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FISCAL NOTE
i'lo. I

Bill Version: O P  ' A

Revision Date: ___________________
Title:

STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEG ISLATIVE SESSION

B!LL ! (S) Publish Date: 3 j ^ M - ' S

AHFC Suoiec: to Executive Sudcet Ac;
Deal. Affected: 
BF.U:

Revenue
AHFC

Component: AHFC
Sponsor:
Requester:

(S1RLS
(S)STA

E xpenditures/R evenues

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 

(Thousands of Dollars)

110/1937/

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 96 1 FY 97 1 FY 98 1 FY 99 FYOO 1 FY 01
PERSONAL SERVICES 1 1 1 1
TRAVEL 1 1 1 1 1
CONTRACTUAL 1 1 1 1 1
SUPPLIES 1 1 1 1 1
EQUIPMENT 1 1 1 1 1
LAND & STRUCTURES 1 1 1 1
GRANTS. CLAIMS 1 1 1 1 1
MISCELLANEOUS 1 1 1 1 1
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 ! 0.0 I 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 1 0.0 |

I CAPITAL EXPENDITURES I I I I I

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) I I I I I I I

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1C02 Federal Receipts 
1003 GF Match 
1C04GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA 
Other

I I I i I I
I I I I I
I I I I 1
1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1

TOTAL 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 ! 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost: 3

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME 1 1 1 1 1
PART-TIME t i l l
TEMPORARY 1 1 1 1

No additional costs or significant impact is anticipated with the implementation of this proposed 
legislation upon the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation.

Prepared by: iV l M i l ~
Division: vAH FC ' '( \ \  / I  /

i /   Phone: )7-564-9326
' ' • / ! Date: 2/27/95

Commissioner: Deborah V c o t^ A --  ̂  h  I J tr? U  Date: 2/27/95
Agency: Revenue iv~^ ^  i / \ \  '

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call me Governors Legislative Offer

(Rev 10/94) OSfisno.xIs/DBR Page I of 1



REPRESENTATIVE
TERRY MARTIN

CHAIRMAN 
BUDGET & AUDIT COMMITTEE

MEMBER 
HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE

^ l a s f e a  f l E g t s I a l w r e

\ $ S £ 5 p■■ji. .v-2^

MAY IS-.IAN 15 558*8169 
716 W, 4TH. SUITE 650 

ANCHORAGE. AK 99504
JAN IS -M AY IS 465*5783 

STATE CAPITOI.
J UNEAU, A K 99801*1182

HOME 333*6990 
355 DONNA DRIVE. 811 
ANCHORAGE. AK '19504

MEMORANDUM March 7,1995

TO: Senator Rick Halford, Co-chairman
Senate Finance Committee

Senator Steve Frank, Co-chairman 
Senate Finance Committee

FROM: Representative Terry Martin, Chairman
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee

SUBJECT: Scheduling Request for SB 92

This is to request your consideration for scheduling a committee hearing for 
SB 92, an Act bringing all activities of the Alaska Housing Finance 
Corporation (AHFC) under the Executive Budget Act. SB 92 is sponsored at 
the unanimous request of the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee.

In short, this bill requires all activities of AHFC to be reviewed by the 
legislature within the annual general appropriations act. No longer will 
there be any loopholes for certain activities of the corporation to fall outside 
of the legislative process. A good example is the recent $110 million program 
for 5% loans that was exempt from legislative review due to the specific 
statutory exemption of arbitrage earnings.

If you or your office have any questions, please contact me. Thank you for 
your time and consideration.
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FISCAL NOTE

2 > /  \

($) P
STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEG ISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: __________________________________
Title: AHFC Subject to Executive Budget Act

Dept. Affected;_________Revenue
‘ BRU:

B IL L  NO. SB92

AHFC
Component: AHFC

Sponsor:
Requester:

(S)RLS
(S)STA

Expenditures/Revenues

C O M P O N E N T  S E R IA L  NO .

