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O N  of F I S C A L  N O T E  A N A L Y S I S

For Bill/Resolution N n CSHCR 15 (Fin) >

This resolution will, allow the Office of Public Advocacy to 
continue the Foster Care Feview Board demonstration project 
in Anchorage which was previously funded through a private 
grant. This fiscal note will allow half of the children 
in foster care in Anchorage to receive reviews, by thie 
citizen Review Board. -

Personal Services

Travel

Contractual

Non-attorney contract position. $ 2 5 . 00/hr 
X 40 hrs per week X 52 weeks = -$52., 000.

Contract clerical support. ' $10.00/hr 
X 40 hrs per week X 52 week = $20,800.

Xeroxing (reimburseable copy charges) 
$350.00 :per mo. X 12 mos. =» $4,200.

Postage .(reimburseable) $500.00 per yr,

TOTAL----

52.0 ••

20.8

4.2 • 

.5

•$77.5: •
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IN THE HOUSE B Y  THE FINANCE COMMITTEE

CS F O R  HOUSE C ON CU R R E N T  R ES O LU TI ON  NO. 15 (Finance)

IN THE LE GI SL A T U R E  OF THE STATE OF A L A S K A  

S I XT EENTH L EG I SL AT UR E - FIRST SESSION

R e l a ti ng  to citizen r e v i e w  boards for 

the foster care system.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHE RE AS  all children n e e d  the stability, support, sense of lifelong 

b el onging and continuity that on ly  a permanent home and family can provide; 

and

WHEREAS the purpose of foster care is for the temporary care of abused 

and n e g l e ct ed  children and other c hildren in ne e d of a id b e f o r e  the y are 

returned to their n a tu ra l homes or another permanent home; and

WHEREAS foster care p la cement h as often re sulted in foster care drift, 

a term that describes a situation w h e n  c h ildren are m o v e d  front foster home 

to foster home, ob scured w i t h i n  the child welf ar e system, w i t h o u t  a p e r m a­

nent placement plan that is adhered to in a timely manner; and

WHEREAS the p r o b l e m  of foster care drift was addressed b y  the Congress 

in 1980 b y  the enactment of the A do p t i o n  A ssistance and Child W e l f a r e  Act 

(P.L. 96-272) w h i c h  provides m o n e t a r y  incentives to states for the d e v e l o p­

ment of permanent case plans and regul ar  case reviews for c h i ld re n  in 

foster care; and

WHEREAS states are increasingly using independent v o l u n te er  citizens 

on case r e v i e w  boards in order to prov id e oversight for the problems of the 

family, the intervention efforts of the state, and the final a u t h or it y  of 

the court as a means of ensuring that the entire s ys te m is w o r k i n g  in the 

best interests of the child; and

WHEREAS citizen reviewers, acting as advocates for foster children, 

consider the n e c e s si ty  and appropriateness of the current pl a ce me nt  a n d  the

-1- C S H C R  1 5 (Fin)
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progress toward alleviating the cause of the placement, determine the 

compliance and participation in the case plan by all parties, and estimate 

a likely date for the child's return home or placement in another permanent 

h o m e ; and
II

5:' W H E R E A S  citizen review boards enhance the ability of the courts to

5 i: make difficult and complex permanency planning decisions; and

7u W H E RE AS  citizen review boards broaden local community responsibility
l!

8; for abused and neglected children; and

9 WHEREAS the Alaska Office of Public Advocacy received funding from the
.•J

ioM National Association of Foster Care Reviewers for a demonstration citizen

11 ji review board in Anchorage and from the legislature for a demonstration
tj

121! citizen review board in Ketchikan, with the objective of establishing a
j.
i

13ii statewide citizen review system; and

141' WHE RE AS  the grant funding f; r the Anchorage project w as o b t ai n ed  for
j j

15S' one year only with the understanding that alternative funds would be sought 

16j; to continue the project; and

17! WHEREAS the establishment of an efficient and cost-effective statewide
j i

18ii citizen review system will rely upon the information developed from these

19Ji demonstration projects;
ji

20ij EE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature is committed to the

21 i !  establishment of a statewide foster care citizen review system as a neces-

|j22 ji sary and effective way to ensure that foster children do not linger un-

23 necessarily in foster care and that they are returned home or placed in 

24Ji another permanent home as expeditiously as possible; and be it

25 i j  FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature intends to fund the
i i

261| continuation of the citizen review demonstration projects in Anchorage and
i .

27ij Ketchikan through fiscal year 1990 so that adequate information can be 

28ij assembled for the possible establishment of a perma-ent statewide citizen 

29 j| review system.

CSHCR 15(Fin) . -2-

V,



.

r
o

3m

£  
• Mu0
CO

oa

1

c0)
£

I
4
LUtoerroj

( X

c£

§

;-v. "-'.' ••■' ' i r

H
H

U)
O
- Q e L

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 15

Relating to citizen review boards for 
the foster care system.

The Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS) within the 
Department of Health and Social Services has responsibility 
to develop, implement, and administer services for children 
who cannot remain in their own homes due to problems of abuse 
and neglect. One of the primary services needed by these 
children is foster care to provide a nurturing environment 
through a family setting. Providing quality services to 
children, their natural family, and their foster family is of 
the greatest concern not only to state agencies mandated to 
provide service, but is also of the greatest concern to the
broader "community" of each city and village in Alaska. The
quality of service provided to children is indicative of the 
quality of life in a community. Developing Citizen Review 
Boards is one way for community members to be directly and 
positively involved in providing and improving the quality of 
service available to children and their families.

DFYS is in support of HCR No. 15, and has signed an agreement 
with the Anchorage and Ketchikan Demonstration projects to 
coordinate efforts in exploring different methods for review­
ing the needs of children in foster c £ e .  Each of these 
projects has goals to improve the care of individual children 
as well as goals for improving the systems which determine
program and service availability to children and families.

In Anchorage the purpose of the project is to provide an early 
review of children in foster care by examining the efforts of 
the professionals regarding family preservation and reunifica­
tion. The project will specifically consider the "reasonable 
efforts" requirements of P.L. 96-272 in its review of each 
child's case. The project will also provide a vehicle for 
substantive research regarding the strengths and limitations 
of the present child protection services system.

The review panel makes recommendations regarding what the 
Division can do to assure early reunification; what the 
Division could have done to prevent the initial removal of the 
child from the home; and what services need to be available 
to accomplish the recommendations. This project also reviews 
the work completed by the attorneys involved in the case; the 
guardian-ad-litem: the court; and other aspects of services 
which would be relevant to the child's welfare.

In addition to providing oversight, and concrete recommenda­
tions for individual children, the project will also be 
collecting information which will be extremely useful for 
human service agencies in planning. By documenting what
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services are available and what services need to be available 
for a child to remain safely in their home, the project will 
be able to provide the service community, the public, and the 
various governmental agencies with the data needed for 
planning and directing human service growth and improvements 
in Anchorage.

The purpose of the Ketchikan project is more closely related 
to the planning for the individual child. The project goal 
is to facilitate a permanent home for every child reviewed by 
the project panel. The panel will make specific recommenda­
tions with time frames for completion of each task necessary 
for implementing the permanent plan for an individual child. 
Reviews will be conducted once every six months for those 
children who have resided in foster care for more than six 
months. The purpose of the review will be to determine what 
efforts have been made by the Division and any other related 
agents or agencies to carry out a plan for the permanent 
placement of each child.

