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6. Refrigeration technicians capable of installing and
maintaining equipment both on shore and on floating

processors and fishing vessels.

In addition o the foregoing, most of the state's existing
fishermen would benefit from comprehensive training in business
management including record keeping, ac . jntmg, cash flow
management, risk management, quality control and marketing.
Don't forget the statistic from the CFEC that suggests Alaskans

are less productive as a group than nonresidents.

The secondary goalshould be the creation of a research and
analysis capability in fishery economics for the purpose of
developing and promoting the state's interest in rishery
resource allocation and utilization. This need was previously

referred to in the following excerpt from the Fishery Policy

Task Force Report to Governor Sheffield.

The educational and research roles have been filled
primarily by the University of Washington and other
institutions to the South. Becauseof this, the Alaska

industry often finds itself defenseless when comuecing tor
resource allocations with our southern neighbors.

A third goal should be the development of a research and
development capability in the area of food processing, rood
technology and aquaculture. One institution that serves by
example to demonstrate the pc .‘'tial of this goal is the

University of California at Davis and its activities in the



ofield of agriculture. The importance of the seafood industry and
its contribution to the Alaskan economy is certainly comparable

in kind if not in magnitude to California's agriculture

industry.

Goal Development and Implementation;

The previous section described a program whose primary and
fundamental purpose is to create economic benefits for Alaskans
from the utilization of fishery resources. It is a purpose that
expresses itself in the practical applications of education and
research. It is not an academic activity. It is not a program
that should be driven by academic goals or by academicians.
Rather, it is a program that should be driven by the industry

that generates the benefits, and thereby serves the interests of

Alaskans.

If the foregoing ©proposition can be accepted by state
government officials and industry leaders, then the problem of
organization becomes primarily a problem of defining educational
goals in terms of industry needs and market opportunities. Such
a process should beqin with representatives of the seafood
industry participating in an effort to identify the means by

which an educational program could serve their needs and thereby

achieve the program goals.
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In regal'd to vocational and training needs, the industry
should idtntify and de-fine those job skills that it presently
requires and those that will be developing in the future.
Furthermore, industry should rake the commitment to provide
employment opportunities for persons completing the specified

courses of study and training.

In regird to the need for research in the area of economic
development, the disciplines of economics and biology should be
utilized to develop an economic model and strategy that serves
to redefine the state's role in fishery utilization from one of
a resource colony to one of increased industrial and commercial

activity within the state.

In regard to the need ror research and development in
seafood processing, seafood technology and aquaculture;
representatives of the seafood industry should identify
development needs based on market opportunities. Frograms should

then be developed to fill those needs.

Only after the preceding goals have Dbeen defined and
accepted by government 3nd industry can the process of program

development be initiated.
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Program Development:

The development of a seafood industry educational and
vocational program in Alaska is the proper function of all
government agencies responsible for- education within the state,

including the secondary, vocational and academic sectors. And, a

comprehensive program to address the needs ofindustry can only
be created through the cooperative efforts of all the
educational administrators and educators who exist throughout

the many levels of state and local government.

Preceding sections of this paper have included quotations
that criticize existing programs for a variety of failures.
Those quotations also contain a number of recommendations for
the development, implementation, coordination and expansion of
programs. However only after industry has defined the needs,
purposes and goals to be served by a seafood education program,

then and only then.shoulo government begin the process of

program development.

Undoubtedly, much can then be achieved through a
reorganization of existing programs and resources. And. much can
undoubtedly be achieved through a coordination of existing
programs. However optimum efficiency and program productivity
will be difficult to achieve if fishery educational programs
continue to be spread in a fragmented fashion throughout a

multitude of government jurisdictions. Such fragmentation can
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only serve to dilute resources, diffuse responsibility, and
ultimately defeat the purpose of the program. In order to
maintain the link wit private industry that is fundamental to
its purpose, a seafood industry educational program must have an
identity of its own. It must have an identity and an existence
that is manifest 1in an institution or an agency with clearly
defined responsibilities and the authority to respond to the

advice, recommendations and requests of industry.

RECOMMENDED PLAN OF ACTION

The following actions are recommended as a olan of action

for creating a seafood industry education program in Alaska.

1 Invite representatives of the seafood industry to
participate in a meeting for the purpose of definina
industry needs that can be satisfied through an educational
program, and organizing a Seafood Industry Educational

Development Council.

