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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Anchorage Citizen®s Review Panel for Permanency Planning is
directed by statute to advise the legislature of i1ts '‘recommenda-
tions for program improvement, including recommendations relating
to state agencies.”

Therefore the Citizens®™ Panel makes the following recommendations:
Re: CITIZENS®" REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING

1. The legislature should extend the panel®s termination
date to June 30, 1997 with the provision that sufficient
funds be appropriated to allow the pilot project in Anch-
orage to perform reviews that can be used to evaluate the
economic TfTeasibility and rate of success for citizen's
reviews.

2. AS 47.10.080 (1) should be amended to permit the court,
at 1ts discretion, to allow the 18 month permanency plan-
ning hearings to be held before the citizen review
panels. Public Law 96-272, on which this statute 1is
based, allows such hearings to be held either before a
court of competent jurisdiction or an administrative body
approved by the court. Review panels could provide a
significant service In conducting these reviews and sub-
mitting their findings to the court.

Re: DIVISION OF FAMILY AND YOUTH SERVICES

3. The legislature should limit the total number of cases a
DFYS worker can carry, and authorize budget numbers that

reflect those limits.

4. The legislature should mandate that the DFYS budget
adequately reflects the need to hire and retain adequate
number of qualified, competent and committed social
workers. DFYS should be exempt from hiring freezes and
reductions, unless justified by lowered.case numbers.

5. The legislature should mandate a DFYS budget that pro-
vides for adequate support services to social workers,
from paralegals, case aides, travel aides, etc., thus
allowing the social workers time to provide intensive
reunification and placement services for children in out-
of-home care. It is a waste of state monies to pay per-
sons iIn pay range 16 to do tasks that could be done by
employees in range 9-12.

6. The legislature should ensure that DFYS has funding for
basic case management electronic equipment, which would
cut down on hours spent in record-keeping, form-comple-

tion and report-writing.



DFYS social workers should be authorized to work flexible
hours to ensure that they are available on seme evenings and

weekends.

DFYS and the citizen panel should continue to work to-
gether to transfer the current DFYS administrative re-
views Into the citizen review system.

Re: PARENT TREATMENT PROGRAMS

The legislature should fully fund or provide generous as-
sistance to substance abuse evaluation and treatment pro-
grams throughout the state. No parent who iIs ready to
engage in evaluation and treatment should have to be

wait-listed.
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HB 92 would extend the life of the Citizen's Review Panel for Permanency Planning until June 30,
1997. Under AS 44.66.010 (b), the review panel could remain in existence until June 30 of the
succeeding year (1998) for the purpose of concluding its affairs. The fiscal note assumes the
office would remain open until June 30, 1998.

Personal services costs are based on two full time Social Worker Il positions and one
Administrative Assistant Il position.

Travel will consist of one or two trips between Anchorage and Juneau.
Contractual costs are comprised of office lease expense and telephone expenses.

Supplies costs are comprised of miscellaneous office supplies expenses.

/
First year equipment includes office and computer equipment. These start up costs are necessary

because the pilot program has been operating for the past eighteen months with office furniture
(personal property) on loan from the former Deputy Commissioner. Computers obtained from
state surplus are barely functional and are so old they cannot run current software. If the program
is to be continued these basic items must be purchased. FY 97 and FY 98 equipment would
cover miscellaneous equipment expenses.

FY95 funding runs out about March 15, 1995. The current plan calls for shutting down the
program and laying off staff on that date. If the program is to be continued supplemental funding
for FY95 in the amount of S65.0 wouid be necessary.
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

LEGISLATIVE BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE

Division of Legislative Audit

P.O. Box 113300
Juneau, AK 99811-3300
(907)465-3830

FAX (907) 465-2347
September 1. 1993

Members of the Legislative Budget
and Audit Committee:

In accordance with the provisions of Title 24 of the Alaska Statutes, the attached report is
submitted for your review.