(Thousands of Dollars)

110/1937/

O P E R A T IN G  E X P E N D IT U R E S FY 9 6 FY 97 FY 9 8 FY 9 9 FY 0 0 FY 01
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
T O T A L  O P E R A T IN G 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0

C A P IT A L  E X P E N D IT U R E S

I C H A N G E I N  R E V E N U E S  (

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA 
Other
T O T A L 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

E s t i m a t e  o f  a n y  c u r r e n t  y e a r  (F Y 9 5 )  c o s t :  S 

P O S IT IO N S
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

No additional costs or significant impact is anticipated with the implementation of this proposed 
legislation upon the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation.

Phone: 17-564-9326 
Date: 2/27/95

Date: 2/27/95
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Division:
Approved by
Commissioner: Deborah Vogt
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H E A LT H . EDUCATION AN D  SO C IAL SE R V IC E S C O M M IT T E E
ALASKA STATE LE G ISLA TU RE  
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

STATE C A P IT O L , JU N E A U  99801
(907) -165-3759

MEMORANDUM

TO: Senator Rick Halford, Co-Chair
Senator Steve Frank, Co-Chair 
Senate Finance Committee

FROM: Representative Cynthia Toohey, Co-Cfn
Representative Con Bunde, Co-Ch 
House Health Education & Social es Committee

DATE: March 15, 1995

RE: Hearing request
House Bill 92, "An Act extending the term ination date of 
the Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning: and 
providing for an  effective date"

We respectfully request th a t you schedule the above-referenced bill for 
a hearing in the Senate Finance Committee at your earliest 
convenience.

Attached herewith is the bill packet, including:

Sponsor statem ent 
DOA fiscal note (zero)
Additional back-up

If you have any questions, please contact Mar^een a t 465-6820. Thank 
you for your consideration of this request.



HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SO C IAL SERV IC ES COMMITTF.F.
/ g S E j J j .  STA TE  C A P IT O L . J l 'N E A l 99801

(907H65-3759

SPONSOR STATEMENT 
HOUSE BILL 9 2

"An Act extending the termination date of the Citizens’ Review Panel
for Permanency Planning1

H ouse Bill 92 would extend the te rm in a tio n  date  of the  C itizens’ 
Review Panel for Perm anency P lanning  to 1997. This would be in 
acco rdance  w ith the recom m endation  of the  Division of Legislative 
A udit w hich com pleted an au d it in S ep tem b er of 1993.

The enab ling  legislation had  b i-p a rtisan  su p p o rt and  p assed  bo th  the 
H ouse and the  Senate  unan im ously  in  1990. It estab lished  a n  ex ternal 
c itizens’ review process in order to e n su re  th a t  ch ild ren  do no t 
lan g u ish  in out-of-hom e placem ents, b u t  receive the  benefits  of a  
p e rm a n en t hom e. The goal of the  a c t w as to reun ite  ch ild ren  w ith 
the ir fam ilies, b u t  in those cases w here reun ifica tion  w as n o t in the  
b e s t in te re s t of the  child, the p ro cess  w ould m ore expeditiously  place 
the  child in  a  secure , p e rm an en t hom e.

DOA originally m ade a  decision not to im plem ent the p an e ls . It h a s  
only been  since FY94 th a t DOA is im plem enting  pilot p an e ls  in 
A nchorage, so there is not yet ad eq u a te  in form ation  to analyze the  
p ane ls ' effectiveness. E xternal c itizens' reviews have only been  o n ­
going a s  a m odel project since m id-D ecem ber of 1993. A lthough 
functional for ju s t  a sho rt period of tim e th e  panel h a s  su b m itted  two 
a n n u a l repo rts to the legislature.

