the Western Regional
Examining Board (WREB) for the last 5 years has been 23.2%,
with a high of 33% and a low of 19%. (See Appendix H.)

A factor known to have partially contributed to candidate
failure on Alaska's clinical examination is the lack of

consistent assessment of scores by dental examiners, One
case was noted where a candidate's scores assigned by four
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different examiners on the same step of an operative proce-
dure ran%ed from 0% to 80%, with actual scores being 0, 60,
80, and 0. Though this is an extreme example, the existence
of this type of situation indicates a dire need for modifi-

_ e
cation in” the evaluation process.

Regardless of the exact causes for Alaska's high failure
rates on past dental examinations, changes must be made
which will serve to foster the public's faith in the State's
means for regulating entry into the dental profession, .
Procedures must be adhered to which will allow the clinical
portion of the Alaska dental examination to be conducted in
an obéectlve manner, with the emphasis on pa55|n% all _
candidates who evidence satisfactory knowledge of the basic
principles of operative dentistry and possess satisfactory
clinical skill - even those who ﬁossess only the "minimum"
qualifications. Pass rates on the Alaska dental examination
should be commensurate with those being experienced on
dental examinations administered elsewhere in the nation.

In order to accomplish the above, the Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners should affiliate with one or more of the four
eX|st|n% regional dental testing services for the testln% of
candidates clinical ability. Another alternative would be
to merely accept for licensure any candidate who has suc-
cessfully completed any of the four regional boards. The
first approach would allow Alaska the opportunity for input
into the development of the clinical examination, while the
second would require us_to rely on the ability of states
affiliated with the regional organizations to maintain an
examination which tests procedures and methods commensurate
with current trends in dental education and acceptable
dental Eractlces. In either case, the Alaska Board of
Dental Examiners will benefit from disassociating themselves
from the onus of administering the subjective clinical
examination by pIaC|n%_th|s burden on an established
impartial, dental testing organization located outside of
the State. The public will, "in turn, benefit throu%h the
Board's ability to focus their efforts on other pertinent
AﬁSUﬁS related to the dental profession in the State of
aska.
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APPENDIXES

Source for Appendixes A - D: American Dental Association 1986 publication, titled,
"Facts About States - For the dentist seeking a location."

Source for Appendix F: American Dental Association 1982 publication, titled, "Facts
About States - For the dentist seeking a location."”
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APPENDIX A

State and Regional Boards: Structure of Exams and General Inform ation*

The following, chart outlines the structure of the board exams for each state and region. Among the new developments in 1985: Idaho has joined the
Western Regional Examining Board.

The, suooortmg papers needed to take the boards are generall

certificate of é;raduatlon, fin

coverage, an

g

erprints, copies of your déntal sc
other dentists’ verification of ){
you're planning to take exams in several states.

|

ourhigh moral character. Not every state requires all of

the same in every state: recent photograDhs. copies of your national board scores, a
ool transcriots (and sometimes undergraduate transcripts), proof of liability insurance
ese, but it pays to collect them all, especially if

Nearly every state requires you to suoply your own patients and the proper indications for the procedures you'll oerform, Most states alsg exoect you
to provide your own handpiéces, instruments, and supplies. Several states supply some of these for a nominal tee. and in other states, dental suooly
firms attend the board exams and have limited supplies on hand for your use, Iri any case, you should go to the exam with everything you think you

may need.

Most states do not accent reciprocity from other states, but many do allow licensure by credentials; that is, they will grant a license to practice if you
have already passed a board exam in another state and have worked there for a certain number of years.

Thirty-two states belong to regional testing systems. The regional boards do only the clinical testing phase for the different states.

Regional Testing
Service/Slate Board

Northeastl

Southern?

Central3

Western4

Alabama

Alaska

California

Exam
Frequency

Winter, spring, summer

May/June. July/August,
December

May. June, August, De-
cember

March, June, September

Juno (may vary)

June, November

6 times a year

Fee
S275

$300

$350

$375

$120

$200

$150

Written

Simulated clinical exami-
natigns; (1) diagnosis, oral
medicine, and fadiology;
2) comprehensive tréat-
ment planning

Treatment planning, oral
pathology .

Prosthodontics, periodon-
tics. emergency/basic life
support

Oral pathology, prosthetics

Theoretical exam on Ala-
bama jurisprudence and
radiation safety

Oral diagnosis and treat-
ment planning, jurisprud-
ence, prosthetics

Oral diagnasis and treat-
ment planning, written

eno. Radiation safety
Foptlonal).