2. Request the House Research Agency to conduct a study of

the seafood industry educational programs of other major
fishing nations of the world, including Norway, Great
Britain, Canada, and Japa . Tlte study should include

examinations of the programs purposes, structure and content

as well as their record of accomplishments.
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3. Request the House Research Agency to conduct a study of-
the manner in which the land grant colleges of the nation
have served the needs of the agricultur » industry, and
compare that with the conduct of the Sea orant program.
Include an analysis of the Sea Grant program's relationship

to the seafood industry both on a national and an Alaskan

basis.

4. After completion of the foregoing, hold a symposium for
the purpose of defining an action plan for the development
of an industry driven seafood education program in Alaska.
The symposium should be attended by representatives of the
many organizations and interests in the seafood industry as
well as representatives of the University of Alaska, the
Department of Education, the secondary schools of the state,
the Department of Labor and the Department of Commerce ar.d
Economic Development. The symposium should be hosted either
by the Governor's Office or by a legislative entity so as to
ensure that no educational institution or agency is
permitted to dominate the program development process in a

self serving manner.
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POSITION PAPER

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 1

BACKGROUND

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 1 is being introduced for the
purpose of establishing the month of March, 1987, as Developmental Disabilities
Awareness Month.

The intent of this resolution is to create an opportunity for the
public tc increase their awareness of persons with developmental disabilities.

RECOMMENDAT ION

The Department of Health and Social Services supports passage of
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 1.

Date: m i a

Approved by:
Myra M .(/Munson, Commissioner

Date: 2/ V t 7
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Office of
Human Development Services

Office of Assistant Secretary
Washington DC 20201

Dear Colleague:

You will be pleased to know that President Reagan recently
signed H.J. Res. 741 into law (P.L. 99-483). The resolution
calls upon the President to issue a proclamation declaring
March, 1987, as "Developmental Disabilities Awareness Month."

As part o£ the Decade of the Disabled, Developmental
Disabilities Awareness Month will be an important step in
promoting national awareness of the potential and
accomplishments of persons with developmental disabilities.
Several events are being planned in observation of the month,
including ceremonies 1in Washington, D.C. and 1in each
State/territory.

Recently, | established a task force within the Office of
Human Development Services for Developmental Disabilities
Awareness Month. Casey Wichlacz, Acting Commissioner for the
Administration on Developmental Disabilities, has been
designated Chair of the Task Force and 1is supervising the
planning of activities.

I look forward to you and the Administration on
Developmental Disabilities working together to maximize the
opportunity that Developmental Disabilities-Awareness Month
provides to us to promote independence, productivity, and
integration into the community for persons with developmental

disabilities.

Sincerely

Acting Assistant Secretary for
Human Development Services

Enclosure
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To designate March 1987, as “Developmental Disabilities Awareness Month”.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

September 26, 1986

Mr. H ansen introduced the following joint resolution; which was referred to thi
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service

To designate March 1987, as “Developmental Disabilities

Awareness Month”.

Whereas there are 3,900,000 children and adults with develop-

mental disabilities in the United States;

Whereas such persons have severe chronic disabilities attributed
to mental or physical impairment which begin early in life
and result in substantial limitations in major life activities
such as self care, mobility, language, learning, and self

direction;

Whereas persons with developmental disabilities need interdisci-
plinary or generic service and treatment for extended

periods of their lives;

Whereas persons with developmental disabilities have the capa-
bility to become more independent and economically self

sufficient;



2

Whereas the services and expertise provided by professional per-
sonnel, parents, and concerned citizens enable persons with
developmental disabilities to participate more freely in edu-

cation, employment and community living;

Whereas increasingly more persons with developmental disabil-
ities are living in the community enabling them to live less

restricted lives; and

Whereas through increased national awareness of such pro-
grams, the public will better understand the potential and

needs of persons with developmental disabilities: Now,

therefore, be it:

1 Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives
2 of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
0 3 That March 1987 is designated as the “Developmental Dis-
/0 4 abilities Awareness Month™, and the President is authorized
5 and requested to issue a proclamation calling upon the people
6 of the United States and all Federal, State, and local govern-
7 ment officials to observe the month with appropriate pro-

8 grams and activities.

c H 7 H
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Alaska State Legislature

Senate
P.O. BOX V
SENATOR RICK UEHLING State Capitol
Official Business Juneau, Alaska
Senate Finance
Committee
TO: Senator Paul Fischer, Chair
Senate Committee on tion and Social Services

From: Senator Rick Uehl
Subject: SCR 2 "Establishi s Law Task Force"
Date: February 27, 1987

I have asked staff to provide the following background and
analysis of SCR 2, "Establishing a Children®s Law Task Force."