The Division's current review system is comprised of panels 
in each field office location which meet the requirements of 
P.L. 96-272. These projects in Anchorage and Ketchikan will 
demonstrate the pros and cons of external review as compared 
to the current internal administrative review system. The 
projects will provide critical information for the continued 
development of the case review system. Most importantly, 
these two projects are providing invaluable information and 
planning for individual children and for the service 
co mm un itie s.

Recommended / ? ? ■
onne M. Chase, ACSW 

irector 
Division of Family 

and Youth Services

Date:

Approved by: UA JU
. Munson

Commissioner 
Department of Health 

and Social Services

Date:
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ANCHORAGE FOSTER CARE REVIEW BOARD 

OVERVIEW 

March 4, 1989

In early 1988, the Office of Public Advocacy received a 
j $24,200.00 grant from the National Association of Foster Care
j Reviewers and the Edna McConnoll Ciar-k Foundation to implement an
; early Foster Care Review project. Along with three other sites

in the country, the Anchorage Foster Care Review Board (FCRB) was 
runaea to demonstrate tne impact or very early review ot children 
in foster care.

Traditionally, case reviews have occurred, at the earliest, at 6 
months after the c h i l d’s case has been opened. In Anchorage a 
random selection of new Child In Need of Aid (CINA) case are 
reviewed, one month, and again at three months, after the children
h a v a  o n t o r o d  f o c t o r  o a r « .  T h o  f o o u s  o £  i h e e o  r o v i o w e  i c  o n  t h o

efforts of the social worker, guardian ad litem, and Court to 
both prevent the foster home placement and to promote family 
reunification and/or an alternate permanent home for the child.

The Anchorage FCRB is guided by a Task Force consisting of staff 
from the Court, the Office of Public Advocacy (OPA), the Division 
of Family and Youth Services (DFYS), the Attorney G e n e r a l’s 
Office, the Municipality of Anchorage, and the private human 
services and legal community. This Task Force has developed 
policies and procedures, assisted in the training of Board 
volunteers which were drawn from the Court Appointed Special
Adtrooato p r o g r a m  af tlio n f f i o o  n-f U n V O i c  A d v o c a c y ,  and
continues to revise and develop the project.

Presently, the Board meets monthly to review cases. Complete 
case histories, written by staff following a thorough analysis of 
the c h i l d’s Court, OPA, and DFYS files, are distributed to the 
Board members prior to the meeting. The Board members review 
approv-imat-el y t.pn cases per month. They discuss the case in 
depth and formulate a report of their concerns and 
recommendatjons. This report, is subsequently distributed to the 
parties in the case.

Since August 1988, 65 children's cases have been reviewed by the 
Board in Anchorage. This represents approximately one-third of 
all new CINA cases opened ir. A n c h o r ag e' 'during this time period-;—  
In addition to making case-specific reports, the Anchorage FCRB 
is collecting data to identify strengths and limitations of the 
Anchorage child welfare system.

The grant for this demonstration project ends June 10, 1989. 
Neither ihe Clark Foundation or the National Association of 
Foster Care Reviewers will be providing continuation-funding,
O t h o r  c o u r o o c  o £  r o v a n u e  h a v o  n o t  b o o n  f o u n d  f o r  t h o  p r o j e c t .

HCR 15 will allow for the continuation and partial expansion of 
the Anr.horago FCRB so that In FY 91 the project Will be able to 
review approximately half of the children in foster care in this 
community.
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MODELS OF FOSTER GARE REVIEW

ADMINISTRATIVE 
INTERNAL AGENCY 
REVIEW

CITIZEN REVIEW JUDICIAL REVIEW

CITIZEN REVIEW PANELS

3-5 Volunteers per panel; 
most states also have a 
state Advisory Committee 
that performs oversight and 
advocacy functions.

Administered on a 
County by County basis 
under direction of 
presiding Juvenile Court 
Judge. (Oklahoma, Ohio)

A.dminictairod by 
state agency in Executive 
Branch (Iowa, So. Carolina, 
Nebraska)

4. admi n i c f o r p d  h y  St.at.p. S o c i a l  
S e r v i c e s  A g e n c y .  ( M a r y l a n d )



Alaska Foster Parents Assoc ia t ion
P. O. BO X 1406S1 •  A N C H O R A G E , A L A SK A  9 9 5 0 8

POSITION PAPER 
HCR 15 

CITIZEN REVIEW BOARD 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

The Alaska Foster Parent Association supports this measure 
only in lieu of passage of HB 19, Foster Care Review Boards.

The demonstration project in Ketchikan was funded by 
legislative appropriation in 1985. It has yet to hear its 
first review. The reason appears to be that impediments 
were implaced by an agency of the administration. In the 
meantime, an extremely valuable system of oversight has been 
denied to the client population receiving services from 
Health and Social Services.

It is our position that the greatest lesson we will learn 
from the pilot projects in Anchorage and Ketchikan is that 
we should have created a system of citizen review far 
earlier and that, since we have not, now is the time to do i

We urge the passage of HB 19. Failing that, we will support 
this measure to keep the pilot projects alive while we 
continue to work toward a state-wide system of citizen 
foster care review, which provides quality assurance in the 
activities of the state dealing with children in state 
c u s t o d y .

Frank H. Wasmer 
Vice PresidentPresident
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! MODELS OF FOSTER CARE REVIEW

■

NOTE: These 3 basic models are not mutually exclusive. Some states use some v e r­

sion of all three, or two out of three.

CITIZEN REVIEW 

PANELS 

(3-5 Volunteers) 

'or panel; most states 

iIso have a state Ad- 

■isory Committee that 

•erforms oversight and 

’.dvocacy functions.

1. Administered by 

the Slate Supreme 

Court (AZ M o d e l )

ADMINISTRATIVE (IN­

TERNAL AGENCY REVIEW)

AGENCY ADMINISTRATIVE 

PANELS WITH CITIZEN 

INVOLVEMENT 

3-5 Panelists; one of 

whom is a volunteer; the 

rest arc agency person­

nel , e . g . , caseworker & 

casework supervisor

Administered on a 

Counly-by-County basis 

at discretion/under 

direction of presiding 

Juvenile Court Judge 

(Oklahoma, Ohio M o d e l )

3. Administered by 

Separate State Agency 

at cabinet level (Lx- 

cxcutive Branch) (Iowa. 

South Carolina, Nebrask 

Model)

?. (County-by-County Model) may also include a state 

advisory commit toe under Supreme Court that 

coordinates among counties.