According to the  reports, public  accep tan ce  of the  ex te rnal review 
process h as been  excellent. The office h a s  received n u m ero u s  calls 
from p a re n ts  req u estin g  th a t th e ir child be reviewed by the  citizens' 
review panels. F oster p a ren ts  have s ta te d  they  apprecia te  being a  p a rt 
of the  external review process. The office h a s  been able to provide 
a ss is ta n ce  to Native village councils regard ing  som e p rocedu res .

Citizen Review Panels are in existence in 25  s ta te s . Ti h a s  been  show n 
th a t no t only can  children spend  less tim e in out-of-hom e p lacem en ts , 
b u t cost-savings can  resu lt. Your su p p o rt w ould be apprecia ted .

ALASKA STATE LE G ISLA TU RE  
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
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February 8, 1995

Representative Cynthia Tcohey 
Alaska State Legislature 
State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99501

Re: HB 92

Dear Representative Tochey:

I am writing in support of the above legislation which would extend 
the sunset period for the Citizens1 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 in hearing 
children's proceedings over the past fourteen years, as velL as my 
involvement on the board of the National Association of Foster Care 
Reviewers.

Citizen review came into being in Alaska in 1990 as a result of 
mounting concerns that children in 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 lack of funding to implement 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 is still 
a necessary component to an integrated system of child welfare 
services. I firmly believe that the internal review process within 
the Department lacks the independence necessary to insure quality 
results.

The Anchorage Citizen Review Board project has been in operation 
for about a year now. It is 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. I think we do need to 
reexamine the statutory framework and determine if it best meets 
the needs of today's system, particularly in the area of the 
interrelationship among citizen review, internal 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 is needed. Letting it lapse will only 
insure that the entire concept will disappear.

I thanX you for taking the time to consider my comments.

Sincerely,

K J  (/Vs—

William D. Hitchcock 
Master, Children's Court
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February S, 1995

Representative Cvnthia Toohev 
State Capitol 
Room  104
Juneau. .AK 9 9S 0 1 -I1 8 2  

Dear Representative Toohey

The National Association o f  Social W orkers A laska Chapter tu llv  supports 
HB  92 which would prov.de fo r the continuation o f  the Foster Care 
Citizen's Review Panel for permanency planning in Alaska NASW  
strongly advocated fo r the development o f  this review board, and continues 
to urge utilization as a proven method o f  enhancing the effectiveness o f  the 
child protection system We believe that through (his type o f  review. 
.Alaskan children n o w  growing up in cut-c f-hom c care will have a better 
chance at being reunited with (heir families, o r in finding a permanent 
adoptive home

Please feel free to call me with questions 

Sincerely.

A -^ e laM . Salerno, ACSW
Executive D irector, N A SW  .Alaska Chapter

17?7 AVcfc.-nHim Dm c AiK.Nrfii.-c. A lm a «y<07 .  (y iT ) I SI-1 JOT .  FAX. ('.’U7I ;61-»50J • <00 J7.X-N ASW
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
LEGISLA TIVE B U D G E T  A N D  A U D IT  C O M M IT T E E

Division of Legislative Audit

Septem ber 1. 1993

P .O . Box 113300 
Juneau. A K  99811-3300 

(907) 465-3330 
FAX (907) 465-2347

Members of the Legislative Budget 
and Audit Committee:

In accoi dance with the provisions of Title 24 o f the Alaska Statutes, the attached report is 
submitted for your review.

DEPARTM ENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
CITIZEN S’ REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING

September 1, 1993

Audit Control Number 

02-1420-93

The audit reports on whether ihe C itizens’ 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 feasibility and rate 
of success for c itizens’ 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 M ethodology 
section of this report.

Randy ^ /W e lk e r , CPA 
Legislative Auditor



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The legislature should extend the Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning's Cthe 
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 o f 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 paneis 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 D FT 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 C itizens’ 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 D FT S ' internal reviews do not achieve real 
permanency pLnning for children and there continues to be widespread support for citizens’ 
review panels. Because o f 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 pan o f 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, DFTS will be able 
to stop their internal review ptocess and concentrate their resources on case management. 
DOA should pursue the possibility o f receiving federal funding for the activities of the 
citizens’ panels.

