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SB 126: An Act relating to the Board of Dental Examiners.

AS 08.36.234, entitled "Licensure by Credentials,” provides that the Board of
Dental Examiners may admit an applicant to the practice of dentistry in Alaska
without the applicant ha(\jgrrT]ga take the written and practical dental
exaninations _required of dental applicants if that gpplicant meets certain
established aTteria. SB 126 simply deletes the permissive "may'" and replaces it
with the required "Sell.” Should this bill be enacted, this amendment would
henceforth recuire the Dental Board to udmit dentists without examination If
they meet the aiteria.

A letter detailing the Dental Board §'position on licensure by credentialling, and
its concern for the difficulties involved iIn credentialling iIs .

Until now, because of the permissive language in AS (8.36.234, the Dental
Board has refused to license dental applicants without examination under the
authority of adninistrative regulation 12 AAC 28.950, entitled "'‘Cessation of
Licensing by Credentials.” That regulation reads as follos:

In the absence of gpecific regulations implementing AS 03.36.234
or legislation clarifying the statute, no applications for licensure
by credential will be acoepted.

The amendment Cloroposed in SB 126 will clarify the LegislatureS intent In
AS 08.36.234 and tnus _require the board to_adopt gqecific regulations
implementing mandated licensure without examination.

The Dental Board last summer created a conmittee headed by Dental Board
member Dr. Douglas Smoley to review the pros and cons of licensure by
credential_(a very controversial sibject within Alaska$ dental coomunity). In
addrtion, in response to the Legislative Budget and Audit Committees 1988
performance rt of the Dental d, which supported licensure by credential,
the Department of Commerce and Economic Development took the position that
the board rtself should be given further time to review and debate the matter
before the Legislature mandated that the board adopt licensure by credential.
The department took this position in view of the controversy surrounding the
Subject alriql the sound arguments that can be made both In favor of and against
1alling.

It is the department$ impression that, without_the amendment proposed in
SB 126, the Dental Boards review and consideration of this matter may well be
protracted. The present board remains conservative on this Issle.

At this point, the department iswithout a recommendation to the Legislature on
this matter. Nationwide, dental licensing is not nearly as uniform among the
states as i1s the admission ateria formany other major professional groups (€g.,
doctors, nurses, acoouttants). Such variances can adnittedly make evaluation of
a dental gpplication for admission by credential less exaCting than for other
professions the department licasss. Howe\ T, 1t isalso true that recent actions
o establish standardized, albert regional, examination entities are changing that
heterogeneous situation very quickly.




Proponents of mandating licensure by credential believe this change would allow
ggr%’t%ldentlsls Into the which they believe could potentially lIower the cost of
care.

The department $ neutral stand on this hill results from Its appreciation of the
Issues that make this matter so controversial and a beliefthat the Legislature is
the entity best suited to decide whether the Dental Board should be mandated to
admit experienced dertists without examination or whether the state should
continue to I’B(EII’G written proofof competency by requiring all dental applicants
to take the WREB exam prior to adnission inAlaska. It isa matter affecting the
publicShealth, safety and welfare._The debate on this legislation should help the
publicweigh the advantages and disadvantages of credential ling.

LM/RPB/dg13203D
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August 31, 1988

Mr. Patrick J. McKay
Attorney at Law

G05 West 2nd Ave., Ste.' 100
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. McKay:

| apologize for my delay 1n responding to your letter of August 10,
1938, and apologize again for not having apprised your clients long
before this date of the formal action of the Board of Dental Examiners
on their applications for licensure by credential. As staff (a

Ms. Sharon Francis) from your office was present during the May 6,

1908 meeting when this Issue was considered, | have assumed you were at
least aware of the board's decision In this matter.

This letter 1s written, however, .. c-'vise you of the Board of Dental
Examiner's May 6 action vls-o0-‘7l; the applications of Thomas Kovaleskl,
D.D.S., and Robert Felker, D.D.S., for licensure by credentials under
AS 08.36.234, On a roll call vote, the following motion, duly made and
seconded, passed on a vote of 5 to 3 (chair not voting):

RESOLVED, 1n view of administrative regulation

12 AAC 28.950, entitled "Cessation of Licensing by Cre-
dentials," that the applications of Drs. DeNucci, Felker
and Kovaleskl be denied because the Board of Dental
Examiners is not 1n a position to accept any applications
for licensure by credentials.

As stated by letter to your clients 1n April of this year (copies
enclosed), the Board of Dental Examiners has maintained Its present
position on licensure by credential for a number of years now.

As you Tenon, the current statute contains discretionary language,
stating that the board "may" provide for licensure without exami-
nation to dentists who meet a series of eight (6) criteria set out
in AS 08.36.234. The language 1s permissive and does not require
the board to provide for licensure by credential.
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The impetus for the promulgation of 12 AAC 28.950, the regulation that
states for the record the board's position on the discretionary author-
ity provided in AS 08.36.234, comes from the board's finding that such
discretionary author!ty leaves it vulnerable to criticism of bias or
subjectivity every time it admits one candidate by credential while
denying such admission to another. As you know, the criteria to be met
for licensing without examination includes determining that an appli-
cant has "been licensed to practice dentistry in another state,eterri-
tory, or region with licensing requirements at least equivalent in
scope, quality, and difficulty to those of this state at the time of
licensure** (emphasis added).

This board believes this language effectively requires It to do an
exhaustive study of the extent and nature of the practical and written
exams administered by the applicant's licensing jurisdiction. This
review would require the board to reach very subjective, comparative
conclusions as to the "scope, quality, and difficulty" of Alaska's
licensing requirements versus those of the dentist's current jurisdic-
tion. The board does not find itself fully competent to reach such
conclusions, lacking a large research staff to conduct the necessary
studies and, for that reason, has opted to exercise its statutory dis-
cretion and not provide for licensure without examination.

By requiring all applicants to take the written and practical dental
exam administered by the Western Regional Examining Board (WREB), both
the Board of Dental Examiners and the public-at-large 1s assured that
all applicants admitted to the practice of dentistry 1n Alaska have met
Alaska's licensing requirements. It also assures that this standard
has been evaluated by a much more objective means than a "paper evalu-
ation" by nine board members asto how well a credentialling applicant
measures up to Alaska's licensing requirements.

As | stated earlier, the board has maintained this position for some
years now, even in the face of public criticism and negative legisla-
tive Budget and Audit Committee performance audits. Despite this,
there has been no action by at least the last two legislatures to
remove the permissive language in AS 08.36.234. Given the ample oppor-
tunity provided to require the Board of Dental Examiners to provide for
licensure by credential, the Legislature In the past four years has
taken no action to do so. The board believes its current regulation
clearly states its position and gives fair notice to those considering
applying for licensure without examination that, in Alaska, competency
must be proven by examination, not by a subjective evaluation of an

applicant's credentials.

Your clients should consider this formal notice of the board's decision
on your clients’ applications as the board's statement of issues in
this matter (see AS 44.62.370). In aci:ordance with AS 44.?2.390
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("Notice of Defense"), you have up to fifteen (15) days upon receipt of

this statenent to file a Notice of Defense. Please note the require-

in AS 44.52.390 for the fora and content of the notice, should
the Board of Dental Examiners* decision

admission without examination.

ments
your clients decide to appeal
to deny Drs. Felker and Kovaleskl
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

*

Sincerely, )

Randall P. Burns
Director

RPB/cw8450c
030138a

Enclosures
cc: All Members, Board of Dental Examiners

Linda O'Bannon, Assistant Attorney General
Kevin Messing, Licensing Examiner
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FISCAL NOTE

R E Q T

Revisioa Date: + Commerce & Economic Dev.

Tillc: An Act relating to the Board of br»: Occupational Licensing

Dental Examiners.  ______ _____ -

Sponsor : Senator Halford Components :___Administration

ReoittxinfH *nate Labor & L6hWce

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY %4

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND 4STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEQUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0. 0 0 0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL 0 n n 0 p n

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 UL

ANALYSIS : (Attach a separate page if necessary)

The bill proposes to mandate the Board of Dental Examiners to provide for

licensing without examination. No new funds are required to implement this
provision.

Prepared by: Jennifer Striclcler, Administrative Officer phone: *65-2144
Division : Occupational Licensing . January 27, 1989

. N
Approved by Commissioner :  Larry Merculieff, \] m b JﬁX Date: //W
Agency: Commerce and Economic Development

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) P3? " of ---—---
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ANALYSIS :  (Attach a separate page if necessary)
The bill proposes to mandate the Board of Dental Examiners to provide for
licensing without examination. No new funds are required to implement this

provision.

Preparedby: Jennifer Strickler, Administrative Officer phonc; 465-2144
0316: January 27, 1989

Division: Occupational Licensing
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE
TO: CSSB 126 ( )
Page 2, on line 8, after suspended insert:

"for grounds similiar to those found in AS 08.36.315"



M a s ((a State Legislature

Chairman Aan Maiks
907)4654523 Post Office Box V.
M \ Juneau, Alaska 99811

Senate Judiciary Committee

April 19, 1989
MEMORANDUM
T0: Senator Dick Eliason, Chairman

Senate Labprtahd *Commejce Committee
FROM: Senator Jan Faik
SUBJECT:.  Senate Bill 12 igensure of Dentists

Given the questions which | believe still need to be addressed
regarding the licensure of dentists as proposed in Senate Bill 126, |
request the bill be assigned to a subcommittee for further evaluation
during the interim. | will also be pleased to chair the subcommittee.

Thank you.