The Background

SCR 2 would establish a Children®s Law Task Force to review
current Alaska lav/s and regulations relating to children.
Like the 1975 Children"s Code Task Force, the Children®s Law
Task Force will report back to the Legislature necessary
changes to the State"s current laws and regulations and tha
way they are implemented.

During the past several years new attention has been focused
on the many problems of children in all age groups in today"s
society. Issues such as child abuse and child sexual assault
have been in the forefront of the media and received
Legislative action. Meanwhile, new issues seem to arise
continually: How shoulu runaways be treated? How should our
foster parent®s program be run? How should we respond to
rising teena%e pregnancies? Are our State agencies caking too
much or too little action in child abuse cases? Are we
providing adequate health and medical benefits for the
children of low income parents?

The Legislature is continually being asked to help address the
answers to these questions. With representation from those
with backgrounds of involvement with children and children®s
Issues, the Task Force will be able to take a comprehensive
holistic approach to the many problems and issues surrounding
the State®"s current Children®s laws.



One note, there is presently a large amount of material and
research specific to Alaska available on the subject and this
presents the Legislature with an invaluable opportunity to
take advantage of this material and research while it is still
current.

The Analysis

The resolution enumerates what issues Children®s law
addresses, mentions how parents and other concerned parties
have expressed concern about those laws and how they are
administered, and then states that a comprehensive review of
those laws is needed to determine how the State may best
address those issues and create an environment that fosters
the development of children into responsible, healthy and
productive citizens.

The resolve section establishes a Children®s Law Task Force
consisting of the Chairs of the Senate and House Judiciary and
Health, Education and Social Services Committees and other
persons involved with the children®s issues who are appointed
ay the the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the
ouse.

The term of the Task Force would begin on July 1, 1987 and end
on on January 10, 1989, at which time it would submit a report
to the Legislature of its findings and recommendations. The
Legislative Affairs Agency shall provide administrative and
legal support and the Task Force would be allowed to hire one
staff person.






A SPECIAL REPORT ON THE
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES
DIVISION OF FAMILY AND YOUTH SERVICES

August 15, 1986

Audit Control Number

06-4261-86-S

Commissioner, Department of
Health and Social Services John Pugh

Deputy Commissioner, Department
of Health and Social Services Connie Sipe
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PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE REPORT

In accordance with a Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
special request and Title 24 of the Alaska Statutes, a spe-
cial review of the Department of Health and Social Services,
Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS) was conducted

to determine if the Division's performance is acceptable in
terms of economy, efficiency, and effectiveness.

We reviewed the entire range of DFYS activities focusin
primarily on juvenile intake, detention and correctiona
facilities; child protection investigation and case manage—
ment; and foster parent licensing, training, and support.

The policy and audit approach by the Division of Legislative
Audit for performance reviews can best be described as "au—
dit by exception.”™ This methodology focuses audit effort on
areas of an auditee®s operations that have been i1denti—
fied by a preliminary survey as having a high degree of
probability for needing improvements.

Therefore, by design, finite audit resources are used to
identify where and how improvement can be made, and little
time is devoted to reviewing well-run operations or pro-
grams. Consequently, this report highlights those areas
needing improvement and does not emphasize those operations
and programs that are properly functioning.

STATE OF ALASKA -1- DIVISION OF L.CGISLATIVC AUDIT



ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION

Title A7 of the Alaska Statutes charges the Department of
Health and Social Services with responsibility for providing
a range of services designed to remedy or prevent abuse,
neglect and exploitation of children, youth and adults. In
addition to protective services for the general population
at risk, the Department is responsible for providing care
and protection for juveniles committed to their custody by
the Superior Court. To meet these statutory responsibili-
ties, the Department created the Division of Family and
Youth Services (DFYS) in 1980 by combining the Division of
Social Services with the youth section of the Division of
Corrections,

DFYS' wide range of activities can be broadly separated in
those of Family Services and Youth Services.

Family Services

Social services are provided by 138 line staff working out
of 33 field offices across the state. Communities without a
field office are served on an itinerant basis by the nearest
office. Family Services is supervised out of five regional
offices in Nome, Fairbanks, Bethel, Anchorage, and Juneau.
Family Services provides protective, information and refer-
ral, and family counseling services to their clients.

Protective services are provided to both children and adults
when a Report of Harm is received by DFYS. These reports
alleging abuse or neglect can be made by anyone, but certain
health care and other professionals are statutorily mandated
to report suspected harm. Once a report of harm is substan-
tiated, DFYS line staff provide services not only to the
victim, but to the victim's family as well.