-18-

Practical

Class V gold foil or class
Il amalqam; class Il 1l IV
gold foil or class || inlay,.
%% or full crown; d[a%n05|s
and scaling of periodontal
patient: complete denture
exercise with patient
{lmpresslon of either arch
0 esthetic try-in of maxil-
lary denture)

Class Il amalPam; MOD
inlay/onlay; cfass Il or IV
composité, denture exer-
Cise on patient Jlmpres-
sions ,upPer,an lower, to
esthetic try-in)
Periodontal clinical; Class
Il amalgam: cast restora-
tion. an’ inlay, onlay, %
crown, or i crown: com-
Posne restoration: simu-
ated clinical judgment

Class Il amalgam, perio-
dontics. ?old casting_ (on-
lay to full crown, no'inlay),
endodontics

Prosthetics, endodontics,
prophylaxis, operative

Class Il amalgam, clas

| sV
gold foil, class 1l gold inlay3’

Class Il amalgam, Peri-
odontal exam™includes
written diagnostic and clin-
ical. Crown and bndge
prepare two abutments:
construct wax pattern on
one. Full denture set-up.

Additional
Information

Candidates are permitted
to take the NERB exami-
nation only once dunng a
cycle.

Candidates must submit
proof of malpractice insur-
ta,nce with their applica-
ions.

Applications must be re-
ceived 45 daYs hefore ex-
amination date, Nebraska
allows reciprocity from .
other states. Must furnish
own patients.

Must furnish own patient,
instruments, and hand-
pieces. Expendable mate-
rials (except gold) are
supplied.

Must furnish own patients.
Must furnish own instru-
ments. and supplies. No
reciprocity with other
states.

Must furnish own patients,
handpieces, instruments.
and supplies. No reciorog-
ity with other states, No li-
censure by credentials.



Regional Testing
Service/State Board

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Indiana

Louisiana

Mississippi

Nevada

New Mexico

New York56

Exam
Frequency

June. December

June.

twice a year: announced
60 days hefore exam

twice a year

May/June (annually)

June (annually)

March, July (annually)

January. June

August. Decemoer

APPENDIX A

Fee

$280

$200

$250

$100

$100

$150

$245

Written

Laws and rules ol Florida

Jurisprudence. ?eriodon-
tics and oral pathology
slide exam (multiple
choice)

Jurisprudence, oral diag-
nosis. treatment planning

Theoretical exam if all
Rarts of national ooards

ave not been completed:
Jurisprudence on Indiana
aws.

Ethics and jurisprudence,
office emergencies, oral
surge:y, periodontics, oral

n-nthnlonn
Jurisprudence, dental

anatomy, radiograpny

Must have passed na-
tional board examination.

Jurisorudence. orai diag-
nosis. office emergencies

Eauivaient to Northeast
Regional Board

Practical

On manneauin: cast gold
class Il MOD onlay on oi-
cuspid tooth: class II
amalgam; pin amalgam
£nooaontic access on
Posterlor and anterior
ootn, On patient: pen-
odontal exercise, pros-
thetic impression and
articulation.

Clinical class Il amalgam,
class Hi composite, cast
?old class Il inlay or onlay;
aboratory: preparations
and gold casting on denti-
form,denture set-up.

Class I or Il gold foil
class Il amalgam: MOD
onlay and ‘kcrown with 1
indirect wax-up, complete
denture set

Class Il amalgam: class I,
III. IV toil, or Class 1. V
old_foil and composite, or
00 inlay or crown: pros-
thetic proolem solving:
Lab: anterior porcelain
bonded to metal prepara-
tion: % crown prep on ol-
cusoid. wax. cast and
finish: upper denture set-
up; periodontal scaling .
and curretage: diagnosis
and treatment planhing.

Amalgam and composite,
onlayprocedure, remova-
ble prosthodontics. endo-
doniics, occlusion

One MOD. DO. or MO
amalgam: one lour-sur-
face amalgam replacing at
least one Cusp; one class
lll composite: one full gold
crown: removable pros-
thetics

Complete denture fabnca-
tlon: either a class II. IIl.
or IV gold (oil or a class |
cast gold restoration, in-
lay, or onlay (restoration
must be finished in one
day); class Il amalgam

Class Il amalgam: gold
casting; MO |nla¥; class
nrlV or V gold foi

Eauivalem to Northeast
Regional Board

Additional
Information

Must furnish own patients
(Supply companies wil
usually heIp.F About 52%
Pass annually. Must have
aken national board

within 10 years. No reci-
procity with other states.

Must furnish own patients
instruments, and hand- .
pieces. No reciprocity with
other states.

Must fumisn own patients,
hut Hawaii does run ad in
local college newsoaoers.
Must furmsn own nand-
pleces, instruments, and
supphes. No reciprocity
with other states.

Must have valid CPR cer-
tification oefore exam,
Must furmsn own patient.
Must obtain malpractice
insurance oefore the
exam. Must furnish ongi-
nal dental school diploma.