) o ] Members
Mike Szymanski, Vice-Chairman e Rick Halford e Drue Pearce « Pat Rodey

Out of Session
3111 C Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99503 e (907) 561-7610
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t\ S/T\ECOWPER, GOVERNOR
iz LzLrii"® H
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & SU%EESXAD[klsiAQ%llm
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PHONE:1(%7)465—2534

DIVISION OF OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING

May 1, 1989

The Honorable Dick Eliason

unair, Labor and Commerce
Commi tte e

Alaska State Senate

P. 0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Eliason:

Sheila Peterson of your staff asked the Division of Occupational Licens-
ing to respond to concerns expressed by Kerry Kennedy, President of the
Alaska Dental Society, regarding the effectiveness of the division's
enforcement activities.

I think that Dr. Kennedy accurately reflects the frustration that a por-
tion of the licensed dentists in this state feel toward the actions of
the state vis a vis investigations by the division of complaints regard-
ing dentist incompetence. | must say that | also share some of their
concerns, but to a lesser degree.

The division is not without fault in contributing to the frustration.
Until mid-1988, the division employed an individual who | do not believe
— and who the Board of Dental Examiners (and a number of other boards)
did not believe — was competent. | inherited this person when | came to
work for the division. We had removed him from receiving any new Dental
Board investigations, but he did continue to work on a number of substan-
tial and serious cases. We had begun to follow "progressive discipline™
procedures, including setting very specific deadlines on those cases, all
with an eye toward termination, when, fortunately, this individual took
another job. Not unexpectedly, the full extent of the individual's
investigatory incompetence was not discovered until after the person

le ft.

As a result, a number of dental cases were closed, either because of the
age of the case or because the case should never have been carried on the
books as long as it had because the level of potential disciplinary prob-
lem was not as serious as it appeared on its face. Nevertheless, the
division's credibility and, unfortunately, the Dental Board's credibil-
ity, was certainly hurt by the lack of competent investigatory work
during those years.

08-H8LH
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However, that was then and this is now. In fairness to the present
investigatory staff, they have had to dig out of a mess but are pro-
gressing well. One of the serious cases carried over from the former

investigator which we would not close just ended two weeks ago with the
dentist agreeing to surrender his license. A hearing officer's decision
in another old and rather massive investigation is due to be released
this week. While we do not excuse the past, we believe the present
course of division investigations reflects well on the Dental Board and

the division.

I must also agree, albeit again to a lesser degree, with some of the
comments Dr. Kennedy makes regarding the Attorney General's Office. We
are often similarly frustrated with the delays that result, not from our
office, but from the Department of Law.

But, wherever the cause of or blame for the delays might lie, please
understand this one important point: except for the former investi-
gator's incompetence, most causes for delay result from a lack of
resources, not from any specific inattention.

In addition, there is the issue of priorities. Within the division, as
you know, we are responsible for investigating complaints in thirty-one
different areas. It is often difficult to explain to a citizen with a

seemingly legitimate complaint that, while we are happy to take his or
her complaint, given our easeload-to-staff-ratio, we are forced to handle
our complaints according to a list of established priorities. This list
places complaints involving a potential danger to the physical well-being
of the public first, a potential for serious financial loss second, seri-
ous misconduct third, and technical violations of the licensing statutes
fourth. Therefore, at least internally, investigations of complaints
against dentists are generally high on our list.

However, the Department of Law's priorities are naturally different from
the division's. Matters which we refer to them for review are scruti-
nized from a different priority listing. It may not come as a surprise
to you to learn that occupational licensing cases have not historically
been a high priority of the Department of Law. This fact, of course, is
very frustrating for board members and licensed professionals alike and
explains, in part, the concerns expressed by Dr. Kennedy regarding the
Attorney General's Office. In response, the division has attempted,
where feasible, to pay for additional attorney assistance from the
Department of Law and we have, recognizing the problem, requested funcis
in our FY 90 budget to pay for increased attorney services.

There is, however, one other matter that must be factored into an under-
standing of Dr. Kennedy's comments. The Board of Dental Examiners, the
dental profession, and the Department of Law have had a long standing
dispute over the credentialling issue. This dispute continues even
today. Of all the boards, | think it safe to say that the Attorney
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General's Office is inclined to believe that the Dental Board is one of
the boards most dominated by the profession that it regulates. The
Department of Law believes the actions of the board are often Sthed in
the waters of protectionism. The continuing fight over the isoue of
credentialling, when so many other boards regularly admit professionals
by credential, causes the Department of Law considerable distress.

In ny opinion, there is hope here: the relationship between the board
and the Department of Law is improving. And, in fairness to the board,
the credentialling issue is, I believe, more complex than the Attorney
General's Office cares to admit. Nevertheless, the historical animosity
remains, despite continuing improvements, and a good deal of the comments
Dr. Kennedy made reflect the dental profession's distrust of the Depart-
ment of Law.

Finally, my last comments. Having been with the division now just under
two years, | have found that of all of the cases we investigate, com-
plaints against dentists are the most difficult. Part of this is
explained by the nature of the profession: people love to hate dentists
or, more accurately, hate having to have dental work done. People, for
some reason, seem to believe that they are an expert in this area. |
surmise, given the visibility of our teeth, that we all carry around With
us real concern for how are teeth look when we smile or laugh, and that
if we believe all is not right as a result of a visit to the dentist, we
complai n.

Unfortunately, the practice of dentistry is not an exact science, and
dental experts give individual dentists a great deal of leeway regarding
the manner in which a particular dental problem is addressed. Often,
when we refer c¢ case to a board member or other expert for review, the
response is simple: the work reviewed is within the acceptable realm of
treatment. Such a standard seems logical, but some members of the pro-
fession and the public seem uncomfortable with it.

During an investigation, we must get copies of patient records, the
plaster models used, etc., and these must be reviewed by experts. Wit-
nesses must be interviewed. Even when an expert says the work is poor,
the question the division must answer to the Attorney General's satis-
faction is whether the treatment provided ended up in real harm to the
patient. Witnesses and the reliability of their testimony are also an
important factor. The Attorney General's caseload demands that the
Department of Law take only those matters of significant import and which
are readily defensible. Thus, even some unsettling matters may not go to
hearing because of an Attorney General's determination that the case is
net sufficiently serious enough to warrant taking to hearing.

I sincerely believe that the law itself is adequate to protect citizens,
and that citizens are being adequately protected right now. That does

not mean that every dentist complained against for a bad filling is being
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charged with incompetence. But | believe any dentist posing a serious
threat to the health and safety of Alaskans is properly dealt with,
particularly now that we have competent investigatory staff. Like every-
thing else, the state must balance the extent and quality of its services
against the cost of those services. With additional resources, enforce-
ment would obviously improve. Given today's economic climate, we are
doing as well as can be expected; indeed, in ~, opinion, we are doing
even better than can be expected.

I hope this lengthy letter is responsive to your question. Please do not
hesitate to contact me if you wish additional information or if | can be
of further assistance.

Sincerely

Randall P. Burns
Director

RPB/dj do072wW

050189a

cc: Larry Merculieff, Commissioner
Board of Dental Examiners
Gary Dodson, Chief Investigator
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American Dental Association Guidelines for Licensure*

Denial Licensure is intended lo insure that only qualified individuals provide denial Iroaimonl lo the public. Among qualifications deemed
essential are satisfactory theoretical knowledge ol basic biomedical and denial sciences and satisfactory clinical ddll. 1l is essential that
eacn candidate lor an inilial license bo required lo demonstrate those attributes on examination, a writion examination lor thoorotical
knowledge and a clinical examination for clinical sill. These guidelines suggest altomnto mechanisms lor evaluating the theoretical
knowledge and clinical skills of an applicant for licensure who holds a dental license in another jurisdiction. Requiring a candidate who
is seeking licensure in several jurisdictions lo demonstrate this theorotical knowledge and clinical sill on separate examinations lor

each jurisdiction seems unnecessary duplication.

Licensure by Examination: Written examination programs conducled by Che Council ol National Board ol Dental Examiners have
achieved broad recognition by state boards of dentistry. National Board dental exnminalions are conducted in two parts. Part Icovers
basic biomedical sciences; Part ll covers denial sciences. llisrecommended that satisfactory performance on Part Nl ol National Board
denial examinations within livo years prior lo applying lor a slate dental license be considered adequate tosting of theorotical knowledge.
National Board regulations require a candidate lopass Part Iboforo participating in Pari Il. Consequenlly, Ibis recommendation excludos

Pari lonly from lhe time limit.

No clinical examination has achieved as broad recognition as have National Board written examinations. Clinical examinations used lor

dental licensure are conducted hy individual state boards of dentistry and by regional clinical tosting services. Itis recommended that

satisfactory performance within lhe lasi five years on any slate or regional clinical examination at least equivalent in.qga) ityfFIn$s(fjef\lly

lo Iho state™s own clinical examination be considered adequate testing for clinical sill provided that the candidate for.ILcengprigotviMERCC
A'ViC DEVELOPMENT

Is currently licensed in another jurisdiction.

lias been in practice since being examined.
Is endorsed by the stale board ol dentistry in Iho slate of his current practico. J'co0 Q \. 1383

Has not been the subject of liral or pending disciplinary aclion in any slate in which he isor has been licensed.
0. Has not failed lho clinical examination of lho stale to which he is applying within the last throe years.

Qoop

OI/ISSON OF
Licensure by Credentials: The American Dental Association believes that an evaluation of a practicing dentists theoreJteg/™qvyttgi™fT1
and clinical s«ill based on his performance record can provide as much protection to lhe public as would an evaluation based on
examination. Issuing a license using a performance record in place of examinations is termed licensure by credentials.

All candidates for licensure by credentials might be required lo fulfill basic education and practice requirements. Itis recommended that
graduation from a dental school accredited by the Commission on Accreditation of Dental and Dental Auxiliary Educational Programs
be considered minimum satisfactory education for licensure by credentials. Further, itis recommended that licensure by credentials be

available only to a candidate who:

a. Is currently licensed in another jurisdiction.

b. Has been in practice or full-time denial educalion for a minimum of five years immediately prior to applying.