DFYS prenatal program funds private organizations to pro-
vide socially and economically deprived pregnant women with
services such as counseling, foster home and residential
care, adoption assistance, parenting skills training, and
transportation.

Ways in which DFYS serves their clients include providing or
arranging for community-based counseling, foster and resi-
dential care, emergency shelter, and homemaker services.
DFYS philosophy emphasizes providing services in the least
restrictive manner and attempts to do so as early as possi-
ble recognizing that behavior not firmly engrained is easier

to modify.

DFYS licenses and monitors foster homes, residential care
facilities, day care centers, and homes.
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Nome Youtr. Facility is the least restrictive of the
State's youth correctional facilities and has been in
operation since 1981. It has a nine bed treatment
capacity designed to serve male and female delinquent
adolescents, especially youth from the Native popula-
tion. Youth placed in this facility must be able to
handle the responsibilities of an open community-based
program as all residents are required to attend Nome's
public school and hold a job in the community. The
facility also houses a three bed detention unit used

for both boys and girls.

Johnson Human Services Center in Juneau began opera-
tions in 1982. It is purely a detention facility for
male and female adolescents. As with all of the deten-
tion facilities, youth are housed here pending adjudi-
cation, or following adjudication and classification to
a correctional facility while awaiting available space.
The 16 bed capacity has been exceeded occasionally.

All residents are required to attend the school at the
facility which is operated by the school district.
Appropriations have been made to construct an addition
for a long-term treatment program, but construction
plans may be postponed or eliminated due to the State's
current revenue situation.

Bethel Youth Facility is currently being completed and
was scheduled to begin operations during FY 87. Howev-
er, due again to revenue shortfalls, this facility will
remain unopened for the immediate future. The facility
is designed to serve both male and female adolescents

in an eight bed detention unit and a twelve bed treat-

ment program.
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PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE REPORT

In accordance with a Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
special request and Title 24 of the Alaska Statutes, a spe—
cial review of the Department of Health and Social Services,
Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS) was conducted
to determine i1f the Division®s performance is acceptable in
terms of economy, efficiency, and effectiveness.

We reviewed the entire range of DFYS activities focusing
primarily on juvenile intake, detention and correctional
facilities; child protection investigation and case manage —
ment; and foster parent licensing, training, and support.

The policy and audit approach by the Division of Legislative
Audit for performance reviews can best be described as "au—
dit by exception.” This methodology focuses audit effort on
areas of an auditee"s operations that have been identi—
fied by a preliminary survey as having a high degree of
probability for needing improvements.

Therefore, by design, finite audit resources are used to
identify where and how improvement can be made, and little
time is de/oted to reviewing well-run operations or pro—
grams. Consequently, this report highlights those areas
needing improvement and does not emphasize those operations
and programs that are properly functioning.
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ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION

Title 47 of the Alaska Statutes charges the Department of
Health and Social Services with responsibility for providing
a range of services designed to remedy or prevent abuse,
neglect and exploitation of children, youth and adults. In
addition to protective services for the general population
at risk, the Department is responsible for providing care
and protection for juveniles committed to their custody by
the Superior Court. To meet these statutory responsibili-
ties, the Department created the Division of Family and
Youth Services (DFYS) in 19f0 by combining the Division of
Social Services with the youth section of the Division of
Corrections.

DFYS' wide range of activities can be broadly separated in
those of Family Services and Youth Services.

Family Services

Social services are provided by 138 line staff working out

of 33 field across the state. Communities without a
field officr served on an itinerant basis by the nearest
office. F& ervices is supervised out of five regional

offices in Nome, Fairbanks, Bethel, Anchorage, and Juneau.
Family Services provides protective, information and refer-
ral, and family counseling services to their clients.

Protective services are provided to both children and adults
when a Report of Harm is received by DFYS. These reports
alleging abuse or neglect can be made by anyone, but certain
health care and other professionals are statutorily mandated
to report suspected harm. Once a report of harm is substan-
tiated, DFYS line staff provide services not only to the
victim, but to the victim's family as well.

DFYS' prenatal program funds private organizations to pro-
vide socially and economically deprived pregnant women with
services such as counseling, foster home and residential
care, adoption assistance, parenting skills training, and
transportation.

Ways in which DFYS serves their clients include providing or
arranging for community-based counseling, foster and resi-
dential care, emergency shelter, and homemaker services.
DFYS' philosophy emphasizes providing services in the least
restrictive manner and attempts to do so as early as possi-
ble recognizing that behavior not firmly engrained is easier
to modify.