Must furnish own oatients.
liability insurance, equip-
ment. and supplies. Con-
tent of examination is
subiect to cnange at the
discretion of the board.

No reciprocity. All informa-
tion suoiect o change for
each examination. Must
have valid CPR. Must fur-
nish own patients.

Must furnish own patients,
instruments, and suoones.
inclyding pre- and postop-
erative radiographs, Some
disposable 1tems will be
available. No reciprocity.

Must furnish own parents,
instruments ano hlgh, low
speed hanaolgce. Suoply
company assists witn

exam. No reciorocity. No
licensure by creaentiais.

Equivalent to Nonneast
Regional Boarn cut vano
only in New York. Open io
eligioie graduates of non-
accredited ano accredited
schools. Must lurmsn own
patiems ana instruments.



Regional Testing
Service/State Bodrd

North Carolina

Oklahoma

Oregon

South Carolina

Texas

Virgin Islands

Washington

Exam
Fraguency

Ma', August

May, June, and December

June, December

Summer

tl\g%vgglrme August/Sep-

June, November

June. September

Feo

ST5

$200

$50

$200

$100

$65

APPENDIX A

Written

Jurisprudence, penodon-
tics, occlusion

Jurisprudence

Jurisprudence, oral diag-
nosis, treatment planning,
oral pathology, and gen-

eral dentistry

Ethics and Jurisprudence

Jurisprudence

Operative dentistry, phar-
macology, prosthdoontics,

oral sur?ery and pain gon-
y and ra-

trol, oral pathcio
diol %y, endooontics-
perio
ences. and dental anat-
omy Jrom the national
bodrd exams il have not
Bassed the national

oards during the last two
years.

ontics. anatomic sci-

Pract.cal

Class Il inlay or onlay;

class Il amaY am: oral sur-

8ery; removabie'orostho-
ontics (complete upper
denture, partial design);
poriooontics; lab exér-
cises: endodontics, crown

preps
Prosthetic denture set-uo:

clinical operative proce-
dures

Selection Irom the follow-
ing: amalgam restoration,
cast %,old restoration, per-
iodontics. prosthodontics

Clinical includes 2 class Il
amalgams. 2 composites:
rosthetics: impressions.

R records, set mandibu-
lar and maxillary 6 interior
teeth. Laboratory: Wax up
3-umt bridge, prep onlay,
\f/vax and cast on a denfl-

orm.

3-umt fixed bndge: 2 class
Il amalgams: 2 Composite

restoraflons: prepare diag-

nosis and treatment plan
from photographs, x-rays,
modeir. etc.. denture set-
up, ready for Masking

Perjodontics, radiology,
oral surgery, operativé
dentistry

Class Il amalgam: class Il
Ill, V-gold_foil; MOD Infay
and a"periodontal section

Additional
Information

Must furnish own patients
and jnstruments. No reci-
procity. No licensure b%/
credentials. No specialty
exams.

Must furnish own patients
ano instruments. Must
have valid CPR.

No reciprocity or tempo-
rary licenses. Must furmsn
own patients and instru-
ments, Specialty exams
available.

Must furnish own patiems.
No reciprocity or tempo-
rary licenses.

Must furnish own patients,
instruments, handpieces,
and supplies. Some com-
anies may have sucpiies
or use at no cost. No re-
ciprocity with other states.

NOTES: 1 Includes Connecticuyt. District of Columbia. Maine. Maryland, Massachusetts. Michigan. New Hampshire, New Jersey. New York. Ohio.
Pennsylvania. Rhode Island. Vermont, and West Virginia.

2 Includes Arkansas. Kentucky. Tennessee, and Virginia.

3 Includes Colorado. lowa. Minnesota. Missouri. Kansas. Nebraska, North Dakota. South Dako'a, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

* Includes Arizona. Idaho, Montana, and Utah.
s In aadition to participating in the Nonneast Re
6 The fee .shown for New. York includes license

a) Class V gold foil no longer a clinical examination requirement.

ional Board, New York administers a separate series of examinations.
ee. exam lee. and first triennial registration lee.

*SOURCE: The above information is compiled annually by American Student Oental Association and is published in the ASDA Handbook, Fall
1585, pages 7S-62. Reprinted with permission of American Student Dental Association.



State

Ala0ama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Coioraoo
Connecticut
Delaware )
Distnct of Columbia
Floriaa
Georgia
Hawall

[danog

[llinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Micmgan
Minnésota
Mississiopi
Missouri
Montana
Necraska
Nevaaa .
New Hamoshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New Yor<
Nonn Carolina
North Dakota

10
Qklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhoae Island
South Carolina
Soutn Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Wasnmgton,
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Virgin Isianas

W ritten Examination Requirements*

Accepts Scores

APPENDIX B

. Recognizes Certificate of
National Board Dental Examinations

on National
Board Exam

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

il

"For graduates of accredited dental schools. Data as of January 1.1986.
Source. Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations

- Delaware conducts their omn written examinations.
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Yes
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Yes

Yes
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Yes
Yes
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Clinical Examination Requirements

APPENDIX C

. Time Slate .