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
CITIZENS’ REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING

September I, 1993

Audit Control Number

02-1420-93

The audit repons on whether the Citizens’ Review Panel for Permanency Planning (the
panel) should continue its existence. Currently AS 44.66.010 has the panel scheduled for
termination on June 30, 1994 and provides the panel with a year in which to conclude its
affairs. We recommend that the legislature extend the panel’s termination date to June 30,
1997 with the provision that sufficient funds be appropriated to allow the. pilot project in
Anchorage to perform reviews that can be used to evaluate the economic feasibw<ty and rate
of success for citizens’ reviews.

The audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Fieldwork procedures utilized in the course of developing the findings and
discussion presented in this report are discussed in the Objectives, Scope, and Methodology
section of this report.

I

Randy "W elker, C’A
Legislative Auditor

LB&A COMMITTEE REPORT - SEPTEMBER 1, 1993



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. |

The legislature should extend the Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning’s (the
panel’s) termination date to June 30. 1997 with the provision that sufficient funds be
appropriated to allow the pilot project in Anchorage to perform reviews that can be used to
evaluate the economic feasibility and rate of success for citizens' reviews.

Although the enabling legislation for the establishment of citizens’ review panels was passed
in 1990, the Department of Administration (DOA) originally made a decision to not
implement the panels. It has only been in fiscal year 1994, the year the panels are scheduled
to sunset, that DOA is implementing pilot panels in one Alaskan city, Anchorage. Because
the panels were never established, there are no activities to analyze to determine the panels’
effectiveness.

The Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS), Division of Family and Youth
Services (DFYS) has been performing permanency planning reviews to meet federal
requirements. However, as explained in the Analysis of Public Need section of this report,
we do not find DFY S’ internal reviews fulfilling the entire objectives of the State’s statutes,
which establish an external review process. Alaska Statute 47.10, Article 5 specifically
creates a Citizens” Review Panel for Permanency Planning and prescribes the duties,
appointments, and reporting requirements of the panels.

There also remains a perception among foster care providers, guardians ad litem, court
system personnel, and the general public that DFYS’ internal reviews do not achieve real
permanency planning for children and there continues to be widespread support for citizens’
review panels. Because of this perceived need, we believe that the Anchorage pilot project
in citizens’ panels should be continued until June 1997 to gather data to determine the
panels’ effectiveness. The pilot project needs to implement a system that meets federal
requirements and achieves real permanency planning for children. Effectiveness can be
measured by the length of time children remain in foster care and by savings associated with
children no longer being part of the foster care system.

If the data from the pilot project shows that citizens' review panels are effective, then
decisions need to be made on whether and how to expand the panels to other regions in
Alaska. Also, if the citizens’ reviews prove to meet federal requirements, DFYS will be able
to stop their internal review process and concentrate their resources on case management.
DOA should pursue the possibility of receiving federal funding for the activities of the
citizens' panels.

AAKA STAIE LEAS ATURE 9- DIYISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDfT
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February 8, 1995

Representative Cynthia Toohey
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801

Re: HB 92
Dear Representative Toohey:

I am writing iIn support of the above legislation which would extend
the sunset period for the Citizens®™ Review Panel for Permanency
Planning to 1997. The views expressed herein are solely my own and
do not necessarily represent the official position of the Alaska
Court System. They are drawn both from my experience 1in hearing
children®s proceedings over the past fourteen years, as well as my
involvement on the board of the National Association of Foster Care
Reviewers.

Citizen review came iInto being iIn Alaska In 1990 as a result of
mounting concerns that children iIn the dependency system were
drifting In foster care and that responsive permanent plans were
not being developed for them. Review by impartial and independent
panels was felt to provide the kind of accountability mechanism
needed to lead to better outcomes for these children.

Because of the 1lack of funding to iImplement these programs
statewide, there has been much discussion about either abolishing
or radically altering the structure of the review process. There
are those who argue that the need for case review can be met by a
combination of administrative review boards within DHSS and
judicial review. Others maintain that placing independent
reviewers on DHSS internal review committees would be sufficient.



Despite some of the good changes that have been made in the child
welfare system over the years since citizen review was passed, it
is still my belief that independent periodic case review 1is still
a necessary component to an integrated system of child welfare
services. | Tirmly believe that the internal review process within
the Department lacks the independence necessary to insure quality
results.