DFYS licenses and monitors foster homes, residential care
facilities, day care centers, and homes.
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Youth Services

Youth Services is responsible for providing a variety of
diversion, intervention and rehabilitation services to juve-
niles found delinquent by the courts. In its three regions,
Youth Services employs over 230 staff who operate Alaska's
youth correctional facilities and perform field services
throughout the state.

In December 1984, DFYS replaced the court system in Anchor-
age, Fairbanks, Palmer, and Kenai in deciding whether to
seek a judgement against a youth accused of a crime. This
gave DFYS statex”ide responsibility for this intake decision.
Court system intake positions x%ere transferred to DFYS x"hen
the responsibility changed.

In addition to performing intakes, Youth Services' probation
officers make recommendations to the courts for adjudicated
youth, and monitor youth on probation, both formal and in-

formal. Services offered to rehabilitate youth on probation
include supervision, counseling, advocacy, and arranging for
specialized services.

Nonprofit organizations serving troubled youth are funded
through preventive youth service grants. Youth Services
recruits and licenses foster homes for placement of youth in
their care.

Youth Services operates a number of institutional facilities
across the state for the detention and treatment of youth in

their custody.

McLaughlin Youth Center located in Anchorage, has been
in operation since 1968. It is currently a statex-;ide
facility and operates the only Closed Treatment Unit in
Alaska providing treatment to seriously violent and
out-of-control youth in a more restrictive and struc-
tured environment. Besides this eight bed unit, MYC
operates four 20 bed cottages (three for boys and one
for girls) and detention units for both boys and girls.
School attendance is part of treatment for all youth
without a high school diploma or GED. The school dis-
trict operates a school within the facility.

Fairbanks Youth Facility has been in operation since
1981. It provides secure long-term treatment for boys
and has a capacity of 12. Up to three youths from de-
tention can be included in the treatment program while
x>/aiting for bed space to become available. Attendance
at the district-operated school, xvithin the facility is
required of youth in treatment. The facility includes
an eight bed detention unit for both boys and girls
Xv'hich often operates beyond capacity. A 20 bed addi-
tion is currently being completed to replace the exist-
ing detention unit.



Nome Youth Facility is the least restrictive of the
State's youth correctional facilities and has been in
operation since 1981. It has a nine bed treatment
capacity designed to serve male and female delinquent
adolescents, especially youth from the Native popula-
tion. Youth placed in this facility must be able to
handle the responsibilities of an open community-based
program as all residents are required to attend Nome's
public school and hold a job in the community. The
facility also houses a three bed detention unit used
for both boys and girls.

Johnson Human Services Center in Juneau began opera-
tions in 1982. It is purely a detention facility for
male and female adolescents. As with all of the deten-
tion facilities, youth are housed here pending adjudi-
cation, or following adjudication and classification to
a correctional facility while awaiting available space.
The 16 bed capacity has been exceeded occasionally.

All residents are required to attend the school at the
facility which is operated by the school district.
Appropriations have been made to construct an addition
for a long-term treatment program, but construction
plans may be postponed or eliminated due to the State's
current revenue situation.

Bethel Youth Facility is currently being completed and
was scheduled to begin operations during FY 87. Howev-
er, due again to revenue shortfalls, this facility will
remain unopened for the immediate future. The facility
is designed to serve both male and female adolescents
in an eight bed detention unit and a twelve bed treat-
ment program.
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AupiTor's COMMENTS aup J . IRY

DFYS does not provide services to runaway youths who do not
want the agency's help. If a runaway is arrested for a
crime they will generally receive the same services as other
juvenile offenders. When a runaway receives DFYS services,
the agency provides assistance to essentially the same ex-
tent that they serve abused/neglected children or juvenile
offeiders. As discussed in Recommendation No. 1 of this
report, DFYS is not consistently providing child protection
services to the extent required by statute. However, we
found no discernible difference between either the services
provided to runaways who wanted them and those provided the
rest of the agency's caseload.

DFYS & Runaways

There are two basic ways that youth come into contact with
the services provided by DFYS. The first way is the "report
of harm" that DFYS receives that a youth, usually a younger
child under the age of 12, is being neglected and/or abused.
The second way is generally through an arrest by a peace
officer who brings the youth to DFYS for further review and
process. Arrests usually involve older youth, ages 13-18.