RequonaI Limit Performance _Limit to
State est y (Years) Examination Times Taken
Alabama Yes 2 times and (c)
Alaska Yes - ,
Arizona \WREB 5 Yes 2 times and education
Arkansas SRTA 5 - 3 times and (d)
California — - Yes Unlimited
Coloraoo CRDTS 5 No 3 times
Connecticut NERB 5 No Unlimited
Delaware , — - Yes - ,
Distnct of Columbia (1) NERB 5 Yes 3 times and education
Flonda - - Yes 3 limes and education
Georgia - - Yes 3 times and education
Hawali — - Yes -
daho WREB - No - .
lllinois NERB 10 Yes Unlimited
Indiana — - Yes - _
lowa CRDTS 5 No 2 times, education and (c
Kansas CRDTS 5 No 2 times, education and (c
Kentucky SRTA 5 No Unlimited ,
Louisiana (0 — - Yes 3 times and education
Maine (l& NERB 5 No - ,
Marylan NERB 5 No 2 times and education
Massachusetts NERB 5 No - ,
Michigan (1) NERB 10 Ne) 3 times and education
Minnésota, CRDTS 5 0 - ,
Mississippi — - Yes 2 times and education
Missoun CRDTS 5 No 3 times and education
Montana WREB 3 No — ,
Nebraska CRDTS 5 No 2 times and education
Nevada = - Yes 2 times and (b)
New Hampshire NERB 5 No (c)
New Jersey NERB 15 No — .
New Mexico (1) = - Yes Unlimited
New York NERB 0 Yes 2 times and (d)
Nonh Carolina — - Yes Unlimited
North Dakota (0 CRDTS 5 No — .
Ohio NERB 5 No 2 times and education
Qklahoma _ - Yes 2 times and (c)
Oregon — - Yes Unlimited
Pennsylvania NERB - No -
Rhode Island NERB - No Unlimited
South Carolina (1) - - Yes Unlimited
South Dakota (I CRDTS 5 No -
Tennessee SRTA 5 Yes —
Texas — - Yes 3 times (c)
Utah (1) WREB 3 No -
Vermont NERB 5 No. -
Virginia SRTA 5 No 3 times
Washington, — - Yes Unlimited
West Virginia (f) NERB - No
Wisconsl CRDTS 5 No - .
W,yo,mm? 0 CRDTS 5 Yes 2 times and education
Virgin Istands (0 - - Yes 2 times and education

Data as ol January 1 1986 unless otherwise indicated.
a)  Skip one testing Detore re-iaking third lime.

b)  Must wait one year Delore re-taking. _ _ .

C Must nave aoproval ol the Board, - CRDTS - Central Regional Dental Testing Service
d 1 V!

e

Remedial trainina. NERB - Northeast Regional Board of Dental Examiners
Yes. |0rgraduatg SRTA - Southern Regional Testing Agency
|) 1982 data. WREB - Wescem Regional Examining Board

Source: Joint Commission on National Denial Examinations

s ol non-accredited schools.
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APPENDIX D

Summary of Requirements for Licensure by Credentials in Certain States
Granting Licensure by Credentials
The slates that grant licensure by credentials have individual requirements, of which the following is an overview. All states re,twire a jurisorudence

examination: however, thls,m|ggnt e a formal, written examination, or a signed statement attesting that the candidate is familiar with the laws governing
dentistry in the state. Candidates should write to the individual states lor Complete information and application.

Will accept Letters of | Persona Years in

State applications from recommendation interview practice
Arkansas R 2 X 5
Qistnct of Specialists Only X

Columoia
Indiana Al states 3 X 5
lowa R 2 X 5
Kansas R 5 5
Maine All states 0 X* 5
Maryland All states 3 X 5'
Massachusetts R oo _ 1 X 5. .
Michigan On an individual basis 4 Rarely No Limit
Minnésota All states 4 X 2
Missouri All states 2 5
Nebraska All states 2 X 13
New Hampshire R. 3 X 5
New York All states 3 5
North Dakota Has an option, but has not
granted licensure by
Credentials in 5 years

Oklahoma R 10 5
Pennsylvania Al states 2 5
Rhode Island R 3 5
Tennessee R o 14 5
Vermont At the discretion 2 5

R = states that will issue licenses by credentials only to candidates from states with a reciprocal agreement. , .
‘The state of Maine will require a personal interview with a candidate who passed a state board examination more than 1year before applying to Maine

- a license. ) , . o : ,
'Will issue a licensure by credentials to candidates who pass the Northeast Regional Board Examination in lieu of active practice.
NTwo years ot the past 3 years must have been in active practice.