Recommendation No. I

ALASKA STATE LEGISLa TVXE -9- DIV13IO.V OF LEGISLATIVE AL'DIT



CITIZEN'S REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING

ANNUAL REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE

JANUARY 1994

STATE OF ALASKA 
WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

fth Avenue Suite 710 Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
e: 907/258-6104 FAX number: 907/258-1651



CITIZENS' REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING

M I S S I O N  S T A T E M E N T

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 in out-of-home placements; and,

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



CITIZENS' REVIEW PANELS FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING 
SUMMARY OF ACTIVITY 

Fiscal Year 94

The Legislature appropriated 5125,000 for FY94 for the 
Citizens' Review Panels, a program that provides for external 
reviews of children in out-of-nome placement in the interest of 
determining a permanent placement. Permanent placement could mean 
unification with family, adoption, emancipation, or ext nded out- 
of-home care.

Planning for implementation began prior to the beginning cf 
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 in 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 in 
an area where citizen reviews would not take place and saved time 
and expenses for travel of the state-wide panel.

Roberlev 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 III were 
hired in October, a social worker II in November.
* Training of panelists was accomplished in 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 a 11_ 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 is a sample statement from a foster parent regarding her 
participation in the review process: "This is my first opportunity
to comment to the review process. One concern I would like to 
share is the value of keeping the foster parents apprised of the



status of the case plan. (Child's name) lives in our home, she is 
a member of our family 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 in decisions that touch our lives to the core."

A Social worker wrote in 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 is spent in gathering information from the Division of 
Family and Youth Services (DFYS) files and prepared report for the 
panelists. At times the information is incomplete which is 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 
requires 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, it 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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Twenty-three Anchorage-area citizens have volunteered their time, 
with no compensation, 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:

T H E  R E V I E W E R S

"The review was reassuring to us that the system is not 
robotic; there are real people helping keep cases
MOVing* 1 tooter mother

"What I see as helpful is the review panel's position as 
watchdog over the entire process and the agencies and 
parties involved." cocpt appoikted special advocate

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

"They opened up in my mind a potential resource to 
further explore for this child." devs social .*r«r

CITIZEN REVIEWEFS 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

7



Alaska Statute 47.10.400, which became effective July 1, 1990 es­
tablished the Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning under 
the aegis of the Department of Administration. 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 in care. This is the program which is now operating 
successfully.

H I S T O R Y

M E  1990

House and Sen a te  
u n a n ia c u s iy  approve 
AX S ta tu te  47**10.400 
ro e s t a b l i s h  C i t i z e n  
Review  P r o g r a i .

DEC3BER  1990

Change o f  A d i i n is t r a t io n .  
la p ie a e n ta t io n  o f  c i t i z e n  
fo s te r  care re v iev  progran 
d is c o n t in u e d .

U n i t e d  n ia b e r  o f  s t a f f  and 
p a n e l is t s  s e le c te d . F i l o t  
crcoraa  s e t i n  a o t ic n .

$575,900 fu n d in g  
ito r o v e d  fo r  F Y 5 1 .

536,500 expended .

ME 1991

L e g is la tu r e  reapprcpr ia ted  
unam ended  FY9I fu n d in g .

A p p r o p r ia t i o n r a c e d .

Prograa a c t i v i t y  ceases . 
S t a f f  and p a n e l is t  p o s it io n s  
are e l im in a te d .

5543,400 lapsed  to  genera l fu n d . 
Sc o rc u ra i fundi.no for  ?Y92.

ME 1992

L e g is la tu r e  s u p p o r t iv e , 
c u t  prograa is  n o t  fu n d e d .

So oroora j fu n d in o  fo r  FY92

 1^1993_____________I

P rog ra i p a r t i a l l y  fun d e d :
Anchorage ao d e l prograa i n i t i a t e d .