C. Is endorsed by the state board of dentistry in the slate of current practice.

d. Has not been Ihe subject of final or pending disciplinary action in any slale inwhich he isor has been licensed.

e. Has not failed the clinical examination of the state to which he is applying within the last three years.

Altermate ways that current theoretical knowledge mighl be documented follow. It is recommended that lor a candidate who meets
eligibility requirements (or licensure hy credentials, those melhods he considered as possible altematives lo lhe written examination

requirement.
1.  Successful completion of an accredited advanced dental education program in ihe lasi ten years.
2. A tolal of al least 180 hours of acceptable, formal, scie. lificcontinuing education in lhe last ten years, with a maximum credit
of GO hours for each two-year period.
3.  Successful complelion o( a recognized specialty beard examination in [he last ten years.
4. Teaching experience of at least one day per week or its equivalent in an accredited dental education program for at least six
of the last ten years.

Possible documentation for current clinical sdll appears in the following list. Provided that eligibility requirements for licensure by
credentials are met,"it is recommended that these methods be considered as possible alternatives to satisfactory performance on a

clinical examination.

1.  Successful completion of an accredited general practice residency or dental internship within the last ten years,
2. Successful completion ol an accredited dental specialty education program in a clinical discipline within the last ten years.
3. A total of at least 180 hours of acceptable clinically oriented continuing educalion in the last ten years, with a maximum credit

of 60 hours for each lwo-year period.
4. Clinical teaching of at least one day per week or its equivalent in an accredited dental education program, including a hospital-

based advanced denial education program, for at least six of the last ten years.
5. Presenting case histories of patients treated by the candidate in the last live years, with preoperative andpostoperative
radiographs, covering procedures required on the state clinical examination, for discussion with the state board.

“The above guidelines were adopted by the ADA House of Delegates and are published in 1976 Transactions of the American Dental
Association, page 919 and 1977 Transactions, page 923.

The above guidelines are also published in the Journal ol the American Dental Association, vol. 111, July 1985, page 21.
15



Summary of Requirements for Licensure hy Credentials

Table 15

Granting Licensure by Credentials (1°M*)

in Certain Stales

Thio statos that grant liconsuro by credentials have individual roquiromonts, ol which lho following is an uvorviow Ail states require a |urisprudonce
examination; howovor, thismight be a formal, written examination, or a signed statement ntlusting that the candidate . lamiiiar vaiti iho laws goyurning
dentistry in Iho sinlo. Candidates should wrile t lho individual slates lor complete inlounation and application

Sinlo

CArknnsnQ

District ol
Columbia

Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Mamo
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
Now Hompshiro
Now York
North Dakota

Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
~thode Island

tesrfl«wrt<.

Wil accopl
applications from

R
Specialists Only

Al slates
R

rc

Al slates
Al slates
R

On an individual basis
Al statos
Al states
Al stales
R

Al slates

~ Has an gption, but has not

granted liconsure by
credonlials in 5 years
R
Al statos
R
R
At the discretion
ol tho board

Letters of
recommendation

2

wwl\Jl\)ﬁAHwo.—-’Nm

Personal
interview
X
X

R - stales dial will issue licenses by credentials only to candidates Irom states with u reciprocal agreement.
“The slate ol Maine will require a personal interview with a candidate who passed a slaio board examination more than I year before applying loMaine

lora license.

“Will issue a licensure by credentials t candidates who pass lhe Northeast Regional Board Examination in lieu of active practice.

-Two years ol tio past 3 years must have been in active prpctico.

3This requirement will change lo 3 years of active practice.

“One letter of recommendation from each state board in each slate inwhich the dentist has practiced.

Years
practice

>

No Limit
=

(3[4 (4]
o] N
L]

Source: "'Licensure by Credentials — Is itWorking?", report published in Ihe Journal ol Ihe American Dental Association, Vol 111 July 1905 paqos

mo)

Illinois

N

DMldoftx
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STATE.OF ALASKA
department OF commerce

& ECONOMIG DEVELOPMENT
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Other Licensure Provisions of States

By Oy Temporary
States Reciprocity Criteria License
Alabama No No No
Alaska No No No
Aiizona No No No
Arkansas No Yes No
Califomia No No No
Colorado No No No
Connecticut Yos No No
Dolawaro No No No
District of Columbia €) No Yes No
Florida No No -
Goorgla No No Yes
Hawaii (©) No No Yos ®
1daho No No Yes
Iliois Yes No Yos
Indiana Yes No Yes
lTowa No Yos No
Kansas No Yes No
Kentucky No No No
Louisiana (€) No No No
Maine (©) No Yes No
Maryland No Yes No
Massachusetts No Yos Yos
Michigan (©) No Yes No
Minnesota No Yes No
Mississippi No No No
Missouri No Yes No
Montana No No No
Nebraska Yos Yes No
Nevada No No No
Now Hampshire No Yes Yes
New Jersey No No No
New Mexico (©) No No Yes ©
Now York No Yes Yes
North Carolina No = No Yes
North Dakota (€) No No No
Ohio No No No
Oklahoma Yes Yes Yes
Oregon - _Ycs No
Pennsylvania No Yes No
Rhode Island No Yes No
South Carolina (&) No No No
South Dakota (€) Yes Yes Yes
Tennessee No Yes No
Texas No No No
Utah (® No Yes No
Vermont No No Yes
Virginia No No No
Washington No No No
West Virginia No No Yes
Wisconsin No No No
Wyoming ® No No No
Virgin Islands ) No No Yes ()

Data as ol January 1, 1986 unless otherwise indicated.
(@ Practice as a Dental Intem

® Teaching ina Dental College or Clinic STATE OF Al_./"SKA
©  Caritable or Soctal Agency 4P AREMENT of commerce
B WPREe e fsco&c DEVELOPMENT

(0] Practice restricted to hospital, public school, state/municipal insti-
tutions or Board of Public Health, as approved by Board.

@ Restricted to state health office or agency.

()  Practice restricted to government service.

Source: Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations
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VESTHRN RSO EAVINING BOAD

This is to certify that JASQN MICHAEL ._.RAME.TON

has successfully completedan examination in c!*inicalproficiency.in Dentistrygiven by

the Western Regional Examining Board on March 24-2,6.9.8.5
and is issued this certificate as verification of that proficiency to Western Regional
ExaPnining Board member states. This certificate isvalid, onlyfor thatperiodof time
prescribed by the member states in their laws or rules, from the date of the

examination. This does not constitute licensure.

Ap.r.il



9711 Takli Circle
Eagle River, AK 99577
February 16, 1989

Senator Dick Eliason
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Eliason:

On-3r5-Feb 89, | gave testimony to the Senate Labor and
Commerce Committee supporting Senate Bill 126 concerning
dental licensure. Four days later, | submitted an
application for a dental license. Included with my
application was a notarized copy of the certificate that was
awarded to me when | passed the Western Regional Dental
Board Exam in March 1985. (Please note the enclosed copy of
this document.) Under the present regulations of the Alaska
State Board of Dental Examiners, | am not eligible for
licensure. I need your help in this matter. I think it is

obvious to everyone that the regulations adopted by the
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners are superceding the intent
of the law. Please, support us in restoring some sanity to
the licensure process by adopting Senate Bill 126.



HESS Letter of Intent
It is the intent of the Senate Committee on Health,
Lducation and S3cial Services in pass ing IIB 614 that the
Board of Dental lixaminers exercise its statutory author ity
under AS 08*36*234 to license dentists by credentials,

50286HB0614 DOCUMENT* 17 OF 24 PAGE » 2 OF
inc Lud ing credentialling fordental speciallies™ The
committee realizes that thiswill require repeal, of the

existing regulatian under which theboard ceased Licensing
by credentials (12 AAC 28*950), and urges that this be done.
Further, it is lhe intent of the «commillee that ke Board
report to the Legislature by the first day o€ the first
session of the 151h Alaska Legis lature on imp lementation af
the credential provision. The report should inc lude the
number of Licenses issued by tredentials since the effective
date of IIB 614 and an analysis of those situations under
wh ich Licensure by <credenllals was reguesled but nat
granted* In addition, any vrecommendat ions for rev ision to
the credential statute should be inc Luded*

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO* 614 (HESS) (title am) was referred to
the Rules Commillee*

o-f llInrw V'



Letter of Intent
for
CSHB 61 4 (HESS®)

"Ft is the intent of the House Health, Education and
foc ial Serv ices Comm ittee in pass ing the Comm ittee
.Substitute for 1IB 614 (HEW) that in the next year, the
Board of Dental Examiners and Ilhe Oivis ion of Oc<upatlonal
Licensing comp lete the fo lLowing tasks, and repor the ir
reccommendations to the House and ftenate IIEftft Comm ittees by

86HB0614 DOCUMENT™* 5 OF 24 PAGE * 2 OF
the first day of the first session of the 15th Alaska .State
Leg is lature:

1. Camp lete continued competency ré&gulations,
2 a Dvel.op new prOC€dures for credentiall ing inmluding
credent iall ing for dentalspec:ialitias.

3* Res tructure the examination ,inc luding e limiJation
of the gold foil, portion of the test, and scoring
procedures, including calibration of scoring teclv-
n ig.ues.
4 Evaluate the por 1ibility ofjoining the Northwest
Reg iona L Examinatian Boarcl.
fhe report should inc Lude any other areas the Board or
Division feel require Clange* The Ilbuse HESft (lommiltee is
also requesting a Legislative Audit of the Board to be
completed by the first day of the second session of the 15th
A laska fttate Legis latureal
HB 614 was referred to the Finance Committee*



M a s (<& State Legislature

Senate Judiciary Committee
March 23, 1990

MEMORANDUM

T0: All Senators

FROM' Senator Jan

SUBJECT:  Senate Bill 126 /Amendments

It is my understanding Senate Bill 126, which relates to the licensing
of dentists by credential, will be on Monday’s Senate calendar.