3This requnement will chdnge to 3 years of active practice. o , .

40ne letter ol recommendation from each state board in eech state in which the dentist has practiced.

Source; ‘iléi%eznsure by Credentials — Is it Working?", report published in the Journal of the American Dental Association, Vol 111, July 1985. pages
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APPENDIX E

ALASKA DENTAL LICENSES ISSUED

Information presented in this appendix was compiled from the dental license issue log maintained
by the Department of Commerce and Economic Development®s Division of Occupational Licensing.

Total
June 1, 1980 October 17, 1984 June 1, 1980
through v through through
October 17, 1984 June 30, 1986 June 30, 1986
Number issued based on credentials 8 14y 22
Number Issued based on examination 75 31 106
Total number issued 83 M 128
By credentials as percentage of total 9,6% 31.1% 17.2%

- The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners issued licenses based on candidates® credentials,
pursuant to AS 08.36.234, from June 1, 1980 through October 17, 1984. At that time
they ceased issuing licenses by credentials, by emergency order, as promulgated in
12 AAC 28.950.

?/ Licenses issued based on reinterview of candidates previously denied licensure by
credentials, as recommended by the Ombudsman®s office and the Attorney General®s office.



APPENDIX F

Total Dental Licensure Results by State Board
in 1981
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Alaska statistics were not published by the American Dental Association. Information
included here was obtained from the Department of Commerce and Economic Development's
Division of Occupational Licensing. Alaska results are not Included in totals.
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APPENDIX G

RECENT ALASKA DENTAL EXAMINATION STATISTICS

Information in this appendix was compiled and provided by the Department of Commerce and Economic
Development®s Division of Occupational Licensing.

Novenbei June November June November August
1983 1984 1984 1985 1985 1986
Number of applicants examined Y 18 18 18 34 25 20
Number Failed 6 16 8 21 16 5
Number Passed 3/ 12 2 10 13 9 15
Percentage Failure Rate 33.3% 88.9% 44 4% 61.8% 64.0% 25.0%
Percentage Pass Rate 66.7% 11.1% 55.6% 38.2% 36.0% 75.0%

Totals include candidates taking all or part of the examination.

gy Totals include candidates failing all or part of the examination.

3/ Totals include candidates passing entire examination or those passing remaining parts not
passed at prior examinations.

4/

- The dental examination scheduled for June 1986 was postponed until August 1986 in order
that a new examination site could be located and to allow restructuring of the examination®s
content and scoring procedures.



APPENDIX H

EXAMINATION STATISTICS: WESTERN STATES AND REGIONAL TESTING BOARDS/AGENCIES 1I°

WASHINGTON - Over the last five years the failure rate for Washington state dental school
graduates has been from 35% to 37%. Out-of-state graduates® failure race has been
approximately 50%. (These statistics include results from exam retakes - retake
failure rate approximates 50%, regardless of whether candidates are in-state or
out-of-state graduates.)

OREGON - Results from the most recent (June 1986) Oregon dental exam are as follows:
Number of candidates taking exam 70 (69 1st attempts)
Number Failing 7
Number Passing 63
Percentage Failure Rate 10%
Percentage Pass Rate 90%

Historically Oregon"s passage rate has been in the 80 and 90 percentile range.

CALIFORNIA - 1984 * 1983 *
Number of candidates taking exam 1567 1884
Number Failing 753 849
Number Passing 814 1035
Percentage Failure Rate 48% 45%
Percentage Pass Rate 52% 55%

* (Statistics exclude results of retakes by California dental school graduates.}

NEVADA - Current statistics related to pass/fail rates for Nevada state dental examinations were
not available for release by the Nevada State Board of Dencal Examiners.

WESTERN REGIONAL EXAMINING BOAM) (WREB) - The average annual pass rate on the WREB exam for the
past five years is 76.8%, with a high of 81% and a low of 67%.This equatestoan
average failure rate of 23.2%, with a high of 33% and a low of19%.

CENTRAL REGIONAL DENTAL TESTING SERVICE (CRDTS) - CRDTS evaluates approximately 1000 dental
candidates per year, including candidates repeating the examination. The 1985 failure
rate Cor the operative clinical examination administered by CRDTS was 10.8%.

NORTHEAST REGIONAL BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS (NERB) - In the past ten years, failure rates on
the NERB examination have ranged from a high of 34.4% in 1983 to a low of 19.8% in
1985. A failure, in these calculations, is a candidate who fails at least one of the
five tests in his/her first examination attempt.

SOUTHERN REGIONAL TESTING AGENCY (SRTA) - Dental examination pass/fail statistics arenot
generated on an annual basis by SRTA,but instead are prepared for specifictest sites.
This information was not made available.