Three p r o fe s s io n a l s t a f f  h ir e d . 
Governor a p p o in ts  P a n e l is ts  in  O c to be r . 
P a n e l is t s  tr a in e d  in  Xoveaber .
1 1  R e v ie v s  fo r  17  c h ild r e n  in  S e c e ite r .

5 125 ,000  p r o g r a i fu n d in g  approved fo r  fY 9 4 . 
IPrograa o pe ra te s  3 .5  acn tfcs .)

ME 1994 ME 1995

L e g is la tu r e  c i t e s  p ro gr a i vo lu n te e r s  fo r  
serv ice  to  A la s k a 's  c h ild r e n .

E x te n s io n  o f  p ro g r a i su n se t d a te  r e q u ire d . 
P u l l  fu n d in g  requested .

208 Review s h e ld  in  CY94 fo r  246 o u t -o f -h c i e  c h i ld r e n .

C i t i z e n  p an e ls  a s s is t  DFYS w ith  t h e ir  a d a in is t r a t i7 e  
rev iew s . O b je c t iv e  is  a s s m p t ic n  c f  a l l  Anchorage 
rev iew  d u t ie s  in  15 9 5 .

S 104 ,30 0  p r c g r u  fu n d in g  approved fo r  FY95. 
( S u f f i c i e n t  t o  run prograa a c c r o x ia a te ly  7 a o n th s .)
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I. OVERVIEW OF REVIEW SYSTEMS

A  PURPOSE OF FOSTER CARE REVIEW

Toe purpose of foster care review is to assure that children do not linger unnecessarily in 
foster care, but rather that they receive the support and benefits of a perm anent home. 
Perm anence is defined as a hom e which holds together during crisis and provides a lastine, 
trusting, and nurturing environm ent. The return of the child to the biological family is the 
ideal perm anent goal; however, when this is not possible, the goal becom es to place the 
child in another stable, perm anen t home.

B. IMPORTANCE OF REVIEW SYSTEMS

1. Impact of Foster C are on Children

Children need the stability and support of a perm anent home and fa m i ly  in o rder to grow 
and Oourish; they need the sense o f lifelong belonging and continuity that only a 
perm anent home can provide. Children in toster care represent a huge potential loss in 
ooth financial and hum an terms.

It is estimated that almost half a million children pass through state foster care systems in 
this country every year. In fiscal year 19S5, for example, federal governm ent figures show 
that an average of 108,000 children were in foster care in any given month. The foster care 
system Diaces a financial burden  on U.S. taxpayers that was estim ated at S2 billion. The 
cost in human potential was- and remains- inestimable, since research indicates a direct 
correlation between child abuse and neglect and later juvenile delinquency and adult 
criminality.

W hen a child is placed in foster care, it is intended to be a short-term  solution to an 
emergency situation. In the Dast, however, all too often foster care placem ents resulted in 
the child being destined to obscurity within the child welfare system. The ideal of assuring 
a perm anent home for every child fell by the wayside while the child was set adrift among- 
dirferent foster families and  group homes. The child’s vital developm ental years were lost, 
since he was neither free to re tu rn  home to his natural parents nor eligible to be adopted 
by a aew and perm anent family.

Toroughout 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 m any 
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 num ber of 
children and lengths of time spent in substitute care.

Concern for children lingering unnecessarily in foster care continued to m ount throughout 
the decaoe. A nong solutions proposed by child advocacy organizations were the 
comprehensive im plem entation ot permanency planning case work and foster care 
placement monitoring through regular case reviews. A new resource was also identified to 
nelp monitor foster care children and to advocate on their behalf: citizen volunteers.