At present, DFYS generally does not become involved with
runaway youth unless they are a reported victim of abuse or
have been arrested. To the dismay of many parents, the act
of running away from home is not a crime. Parents can ask
law enforcement agencies to pick-up and locate their chil-
dren; however, we have been told by DFYS probation officers
that this duty generally receives low priority. If runaways
are picked up by police DFYS will attempt to arrange a meet-
ing with the parents, offer their services to provide some
reconciliation, but the youth can refuse. Generally, until
a runaway youth is either arrested for a crime or is report-
ed as being abused or neglected, DFYS does not get involved
in providing services, unless requested by the youth.

Youth Services & Runaways

Upon arrest juveniles are brought to DFYS by law enforcement
officers for further screening. Using criteria established
by DFYS, probation officers review various circumstances
involved in the arrest such as: the severity of the offense,
the age of the youth, prior record, probation status, and
the availability and willingness of the parents to supervise
and control the youth. Based on this review, the intake

p robation officer makes a determination on how the case
siouid be processed. A key aspect in the processing of the
case is the detention decision, involving whether the juve-
nile should be locked up pending further action.
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In the vast majority of cases (some S(¥) the decision is
made not to detain. In our review of a sample of recent
detention decisions we found that juveniles who were run-
aways were slightly more likely to be detained than
non-runners for similar offenses. Runners are more often
detained because it is sometimes difficult to locate their
parents or other relatives, and they are less likely to ap-
pear in court for adjudication of their case.

Under DFYS criteria, the primary question that is involved
in considering detention is: Is the youth a danger to
themselves or others? Danger seems to be assessed as the
probability of short-term physical injury rather than the
prospect of any long-term physical or emotional harm. For
example, if a 15 year old runaway girl is arrested for pros-
titution, it is likely that DFYS intake officer would not
feel she presented a danger to herself or others, although
clearly she is doing long-term harm to herself. By
expanding the definition of danger, DFYS probably could
develop a basis for detaining more runaways and accordingly
make some limited treatment available to them.

The DFYS intake officer would offer to provide the girl
agency social services, she may be placed temporarily in an
emergency shelter, and an attempt may be made to contact
parents or relatives and setup a meeting aimed at
reunification. However, if the girl refuses services, does
not meet with her parents, is not formally prosecuted,
and/or runs away from the emergency shelter, there is little
DFYS can legally do. By expanding the definition of danger,
DFYS probably could develop a basis for detaining more
runaways and accordingly make some limited treatment avail-
able to them.

Some argue that runaways should be accorded different treat-
ment as a preventative measure. Advocates argue that run-
aways develop criminal behavior to survive on the streets,
and will grow into adult criminals. They argue runaways
should be sought out by DFYS, detained if necessary, and
provided appropriate counseling and treatment.

Given the other responsibilities of DFYS, such an approach
would appear to us to be very difficult statutorily, logis-
tically, and fiscally. As a practical matter, any such
change in approach to runaways would require changes in
statutes regarding juvenile criminal activity. Just rede-
fining detention criteria so that more runaways would be
locked up would not really provide for better service deliv-
ery. As cited in Recommendation No. 4 detention facilities
are already overcrowded and, by design, provide limited
treatment. Increased funding would be required to expand
confinement facilities and provide more extensive treatment.
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Social Services & Runaways

DFYS does provide certain services for runaway youth. Run-
aways are often referred to social workers by policemen,
social service agencies, probation officers, or contact the
agency directly. These youth do receive services from DFYS
to the extent that the agency can provide them, if the youth
wants them. For example, in Tok, runaways just coming into
the State are sometimes sent to DFYS by troopers. The so-
cial worker may do things like: encourage the runners to
call home; contact their parents or relatives who may be in
the State; refer them DFYS offices in Fairbanks; but, if the
runaway refuses to accept services DFYS must accept the
youth's decision.
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FINDIN iS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

The Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS), in con-

junction with the Legislature, should review statutes gov-
erning the agency's responsibilities' and duties. The golTs
of such a review should be twofold;

A. The determination of the extent of the State's role in
child protection.

B. Restructure DFYS' funding and statutes to better
provide child protection services at the determined
level.

DFYS social service offices are struggling to keep up with
the reports of neglect and abuse of children, and comply
with related statutory investigation requirements. In at-
tempts to meet the 72-hour statutory requirement for initial
investigation of child abuse reports, ongoing caseloads suf-
fer. DFYS often must overlook the needs and care of chil-
dren already in State custody in order to respond to new
reports of abuse and neglect.

In Anchorage during April 1986, the number of reports of
suspected harm increased by more than 50%. Social workers
responsible for ongoing services to children were shifted to
assist with the report of harm investigations. Still, many
reports could not be investigated in the statutorily re-
quired time period.