Information obtained in this appendix was provided by the individual state boards or
regulating bodies and by representatives of the various regional boards or testing agencies.
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BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & POUCHD  rsxa 09811
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PHONE: 465-2500

OFFICEOF THE COMMISSIONER

November 3, 1986

NOV 4 -1986

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson
Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit
P.O. Box W

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the
preliminary audit findings of the Board of Dental Examiners.
At this time, the department"s position to the audit recommen-
dations remains as noted in our response to the interim letter
dated September 10.

The department agrees with recommendation number one, and will
assist the board in the repeal of 12 AAC 28.950. Prior to tak-
ing a position for or against recommendation number two, the
department 1is seeking more information regarding regional test-
ing and its feasibility. There are many factors which must be
investigated. Recently, the chairman of the Dental Board
attended the Western Regional Exam in California; we will be
receiving a report on this exam at the next board teleconfer-
ence meeting which is scheduled for November 13.

Sincerely

LHL/mst4921m
103086a

0',+HaH -29-






STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE *

POUCHD
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

PHONE: 1907) 465-2534
DIVISIONOF OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING

THE ALASKA BOARD OF DENTIAL EXAMINERS

Robert E. Warren, Chairman
December 16, 1986

Gerald L. Wilkerson
Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit
Pouch W

Juneau, Alaska 99811-3300

Re: "A Special Report on The Department of Commerce and
Economic Development, Board of Dental Examiners
August 27, 19867” (Confidential Preliminary Audit)

Audit Control Number: 08-4271-86-S

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

On behalf of the Alaska Board of Dental Examiners, | offer
the following response to the above-referenced confidential
Preliminary Audit Report. As you know, that Report contains
two recommendations. The Board provisionally concurs with
one recommendation but strongly disagrees with the other.

1. Areas of Agreement. Recommendation Number 2, set forth
on pages 12-15 of the Report, proposes that "The Alaska
Board of Dental Examiners should affiliate with one or more
of the four existing regional testing services for the exa-—
mination of dental candidate"s [sic] clinical skills in lieu
of administering a State-run clinical examination."
(Report, page 12.)

The Board provisionally agrees, with this recommendation and
is in the process of taking active steps to implement it.
Geographically, the most logical affiliation for Alaska 1is
the Western Regional Examining Board (WREB). As noted in
Appendix A to the Report (at page 20", note 4) , the WREB
includes Arizonia, ldaho, Montana and Utah.

-31-
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Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

Re: Report/Board of Dental
Examiners

December 16, 1986

Page 2

On September 28-30, 1986, the Board"s Hygenist member, Chris
Baxter, and 1 personally attended the WREB autumn, 1986 exa—
mination, which was conducted at Loma Linda University in

Loma Linda, California. I directly observed the entire
four-day examination as it was administered to the 70 dental
candidates and the 31 hygenist candidates. In my pro—

fessional opinion, the examination as administered by the
WREB was comprehensive, thorough, and fair.

More recently, on December 5-6, 1986, |1 attended the WREB
Examination Review Committee meeting in Phoenix, Arizonia.

While in Phoenix, | also attended the WREB General Member—
ship Meeting and the meeting of the Board of Directors. My
conclusion from my direct observations is that the WREB 1is a
competent and highly professional testing agency.

At the upcoming January 15, 1987 meeting of the Alaska Board
of Dental Examiners, the question of whether Alaska should
join the WREB will be voted upon. Prior to the vote, I will
present my field research and findings with respect to the
WREB . Also, Dr. David Low, past President of the WREB and
current Chairman of the WREB Exam®".nation Committee, will
make a presentation. My recommendation will be that Alaska
should join the WREB, thereby recognizing a passing grade on
the WREB examination as satisfying the examination require—
ment of AS C9.36.130 and AS 08.36.160.

I might note 1in passing that only a portion of my travel
expenses have been paid by the WREB and 1 have donated the
balance of my travel expenses and my professional time. The
State of Alaska has not absorbed any of these costs.

2. Areas of Disagreement. Recommendation Number 1, set
forth at pages 11-12 of the Report, proposes that "The
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners should issue dental licen—
ses to qualified dentists based on their performance records
in lieu of requiring they pass an examination. (Licensure
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Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

Re: Report/Board of Dental
Examiners

December 16, 1986

Page 3

by credentials).” The Board strongly disagrees with this
Recommendation.

In our experience, licensure by credentials runs a serious
and substantial risk of authorizing incompetent or otherwise
undesirable individuals to practice dentistry in Alaska for

two reasons. First, licensure by credentials provides
inadequate opportunity to investigate and verify the appli—
cant®"s professional, clinical skills. Second, because there

is presently no central clearing house of professional den—
tal information in the United States, it is extremely dif—
ficult to weed out individuals who are the subject of
outstanding complaints or disciplinary review proceedings in
other states. In practice, the Board has found licensure by
credentials to be 1inconsistent with the Board"s responsibi—
lities as established by AS 08.36.070(a).