The Anchorage Citizen Review Board project hasbeen iIn operation

for about a year now. It i1s time to look at the experience of that
program and some of the data collected and decide on what the
future course for citizen review should be. 1 think we do need to

reexamine the statutory framework and determine i1f it best meets
the needs of today®s system, particularly iIn the area of the
interrelationship among citizen review, 1iInternal administrative
review and judicial review.

These things need to be done with the existing statutory authority
still in place. Extending the sunset provision would allow that
to happen and would allow a rational and well-planned retailoring
of the review system if that i1s needed. Letting i1t lapse will only
insure that the entire concept will disappear.

I thank you for taking the time to consider my comments.
Sincerely,
ilvw

William D. Hitchcock
Master, Children®s Court



} 47.10.400 Welfare. Social Services & Institutions } 47.10.410

Sec. 47.10.400. Citizens' review panel for permanency plan-
ning. (ai There is created in the Department of Administration the
Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning. The state panel
consists of five voting members appointed by the governor from among
present members of local citizen review panels established under AS
47.10.420. The governor shall appoint at least one voting state panel
member from each judicial district. The governor may not appoint a
person who has committed a felony or violated AS 11.51.130 or a law
with substantially similar elements. The panel also includes the fol-
lowing live nonvoting members who ser/e ex officio or their designees:
the commissioner of health and social services, the director of the
office of public advocacy, the attorney general, the public defender
appointed under AS 18.85.030, and the chief justice of the Alaska
Supreme Court.

ibJ Appointed members of the state panei serve at the pleasure of
the governor for staggered terms of three years or until their succes-
sors are appointed.

<; The voting members of the state panei shall elect from among
the voting members a chair who shall serve for one year. Three voting
members of the state panel constitute a quorum for the transaction of
business. The panel may not take official action without the affirma-
tive vote of at least three of its members.

(d) Members of the state panel are entitled to reimbursement for
actual expenses necessary to perform their duties as state panel mem-
bers. The reimbursement may not exceed the amount of per diem and
expenses authorized for boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180.

(e) The state panel shall meet twice annually. Meetings may take
place teiephonically.

(f) The state panel may employ a program coordinator who shall
serve at the pleasure of the state panel. The program coordinator shail
employ staff as necessary to carry out the program coordinator's du-
ties under state panel directives and to provide clerical assistance to
local panels. f§ 2 ch 117 SLA 1990)

Cross references. — For terms of ini- 1 7. ch. 117. SLA 1990 in the Temporary
tial appointees to the review panel, see and Special Acts.

Sec. 47.10.410. Duties of the state panel. The state panel shall

(1) by regulation adopt policies and procedures to carry out its du-
ties and to govern the performance of the duties of the local panels
established under AS 47.10.420;

(2) ensure that local panel members receive the minimum level of
training necessary to effectively carry out their duties;



l. OVERVIEW OF REVIEW SYSTEMS
A. PURPOSE OF FOSTER CARE REVIEW

The purpose of foster cure review is to assure that children do not linger unnecessarily in
foster care, but rather that they receive the support and benefits of a permanent home.
Permanence is defined as a home which hoids together during crisis and provides a lasting,
trusting, and nurtunng environment. The return of the child to the biological family is the
ideal permanent goal; however, when this is not possible, the goal becomes to place the
child m another stable, permanent home.

B. IMPORTANCE OF REVIEW SYSTEMS
1 Impact of Foster Care on Children

Children need the stability and support of a permanent home and family in order to grow
and flourish; they need the sense of lifelong belonging and continuity that only a
permanent home can provide. Children in toster care represent a huge potential loss in
ooth financial and human terms.

It is estimated that almost half a million children pass through state foster care systems in
ihis country every year. In fiscal year 1985, for example, federal government figures show
that an average of 108,000 children were in foster care in any given month. The foster care
system places a financial burden on U.S. taxpayers that was estimated at S2 billion. The
cost in nnman potential was- and remains- inestimable, since research indicates a direct
correlation between child abuse and neglect and later juvenile delinquency and adult
criminality.