0 . A d m i n i s t e r e d  by 

State Social Services 

Agency (Maryland M m M
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P R E L IM IN A R Y  DATA FROM ANCHORAGE FCRB
A U G U S T  1 9 3 8  T H R O U G H  D E C E M B E R  193 6 

N U M B E R  O F  C A S E S / F A M I L I E S  R E V I E W E D :  38

N U M B E R  O F  C H I L D R E N  R E V I E W E D :  5 6  M A L E :  3 5  F E M A L E :  21

A G E S :  2 0 — b i r t h  to t w o  y e a r s  27~‘= t h r e e  t o t w e l v e  y e a r s
9 — t h i r t e e n  t o  e i g h t e e n  y e a r s

R A C E :  2 7 — w h i t e  1 7 — b l a c k  5 — h i s p a n i c  2 3 — n a t i v e
( c h i l d r e n  w h o  a r e  b i - r a c i a l  a r e  c o u n t e d  f o r  e a c h  race)

c

NUMBJ§£ O F  P R I O R  D F Y S  C O N T A C T S  W I T H  F A M I L I Y : 13 h ad  no p r i o r s
.10 h a d  o n e  p r i o r  5 h a d  t w o  p r i o r s  7 h ad  t h r e e  p r i o r s  *
1 h a d  f o u r  p r i o r s  2 ha d  f i v e  o r  m o r e  p r i o r 3

D F Y S  C A S E P L A N  F O R M  F O U N D  I N  T H E  D F Y S  F I L E :  1 c a s e

W R I T T E N  N O T E S  F O U N D  IN T H E  D F Y S  F I L E  O F  C A S E P L A N  A G R E E M E N T S :  9 
c a s e s

W R I T T E N  V I S I T A T I O N  P L A N  A N D  S C H E D U L E  F O U N D  IN T H E  D F Y S  F I L E :  3 
c a s e st ,

R E A S O N A B L E  E F F O R T S  F I N D I N G  M A D E  BY T H E  C O U R T :  3 4  c a s e s

R E A S O N S  F O R  R E M O V A L  O F  C H I L D  F R O M  P A R E N T A L  H O M E :

3 s e x u a l  a b u s e  19 n e g l e c t
16 p h y s i c a l  a b u s e  l c h i l d ' s  m e d i c a l  n e e d s

5 p a r e n t a l  r e f u s a l  t o  c a r e  4 a b a n d o n e m e n t
19 p a r e n t a l  s u b s t a n c e  a b u s e  1 p a r e n t ' s  m e d i c a l  n e e d s
1 f i n a n c i a l  i n a b i l i t y  l c h i l d ' s  m e n t a l  h e a l t h

n e e d s
2 p a r e n t ' s  m e n t a l  h e a l t h  n e e d s  3 o t h e r
6 runaway teen

**Child may have been removed from home for more than one reason.
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OFFICE OF PUBLIC ADVOCACY • tv\^
900 W  5TH AVENUE 
SUITE 525

;  ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501
PHONE: <907) 2M-1634

F C R B  R E C C G M E N D E D  S E R V I C E S

a v a i l a b l e  u n a v a i l a b l e

-i n t e n s i v e  i n - h o m e  t h e r a p y .................... 0 ...................11* . A  v
p a r e n t  a i d e  6 ,

d a v c a r e  3 „*$*> ,l\6 v
I n t e r m i s s i o n ............. ......................... 6
p u b l i c  s a s s i s t a n c e ..................... . . . . . . 5
m e d i c a l  c a r e ........................................9

c o u n s e l  i n g ................... ........................IS
job t r a i n i n g ....................................... 5

s u b s t a n c e  a b u s e  t r e a t m e n t .....................1 6 ...................4**
p a r e n t  e d u c a t i o n ................................. 14

f o o d ................................................... 1
h o u s i n g ....... ................................... 2
r e s i d e n t i a l  t r e a t m e n t .......................... 1

h o m e m a k e r ............... ............................ 7
p u b l i c  h e a i t n  n u r s e .............................4
o t h e r .......... .......................................4

* I n t e n s i v e  i n - h o m e  t h e r a p y  is H o m e b u i l d e r s  m o d e l .

* * T n p a t l e n t  a l c o h o l  t r e a t m e n t  for p a r e n t s  that, a l l o w s  c h i l d r e n  tc 
l i v e - t n  w i t h  p a r e n t s .
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r e f e r r a l s  m a d e  
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s e r v i c e s  D e g un  
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The following materials are excerpted from:

"An Overview of Citizen Involvement in Foster Care Review"

- by -

Susan Carter, J.D.

August, 1987

National Association of Foster Care Reviewers

Phoenix, Arizona



Chapter II. PURPOSE, PHILOSOPHY A N D  ROLE OF FOSTER CARE REVIEW S Y S T E M S

As noted in Chapter 1, the underlying goal of all case 

review, including citizen review, is to assure that 

children do not linger unnecessarily in foster care, but 

rather receive the support, benefits and joys of a 

permanent home. In the case of citizen review, this goal 

is accomplished through recommendations to the legislature, 

social service agencies and courts, based upon its reviews 

of the cases of children in care. This chapter examines 

the specific ways in which foster care review systems work 

to accomplish the goal of permanency.

A^ A DVOCACY

"You are the eyes and ears of the court, 
a part of the Court's conscience. You 
are also the eyes and ears of society, 
and part of its conscience.
Reviewers are one of the few institutions 
where the problems of the family, the 
efforts of the state, and the work of the 
judiciary meet.
You are able to see what is working and 
what is wrong."

Honorable Robert N. Wilentz 
Chief Justice, NJ Supreme Court

In citizen review systems, reviewers serve as advocates

for the best interest of children. Generally speaking,

reviewers carry out their role as advocates in two ways:

1. Through individual case review of children in

foster care.

-11-



2. Through the making of findings and recommendations 

regarding foster case system problems which come to 

light through the case review.

In acting as advocates for children, reviewers usually 

follow the following guidelines in individual case reviews.

1. consider the necessity and appropriateness of the 

current placement;

2. determine the progress toward alleviating the cause 

of the placement;

3. determine the compliance and level of participation 

in the case plan of all appropriate interested 

p a r t i e s ;

4. project a likely date for the child's return home

or for placement in another permanent h o me .1

The panel usually transmits its findings and 

recommendations regarding these areas to the court and/or 

child welfare agency within a short period of time 

following the review. When there is disagreement between a 

panel and the agencies or interested parties in a case, the 

panel will outline the disagreement in the findings and 

recommendations, along with a plan of action the panel 

feels should be taken in order to carry out a permanent

plan that is in the best interest of the child. (See

further discussion in Chapter IV.)

However, the advocacy role of reviewers is not limited 

to making case recommendations to the judge and social



service agency. Individual panel members may be able to
i i

identify resources in the community which would be of

assistance to the child and family, but of which the

2
service provider may not be aware.

Citizen review boards als.o serve as systems advocates: 

over time, state review boards will come to recognize 

general problems in the child welfare system itself. State 

Boards make recommendations to the courts, agencies and 

legislature designed to address such problems, and may 

bring the problems to the attention of the media. Indeed, 

many review systems are encouraged or mandated by law to 

make such recommendations. (For a futher discussion, see 

Chapter III - C.) As long as confidentiality requirements 

are met and problems are reported in an aggregate manner, 

(see Chapter III), such actions are appropriate.

In fact, it may be that citizen review systems have 

their largest, most positive impact through such a systems 

advocacy approach. Volunteer reviewers can create a broad 

base of community support for foster care issues and often 

serve as catalysts for system reform.

AUTHORITY

In order to perform their role, review panel members 

must have the authority to perform their duties as fact 

finders. Care must be taken, however, not to misconstrue 

the authority to conduct fact-finding reviews with the 

authority to change case plans. In general, the findings



and recommendations of review boards are advisory only.^ 

Review board statutes and regulations in some states are 

careful to point out that their provisions "should not be 

construed as limiting or delaying actions by agencies or 

(institutions) to arrange for adoptions, foster care, 

termination of parental rights or other related matters on 

their own initiative, nor do (provisions) in an manner 

alter or restrict the duties and authority of such 

agencies... in those matters".4

DATA COLLECTION/REGISTRY

Foster care review systems often serve an important 

data collection and information registry function. Host 

statewide review board systems have collected information 

and generated statistics regarding the status of children 

in foster care. This information is generally gathered 

through the use of automated operational systems, in which 

data is automatically entered into a central computer data 

base at the time of the fir t review. Systems with such 

automated procedures includ,- Arizona, Kentucky, Maryland, 

Nebraska, Iowa, and South Carolina.^ (See Appendix D for 

an example of a data entry sheet.)