For your review, attached are amendments to the bill which I will
offer on the Floor. | also asked the Division of Occupational Licensing

to review the amendments to evaluate any change in the bill’s fiscal
impact. Its response is also attached.

Post Office Box V e« Juneau, Alaska 99811



AMRND MF.NT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE
TO:  CSSB 126 (L&C)

Page 1, line 26:
Delete "been licensed"
Insert "an active license"

Page 1, line 27.
Delete "or region"

Page 1, line 28, after "requirements":
Insert "and methods"



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE. SENATE

Page

Page

TO: CSSB 126 (L&C)

2, line 1:
Delete "the jurisdiction"”

Insert "each jurisdiction"”

2, line 2:

Delete "is currently”
Insert "has ever been"”
Delete "is employed"

Insert "has ever been employed"”

6-0524Ga
Lauterbach



6-0524Gbn
Lauterbach

AAMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSSB 126 (L&C)

Page 2, line 10, after "jurisdiction™:

Insert , law enforcement agency, or other governmental agency"

-1- 3/22/90



Lauterbach

AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSSB 125 (L&C)

Page 2, line 15, after "state":

Insert or, within the previous three vyears, failed <che clinical

examination given by the Western Regional Examining Bocrd"

-1- 3/22/90



6-0524Gd
Lauterbach

AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSSB 126 (L&C)
Page 2, line 29, after "board;":

Insert "during an interview under this paragraph, the board shall
gquestion the applicant while the applicant 1is under oath, ana verify chat
the applicant is clinically and professionally competent; at the interview,
the applicant shall orally present recent patient case reports and a de—
fense of representative diagnosis and treatment plans from the previous

five years of the applicant®s practice of dentistry;1

3/21/90



6-0524Ge -
Lauterbach

AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSSB 126 (L&C)

Page. 3, line |1, after "fees":

Insert notwithstanding AS 08.01.065(c), the Department of Commerce
and Economic Development shall set the fee for licensure under this section
so that the fee is sufficient to cover all investigative and administrative

expenses of processing applications under this section”

3/21/90



6-0524Gf -
Lauterbach

AMEND MENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSSB 126 (L&C)

Page 3, line 1, after "fees":
Insert
(13) is not the subject of an adverse report from the
National Practitioner Data Bank or the American Association of Dental
Examiners Clearinghouse for Disciplinary Information that relates to

criminal or fraudulent activity”



6-052AGgA

Lau-terbach

AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSSB 126 (L&C)

Page 3, line 1, after "fees":
Insert "j_
(13) is not the subject of an adverse peer review

from a state or local dental society in any other state"”

3/22/90



DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE &
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

DIVISION OF OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING

March 22, 1990

Honorable Jan Falks, Chair
Senate Judiciary Committee
Alaska State Senate

P. 0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Faiks:

STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

Ul dsp o

This letter is written in response to your March 20 request regarding

SB 126.

I have reviewed your proposed amendment-, to the bill and offer the
following observations regarding their potential fiscal impact on the

division's present zero fiscal note:

1. We would not be able to produce a zero fiscal

note if

the bill passed with your proposed amendments because

a. the bill is revenue generating [see proposed AS

08.36.234(12)]: and

b. the bill contains numerous provisions requiring
substantial additional staff and board time in
order to review and evaluate the documents

required to be presented to the Dental

Board by

dentists seeking licensure by credential.

2. The Jill will be fiscally "neutral," however, in that
we read the bill to require the cost to the division

of investigating and evaluating dentists seeking
licensure by credential to be borne by the applicant.

It would and will be difficult to draw up a fiscal
note on your proposed version of SB 126 because the
division has no way of estimating either the
processing costs or the application revenues because
the estimate depends entirely on soma reasonable
guesstimate of the number of dentists who might seek
on an annual basis to be licensed through the
credentialling process you have outlined.



Honorable Jan Faiks -2- March 22, 1990

In addition, the factors that determine the costs are
many. Clearly, the more credential reviews we are
required to do, the greater the expense. But, for
example, until we have some idea as to numbers of
applicants, we will not have any effective way of
determining the fee that should be assessed. We
cannot set the fee on a case-by-case basis; it will
have to be a flat fee that reflects the average costs
associated with the credentials review process the
bill outlines.

I hope the generalities contained in this letter can be of some use to

you in discussing the fiscal impacts of your proposed amendments to SB
126.

Sincerely

R-andaTil P. Burns n
Director

RPB/val 0595V
032290A



Alaska State Legislature

sﬁ? gox'tv|
. . ate Capito
Official Business Juneau, Alaslga 99811

MEMORANDUM March 23, 1990
TO: All Senators
FFDM: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski, Chairman

Senate Rules Committee

RE: SB 126 "An Act relating to licensure of dentists"

Senate Bill 126 is scheduled for the floor on Monday, March 26, 1990. A
memo from the sponsor, Senator Halford, with suggested amendments is

attached for your information.

Attachments



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

Amhmti"e Office; While in /uiiaiu:
Jill C St., Suite 530 r Loe e P.0. Box V
Anchorage, AK 99503 Juneiiu, AK 99811
907-561-7M6 007-465-4958

Senator Rick Halford

TO: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Rules Committee Chair |
FROM; Senator Rick Halford~ ~ fF.L
DATE: 1 March 1990 ) \Y )
RE: SB126 V\ Ve

Please schedule SB126 for the Senate Floor at your earliest
convenience. | am enclosing a list of amendments to SB 126 provided
by the dental society. 1 am also enclosing a letter of opposition
to the amendments by dentists supporting the bill without further
amendment.

There seem to be strong feelings on both sides and in spite of
numerous meetings, no compromise seems forthcoming.

The sections highlighted in pink are areas which obviously exclude
federal _service dentists practicing in Alaska from a license by
credentials. The section highlighted in yellow is strongly opposed
by federal service dentists, although compliance is not impossible.

Resicinoe: P.0. Box 190 « Chupiiak, AK 99567 « 907-694-4958



Offered: 5/4/89 6-C524G
Referred: Rules

Original sponsor: Halford

1 IN THE SENATE %MK/I'E%C'EA%%RMNTQEE

2 CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 126 (L&C)

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 A BILL

6 For an AcL entitled: "An Act relating to licensure of dentists."

7 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE ST/TE OF ALASKA:

8 * Section 1. AS 08.36.160 is amended by adding a new subsection to
9 read:

10 (e) A passing score on a clinical examination given by the
1 Western Regional Examining Board within the five years preceding
12 licensure application under this chapter constitutes a passing score
13 on a clinical examination required under this chapter. The board may
14 accept a passing score on a clinical examination given by the Western
15 Regional Examining Board more than five years preceding licensure
16 application if the examination was taken on ¢> after January 1, 1987.

17 * Sec. 2. AS 08.36.234 is amended to read:

18 Sec. 08.36.234. LICENSURE BY CREDENTIALS. The board shall [MAY]
19 provide for the licensing without examination, except as provided in
20 (10) of this section, of a dentist who

21 (1) is a graduate of a dental ~college accredited by the
22 Commission on Accreditation of the American Dental Association, or its
23 successor agency, and holds a certificate from the American Dental
24 Association Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations that the
25 dentist has passed the written examination given by the commission;

26 (2) has been licensed to practice dentistry in another
27 state, territory, or region of the United States with licensing re-
28 quirements at least equivalent in scope, quality and difficulty to
29 those of th's state at the time of licensure:

SB0126b -1- CSSB 126(L&C)
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(3) is endorsed by the licensing entity in the Jurisdiction
where the dentist is currently licensed; if the dentist is employed by
the federal government, the dentist must be endorsed by the employing
federal agency;

(4) has been engaged in continuous active clinical practice
averaging at least 20 hours per week for each of the five years imme-
diately preceding the application;

(5) [(4)] is not the subject of an wunresolved complaint,
review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding undertaken by a dental
licensing jurisdiction;

(6) [(5)] has not previously had a license to practice
dentistry suspended for grounds similar to those specified under
AS 08.36.315, or revoked;

(7) [(6)] has not failed the clinical examination of this
states

(8) submits to the board documentation that the dentist has
completed at least 50 hours of continuing education related to clin-
ical dentistry in the three years preceding application for a license
in this state; the continuing education must have been approved by the
American Dental Association, the Acad'ny of General Dentistry, or the
appropriate specialty board;

(9) provides proof of current certification in cardiopulmo-
nary resuscitation techniques;

(10) has passed, to the satisfaction of the board, the part
of the written examination given under AS 08.36.160 that pertains to
the state's laws on the practice of dentistry; the board may not
require a higher passing score for applicants under this section than
the board requires for applicants under AS 08.36.110;

(11) [(7)] is personally interviewed by the board;

CSSB 126(L&C) '2' SB0126b
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(3) is endorsed by the licensing entity in the jurisdiction
where the dentist is currently licensed; if the dentist is employed by
the federal government, the dentist must be endorsed by the employing
federal agency;

(4) has been engaged in continuous active clinical practice
averaging at least 20 hours per week for each of the five years imme-
diately preceding the application;

(5) [(4)] iy not the subject of an unresolved complaint.
review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding undertaken by a dental
licensing jurisdiction;

(6) [(5)] has not previously had a license to practice
dentistry suspended for grounds similar to those specified under
AS 08.36.315, or revoked,;

(7) [(6)] has not failed the clinical examination of this
state”

(8) submits to the board documentation that the dentist has
completed at least 50 hours of continuing education related to clin-
ical dentistry in the three years preceding application for a license
in this state; the continuing education must have been approved by the
American Dental Association, the Academy of General Dentistry, or the
appropriate specialty board;

(9) provides proof of current certification in cardiopulmo-
nary resuscitation techniques;

(10) has passed, to the Satisfaction of the board, the part
of the written examination given under AS 08.36.160 that pertains to
the state's laws on the practice of dentistry; the board may not
require a higher passing score for applicants under this section than
the board requires for applicants under AS 08.36.110;

(11) [(7)] is personally interviewed by the board;

CSSB 126(L&C) -2- SB0126b
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REVISIONS TO SB 126

AS 08..36.160 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(@)

No additions are nweded here, vregulations AAC 28.105 () & (¢
cover WREB and gives the Board the option to recognize another exam
if it feels that WREB 1is no longer satisfactory.