When a child is placed in foster care, it is intended to be a short-term solution to an
emergency situation. In the past, however, all too often foster care placements resulted in
the child being destined to ooscuritv within the child welfare system. The ideal of assuring
a permanent home for every child fell by the wayside while the child was set adrift among
different foster families and group homes. The child’s vital developmental years were lost,
since he was neither free to rerurn home to his narurai parents nor eligible to be adopted
by a new and permanent family. .

Throughout the 1970’s, judges, social workers, attorneys and child advocacy groups began
to recognize that the U.S. foster care system was failing to respond to the needs of many
abused and neglected children and their families. Many children were "adrift" in the system
without regular or timely review of their placement. Crowded court calendars and
understaffed child welfare agencies were contributing to an increase in the number of
children and lengths of time spent in substitute care.

Concern for children Lingering unnecessarily in foster care continued to mount throughout
the decade. Among solutions proposed by child advocacy organizations were the
comprehensive implementation ot permanency planning case work and foster care
olacement monitoring through regular case reviews. A new resource was also identified to
help monitor foster care children and to advocate on their behalf; citizen volunteers.

1
IMPORTANCE OF REVIEW SYSTEMS FROM SOUTH CAROLINA



Alaska Statute 47.10.400,
tablished the Citizens*
the aegis of the Department of Administration.

H1T STORY

which became effective July 1, 1990 es-

Review Panel for Permanency Planning under

The bill passed

unanimously in both houses and funding of $579,900 was provided.
Due to a change in administration and a desire on the part of DHSS
to continue their internal review system, the Citizens Review was
not put into place until FY94, when funding of $125,000 was used to
set up a model program in Anchorage, where half of Alaska®"s foster

children are iIn care.

successtully.

This is the program which is now operating
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EXCERPTS FROM CITIZENS' REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING ANNUAL RE



CITIZENS' REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING

MISSION STATEMENT

As stated in the findings and purpose section of Alaska Statute
47.10.400, the Citizens®™ Review Panel for Permanency Planning has

a twofold mission:

1. to establish a process to ensure that children do not
linger unnecessarily iIn out-of-home placements; and,

2. to reunite children with their families by advocating for
available and appropriate services to promoted reunification,
or 1f the reunification is not iIn the best interest of the
child, to ensure that the child is placed iIn a secure,
permanent home as expeditiously as possible.



CITIZENS®" REVIEW PANELS FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING
SUMMARY OF ACTIVITY
Fiscal Year 94

The Legislature appropriated $125,000 for FY94 for the
Citizens®™ Review Panels, a program that provides for external
reviews of children in out-of-home placement in the interest of
determining a permanent placement. Permanent placement could mean
unification with family, adoption, emancipation, or extended out-
of-home care.

Planning for implementation began prior to the beginning of
the fiscal year. Information from other states was gathered and
reviewed to find programs that could be tailored to fit Alaska®"s
situation. The final product uses parts from several states. The
program is iIn Anchorage where half of the children in out-of-home
care reside. It was designed to be a model program so that
expansion could more easily occur should other funding become
available. Since reviews will take place only in Anchorage, the
administrative members of the state-wide panel became an advisory
board. This avoided the necessity of appointing local panels iIn
an area where citizen reviews would not take place and saved time
and expenses for travel of the state-wide panel.

Roberley Waldron supervises the program. The Governor®s office was
asked to appoint twenty or more citizen panelists. Twenty-one
members were appointed and currently there are 15 active panelists.

The program has progressed as follows:
* The advisory board met several times to plan for
implementation.
* A contract was negotiated with a social worker-attorney
to devise procedures, forms, etc. to meet all state and
federal standards.
* The list of panelists was received from the Governor-®s
office on October 29, 1993.
* An administrative assistant and social worker 111 were
hired in October, a social worker Il iIn November.
* Training of panelists was accomplished iIn November and
the list of children to be reviewed was received.
* Seventeen children were reviewed In December.
* Twenty-six children have been referred for review In

January.
Comments from all associated parties regarding the process
have been very favorable. The foster parents are particularly
pleased to be included. Several calls have been received from

parents asking that their child be reviewed by the panel (referrals
are received from the court).