In Juneau investigations of suspected abuse are typically
initiated in a timely fashion, but children already in State
custody often receive insufficient services because, out of
necessity, investigative social workers must continue to be
responsible for case management even after custody is as-
sumed. Our review of Juneau case files indicates that after
adjudication of custody, client contact is often infrequent
and initiated Dby the client or care provider (foster parent,
counsellor, etc.) rather than the social worker.

DFYS Efforts

These service deficits are not due to lack of effort or com-
mitment by DFYS. Management is continually reallocating
tight resources, "robbing Peter to pay Paul,” in response to
one crisis after another. Social workers typically donate
many extra hours in an attempt to maintain seme control of
their caseloads.

DFYS has attempted various strategies to stretch the service
dollar to improve the quantity and quality of services with-
out reducing the groups of people served. More
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cost-effective ways of purchasing services fron residential
care providers; reorganization of personnel structure and

responsibilities; and proposals for an improved management
information system all are among the strategies tried. Al-
though some strategies have improved the level of services,
in most cases funding has tended to follow the crises.

Administratively, DFYS management should continue efforts to
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of available re-
sources, by:

1. Upgrading its management information system. As dis-
cussed in Recommendation No. 2 of this report, and in
previous reports, the current management information at
DFYS does not provide adequate support and/or informa-
tion to management or on-line social workers. (See Rec-
ommendation No. 2)

2. Increase the emphasis on home-based and preventauive
services"! Presently, DFYS is in the process of expand-
ing home-based programs, whereby services are provided
to families in their homes, in order to protect chil-
dren in their homes and hopefully avoiding more exten-
sive and long-term intervention on the part of the

State.

3. Management should continue to streamline policies in
order to free staff time for carrying out their most
important mandated functions. As an example, DFYS re-
cently obtained a statutory change allowing day care
centers to be licensed biennially rather than annually.

Statutory and Funding Changes

Reflecting a growing public concern, relatively recent
changes in both State and Federal laws have significantly
increased DFYS' responsibilities. In recent years, statu-
tory changes have 1) required professionals to report all
cases of suspected child abuse; 2) mandated duties such as
adult protective services, licensing (foster parents, resi-
dential and day care) and services to certain runaways, and
3) required increased documentation of certain legal and
casework procedures.

Ostensibly intended to better protect children and other
vulnerable individuals, these statutes may actually have
adversely affected DFYS’ ability to adequately provide ser-
vices to children already in State custody. In addition the
rise in the general public's awareness and reporting of
child abuse (a national trend), and the dramatic growth in
Alaska's population during the past ten years have signifi-
cantly increased the demand for DFYS services. DFYS budgets
have not kept pace with this growth in demand.
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However, given the present prospective funding levels, a
fundamental reassessment of DFYS' statutory authority and
service priorities should take place. For'example, consid-
eration could, be given to amending statutes, that would:

A Reconfigure DFYS appropriations in order to shift
funding away from the provision of indirect discre-
tionary programs, over which DFYS exercises little
management control, to services that would allow the
agency to provide more direct intervention and preven-
tion services.

B. Allow DFYS to determine which reports require Depart-
ment of Law review. Presently, all reports of physical
and sexual abuse are required to be forwarded to DOL
for their review, whether or not the report is substan-

tiated.

C. Transfer DFYS services not directly related to child
protection, such as adult protective services and day
care licensing to other state agencies or local govern-

ments.

Statutes and funding priorities establish the limits of the
State's responsibilities to intervene and protect children.
Accordingly, the Legislature will have to play an active
role in implementing statutory changes and/or reconfigured
budgetary actions in order that the State's responsibilities
for child protection are better aligned with the resources

allocated for that purpose.
Recommendation No. 2

DFYS should develop a management information system to
replace its current computerized payment system.

DFYS' current computer system was created in 1977 in re-
sponse to Federal Title XX reporting requirements. It has
been the subject of recommendations in each of this Divi-
sion's last three reviews of DFYS. Problems with the system
noted in previous audits which still plague DFYS include:

1. Inaccurate information due to time lags prior to data
input. While there has been some improvement in time-
liness of data entry as a result of on-line capability
in a few offices, updating of data on the system re-
mains a low priority. Personnel are generally enterir.g
licensing data on-line, however most social workers
across the state, including those in the Anchorage Ser-
vice Unit, are still manually completing forms and
sending them to the central office for data entry.
Documents filter into Juneau from across the state,
creating a serious weakness in input controls.
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2. Inability to provide any case management information.
DFYS manually collects and maintains a large amount of
information on each client. Except for a few items
which have been retrofitted as "enhancements” to the
current system, the only way to access this information
is through time-consuming monthly hand tallies of indi-
vidual case files.