Zn Nebraska, the enabling legislation establishing 

citizen review is unique in that it mandates the Foster 

Care Review Board to serve as the official statewide 

registry for statistical information on children in 

substitute care.** Information is sent to the Board on each



child at the time he or she enters care. Prior to the 

establishment of the Board in Nebraska in 1982 there was no 

way of gathering reliable information on the numbers of

7
foster children in that state.

Data systems record such information as the child's 

name, birthday, gender, legal status, type of placement, 

services provided and visitation patterns. This data 

enable boards to track information such as numbers of 

initial placements, numbers of children in care, reasons 

children enter care, characteristics of foster children, 

length of stay in care, which children are more likely to 

be returned home or placed in alternate permanent families,
Q

and much more. The information gathered can be very

useful to review systems in evaluation, advocacy and case

□
review efforts. In Nebraska, for example, data from the 

registry has been used to conduct independent evaluations 

of the review system in 1985 and 1986. These evaluations 

indicated the effectiveness of the review system in moving 

children to adoption, and concluded that the system was 

quite cost-effective.1 ^

D_;_ A NNUAL REPORT

Many states have legislative mandates requiring that 

state citizen review systems provide annual reports to the 

governor, legislature or the supreme court.

Annual reports, particularly when coupled with data 

collection efforts, are effective tools in providing
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documentation to illustrate the cost effectiveness of 

review boards. For example, Delaware's annual reports have 

shown a dramatic increase in government savings since the 

implementation of its board through a post-review decrease 

in the number of children in foster care.11

These annual reports also serve as effective advocacy 

tools. Reports are issued to the media and the public, as 

well as to the branches of government, and generally 

contain the state board's recommendations for improvements 

in the foster care system.12 The reports include 

information on review policy, procedures, budget 

information, and proposed recommendations and legislative 

c h a n g e s .

Arizona's is an example of a complex and comprehensive 

annual report. Arizona incorporates into its report 

information on the justice system, social service system, 

educational system, foster care review board system, and 

several appendices.

E. ADVANTAGES OF CITIZEN R E M E W

Citizen review boards have several advantages not only 

for the children in foster care, but for the court system, 

social services system and taxpayers.



By engaging in interdisciplinary cooperative efforts, 

citizen review systems can make tremendous advances in the 

delivery of foster care services including the following:

1. enabling changes in the legislature regarding 

foster care statutes;

2. reducing the number of children in placement, 

thereby saving tremendous amounts of government 

doll ar s;

3. serving an investigative function to aid in 

appropriate case planning;

4. encouraging and aiding in the recruitment of foster 

h o m e s ;

5. increasing the awareness of the community to the 

plight of children in care;

6. serving a "check and balance" function to assure 

that all aspects of the child welfare system art* 

functioning correctly and appropriately;

7. increasing cooperation and communication between 

various agencies serving children;

8. freeing case workers who might otherwise be 

conducting reviews to do casework and actually 

provide services to families;

9. develop ing  new p o l ic ie s ,  procedures and resources  

for ch ild ren  in care.
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CHAPTER IV. REVIEW BOARD PROCESS

A. PRE-REVIEW

1. Types of cases reviewed

In nearly all review systems, the cases selected for 

review are those of abused and neglected children who have 

been placed in foster or substitute care. Some systems also* 

review the cases of children who have been placed in foster 

care because of delinquency or incorrigibility. (See Appendix 

B ) .

However, state laws and regulations do vary as to the 

definition of "foster care" for the purpose of determining the 

types of cases to be reviewed. For example, in some citizen 

systems, such as Kentucky, the cases of all children who have 

been adjudicated dependent by the juvenile court, whether or 

not they are in foster care, are reviewed. Under other 

systems, only the cases of children who have been placed 

out-of-home are reviewed.*

The systems also vary in whether or not reviews are 

conducted of voluntary foster care placements. Montana's

2
guidelines cover voluntary placements as do New Jersey's. 

Arizona's legislation, however, provides only for the review 

of cases of children involuntarily placed in foster care 

following a determination of dependency by the Juvenile 

Court.^ Georgia's and Iowa's guidelines also exclude review 

of children voluntarily placed in foster care through 

agreement between the parents and the Department.

E x c l u s i o n  o f  v o l u n t a r y  p l a c e m e n t s  w o u l d  a p p e a r  to u n d u l y



eliminate many cases from the review process in some states. 

For instance, in New Jersey, voluntary placements account for 

80% of the children in foster care.4

Ideally, foster care case reviews are conducted for each 

child in foster care or adjudicated dependent. Unfortunately, 

financial or statutory limitations in some states prevent 

Board reviews of all cases in which children are placed in 

c a r e .

In Nebraska, for example, due to funding constraints, the 

Board reviews approximately fifty percent of all placements, 

using a random selection process, even though the Nebraska 

statute mandates review of all cases of children in foster 

c a r e . ®

In all of the above states, once a child's case is 

selected, his case continues to be reviewed at the required 

intervals as long as placement continues. (See Appendix B for 

a chart summarizing review procedures in various states.) 

Frequency of Review

Regular and sensitive case review is crucial to the 

well-being of each child harbored within the U.S. foster care 

system. Children operate under a different perception of time 

than adults; a two-year old child in foster care for six 

months has lived a fourth of his life without a permanent 

family.

The necessity for frequent review is recognized by P.L. 

96-172, which provides that states, to be eligible for 

cor :inued federal matching funds to pay for foster placements, 

must establish a system for external review of each child's



status at least every six months.6 Accordingly, most s y s t e m s  

require board reviews at six-month intervals.

Initial reviews are required for children in foster care 

after five or six months in substitute placement, with 

subsequent reviews every six months as long as the child 

remains in placement, in South Carolina, Montana, Michigan, 

Maryland, Georgia, Tennessee, and Arizona.7

In Mississippi, an internal administrative review is 

conducted six months after the child initially enters foster 

care, with the first review by the Foster Care Review Board 

conducted one year after placement. Although a judicial 

review is to be held at 18 months in Mississippi, many Judges 

assign that review tc a Foster Care Review Board. Subsequent

Q
reviews are held annually.

Only a handful of systems currently conduct initial

reviews prior to six months in placement. In New Jersey, the

initial review board hearing takes place 45 days after the

child is placed outside the home. This review is followed by

an internal placement conference six months later. The

placement conference is conducted by the agency and may be

attended by a member of the review board. At seven months,

the review boards examine the results of the placement

conference at a paper review conducted without interested

party participation. At twelve months, a second full review

by the board is conducted. Agency and full external reviews

g
continue to alternate as long as the child is in care. 

However, if the citizen board is in disagreement with the 

recommendations of the agency it can order a full case review



In Oklahoma/ initial reviews •. e conducted after 45 days 

in placement.10 In Kentucky, the initial board review is 

conducted within thirty days after placement, with subsequent 

reviews every six months thereafter.11 In South Carolina 

initial reviews for publicly placed children are conducted 

after four months in placement.

Parties

In some states, including Nebraska and Kentucky, citizen

reviews are conducted of case files, sometimes with input from

the caseworker or casework supervisor. In most states,

however, interested parties do participate in the reviews.