Here i1s a sample statement from a foster parent regarding her
participation iIn “he review process: '"This is my first opportunity
to comment to the review process. One concern 1 would Hlike to
share i1s the value of keeping the foster parents apprised of the



status of the case plan. (Child"s name) lives In our home. She 1is
a member of our TfTamily at this point and we love her. We are
concerned about her and work to better her future through DFYS. We
think of foster parenting as a team effort and appreciate being
included iIn decisions that touch our lives to the core.”

A Social worker wrote iIn her evaluation, "The panel opened up In my
mind a potential resource to further explore for this child.”

The review process is complex. A great deal of time and
effort 1is spent 1iIn gathering information from the Division of
Family and Youth Services (DFYS) files and prepared report for the
panelists. At times the information is 1incomplete which 1is a
deterrent to a good review. It takes about three hours to gather
material at DFYS, at least two hours to write a summary of the
material to be sent to the panels, and the actual citizens®™ review
reguires about one and one-half hours. The panelists and staff are
extremely conscientious and take their responsibilities very

seriously.

At the end of the fiscal year, OMB will review the data from

the external reviews and compare with data from DFYS. At that
time, i1t can be better determined what effect the external reviews
are having. During the short period in operation, the staff and

advisory board have become convinced that the external review could
replace some of the reviews currently done by DFYS. They currently
have three types of reviews. The citizen reviews meet the federal
guidelines and could replace those reviews required by the federal
government (Title 4-E). If that should happen, the +funding
provided by the federal government should follow the review.
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Feboruary 8, 1995

Representative Cynthia Toohey
State Capitol

Room 104

Juneau AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Toohey

executive Director
Angela Salerno, ACSW

The National Association of Social Wbrkers .Alaska Chapter fully supports
HB 92 which would provide for the continuation of the Foster Care
Citizens Review Parel for permanency plamning in Alaska  NASW
strongly advocated for the developent of this review board, and continues
to urge utilization as a proven method of enhancing the effectiveness of the
child protection system W& believe thet through this type of review.
Alaskan children now groming up in out-of-homc care will have a better
chance a being reunited with their families, or in finding a permanent

adoptive hore
Please feel free to call me with questions.

Sincerely,

AngelaM Salermo, ACSW
Executive Director, NASW Alaska Chepter

1777 widooeham Drve Andorage. Alula <07 « (MO7) 56TJ502 . FAX (fO7) 561U . MIOUEVaSWV
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JANUARY 1995

STATE OF ALASKA
TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

- - 0 Anchorage, Alaska 99501
0 West Fifth A ,
O oo Sb/aes-6104 FAX number: 907/258-1651



THE REVIEWERS

Twenty-three Anchorage-area citizens have volunteered their time,
with no conpensation, to read voluminous reports in their evening
hours and to take time off from work at least one day a month in
order to act as advocates for children through the citizen review
process. Our records indicate that these panelists have provided
the State of Alaska with 1651 volunteer hours, having a dollar
value of over $41,000. More important than their financial con-
tribution is the panelists®™ compassion, common sense, and wisdom,
which has prompted such comments as:

"The review was reassuring to us that the system is not
robotic; there are real people helping keep cases

moving ." footer notrer

"What | see as helpful is the review panel's position as
watchdog over the entire process and the agencies and

parties involved ." oourt gopaihted special advocate

"They were very supportive of my position, trying to hold
our family together and supportive of my daughter's
needs."” mother

"They opened wup in my mind a potential resource to
further explore for this child." DrYS social morker

CITIZEN REVIEWERS ARE:
Mothers Fathers Single parents
Married Remarried Widowed Divorced
Caucasian Alaskan Native African American
Former Foster Parents Social Workers CASAs
Teachers Attorneys Bankers Authors
Students Private Sector Public Sector Retired
Community Service Providers Health Care Providers

Therapists Community Advocates Volunteers
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (907) 465-3759

SPONSOR STATEMENT
HOUSE BILL 92

"An Act extending the termination date of the Citizens' Review Panel
for Permanency Planning"

House Bill 92 would extend the termination date of the Citizens®
Review Panel for Permanency Planning to 1997. This would be in
accordance with the recommendation of the Division of Legislative
Audit which completed an audit in September of 1993.