A passing score on an examination given by the Western Regional
Examining Board within the five years preceding licensure
tion under this chapter consitutes a

AS 08.36.234 LICENSURE BY CREDENTIALS. The Board shall provide
for the licensing by credentials of a dentist who

(1) is a graduate of a dental school accredited by the
Commission of Accreditation of the American Dental Association, or
its successor agency, and holds a certificate from the American
Dental Association®s Joint Commission of National Dental
Examinations that the dentist has passed the entire written
examination given by the Commission;

(2) has an active license to practice dentistry in another
state or territory of the United .+tates, with licensing
requirements and licensing availability to those of this
state at the time of licensure?

o continues active clinical practice
raa""r"~rrcAAPAroSghthrgfaveragina at least 20 hours per week for
eacK*Vfs¥the"" five years“"immediately preceding the application as
verified by daily treatment schedules.

4 is endorsed by all licensing entities in the
jurisdictions where the dentist has ever been licensed.

5) is not the subject of an unresolved complaint review
procedure, current, or pending 1investigation or disciplinary
proceeding undertaken by a dental licensing jurisdiction, dental
licensing agency, law enforcement agency, o other governmental
agency;

(6) is not the subject of an adverse report from the National
Practitioner Data Bank and/or American Association of Dental
Examiners Clearinghouse for Disciplinary Information that includes
criminal and/or fraudulent activity;

@) is not the subject of adverse peer review reports fronm
constituent dental societies;



(8) jhas not previously had a license to practice dentistry
suspended/or revoked;

(9) has not previously failed the clinical examination of
this state or the regional examination it recognizes;

(10) submits to the Board documentation that the dentist has
completed at 1least 50 hours of continuing education related to
clinical dentistry in the three years preceding application for a
license 1in this state; the continuing education must have been
approved by the American Dental Association, the Academy of General
Dentistry, or the appropriate specialty board;

(11) submits to drug testing;

(12) completes a jurisprudence examination conducted by the
Board on the dental statutes and regulations of this state;

(13) provides proof of current certification in
cardiopulmonary resuscitation;

(14) questioned, under oath, 1is verified to be clinically and
professionally competent through a personal interview awd oral
examination by the Board and submits recent patient case reports
ana/or oral defense of diagnosis and treatment plans;

(15) pays all required fees, that are sufficient to cover all
investigative and administrative expenses of processing the
application.



February 14, 1990

Senator Rick Halford
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, AK 9S811

Dear Senator Halford:
We reviewed the proposed revisions to SB 126 which were

submitted by the Alaska Dental Society through Sam Kito. We
found four proposed revisions that clearly discriminate

against us. Failure to comply with any one of these
proposed reguirements would result in certain licensure
rejection of the applicant dentist. There 1is virtually no

dentist that could measure up to this ridiculous yardstick.
These four unacceptable revisions are numbered in the le."t
margin and highlighted 1in the attached photocopy.
Explanations are given below.

1. The WREE Exam has been consistent in quality since 1984

when the periodontal section was included. If a dentist has
proven himself to be clinically <competent once, he
shouldn®"t have to prove it again. Also, 1if a dentist is

eligible for licensure 1in other WREB states, (Arizona, Utah,
Idaho, Montana, New Mexico) he cannot be forced to
jeopardize his good standing 1in those states by retaking the
exam and possibly failing it. This would create a double
jeopardy situation. Therefore, this 1is not acceptable.

2. There 1is no other state which has "licensing
requirements and licensing availability identical to those
of this state". This to is not acceptable.

3. This clearly discriminates against federally employed
dentists who hold dental licenses in other states, but due
to their federal service assignments, they cannot practice
in the states where they hold these licenses. Therefore
this 1is not acceptable.

4. Regarding oral examinations, and evaluation of case
reports and/or oral defense of diagnosis and treatment
plans: These are subject to a subjective evaluation by the
State Dental Board. The board has shown over and o”er that
they can effectively '"screen out" almost all of those
dentists who apply. This has been shown to be the case as
evidenced by numerous licensure lawsuits against the dental
Board. To include these requirements would create an
unmanageable administrative nightmare with red tape and
lawsuits which would result in a certain collapse of the
entire process. Therefore, this 1is not acceptable.



Further, the American Dental Association states in 1its

official guidelines on licensure: "lIssuing a license using
a performance record in place of examinations 1is termed
licensure by credentials". If any examination procedure

(oral, written or clinical) 1is utilized in the licensure
process the process 1is then termed licensure by examination.

The intent of the Alaska State law 1is that the State Dental
Board will allow dentists to be licensed by credentials.
This has been expressed by recent letters of intent by both

the Senate and the House of Representatives. (See
attachments). Both the Senate and the House have directed
the State Dental Board to "exercise its statutory authority
under AS 08.36.234 to license dentists by credentials". The
Dental Board has failed to comply with these letters of
intent. Instead, they adopted an "emergency regulation" to

avoid compliance.

Again, it must be made very c,ear that if the Dental Board
is allowed to adopt an oral examination... then licensure by
credentials will, by definition, not exist. If this is
allowed, then the Dental Board will have once again failed
to comply with the legislative letters of intent and the
intent of the law will be circumvented.

To include any of these four revisions in SB 126 would not
be acceptable in a credentialing bill.
Sincerely,

U.S. Public Health Service U.S. Navy Dental Clinic
Alaska Native Medical Center Adak, Alaska

Dr. Powell B. Trotter
U.S. Coast Guard Dental Clinic
Kodiak, Alaska

Attachments: Letters of Intent (2)
Proposed revisions to SB 126

ccC. Patrick McKay
Shiela Toomey
Alaska Dental Society
State Dental Board



A PERFORMANCE REPORT
ON THE BOARD OF
DENTAL EXAMINERS

July 1, 1985 - June 30, 1987

Audit Control Number

08-1316-88-R

Commissioner, Department of
Commerce and Economic Development J. Anthony Smith

Deputy Commissioner, Department of
Commerce and Economic Development John Williams

Members of the
Board of Dental Examiners

Chair Robert E. Warren, DDS
Secretary Christine A. Baxter, RDH
Member Paul S. Buxton, DDS
Member Hubert J Gelbert

Member Timothy J. Woller, DDS
Me2ber H. Douglas Smole, DDS

Member Terrence A. Tauschek, DDS



1 JINEAY AASKA 9811330
THE LEGISLATURE /

BUUCF.T AND AUDIT COMMITTEE

December 31, 1987

Members of the Legislative Budget
and Audit Committee:

According to the provisions of Titles 24 and 44 of the
Alaska Statutes, the Division of Legislative Audit is
required to conduct a "Sunset"™ review of the Board of Dental
Examiners.

At the request of the Chairman, during Fiscal Year 1988
budget deliberations, the Audit Division®s budget was
revised to reflect certain changes 1in the organization of
the Committee®s two Divisions. The revised budget of the
Audit Division reflected efficiencies that might be obtained
by utilizing the staff of the Legislative Finance Division
on selected audit assignments during the interim.

As a result, the audit of the Board of Dental Examiners was
conducted and this report has been prepared by the Legisla—
tive Finance Division. We feel this reportdischarges our
responsibility wunder Titles 24 and 44. The report 1is
submitted for your review.

Randy £. Welker, CPA
Acting Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
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November 5, 1987

Members of the Legislative Budget
and Audit Committee:

In accordance with the provisions of Titles 24 and 44 of the

Alaska Statutes (sunset legislation), the attached report is
submitted for your review.

A PERFORMANCE REPORT
ON THE BOARD OF
DENTAL EXAMINERS

July 1, 1985 - June 30, 1987

Audit Control Number

08-1316-88-R

(16~

Mike Greany, Director
Division of Legislative Finance
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PURPOSE A\D SCCPE OF THE REPCRT

Ma ccordance WIEh the mten E(ltles 24 and 44 of tH
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1. Applicable statutes and regulations.

2. Tests of files and documents of licensees.

3. Interviews with the licensing examiner.
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ORGANIZATION ANT FUNCTION
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oar srsts nine rsons SIX |cense tlsts,

ent nists, a lpub IC mber a]re
pp0| overnor su ec to con |rmat|on o the
egls ature oar members se e terms of four years.

5 Bortd S frAAAEY e PeRiTent o TR o
8 |n| trative unctrons of th pE?oarQ are ovragd

[ Such as processing. ap E)lcat ons, maintajnin Pl Cens-
su por Answ ring nqdirie providing ‘Investigative

The rlmary funcflon of the Board IB tP ensure a mi nnugt
qua g enta Alaskans Sy |cen3|n qua{
nts sta % regH tlon n cess to e orce
u es. oar V\ﬂ ul te? entists, dent a pgma IStS,
dental hyglenlsts 0 perform services In the State.