} 4 7 .1 0 .4 0 0  W e l f a r e .  S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s  &  I n s t i t u t i o n s  ? 4 7 .1 0 .4 1 0

S ee . 4 7 .1 0 .4 0 0 . C it iz e n s ’ re v ie w  p a n e l f o r  p e rm a n e n c y  p la n ­
n in g . a ; T he re  is creacea in che D ep a rtm en t o f A dm in is tra t io n  the 
C itizens' Review  P an e l fo r P e rm an en cy  P lann ing . The stace panei 
consists o f  five vo ting  m em bers appo in ted  by the g ove rn o r from  among 
p resent m em bers o f locai c itizen  re v iew  panels estao iisned  under AS 
4 7 .1 0 .4 2 0 . The gove rn o r s n a i l appo in t a t least one vo ting  stace panei 
m em ber from  each ju d ic ia l d is tric t. T h e  gove rno r m ay not appoin t a 
person who has com m itted  a fe lon y  o r v io la ted  AS 11 .5 1 .1 2 0  o r a law  
•with su os tan c ia ily  s im i la r  e i e m e T h e  panei aiso inc ludes che fo l­
low ing  live  nonvocing m em bers w iio se rv e  ex offic io o r  th e ir designees: 
che com m iss ione r o f  h e a lth  and soc ia l services, che d ire c to r o f  the 
office o f  pub lic  advocacy, the a t to rn e y  gene ra l, the pub lic de fender 
appoin ted unde r A S 1 8 .3 5 .0 3 0 , and the ch ie f ju stice  o f  the A la sk a  
Sup rem e C ou rt.

t'b) Appointed m em bers o f  the sta te  pane l se r/e  at the p ieasu re o f  
the gove rno r fo r s tagge red  te rm s o f  th re e  yea rs o r u n ti l th e ir succes­
so rs a re  appoinced.

>c) The vocing m em bers o f  the s ta te  panei sh a ll e lect from  am ong 
the vo ting  m em bers a ch a ir who sn a il se rve  fo r one yea r. Three voting 
m em bers o f  the s ta te  pane l constitu te  a quorum  fo r the tran sac tion  o f 
business. The pane l m ay not cake o f f ic ia l action -without the a f f i rm a ­
tive  vote o f  a t le a s t th ree  o f  its m em bers .

id ) M em bers o f  th e  sta te  panei a re  en tit led  to re im bu rsem en t fo r 
ac tu a l expenses necessa ry  to p e rfo rm  th e ir  duties as stace panei m em ­
bers. The re im bu rsem en t m ay  no t exceed the am ount o f  per d iem  and 
expenses auchor.zed  fo r  boards ana com m issions unde r AS 3 9 .2 0 . ISO.

i.e.1 The s ta te  p ane l s h a ll m eet tw ice an n u a lly . .Meetings m ay ta ke  
place te le p n on ica lly .

( f )  The stace pane l m ay em p loy  a p rog ram  coo rd in a to r who sh a ll 
s e r /e  at the p le a su re  o f  che stace p ane i. T he p rog ram  coo rd in a to r sn a il 
em p ioy scan as necessary  to c a rry  o u t the p rog ram  coord inato r's d u ­
ties unde r s ta te  pane l d ire c tiv e s  and  to provide c le r ic a l assistance to 
loca i pane ls . (§ 2 ch 117 S LA  1 9 90 )

Cross references. — For terms of ini- j 7. ch. 117. SLA 19S0 in :he Temaorory 
::al appointees to the review panel, see and Special Acts.

S e c . 4 7 .1 0 .4 1 0 . Duties o f  th e  s t a te  p a n e l. The s ta te  pane! sh a i l 
(1 ) by re g u la t io n  adopc po lic ies and  procedures to c a rry  ou t its d u ­

ties and to govern  the p e rfo rm an ce  o f  the duties o f the loca l paneis 
e s tab lish ed  unde r A S 4 7 .1 0 .4 2 0 :

(.2) en su re  th a t loca i panei m em bers receive the m in im um  leve l o f  
t ra in in g  necessa ry  to e ffe c tiv e ly  c a r ry  ou t th e ir du ties;