The state systems have differing requirements in regards

to the parties to the review procedure. These requirements .

are usually delineated by statute, although in some states,

designation of interested parties is left to the review

board. Nearly all systems leave room for the exercise of

board discretion in individual cases. For example, the

Arizona Rules of Procedure state that:

"a review board may agree to 
hear any person who formally 
requests to be heard at the 
child's case review, as long as 
the person has some connection 
with or knowledge of.the child 
or family situation.



The birth parents are interested parties to the review

hearing. This requirement is reflected in P.L. 96-272, which

requires notice and opportunity to participate to the birth

parents in any review procedure adopted in accordance with the

Act. It is highly preferable to include the parents in any

review proceeding because of the serious liberty rights

affected1  ̂ and to ensure that they understand and have the

means to comply with any case plan requirements for 

14
reunification.

Most states consider the child to be a crucial interested

party; however, the extent to which the child is included in

the actual review process is generally left up to the

discretion of the review board. Some systems only require -

notice to the child if he or she has reached an age considered

mature enough to understand the proceedings. In South

Carolina, for example, children ten years of age or older are

encouraged to attend reviews.16 Iowa requires notice to

children 14 years of age or older.16 Delaware law requires

notice to the child "where appropriate." In Kansas, training

materials note that boards may want to interview the child

separately from other parties.17 Mississippi provides that

all children age six or older must be invited in language they

can understand, and allowed to attend "unless the case record

documents that attendance at the conference would cause the

18
child extreme anxiety".



In Arizona, notice is required to twelve years of age and 

older. However, caregivers and caseworkers often bring 

younger children and even infants to review. Board members 

report that it is a positive and enlightening experience to 

actually see the children being reviewed.1^

In addition to attendance by the birth parents, (unless 

parental rights have been severed), virtually all systems 

require some type of attendance or input by the Social Welfare 

Agency responsible for the child's care. In many instances 

the caseworkers are required to present either a written 

report to the board or to present the circumstances of the 

case at the review.

Occasionally, the agency will be reluctant to participate

in panel meetings, particularly during the early stages of a

citizen review system. In New Jersey, for example, some

offices of the DYFS in the past discouraged caseworker

attendance, although the trend is towards increased 2 0
attendance. In some of the larger, more populated New 

Jersey counties DYFS has assigned a staff person to attend 

every review as a liaison to the agency. This person also is 

usually a member of the administrative review panel.

Foster parents and caregivers are often involved because 

of their involvement in the day-to-day care for the child (as 

well as to ease any tensions between them and the natural 

parents). Foster parents frequently provide first-hand 

information about the child's daily behavior, reaction to 

visitation by parents, and need for any additional casework 

services. Caregivers are a vital part of the treatment team;



their input is invaluable in the development and 

implementation of the foster care case plan.

Other interested parties often included in review hearings 

are attorneys for the parents and child, Court Appointed 

Special Advocates or Guardian ad Litem, representatives of the 

service provider if the child is in institutional care, 

relatives of the child, teachers, and others with special 

knowledge of the child's situation.

Arizona has begun a program to seek written input from 

teachers, counselors, and principals at the foster child's 

school about the child's progress prior to the review. This 

program, which was implemented first on a pilot basis in two 

counties, has proved so successful that it is now being 

implemented statewide.21 

Notice

Once the appropriate parties to a review proceeding are 

determined, notice of the review is sent to those parties.

Most states properly require written notice to the interested 

parties to ensure their participation in the review process. 

Some panels (e.g., Arizona) will include a statement in their 

findings and recommendations of the date and adequacy of the 

notice given to interested parties. The policies for 

timeliness of notice to parties varies among the review 

programs.

Michigan requires written notice to parties ten working 

days prior to the hearing, and specifies that at a minimum, 

the notice should include the child's name, the date, time a n d  

location of the review; a brief statement of the purpose o f



the review; and a statement regarding the recipient's rights

22
and objectives to attend and participate.

Notice in Georgia must be completed at least two weeks 

prior to the hearing, and is required to include an advisement 

to the birth parents and the child of their right to bring a 

representative.23

Delaware law requires written notice of a review thirty 

days prior to the scheduled review, to be sent to the 

placement agency, the child "where appropriate", the parents, 

foster parents, child's attorney, and an person or agency 

interested in or having knowledge about the child.24

In some instances, responsibility for sending the notice 

to other parties rests with the- Department after it is 

notified of a hearing date; in other cases all notices are ‘ 

handled by board staff. Often the Department will be notified 

in advance of other parties.

For example, in Arizona the Department receives notice

thirty days prior to the hearing; other parties are notified

25
two weeks in advance.

Several states require that notice to the child is to be 

written so that the child can understand it. (See Appendix G 

giving a sample notice to a child.)

Some review programs place the date of the next review on 

their advisory findings and recommendations, which allows all 

the parties that review them a form of notification of the 

next review several months in advance.

AT THE REVIEW

1. Presentation of Case



There are three basic models for the presentation of 

cases at panel hearings:

1. a review of case reports and other written materials;26

2. a review of case reports and written materials within

27
the child's caseworker or placement agency;

3. a full review hearing with some or all interested

28
parties and other witnesses present.

All states follow one of these basic models, with the full 

review procedure being the most common.

The model of review procedure followed may vary among 

different review panels within a particular state, depending 

upon the perceptions and philosophies of the board members 

regarding the importance of attendance by interested parties.4

Where hearings are conducted, they are generally informal

and non-adversarial in nature. The formal rules of evidence do

not apply and attempts are made to avoid legal terminology that

might be intimidating to lay participants. It is generally

felt that a relaxed atmosphere encourages information and

29
generates additional information useful to the review.

Even though the meetings are relatively informal, minutes 

ara kept by a staff person or panel member and the meetings are 

sometimes tape-recorded.3®

In a few states, panel members have an opportunity to 

review written materials prior to the actual review hearing.

For example, in Arizona, review board staff members mail case 

packets to be reviewed several days in advance. ’These packets 

contain copies of the initial permanence plan, a progress



31 *
report, and the board's latest recommendations. Board

members in New Jersey receive a packet of written materials,

from the Division of Youth and Family Services, including the

placement plan, one week prior to the review he aring.32

Board Members in Michigan receive a complete package ten 

working days prior to the review hearing, containing the 

initial social study and case record face sheet, the two most 

recent quarterly reports,, a copy of the applicable court 

orders, the child's placement record, and any other information 

the case worker thinks is appropriate.

Provision of information in advance is preferable, both in

allowing for better preparation, and in terms of avoiding

delays by allowing panel members time to request additional

information deemed necessary. While reviewers generally do not

have subpoena powers equivalent to those of a court, many

review board statutes provide a mechanism for a panel to

petition the court for an order that materials be made

3 4
available to them.

There are times, however, when information on a particular 

child's case is not available until the review hearing. Largely 

for this reason, most reviews begin with an oral or written 

summary of the case for panel members, usually presented by the 

caseworker or placement agency and sometimes by review board 

staff, or the panel chairperson. In a number of states one 

member of the panel is designated as a presenter to outline the 

case prior to the review. In at least one state, Kansas, the 

presenter and a co-presenter receive detailed packets of 

information, including medical and psychological evaluations,



school reports and other materials not contained in the packets 

distributed to other board members.33

2. Questioning Parties

Following a summary presentation of the case by staff, the 

agency representative or the caseworker, the review board 

members generally question the parties present. Often the 

chairperson begins with an explanation for the parties of the 

purposes and objectives of the review hearing. Next, questions 

are asked to generate additional information. Questions are 

most often asked by board members and occasionally by staff.36

In some states, all parties will be present during the 

questioning process and in others parties will be brought in to 

the hearing individually. In this regard, it appears important 

to allow the parents in particular to be present during any 

department or caseworker presentation, to allow them an 

opportunity to respond to any issues raised.