The responsihilit thorty for evaluating th oom e

ence 0 can Ida es ent %cfcenSL(Jire are éte

oard. Previous t nuary candidates ha gass

state admlnds(e clinical and written examinati

asseﬁs a ? ate's com etencg The .Board now acceots h
the Western | E N oards utelca

ahot er

ult 1on |
d wrltten xamination 8 gevunerafn rde tls ey
¥ |en|stéf ental yglenlsts o are licensed

e an vrhﬁ 055€SS r?mlmum work experience can
censed through Credentia

Although dent s ecialists. are not re urred t
exam rthatlon pusth be Ilcens ddent? s, %tlasia ang
ave com ete |t|onaI years 0

e re U|re
Iegt/n:atlon their speolalty area.
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REPORT CONCLUSION

Policy Issues

This report ¢ <tains policy issues raised esult of our
evaiuaton tvarlou?é ractices. asrh nal polic

?CI 10NS a ECtIlgIL?t rese“perafelcelaare not Wlthl the SCOQ

IS r port e Islative con5| eration
de atin ese .issues e .C.er commit 8es S ould take
rato O 3| eration the ndmgs ad recommer]g at|?ns present-
repoc[t so the poténtial impact of policy changes

Be!
can be evalua
Report Conclusion

In our own jon, _the Boad of Denta]l Exammers shou 3
reestablis The re atlon and icensin P quh e]
?rP essmnas | necess ofect he puplic's t
a e%;i WE fare OVI es. this serV|ce
esta |sh minimum ducatlona at experlence equire ent

that .pro |d reasonabe assurance sons |c nsed. are
uaI| le Also, assurances tat thos |censed act in

etent manner QI'OVI ded L}/ actjve PV?.S'[I ation |0
g%rrr)t O%lrnltasean revoca Ion or suspension OT 1ICENSES when

The [ollowm flnd\/\égs describe areas where weakqesses 0
Conf |cs 1st.. W& have made recommendatosf ich, |
Orp ﬁ(renegoard will improve the efficiency and effectiveness
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

The . Board hguld allow for licensure by credentials for
dentists and dental specialists.

Alaska Statute 08. 6234 allows but doei not mandate tg
oar _ Rprove ntal licenses to aP lcants wit
enta |ce es in ot er states b)é rev W|ng their cre en

Is instead of requirin the |can to” pass awrltten
?:1 cI|n|caI e amrﬁa J 1% 0derd |ssued an

emer enc ulation tl%n % whrch SuS e ded
ens edentials aft r ncern S expr

orn en ra about t S progce ures rney
(Genera fu thatthe oar was condugtin test
Instea oraI Interview" as allo d by sta ute.

The cessation of Ilce sure hy.cre lals _ restricts, entr
h ental r]fessmny Xgas&a for out-of-stat

dentlsts wishing to practlce In the tate

As part of the 198 |sIat|on Wh h continued the . Board
ﬂ w%yeéa aure asse two letters of inten
that the” Bpard shou regeal emerg cyé uIa lon an
relnsta e |cens%re redent |aIs oi as  not

ecommen th t licensure b
cred)entlas B a mandatory frnctron of tﬁ oaroF y

Recommendation No. 2

T B, o e ol eirtes, ey
ationship to a public purpose

Ala tatute requires ersonal interview a hoard
ni)g fr Tlcen ure hy cre ent|als for dental W n|st

oar so[pans to” requ ersonal Interv rhe or a
en |s equest lice sr mth Western
|ona xamln tlocn oar tests. he int erwf

dition oce

|reme t 1S, an ure which has ng(tj rea
|n a lgtrndarhca jon en|aI requrrement IS an added eIay

|cen5|ng proce ure.
For . Irce sin gr a a dental eC|aI|st the Board acceB%
?p certificates su mlte Oy he PP icant as 0
8 e]eucsalgg attainments Instead of requiring confrrmatron

W recommend the elimination .of the perso aI interview and
the PO fcy f acce tlnﬂ notarized coples of certificates as
&[ 0 e ucatro ? levements to |mprove e frmenc d

ctlveness 0 e |cen3|n pgoce s.” Instead o g
shou ct

% rﬁnes of _certificates, receive
firmation from the approprlate Icensing boards.
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ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC NEED

Limited Analysis

Th
Bh“t
N
thos

foIIowdag analgses of oard ct|V|t|es relate to_ the
IC_ need “fa

ctor flne In t unset"” law.  These
ses are not intended to be com re enshe but ad ress
areas we were able to cover w thin the scope of our

FEview.

The extent to. whtﬁ:h th% board, commission, or program
has operated in the public interest.

A The Board. has se ved the PUb|IC W examinin

aﬂd I|cen3|ng f|ed a l[cants and Posm
ages uatlons at are nece sa
en o tate ttut S an nhances %
ena care to 83 ans. accom ese
unctions, oar s heId an \er gle of four
oar meetlngs uring t e past two fiscal years.

B. Legislation was passed .in 1987 which. allows th
IEOgr& artlcrpat in the a\gmlnlstratlon 0
exa |nat|ons |ns ead .re urrlng the state
condyct .1ts examipation.  ~Using .a regiona
examlnat ion has resut1 In . a ost savings tq.the

Btat Increases the pool o applicants eligi-

e or icensure.

The extent to which the oPner%tlon of the oard
mlss on or. aﬂency rogra een

an exrs des oce ures, rac
f e hlcb as adopted, " and any oth r matter,
ncluding udgetary resource, an personnel matters.

The Board suspended, by regulatio 984, statutor
rov?s%on Pq9censu¥e Ig)(hecre ent|]l because 0

eﬁal roble S SUfI’OLindIn%S hcopﬁttorne?)zt IGneﬁer:\r/a?W

requirement ftor applic
Ice has dtermlggd tahat thebéaarsonal ervigw. o

rd member Imited to verifyin
creapﬁtlas h/d ali1 ues ions, rat er thanyreg

ul case resentat ns the applic ror
rlE qg exa ||%at|on Board does |?tlic))t faee‘ thgt tt

ately measure the ualifications d
f. £s WI%HOU'[ exa |n|n case ]8resentat|ons fOI’ IS JJLPog

icenses by. credentials here are ans
reenactlng ¥|c re by credentlals In the fl?ture (see
recommen atlon oC

The extent t8 (}/\IhICh the bo% commission, or a erﬁ
has recommende statutory an es which are genera ¥
of benefit to the public |nterest



Le isla]ion was enacted in 1987 }o ermit the use ofg
regglona _exam In e state conducte

Lﬂ?t'(in Qlace

e>f< mination. e legislation also increased the ]s:lz
of the board m?]mbers |(§) tP ensure an adequate pool o
examiners tor the regional examination.

IV. The extent to.which the board, commission, or a%enCY
asencourage mﬁereste . persons . to report . 10 |
concerning’ the effect of Its r,e%:natlons and_decisions

on, the effectiveness Of.Service, ecopomy of .servicer
and avallaﬁlhty 0 “service WhicH it has provided’ ©°

g N I ol
théll’ examination rdches,’ and Woldspgpen meetlngspIO

V. The extent to, which. the board, commission, or a%enc%/
Nas encquraged QU(F“C articipation In the making o
Its regulations and decisions.

A The Board announces its bcfard meetings, examina-
tions, and. pr o§§d regu atrons aE requlation
amendments in the Anc Otl; gF, airbanks, and Juneau
newspapers as required by “law.

B. Thf Board presents and di cqhs5ﬁs correspondencg
¥e ated to Board matters which has been ‘recelve
rom various persons and associations.

VI. The .efficiency .with which .public i iries or com
Pnfalnts re a}/dln tm (?Ctl\rl)ltl.es qut e b%ard, com-
tolss\/{/%ﬂ:’ 0a oez?r olrfc Wltlrs]si{)tn’ }Nltha themsetpr%rttlr\r/]gt
ssigned, or with the %W ice of tshe udsman ha\)é
een” processed and resolved.

TP? Board ocess?s and addressed complaints in an
effective and timely manner.

VII. The Fxtent to which a board or commis%ion. which
regu ate entr)(_lnto an . occupation or pro essmin has
presented qualified applicants to serve the public

e B0 e 2 Qe Waanges Al el

| ental licenses an ental hygienist
Icenses.

VIII. qu extent__to which state personnel rﬁ)ract ces, .in-
cudlpg aftui]mabtlve acBon requirements, have been
com;t)l d with by the board, commissign, or .agenc
Itﬂtérsestovm actrvities and the area of activity o
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IX.

he Human Rights Commission. and the Equal. Employme
6 rtunlt gpft Ice .have received no com%laamts F}e?/at
to t e Bodrd's activities.

The e tent to WhICh statutory, regulat rg/ budaqetln
B ~0 er ch an are necessary to ena th genc
oar I com |55|on to. bette ervef e interests of

ublic and .to comply with the factors enumerated
|n t IS subsectlon

lease refer to the previous section, Findings and
ecommendations.
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APPENDIX A

I
E Escai @ear 1995

audr

Average Revenue (Note 2) $51,056
Expenditures (Note 3) 57,802
Excess of Expenditures Over
XI-QZevenues P $ 6.746
Note 1
The chedfule of RFvenues Compared with Ex endlture%
Bre)oare rom_ available records. and uss ons wijt W

Occugat onal |cen5|n sonne e
records were not u% § agcRQ eg vveqdo not
%:oPn essd an. ;Enlon on the Boar chedule’ “of ~Revenues

pare xpenditures.