The enabling legislation had bi-partisan support and passed both the
House and the Senate unanimously in 1990. It established an external
citizens' review process in order to ensure that children do not
languish in out-of-home placements, but receive the benefits of a
permanent home. The goal of the act was to reunite children with
their families, but in those cases where reunification was not in the
best interest of the child, the process would more expeditiously place
the child in a secure, permanent home.

DOA originally made a decision not to implement the panels. It ha”
only been since FY94 that DOA is implementing pilot panels in
Anchorage, so there is not yet adequate information to analyze the
panels' effectiveness. External citizens' reviews have only been on-
going as a model project since mid-December of 1993. Although
functional for -ust a short period of time the panel has submitted two
annual reports to the legislature.

According to the reports, public acceptance of the external review
process has been excellent. The office has received numerous calls
from parents requesting that their child be reviewed by the citizens'
review panels. Foster parents have stated they appreciate being a part
of the external review process. The office has been able to provide
assistance to Native village councils regarding some procedures.

Citizen Review Panels are in existence in 25 states. It has been shown

that not only can children spend less time in out-of-home placements,
but cost-savings can result. Your support would be appreciated.

SPONSOR STATEMENT



PERMANENCY PLANNING PANELS

DFYS the state's system for serving and protecting abused and neglected
children is overworked, understaffed, inadequately funded

Of necessity clerical and non-professional tasks are assigned to social workers,
while essential services to children go unmet. A basic lack of computers means
that information about children in need is often kept on scraps of paper until the
social worker can schedule time on the supervisors computer to input data.

There has been widespread support for Citizen Review among:

foster care providers
guardians ad litem
court system personnel
the legislature and

the general public.

1990 House and Senate unanimously establish program.
8579,000 approved for state-wide implementation.
1991 Hickel Administration fails to implement program.

Legislature re-appropriak i funding.

1992 Administration again fails to implement program.
Funding lapses to the General Fund.

1993 No program funded.

1994 Legislature continues to see a need for citizenreview for
permanency planning.
$125,000 approved for pilot project in Anchorage where half of
Alaska's Foster children are in care.

1995 Legislature reduces funding to $104,300 adequate to run the
program foi approximately seven months.
Supplemental request for $48,000 to continue tire program through
the fiscal year.

Foster Care Review Boards currently operate in more than 25 states with a good
record of success.

Kentucky :a child's average stay in foster care has dropped from 4.2 to 1.8 years

South Carolina .-increased the number of children leaving foster care within the
first year of placement from 4.8% to 33%.

New Jersey: decreased their foster care caseloads from 13,000 children to 6800
in four years.
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the panel's effectiveness measured by the length of time children remain in foster
care and by savings associated with children no longer being part of the foster
care system.

The average foster care payments for each child in out-of-home-care is $6900.
Additional expenses include medical care, counseling and administrative costs.

Since December 1993, 23 citizens have volunteered 1651 hours with no
compensation to act as advocates for children through the citizen review process.
258 reviews have been conducted for 263 children.

Citizen panels assist DFYS with their required administrative review with a goal
of assuming those duties, freeing DFYS social workers to provide services to
children and parents.

However great the financial impacts on the state are dwarfed by the toll on the
child's life by the trauma of temporary placement.

As aresult of family preservation efforts children coming into out-of-home
placement in the 1990's are coming from significantly dysfunctional families

and have the least chance of reunification.

In Anchorage 86% of children who have been in foster care six months will still
be in foster care a year after placement. Many children in state custody six
months have experienced two or more removals from home. One eleven-year
old had twenty documented placements.

Through efforts of the Review staff, a number of "missing" parents have been
located and re-involved in planning for the child.

Citizens review is particularly careful to take into account tire Alaska Native
heritage of nearly half the children reviewed. Notifications are sent to all the
village and tribes with a relationship to the child. Translators are used so village
elders can participate.

WE URGE YOU TO SUPPORT CONTINUATION AND EXPANSION OF
THE CITIZEN REVIEW PANELS FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING NOT
ONLY BECAUSE THEY CAN RESULT IN SAVINGS IN STATE SPENDING
BUT TO PROMOTE BETTER OUTCOMES FOR CHILDREN IN STATE
CUSTODY.