The attendance of all interested parties together, for at 

least the initial stages of the review, also serves to create a 

feeling of satisfaction where their attendance and views are 

deemed to be important. The validity of the review process is 

enhanced in the view of those parties, who are thus more likely 

to attend and contribute at subsequent reviews. Often, these 

reviews are the first time many of the parties are together in 

one place. Thus the reviews may take on some of the aspects cf 
a staffing or negotiation session.37

There are times, however, when the panel may wish to talk 
with different parties individually. The questioning of a 
child, in some instances, may best be accomplished when the



child appears alone, or with someone she/he trusts, such as a • 

CASA or guardian ad litem. Another technique used by some 

panels involves one or two members being assigned to talk with 

the child separately.

When confidential information is presented that certain 

interested parties do not need or have a right to know, the 

board may wish to exclude them from that portion of the case 

review. Additionally, under certain circumstances a panel may 

wish to hear the interested parties separately, where a 

confrontation might be detrimental to the participation of 

o t h e r s .

In some states, guidelines provide for an opportunity for

parties to make statements to the panel whether or not board

38
members have any questions.

Questions by the boards focus on the permanent plan for th 

child, progress toward implementation of the plan, and any 

barriers to implementation. In many states, panel staff have 

developed suggested guidelines to aid members in questioning 

the parties. (See Appendix F ).



3. Debriefing/Diacussion/Decisi on-making

Following presentation of the case and any questions, panel 

members will deliberate regarding the appropriate placement 

plan for the child. In coming to a decision review panels 

consider the following factors:

♦whether adequate visitation is being allowed and whether 

visitation is occurring;

♦length of time in placement;

♦whether reasonable efforts are being made to return the 

child where reunification is the goal;

♦placement options;

♦ barriers to implementation.

In some states, factors to be considered by the boards are

specifically outlined by statute.

Deliberations often take place in executive session.

Whether to conduct deliberations in private or not is sometimes

left to the discretion of the particular board.

For m u lating Recommendations

In virtually all jurisdictions, the r e jommendations of

39
local review panels are advisory only. It is very important

to point out, however, that even an advisory recommendation can

be very valuable to the court and agency in determining the

appropriate placement plan for the child.

Although written recommendations are prepared (see

discussion under Section C below) most panels will also

verbally summarize their recommendations for parents and o'cher

40
interested parties present at the review.

Some systems set forth specific requirements for the
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content of panel recommendations. These requirements sometimes

include a placement priority system to be followed by the boar<

or a list of alternative board findings. For example, Maryland

l a w  provides that if the panel is not in agreement with the DSS

plan, it must make its own specific recommendations. Maryland

also requires that the recommendations "include an assessment

of the appropriateness of the current placement in terms of the

4 1
requirements of the federal law".

In New Jersey, the statute and board guidelines require 

that one of the following findings be made, with supporting 

r e a s o n s :

* that continued placement is not in the child's best 

interest and that the child should be returned home, and that 

services should be provided as necessary;

♦ that continued placement is in the child's best interest? 

and that the placement plan is appropriate to that end on a 

temporary basis until one of several delineated long-term foals 

is achieved;

* that continued placement on a temporary basis is in the 

child's best interests but that further information about the 

case is needed, and;

♦ if the board requests that the court order the agency to

42
provide the needed information.

In Nebraska, the state board developed a priority 

classification system to use in making placement 

recommendations, with return home having the highest priority 

and long-term foster care and or institutional care ranking the 

l o w e s t .



Following deliberation, the panel will formulate its 

findings and recommendations, often with staff assistance, in 

Arizona, for example, findings and recommendations are read 

back to the panel by staff after deliberation and a final 

decision as to the wording is made prior to the end of the 

review meeting.

POST-REVIEW

Paperwork/Recommendations

As noted, review panels are generally required to prepare

written summaries of their findings and recommendations. These

are sent to the court, agency and parties. Those states using

per -anency plan forms mentioned above often provide a portion

of the form to be completed at or shortly after the hearing;

The panel's findings and recommendations usually represent

a consensus of opinion. Most recommendations will indicate if

there has been a difference of opinion among panel members as

to the appropriate resolution of the case.

The state systems have different methods of distribution of

the recommendations. Generally, distribution of written

findings and recommendations is a staff function. Zn some

states, such as Maryland, copies of the recommendations will be

sent to the department of social services first for review, and

4 3
then to the court.



State systems vary as to the steps to be taken following a ‘ 

contested review, when the review panel's recommendations 

differ from the departmental plan. As noted, recommendations 

are advisory only. However, some systems have established 

formal procedures where there is lack of agreement concerning !

the appropriate outcome for the child. In Delaware, for j
example, it is presumed that the agenc;’ agrees with the 

recommendations and will act accordingly unless the agency 

takes affirmative action to notify the panel to the contrary.

Under Delaware law when such notification is made the panel or 

any party may petition the family court within fifteen days to 

hold a judicial hearing.44

In New Jersey any party can request the judge to hold a 

summary hearing following the review.4 ^

3. Follow-up on Recommendations t

After recommendations are formulated and distributed, the 

review process terminates until the next review. In the 

interim, however, there may be follow-up by the panel on its 

recommendations. |

Once recommendations are sent to the agency and the court, |

the court may be called upon to enter an order on the f

permanency case plan, particularly where the panel and the s

department disagree as to the appropriate plan. Thus, the f

recommendations are most useful for the juvenile court judge [

who must make official decisions regarding the disposition of ‘

these cases. The court is able to focus its attention on any \

problem areas. In issuing appropriate court orders, where 

consensus on a case plan has been reached at the review

-63-



meeting, a significant reduction in the time required for court 

review can be realized.

In those states with no automatic judicial review, or where 

court reviews are not scheduled shortly following the panel 

review, there may sometimes be a lack of follow-up prior to 

subsequent reviews. A study in Maryland found that while review 

panel members were comfortable with the advisory status of the 

panel, they were somewhat concerned that there was no assurance 

that the court would read and consider their recommendations.46

In addition to court reviews of panel placement 

recommendations, several states provide other mechanisms for 

panel follow-ups on placement recommendations. For example, 

section 3814 (b) of the Delaware act provides that, "the board 

may petition the family court for a judicial hearing if there 

has been no documented action toward achievement of a 

permanency plan during a one-year period."
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Arizona reviews.

20. interview by author with Corinne Driver, NJ Child Placement 

Advisory Council.

21. interview by author with Mary Lou Dominguez, FCRB Program 

M a n a g e r .

22. Michigan, Handbook, ibid.

23. Georgia, Operational Guidelines, ibid., p. 8.

24. Delaware Code s38Q3 (1979).

25. Arizona Supreme Court Foster Care Review Board Operational 

Gu id el in es.

26. e.g. Kentucky Administrative Office of the Courts, Training 

M a n u a l , p . 17.

27. e.g. Nebraska; see Neb. Code 43-1301-1318.

28. e.g. Arizona; Michigan; South Carolina, Maryland and others 

see Appendix B.

29. based upon observations of the author at review panel 

me e t i n g s .

30. e.g. Arizona Foster Care Review Board Operational 

G u i d el in es.

31. ibid.