Note 2
A swnlf cant |o_ort|on of revenues s cdn osed of license

rene ees. ICenses were re ewe rinla Ig cause
ew Is, revenues, varie stanti I(}/ rr¥ ourth

ear. efore, comiin even es coI? cal
% r 19@ 1985 f&e% 8 f8|87r calcu ate a totai
n a representatlve mount average annua

o i ot T [eavevra MG 1
%7 ? : qu ched GH

oards more se |n endi

e current ?ee SCHQBU J PP

Note 3

E)endltures co sist of direct costs resultin from oard
Ivities wh |ncludes travel, lem, an iscel

ous contractu enthures incur e the oar mem ers

ensrn examiner. IS a 0es. not

clg e |n |rect ministrative expenditures the 1VISIO

ccupational Licensin expen |tures or efforts o
other departments a33|st|ngg tne §
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APPENDIX B

o S
For F sca Year 1988

?NS‘%‘ed'R

Average Revenue (Note 2) $53,265
Expenditures (Note 3) 76,368
Excess of Expenditures Over Revenues $23,103
Schedule 1
ypes o Ze)venues
Revenues Amount Collection Time
Filing .Fee
E rq |? % %8 Wftn a ||cat|on
enta nyq;enlst It aBB Ication
mlnatlo
>%en 'f ﬁgg Ee;ore exam
enta )ﬁglenlst efore exam
Cr den |aI eview Fee . .
fal Cy%lenllg $ 50 Before interview
In t|a ICe ee .
éen 'f % 38 Eegore icensure
enta H,Yqun'St efore licensure
Re[glstratlo enewal Fee .
entist $360 Befor Ilcenﬁure,

nia
ﬂmrea ter

e Speciali g%%g ..

fore Ilcenlsure

eC|a8/ erezse
ffl eqistration dren
oca Anest etlc ermit ith application
Note 1
e Division of O cy atlona Licensi DOIE? e
EBove chedule stl a venue rg ﬁpaEgug ete%
Xpen |ture e sc ule 1S | or Inform II na
ses on an has not .been au |te Aé%maa X

@e ess an opinion oB(ti olards ule” of
stlmate Rev nues Compared with Budgete xpendltures

-16-



Ml G B4

Notre 2

evenues wer 3|ma ed based upon  the current lic nsm
ees . (See s e _ ro ec Icense . renpew
licatio e |sca ea 8, 1989, 199 an 19
au e 0 O\A/nvvard trend “in Iaskas economy the p
_ revenu s |ncIu es. a factor represen ng a o
dec ine in t e number licensed professionals.

Note 3

Expen ityres consi t of FY88 budg ted d|rect costé associat-
ed with board. me ctivitie travel an p&l le %
aH Ia %I ocati n o Irect an d|ret costs
ould be. note éh t represented expen |tureﬁ do not Inclu ef
eﬁgen[% mcurre ther Departments or ot % vIsions 0
ePar menE3 mmerce and Economic  Development In
assisting the Board.

Note 4

S sche ule represents. the licensin es. currently iIn
P Igees weIFe ralseld In hlgvem erg E% IP res ons% to
ie tive Intent to e f

ﬁave not usté to Oar're ergct)rebslgnm% 0ernen
schedu e WhICﬂ passeda #1 8



rRCTICR. BXMIRATION A0 ShatisTics

June 1987, th Boad conducte a statF ritten. and
eg denta glenls}s

E] oar a cepting the resu}

al Examining oar test “retroactive

rIOI' t
(élnICa €Xa |nat|o

ﬂn”\ﬂ/estler J‘%QIOH

anuary

The following statistics are from the state administered
examinations.

Alaska Dental Examination Statistics

ry BN Ay
% 1 0

Number of Examinees 25

Number Failed 16 8 4 2
Number Passed 9 17 17 18
Percentage Pass Rate 36.0% 68.0% 81.0%  90.0%
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screnUE G A RV SRTsTics

Dentists licensed in State

Out-of-State Dentists licensed in State
Dental Hygienists

Dental Specialists (also have dental license)

Average number of meetings per year
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. . VFr STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR
| 11 1
DEPAInittENT OF COMMEItCE & ROBOXD
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT | e dbsses s
OFFICE OF THE COMMSSIONER
January 21, 1988
W
Mr. Randy Welker JAN a7 1338
Acting Legislative Auditor i
Division of Legislative Audit | ~.a:8IATi»l2
Budget and Audit Committee AUDIT
P.O. Box W

Juneau, AK 99811
Dear Mr. Welker:

This letter is wr'tten in response to the Budget and Audit Committee's
(hereinafter "Committee") report of its sunset performance review of the
Board of Dental Examiners (hereinafter "Board"). Below is the Department
of Commerce and Economic Development's (hereinafter "Department”)
comments on the Committee's findings and recommendations.

Response to Recommendation No. 1
The Committee, in Recommendation No. 1, finds:

1 that the "cessation of licensure by credentials restricts entry
into the dental profession in Alaska for out-of-state dentists
wishing to practice in the state"; ad

2. that the Board has "not complied" with two letters of legis-
lative intent that the Board should reinstate licensure by
credentials.

as a result of these findings, the Committee has recommended "that
licensure by credentials be nmade a mandatory function of the Board."

As the Committee is aware, the issue of admission by credentials is very
controversial. Indeed, given the constant pressure to which the Dental
Board has been subjected since its cessation of licensure by credentials
in 1984, the Department is, itself, admittedly surprised that the Board
has not taken action to resolve the dispute. The Board's refusal to take
action in this regard is of serious concern to the Department and, nore
specifically, the Division of Occupational Licensing ("Division").

08-H2LH -21-



Mr. Randy Welker -2- January 21, 1988

The Board's inactions in this regard have also received the attention of
the Office of the Governor. Governor Steve Cowper recently filled two
vacancies on the Dental Board. In making his appointments, Governor
Cowper respectfully declined to follow the recommendations of the Alaska
Dental Society (which, by and large, opposes credentialling) and,
instead, appointed dentists more favorably disposed toward licensure by
credential. Given the past make-up of the Board, these new appointments
do mhx:h_to correct the Board's previously rather imbalanced perspective
on the issue.

It is also important to recognize that the Board of Dental Examiners has
done much to improve its admission procedures, albeit in direct response
to previous performance review recommendations by the Budget and Audit
Committee. Regardless of the motivation, it must be noted that the Board
no longer offers its oan exam but, rather, utilizes an exam designed,
written and graded by the Western Regional Examination Board (WREB).
This action alone has done nmuch to deflect previously oft-expresse
criticism that the Board was primarily interested in limiting the nunmber
of dentists eligible to practice in Alaska. It should also go far in
assuring the public that qualified dentists are being licensed and in
divorcing the Board from its protectionist label.

The "protectionist” label is what lies behind the continued controversy
over credentialling. The cost of dental care in Alaska is admittedly
high. Legislative and Administration concerns for the high cost of
dental care has led these entities to conclude that the admission of
greater numbers of dentists to Alaska would lower the cost of dental
care. Previously, the Alaska-based exam was seen as one of the ways the
Board limited the number of dentists able to practice in Alaska. Now,
with the new exam procedures in place, the main focus of concern rests on
the Board's failure to provide for licensure by credentialling. At its
most recent meeting, the Division Director Randall Burns discussed with
the Board its apparent unwillingness to back doan from its decision not
to offer licensure by credential, even in the face of legislative intent
to the contrary and the obvious message sent to the Board via the
Governor's recent Board appointments. It became clear during these
discussions that the Board is in-turn concerned that this issue has
become the focus of so much legislative and administration attention.

In its defense, the Dental Board seems confused by these attempts to
force the Board to adopt admission criteria that not even a majority of
the other states have seen fit to enact into law. In addition, it iIs the
Board's understanding that a nunber of the states that currently provide
for admission by credential are presently reconsidering their decision to
provide for licensure in this manner. If so few states are firmly com
mitted to credentialling, and if — as it appears — there are a nunmber
of real problems with the concept, then the Board wonders from what
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Mr. Randy Welker -3- January 21, 1988

source does the interest in credentialling come? In addition, the Board
does seem genuinely concerned that failure to require passage of an exam
plriolz to admission will greatly reduce the quality of dental practice in
Alaska.

It certainly is a complex issue, and not all of the concerns have been
fully addressed by the Legislature or the Administration. For example,
isconsure by credential in most professions requires that a good, central
source of disciplinary information be available, yet no such data bank
presently exists on dentists. The American Bar Association, in contrast,
maintains a central discipline bank on all disciplinary actions taken
against licensed attorneys which can be accessed by any of sore 53
jurisdictions.

Because the restructured Board can now more fairly adjudge the public's
interests in this matter, the Department is not presently able uo agree
or disagree with Recommendation No. 1 Rather, it would prefer to see
what results from this new make-up of the Board. With a nore balanced
membership, the issue of licensure by credential will no doubt be debated
more fully and the pros and cons of credentialling more thoroughly
researched by the Board. Under these circumstances, it seens appropriate
to continue to let the Board grapple with this important issue.

Response to Recommendation No.2

The second recommendation addresses a nunber of administrative concerns
regarding the Board's application procedures. We will address them
individually:

1 There is a recommendation that the Board eliminate the personal
interview because it is a procedure "which has not resulted in
application denial." The sole purpose of the "personal” inter-
view, as stated in a regulation recently approved by ti;e Board
for publication, is to provide for identification of the appli-
cant and to discuss with the applicant the provisions of the
Dental Board's statutes. Particularly now that the WREB exam is
administered out-of-state, with many of the applicants not per-
sonally knoan to the Board or Division staff, it is important
before licensure that the Board be assured that the person who
has applied for admission and sat for the exam is the sane
person who moves to Alaska to set up in the practice of
dentistry. In addition, since the WREB exam does not test for
knomedge of Alaska's dentistry statutes, this interview
provides an opportunity for the Board to bring pertinent provi-
sions of the statutes and regulations to the new admittee's
attention.
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While this may delay admission by a day or two at most, it is
surely in the state's best interest to take the time necessary
to avoid allowing the unscrupul us to deceive a public desirous
of quality dental care, and to assure at least a grudging
familiarity with the statutes that will guide that licensee's
practice. The Department suggests that the recommendation is
not in the public's interest.

There is a recommendation that the board should cease accepting
copies of certificates submitted by an applicant as proof of
educational attainment. "Instead of accepting copies of cer-
tificates," the Committee recommends that "the Board should
receive direct confirmation from the appropriate licensing
boards." The Department absolutely agrees with this recom
mendation and shall institute this policy immediately. The
Division wes in error not to insist on direct confirmation.