AS 08.36.234 establishes licensure by credentials as a per—
mitted practice: "The [Bloard may provide for the licensing
without examination of a dentist who [satisfies the criteria
of subsections (1)-(8)3." (Emphasis added.) The decision
whether or not to implement this practice must be made in
light of the more basic responsibilities of the Board. AS
08.36.070(a) mandates that the Board shall:

(1) examine applicants and issue licenses to those
applicants i1t finds qualified;

(8) adopt regulations ensuring that renewal of
registration 1is contingent upon proof of con-—
tinued professional competence by a licensed
dentist. ...

(Emphasis added.)
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Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

Re: Report/Board of Dental
Examiners

Dec mber 16, 1986

Page 4

As all dental patients know, the essence of dentistry is
performing minutely delicate and precise procedures in the
confined and extremely vulnerable area of the patient"s
mouth. In short, the practice of dentistry is at least as
much craftsmanship as it is science. The only way to eva-—
luate an individual dentist®"s abilities as a craftsman is to
review examples of his work. The critical failure of
licensing by credentials is that it does not adequately pro—
vide this review.

The premise of expedited licensing of dentists who have
practiced for at least five years prior to applying for an
Alaska license (See AS 08.36.234(3)) 1is that the prior
period of practice 1in and of itself establishes technical
professional competence. In reality, there are two flaws 1in
this premise.

First, the standards of competence vary considerably from

state to state and from region to region. Proof of con-—
tinued professional competence is not vrequired in many
states. The consequence of accepting any individual®s past

practice as satisfactory credentials will, over time, lead
to the lowering of competency standards in Alaska.

Second, 1in the case of dentists who have practiced 1in the
military or in non-uniformed federal service (e.g., the
Public Health Service), there has been no requirement of
board certification or state licensing agency review of
their competence. In Alaska, this 1is a matter of par—
ticular concern, since many dentists come to Alaska either
in military or non-uniformed federal service and practice
in remote areas virtuallyunsupervised.

AS 08.36.234(4) requires,as a prerequisite to licensure by

credentials, that the applicant "...is not the subject of an
unresolved complaint, review procedure or disciplinary pro—
ceeding undertaken by a dental licensi-ng jurisdiction." In



Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

Re: Report/Board of Dental
Examiners

December 16, 1986

Page 5

reality, 1t 1is very difficult to verify this fact or to
expose a misrepresentation of fact by an applicant. There
presently exists no central clearing house of 1information
regarding unresolved complaints or disciplinary proceedings.
The varying privacy law standards of the several states has
the effect of making this information unobtainable for many
out-of-state applicants. And in the case of military and
federal dentists, the individual may never have practiced 1in
the state in which he or she obtained a license. In these
instances the outside licensing-state board has no pertinent
information on file, and only limited information about den—
tg%_ officers 1s available through a military commanding
officer.

Our experience in Alaska with dentists licensed by creden—
tials tends to confirm the seriousness of the risks of
admitting 1incompetent or otherwise undesirable 1individuals
into the practice of dentistry here. There have been
numerous patient complaints against credentialled dentists
filed with the State Division of Occupational Licensing. In
one 1instance, the Board received a fortuitous report from
the Illinois Attorney General®s office that a licensed-by—
credentials candidate had been charged with numerous counts
of sexual abuse of patients in Illinois. Since these were
pending charges that had not been entered of record, our
earlier investigation of this applicant had not been able to
uncover this information.

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners®™ position on licensure
by credentials 1is perhaps best summarized by Dr. George
Hansen, President-Elect of the Alaska Dental Society. As
he stated at the August 16, 1986 meeting of the Board of
Dental Exmainers, "It the Board"s goal 1s to protect den—
tists® freedom to practice, there should be licensure by
credentials. But i1f the goal of the Board is to protect the
public, the Board must examine applicants."
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Gerald L. Wilkerson
Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit
Re: Report/Board of Dental

Examiners
December 16, 1986
Page 6

In closing, I would note for the record that none of the
audit staff personnel who prepared the August 27, 1986
Special Report attended either a dental examination or a
credentials interview.

Thank you for having given me this opportunity to respond to

the Preliminary Report. My apologies for any inconvenience
my delay 1in responding to the Report may have caused. In
the interest of responding accurately to Recommendation
Number 2, I concluded it would be best to wait until |

returned from the December WREB Examination Review Committee
meeting before composing this letter.