32. New Jersey Child Placement Advisory Council, Training 

M a n u a l , p . 48.

33. Michigan State Court Administrative Office H a n d b o o k , ibid.,

p. 26.

34. e.g. O . R . S .419.472 sect.3 (as amended 1987).



35. Kansas Foster Care Review Board Training M a nu al, Univ. of 

Kansas, p.26 (1986).

36. based upon the author's observations and interviews with 

review board and staff in Arizona, Oregon, Michigan, Oklahoma, 

and New Jersey.

37. "An Examination of Citizen Review in New Jersey: Monitoring 

Children in Placement", Association for Children in New Jersey

(1982) p . 103.

38. Michigan SCAO Handbook, ibid.

39. see e.g. AZ S8-515.01, et.seq. (1978); O.R.S. 419.472(2) 

(1987 ad.)

40. South Carolina FCRB Regulations 24-24 (I) (1986 ad.)

41. MD Code Ann. s5-545.

42. N.J.R.S. 30:4C-52 sll (as amended 1987).

43. MD Code Ann. s5-535 et.seq.

44. Delaware Code Ann. s3801 et.seq. (1979).

45. N.J.R.S. s 3 0 :4 C - 6 1 .1(c ) (1987, as amended).

46. Conte, et.al. "A Qualitative Analysis of Citizen Review 

Boards in Four States", University of Illinois, p . 105 (1981).

47. Del. Code Ann. s3814(b).
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HCR 15
HOUSE 3/10/89

FISCAL NOTE

A n a l y s i s :

The funding will allow for the continuation of the Foster 

Care Review Board demonstration project in Anchorage. This fiscal 

note will allow half of the children in foster care in Anchorage 

to receive case reviews by the citizen Review Board. Personal 

services includes an Associate Attorney I (48.9) and a Clerk 

Typist III (29.8).

Contractual expenditures will include: 7.1 for office space

(340 sq. ft. x $1.75 per sq. ft. - $595.00 x 12 months = $7,140), 

and 4.2 for photocopying costs ($350.00 per month x 12 months. = 

$4,200.00). Supplies for the two positions are 2.0 annually.

p a g e  2 o f  A



P o si t ion  Title

11me Status

 PFT

ASSOCIATE ATTORNEY 
Staff Months

12.0

Na. i)f Positions 1___________ Kangc/Stc

Lncit i tm

ANCHORAGE

m .
Uar

Irf
nil

Ctcclinn District

Type of Expenditure Amount
1 2 3

Salat y 3 4 . 9 2 0 y.':. v!*<;;Hcncfits 1 3 . 9 2 8
Picm ium Pay
Olhct 7. ■ ' t  • •

Tnlal Personal Services I* 4 8 . 8 ^ 8
Travel - 0 -
C ontrac tua l 7 .1
C om m o di t ie s " "  1 . 0 ..................
l.ipupiMcnl
Uiher

'Total C o m 5'6',948

Funding Source for Total Cost
IVdeial Hcci-ipu 1002 .
c. r M.niii
C e n tra l  Fund 1004
C F  Program Receipts  I COS
Other

.5$.248.

Justification

This position will act as the coordinator of 
the Foster Care Review hoard project. Dutie: 
will include: recruiting, screening and
training Board volunteers; selecting and 
preparing cases for the Board; providing 
staff support during Board meetings; preparing 
summary reports of the Board's recommenda­
tions; collecting and analyzing data regarding 
children in foster care; preparing and dis­
seminating an annual report of the Board's 
concerns and data collection results; and 
supervising the Clerk Typist III in the 
proj e c t .

Request Fur 
New Position

Agency Dept, of A d m inistration 

HHU Office of Public Advocacy

Con'|K>ncnl  ________________________________

FY 90
I’ilRC l»f
Revised Dj Ic

33 33 
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c3 pci in
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cn

U)
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p
a
g
e

f I 'o i ih o n j Kangc/Stcp

l o c a t i o n Election Disuict

Position T i t le
CLERK TYPIST IIII line S i j i u i

PFT
S'I a If Months

1 2 . 0

Funding Souicc fur Total Cost
Federal Receipts
Cl F Match 1001

General Fund
G F Program Receipt] 1005
Other

Type of Fsncndilurc Amount
1 2 3

Salary 1 9 .S 7 2 : !: .*
ncncfiU 1 0 . K 7 • ::S * • • • . ; *. .-
Premium Pay
Oilier • • • :

'filial Personal Services 2 9 .  7f>9
Travel - 0 -
Ciintucluul 4 . 2
(.'ummudilics 1 . 0l.<|ui|iincnl
Other

Tolal CoM 3 4 . 9 6 9

34TV 6T

-ANCHORAGE

Uarg. Unit

J us t i f ica t ion
This position will act as the clerical staff 
for the Foster Care Review Board project. 
Duties will include: typing all summaries
and reports generated by the Board 'and the 
Associate Attorney I staff person; notifi­
cation of parties subject to the reviews; 
maintaining confidential records; filing; 
photocopying; and assisting in the collectit 
of data regarding children in foster care.

Request For 
New Position

of Administration‘Agency Dept

UKU Office of Public Advocacy

Com ponent  _____________________________________
I’ilRC

Revised Pi le

FY 90
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beat in te r e s t s  o f  the ch ild j and

WHEREAS c i t iz e n  rev iew ers, a c tin g  as advocates fo r  fo s te r  ch ild ren ,
- •

consid er the n e c e s s ity  and appropriateness o f  the current placement and the
:r o i 5 b

______________ CSHCR 1 5 ( K n )

IN THE H O U S E  BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE

CS F O R  HOUSE C ONCURRENT R E S O L U T I O N  NO. 15 (Finance)

IN THE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  STATE OF A L A S K A  

SIXTEENTH L E G I S L A T U R E  - F I R S T  SESSION

R e l ating to citizen r e v i e w  boards for 

the foster care system.

BE IT RESOL V E D  B Y  THE LEGISLATURE O F  T H E  STATE O F  ALASKA:

WH EREAS all children need the stability, support, sense of lifelong 

belon g i n g  a n d  continuity that only a p e r m anent home and family can p r o v i d e > 

and

WH EREAS the purpose of foster care is for the temporary care of abused 

and n e g l e c t e d  children and other c h i l d r e n  in need of aid before they are 

returned to their natural homes or another permanent home; and

WHEREAS foster care placement has often resulted in foster care drift, 

a term that describes a situation w h e n  children are moved from foster home 

to foster home, obscured w i t h i n  the child w e l f a r e  system, without a p e r m a­

nent placement plan that is adhered to in a timely mannerj and

WHEREAS the problem of foster care drift w a s  addressed by the Congress 

in 1980 by the enactment of the A d o p t i o n  Assistance and Child Welfare Act 

(P.L. 96-272) w h i c h  provides m o n e t a r y  incentives to states for the d e v e l o p­

ment of permanent case plans and regular case reviews for children in 

foster care; and

WHEREAS s ta te s  are in c r e a s in g ly  u sin g  independent vo lu n teer c i t iz e n s  

on case review  boards in  order to  provide o v ersig h t fo r  the problems o f  the 

fam ily , the in terv en tio n  e f f o r t s  o f  the s t a t e ,  and the f in a l  au th ority  o f  

the court as a means o f  ensuring th a t the e n t ir e  system i s  working in  the 

b est in te r e s t s  o f

Referred:

O rig ina l sponsor; H ealth , Education and
S o c ia l S erv ices Committee



Ketchikan through fiscal year 1990 so that adequate information can be 

assembled for the possible establishment of a permanent statewide citizen 

r e v l o  s y a C M .  .