Sincerely

J. Anthany Smith
Commissioner

JAS/mst7204m

011988a
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK' DRAFT

Original sponsor: Halford

IN THE SENATE

cs FCR senaTe BILL NO 126 ( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE CF THE STATE CF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to the Board of Dental Examiners."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE CF THE STATE OF ALASKA
* Section 1. AS 08.36.234 is amended to read:

Sec. 08.36.234. LICENSURE BY CREDENTIALS. The board shall [VAY]
provide for the licensing without examination of a dentist who

(1) is a graduate of a dental college accredited by the
Commission on Accreditation of the American Dental Association, or its
successor agency, and holds a certificate from the American Dental
Association Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations that the
dentist has passed the written examination given by the commission;

(2) has been licensed to practice dentistry in another
state, territory, or region with licensing requirements at least
equivalent in scope, quality and difficulty to those of this state at
the time of licensure;

(3) Is endorsed by the licensing entity in the .jurisdiction
where the dentist is currently licensed;

(4) has been engaged in continuous active practice averag-
ing at least 20 hours per week for each of the five years immediately
preceding the application;

(5) [(4)] is not the subject of an unresolved complaint,
review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding undertaken by a dental
licensing jurisdiction;



WORK DRAFT WORK' DRAFT WORK DRAFT

(7) [(6)] has notfailed the clinical examination of this
state orholds a certificate from the Western Regional Examining Board
stating that the dentist has passed the clinical examination given by
that board;

(8) [(7)] is personally interviewed by the board;

(9) [(8)] pays all required fees.
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Original sponsor: Halford
IN THE SENATE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 126 ( )

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to licensure of dentists; and pro-

viding for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 08.36.160 is amended by adding a new subsection to
read:

(e) A passing score on a clinical examination given by the
Western Regional Examining Board on or after January 1, 1982, consti-
tutes a passing score on a clinical examination required under this
chapter.

* Sec. 2. AS 08.36.234 is amended to read:

Sec. 08.36.234. LICENSURE BY CREDENTIALS. The board shall [MAY]

provide for the licensing without examination of a dentist who

(1) is a graduate of a dental college accredited by the
Commission on Accreditation of the American Dental Association, or its
successor agency, and holds a certificate from the American Dental
Association Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations that the
dentist has passed the written examination given by the commission;

(2) has been licensed to practice dentistry in another
state, territory, or region with licensing requirements at least
equivalent in scope, quality and difficulty to those of this state at
the time of licensure;

(3) is endorsed by the licensing entity in the jurisdiction
where the dentist is currently licensed; if the dentist is employed by
the federal government, the dentist must be endorsed by the employing
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federal agency;

(4) has been engaged in continuous active practice averag-
ing atleast 20 hours per week foreach of the five years immediately
preceding the application;

(5) [(4)] 1s not the subject of an unresolved complaint,
review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding undertaken by a dental
licensing jurisdiction;

(6) [(5)] has not previously had a license to practice

dentistry revoked,
(7) [(6)] has not failed the clinical examination of this

statej

(8) submits to the board documentation that the dentist has
completed at least50 hours of continuing education related to den-
tistry in the threeyears preceding application for a license in this
state; the continuing education must have been approved by the licens-
Ing entity of the jurisdiction in which the education was provided;

(9) provides proof of current certification in cardiopulmo-
nary resuscitation techniques;

(10) [(7)] is personally interviewed by the board,;

(11) [(8)] pays all required fees.
Sec. 3, This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).



Original sponsor: Halford

1 IN THE SENATE

2 CS FOR SENATE BILL NO 126 ( )

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to licensure of dentists."

7 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE CF THE STATE OF ALASKA

8 * Section 1. AS 08.36.160 is amended by adding a new subsection to
9 read:

10 () A passing score on a clinical examination given bv the
u Western Regional Examining Board on or after January 1, 1982 consti-
12 tutes a passing score on a clinical examination required under this
13 chapter.

1 * Sec. 2. AS 08.36.234 is amended to read:

B Sec. 08.36.234. LICENSURE BY CREDENTIALS The board shall [VAY]
10 provide for the licensing without examination of a dentist who

“i (1) is a graduate of a dental college accredited by the
18 Commission on Accreditation of the American Dental Association, or its
B successor agency, and holds a certificate from the American Dental
20 Association Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations that the
2 dentist has passed the written examination given by the commission;

2 (2) has been licensed to practice dentistry in another
2 state, territory, or region with licensing requirements at least
2 equivalent in scope, quality and difficulty to those of this state at
2 the time of licensure;

26 (3) is endorsed bv the licensing entity in the jurisdiction
21 where the dentist is currently licensed; if the dentist is employed bv
28 the federal government, the dentist must be endorsed bv the employing

29
federal aeencv:

-1- CSSB 126C )



ol ~ w N

w N o

10

12

14

16
I7

19
20
21
22
23

24

26

28
29

(4) has been engaged in continuous active practice averag-
ing at least 20 hours per week for each of the five years immediately
preceding the application;

(5) r(4)] is not the subject of an unresolved complaint,
review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding undertaken by a dental
licensing jurisdiction;

(6) f(5)] has not previously had a license to practice
dentistry suspended or revoked;

(7) r(6)] has not failed the clinical examination of this
state”

(8) submits to the board documentation that the dentist has
completed at least 50 hours of continuing education related to clin-
ical dentistry in the three vears preceding application for a license
In this state; the continuing education must have been approved by the
American Dental Association, the Academv of General Dentistry, or the
appropriate specialty board,;

(9) provides proof of current certification in cardiopulmo-
nary resuscitation techniques;

(10) [(7)] 1is personally interviewed by the board;

(11) [(8)) pays all required fees.
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IN THE SENATE

CS FCR SENATE BILL N0 126 ( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE CF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to licensure of dentists.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE CF THE STATE COF ALASKA

* Section 1. AS 08.36.160 is amended by adding a new subsection to
read:

r\

\Yv'/ (e) A passing score on a clinical examination given by the

@)

Western Regional Examining Board within the five years preceding
licensure application under this chapter constitutes a passing score
on a clinical examination required under this chapter. The board may
accept a passing score on a clinical examination given by the Western
Regional Examining Board more than five years preceding licensure
application if the examination was taken on or after January 1, 1987.
Sec. 2. AS 08.36.234 is amended to read:
Sec. 08.36.234. LICENSURE BY CREDENTIALS. The board shall [MAY]

provide for the licensing without examination of a dentist who

(1) is a graduate of a dental college accredited by the
Commission on Accreditation of the American Dental Association, or its
successor agency, and holds a certificate from the American Dental
Association Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations that the
dentist has passed the written examination given by the commission;

(2) has been licensed to practice dentistry in another
state, territory, or region with licensing requirements at least
equivalent in scope, quality and difficulty to those of this state at
the time of licensure;

(3) is endorsed by the licensing entity in the -jurisdiction
-1- CSSB 126( )



where the dentist is currently licensed; if the dentist is employed by
the federal government, the dentist must be endorsed by the employing
federal agency;

(4) has been engaged in continuous active practice ¢
ing at least 20 hours per week for each of the five years immediately
preceding the application;

J5) [(4)] 1is not the subject of an unresolved complaint,
review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding undertaken by a dental
licensing jurisdiction;

(6) [(5)] has not previously had a license to practice
dentistry suspended for grounds similar to those specified under

AS 08.36.315, or revoked:
(7) [(6)] has not failed the clinical examination of this

states

(8) submits to the board documentation that the dentist has
completed at least 50 hours of continuing education related to clin-
ical dentistry in the three years preceding application for a license
In this state; the continuing education must have been approved by the
American Dental Association, the Academy of General Dentistry, or the
appropriate specialty board,;

(9) provides proof of current certification in cardiopulmo-
nary resuscitation techniques;

(10y [(7)] is personally interviewed by the board;

(11) [(8)] pays all required fees.
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CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 126 ( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to licensure of dentists."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE COF THE STATE OF ALASKA
* Section 1. AS 08.36.160 is amended by adding a new subsection to
read:
() A passing score on a clinical examination given by the
Western Regional Examining Board within the five years preceding
licensure application under this chapter constitutes a passing score
on a clinical examination required under this chapter. The board may
accept a passing score on a clinical examination given by the Western
Regional Examining Board more than five vyears preceding licensure
application if the examination was taken on or after January 1, 1987.
* Sec. 2. AS 08.36.234 is amended to read:
Sec. 08.36.234. LICENSURE BY CREDENTIALS. The bhoard shall [MAY]
provide for the licensing without examination, except as provided in
(10) of this section, of a dentist who
(1) i1s a graduate of a dental college accredited by the
Commission on Accreditation of the American Dental Association, or its
successor agency, and holds a certificate from the American Dental
Association Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations that the
dentist has passed the written examination given by the commission;
(2) has been licensed to practice dentistry in another
state, territory, or region of the United States with licensing ire-
quirements at least equivalent in scope, quality and difficulty to

those of this state at the time of licensure;
-1- CSB 126( )



(3) is endorsed by the licensing entity in the jurisdiction
where the dentist is currently licensed; if the dentist is employed by
the federal government, the dentist must be endorsed by the employing
federal agency;

(4) hasbeen engaged in continuous active clinical practice
averaging at least 20 hours per week for each of the five years imme-
diately preceding the application;

(5) [(4)] 1is not the subject of an unresolved complaint,
review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding undertaken by a dental
licensing jurisdiction;

(6) [(5)] has not previously had a license to practice
dentistry suspended for grounds similar to those specified under
AS 08.36.315, or revoked;

(7) [(6)] has not failed the clinical examination of this
statej

(8)submits  to the board documentation that the dentist has
completed at least 50 hours of continuing education related to clin-
icaldentistry in the three years preceding application for a license
In this state; the continuing education must have been approved by the
American Dental Association, the Academy of General Dentistry, or the
appropriate specialty board,

(9) provides proof of current certification in cardiopulmo-
nary resuscitation techniques;

(10) has passed, to the satisfaction of the board, the part
of the written examination given under AS 08.36.160 that pertains to
the state's laws on the practice of dentistry; the board may not
require a higher passing score for applicants under this section than
the board requires for applicants under AS 08.36.110;

(11) [(7)] s personally interviewed by the board,;
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(12) [(8)1] pays all
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required fees,
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