Very truly yours,

ROBERT E. WARREN/
Chairman
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners

rew:dkd
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& AUDIT DIVISION

POUCH W
THE LEGISLATURE

BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE
JUNEAU. AASKA 99811-3300

Members of the Legislative Bung%rt\uary b, 1987

and Audit Committee:

We have reviewed the Alaska Board of Dental Examiner's
response to our preliminary report. Our comments follow:

Recommendation No. 1

There is nothing in the Board's response to make us change
our position re%ardln dental licensure by credentials.
Alaska Statute 08.36.234 is intended to provide a means for
dental licensure without examination through the evaluation
of a practicing dentist's theoretical knowledft;e_and clinical
skill based on their performance record. To this end, the
provisions and requirements apPear reasonable, Verification
of a candidate's compliance with these provisions can he
assured with minimal ‘investigation if questions arise con-
cerning the authenticity or validity of information provided
on the candidate's application for Tlicensure.

Investigations

The State of Alaska is currently active with the National
Disciplinary Information System”™ (NDIS). NDIS is a project
of the National Clearinghouse on Licensure, Enforcement, and
Regulation (CLEAR) which reports bl-mo_nthly{ on disciplinary
actions taken against licensed professionals in a number of
professional disciplines. Its purpose is to alert state
authorities and board members to disciplinary actions taken
in other states so more complete information” can he obtained
about licensed professionals in their state. Review of
reports provided through NDIS in conjunction with the review
of a credential candidate's application provides an addi-
tional means for verifying that all final disciplinary
actions have been disclosed.

Division of Occupational Licensing staff have stated that
they do not foresee insurmountable difficulties in per-
formlng additional investigations and backgqround checks of
individual aﬁpllcants if requested by the Board. Investi-
gations of this nature commonly{ would identify and disclose
Situations where dentists are the subject of an unresolved



complaint, review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding
undertaken by a dental licensing jurisdiction. The exis-
tence of unresolved issues of thiS nature may serve as
grounds for denial by the Board of licensure without
examination pursuant to AS 08.36.234(A).

It is our belief that Alaska law currently provides the
Beard adequate opportunity and means to investigate and
verify a credential applicant's quallflcatlons, as well as
identify situations where incomplete or questionable infor-
mation 1s attested to by applicants on their application
for dental licensure.

Technical Ability and Professional Competence

We concur with the Board's belief that the only way to
evaluate an individual dentist's abilities as a "craftsman"
(technical skill) is to review examples of his/her work;
however, we dlsagre_e that licensure by credentials is
critically flawed in that it does not provide consideration

of this issue.

In order to obtain a dental license in Alaska based on
credentials, a candidate must possess a license from another
state, territory, or region with licensing requirements at
least equivalent in scope, ?ua_llty, and difficulty to those
of this state at the time of licensure (AS 08.36.234(2)).

In all jurisdictions, initial licensure is based, at least
in part, on the successful completion of a clinical exami-_
nation wherein a dentist's "craftmanship" is assessed. This
requirement, coupled with the requirement that an applicant
has been engaged in continuous active practice averaging at
least 20 hours per week for each of the five years immedi-
ately preceding the application (AS 08.36.2347(3)), serve to
evidence adequate clinical skill and continued application
of those skills.

The requirement of five years of Pra_ctlce prior to eligi-
bility for licensure by credentials is not intended to, nor
does “it, in and of itself establish technical professional
competence as is suggested by the Board. It is a combina-
tion of this requirement, the requirement that an aP_pllcant
be licensed in another jurisdiction, as well as fulfillment
of the other requirements of AS 08.36.234, that serve as a
basis for deeming a credential candidate technically and
professionally competen:. to practice dentistry in Alaska.

Patient Complaints
Complaints lodged with the Division of Occupational Licens-

ing do not support the Board's contention that there have
been numerous complaints against credentialed dentists and,
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as a result, a serious risk incurred from licensing dentists
in this manner. Qur review of the Division's complaint Io%s
identified a total of 47 complaints filed since June 1, 1980

involving 35 individual dentists, only one of whom was
licensed by credentials.

Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor _
Division of Legislative Audit
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SENATE COIMMITTEE REPORT

FIRST COMMITTEE OF REFERRAL

Date 0f = e 5-DAY NOTICE y/~*.
IN ACCORfeANCfiWITH UNIFORM RULE 23
— FURTHER:  FINANCE
**E|SCAL NOTE(S) ATTACHED *x
IN ACCORDANCE WITH AS 24.0fi.035
(see hbelow)
5/8/87 DATE TURNED INTO OFFICE H/g T
Mr. President:
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regulation of the practice of denistry; efd.

and recommended:

] replace with CS ] same title
] new title

attached amendment(s) an<
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[ do not pass
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** Committee [X] attached or [ ] adoP_ted fiscal note(s)
] zero $y] fiscal impact
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Chairman signature and recommendation
[ 1 Committee Backup Attached