CSHCR IS(fln) -2-

1 progress toward alleviating the cause of the p l a c e m e n t t determine the

2 compliance and participation in the case plan b y  all parties, and estimate

3 a l ik e ly  date for the c h ild 's  return home or placement in  another permanent

4 homei and

WH EREAS citizen review boards enhance the ability of the courts to 

make difficult and complex permanency planning d e c i s i o n s » and

WHEREAS citizen review boards broaden local community r e s p o nsibility 

for abused and neglected children) and

WHEREAS the Alaska Office of Public Advocacy received funding from the 

National Association of Foster Care Reviewers for a demonstration citizen 

review b o a r d  in Anchorage and from the legislature for a demonstration 

citizen r e v i e w  b o a r d  in Ketchikan, w i t h  the objective of e s t ablishing a 

statewide citizen review system) and

WHEREAS the grant funding for the Anchorage project was obtained for 

one year o n l y  w i t h  the understanding that alternative funds w ould be sough" 

to continue the project) and

WHEREAS the establishment of an efficient and cost-effective statewide 

citizen r e v i e w  system will rely upon the information developed from these 

demonstration projects)

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska S ta te L eg is la tu re  i s  committed to  the  

estab lishm ent o f a statew ide fo s te r  care c i t iz e n  review  system as a n e ces­

sary and e f f e c t iv e  way to ensure that fo s te r  ch ild ren  do not lin g e r  un­

n e c e s sa r ily  in  fo s te r  care and that they are returned home or p laced  in  

another permanent home as ex p ed itio u sly  as p o ss ib le )  and be i t

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska S ta te  L eg is la tu re  intends to  fund the
- r<»

continuation  o f  the c i t iz e n  review demonstration p ro jec ts  in  Anchorage and
r * I - * t- V , *

be



No. 2

REQUEST:
FISCAL NOTE C&? \

RavirioaDatK 4 / 1 V 8 9_________________________  Administration
ti.u. Re 1  ating to citizen r e v i e w  ; T j f H c e  ot Public AdvocacyTfrk; K e i a t m g  to citizen 

b o a r d s  lor foster care system

S p w J r T T  n g H gg* ̂  S im . bfcAe' 
Raonaoof H- IMff  ̂'uofaihi c c ee"

Components

BXPENPITURESfREVENUES: CThoowuto of Dollan)

OPERATING FY 89 FY90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94

PERSONAL SERVICES 11 1 u : 0 d 6 !0 0
TRAVEL “TT
CONTRACTUAL • T / . ; X

; SUPPLIES 6 •
EQUIPMENT n

4

LAND A STRUCTURES
- 0 -

•

GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 1 0 V I. 5 ' "S “ o 1 *• 0 0
*

CAPITAL t

REVENUE 1

FUNDING: (Thoosaivis of Dollars)

i

1*

GENERAL FUND n,... 7-7 r, o - - ' 0 n
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER • «

, TOTAL & 7 7  S 0 fl n

POSITIONS:
»

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 .0 . . _n
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY 1

ANALYSIS :

ee attached

(Anach* separate page if necessity)

’

•

Br*.
PSrepomlby:

w J^— -

McGee, P u b l i c  Advocate !,

Division: Q f f i c e  of Public ..Advocacy
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This resolution will, allow the Office of Public Advocacy to 
continue the Foster Caje Review Board demonstration project 
in Anchorage which was previously funded through a private 
grant. This fiscal note will allow half of the children 
in foster care in Anchorage to receive reviews by tlie 
citizen Review Board. •

Non-attorney contract position. $25.00/hr 
X 40 hrs per week X 52 weeks =* -$52.,000.

Contract clerical support. ’ $10.00/hr 
X 40 hrs per week X 52 week = $20,800.

Xeroxing (reimburseable copy charges) 
$350.00 :per mo. X 12 mos. - $4,200.

Postage (reimburseable) $500.00 per yr.

TOTAL
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No. 

H C R  15
HOUSE 3/10/89

i.

FISCAL NOTE

A n a l y s i s :

The funding will allow for the continuation of the Foster 

Care Review Board demonstration project in Anchorage. This fiscal 

note will allow half of the children in foster care in Anchorage 

to receive case reviews by the citizen Review Board. Personal 

services includes an Associate Attorney I (48.9) and a Clerk 

Typist III (29.8).

Contractual expenditures will include: 7.1 for office space

(340 sq. ft. x $1.75 per sq. ft. - $595.00 >: 12 months = $7,140), 

and 4.2 for photocopying costs ($350.00 per month x 12 months. = 

$4,200.00). Supplies for the two positions are 2.0 annually.

p a g e  2 o f  A



rojiiion Tiiic  ASSOCIATE ATTORNEY I

Staff Monthsimc Status 

 PFT 12.0: ■■ -  • : y - . v  ••
Type of  Hxpcndiiurc

frilarv
ftcncfits
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Scrvices

3 4 . 9 2 0
1 3 . 9 2 8

Travel
Ciintraclual
C om m odities
Lqutpmcnl
"OiHcr-----

Total Cost

Amount

567948

Funding Source for Total Cost
Federal Receipts
G. F. Match 1001
General Fund
GF Program Receipts 1005
Other

No. of Positions 
1 __________

Kangc/Slc

Location

ANCHORAGE

m .
Election District

Jus tif ica tion
This position will act as the coordinator of 
the Foster Care Review Board project. Dutie: 
will include: recruiting, screening and
training Board volunteers; selecting and 
preparing cases for the Board; providing 
staff support during Board meetings; preparing 
summary reports of the Board's recommenda­
tions; collecting and analyzing data regarding 
children in foster care; preparing and dis­
seminating an annual report of the Board's 
concerns and data collection results; and 
supervising the Clerk Typist III in the 
p r o j e c t .

Request For 
New Position

Agency Dept, of Administration 

DKU Office of Public Advocacy

Com ponent    _
I’iige_________ nf
Revised bale

FY 90

EC X  .
O O •.
c  xin i
M  I-J ■>nl_n 'IU>
i-j */o *

—

OO 25
so o
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Position T i t le
CLERK TYPIST III

No. yf  Positions
i1

Range/Step
8A

Uarg. Unit
GGU

Tim e Status
PFT

Stall  Months
12. U

Locatiun

■AttCHQBASq.

Election District

: ;< i

T ype  o f  fixpenditure
I

Salary.
flcncfits
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services

19.572

Travel
Contractual
Com m odit ies
Lr|uipmcnt
■DilF

Total Cost

Amount

* •  • ; ■ •  :■< y •h V: V: ;v >? / gy;..

2 9 . 7 6 9- 0-
4 . 2

Jus t i f ica t ion
This position will act as the clerical staff 
for the Foster Care Review Board project. 
Duties will include: typing all summaries
and reports generated by the B o a r d’and the 
Associate Attorney I staff person; notifi­
cation of parties subject to the reviews; 
maintaining confidential records; filing; 
photocopying; and assisting in the collectic 
of data regarding children in foster care.

r

XSL

3 4 . 9 6 9

Funding Source for Total Cost
Federal Receipts 11)02
C, F. Match 10(>\
General Fund 1004
G F Program Receipts 1005
Other

Request For  
New Position

Agency Dept, of Administration 

IIKU Office of Public Advocacy 

Com|U)ticm   ______________
Page of
Revised Date

FY 90