3. Difficulty in extracting pertinent information main-
tained on the computer system. DFYS' data processing
staff produces several standard reports monthly. Many
of these go unused by managers due to lack of timeli-
ness or mistrust of the underlying data. The need for
any customized or historical information requires sig-
nificant programming time.

DFYS' data processing staff has devoted much time and effort
toward laying the groundwork for a new management informa-
tion system. The requirements analysis which was completed
in 190A for SYSMIS (Social and Youth Services Management and
Information System) was a major effort of the staff and in-
cluded input from all DFYS personnel. Funding for this sys-
tem in DFYS' FY 86 budget request was denied by the Legisla-
ture. The following year DFYS scaled down their request to
a pilot project known as OVATS (Offender and Victim Automat-
ed Tracking System). Based upon the original requirements
analysis, this system emphasized tracking of service out-
comes and included office automation features. It was not
included in the Governor's FY 87 budget request.

The emphasis on obtaining a new management information sys-
tem has had a negative impact on maintenance of the current
system. Production problems arise on a daily basis. Just
recently, all programming for management reports was rewrit-
ten in a new software version on an emergency basis despite
urgings from the Department of Administration for well over
a year that users make this conversion. Staff estimated
they currently have a 67 man-month backlog of information
requests and problem reports concerning the system.

Certainly, the initial costs of a new system appear cost
prohibitive in the face of declining oil revenues. However,
we believe the cost of continued operation of the existing
system justifies continued efforts to implement a new,
scaled down version of SYSMIS. Costs of maintaining the
current system go beyond retaining three Analyst/Programmers
(at over $150,000 annually), indirect costs such as
ineffective use of staff time spent manually gathering and
summarizing data; and the low morale and frustration which
results. The difficulty in obtaining information has been a
major obstacle in obtaining Federal funds under Title IV-E.
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Legislative Audit continues to support a better management
information system for DFYS. Ending the need for maintain-
ing both an antiquated automated payments system and a manu-
al information system would allow overburdened line staff to
devote more time to actual social work. The need for time-
ly, accurate, pertinent information is absolutely critical
to the effective management of a division as large, complex,
and geographically dispersed as DFYS.

Recommendation No. 3

DFYS should develop standardized foster care procedures and
encourage compliance through improved training and
supervisory review. In addition, DFYS should continue
working toward improved relations with foster parents in
order to sustain a more viable foster care program.

Foster care costs have increased by more than two-thirds in
the last three years to over $6.3 million in FY 86. Over
the last five years, foster care expenditures have almost
doubled while there has been little growth in residential
care expenditures making foster care even more important to
DFYS' service delivery system. The increasing use of fos-
ter care has also resulted in more difficult children being
placed in the care of foster parents.

Our current review revealed several areas in foster care
which would benefit from increased DFYS commitment:

1. Licensing activities are not in compliance with DFYS
procedures due to lack of timeliness.

2. Complaints are notclassified and investigated consis-
tently and often are not adequately documented.

3. Augmented rates for specialized ioster care are not
being equitably administered.

4. Training provided varies across the state and is rarely
documented in foster parent files.

5. Foster parents are not fully informed aboutliability
and loss which may result from foster care.

6. Relations between DFYS and foster parents are often

less than cooperative.

Many of these deficiencies were identified in a 1983 Legis-
lative Audit report. Management should review the situation
in each area and act according to DFYS priorities.
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Foster Home Licensing

Besides ensuring some minimum level of safety, the licensing
of foster homes is important in order to match the abilities
and interests of foster parents with the needs of place-
ments. This theoretical matching of homes and children has
been subjugated by the reality that there are not enough
slots for all the children needing placement.

Licensing activities are behind, as evidenced by:

1. Over 30% of the homes reviewed were issued licenses
which were more than one month retroactively effective.

2. Over half of the homes in our review did not have a
home study performed prior to licensing. (The home
study is a time-consuming licensing prerequisite to
ensure compliance with foster care standards).

3. Of the 75 homes with foster care placements reviewed,
more than 60% were either without a current home study
or license during the time a child was in the home.

4. As of June 1986, over 25% of foster care licenses have
been expired for over one month.

A major factor that contributes to the situation is DFYS
licensing priorities. Licensing duty priorities are not
conducive to the timely licensing of foster homes. Investi-
gations of complaints is the first priority while processing
new foster home applications ranks last in a list of 15. As
a result, emergency licensing of foster homes is the rule
rather than the exception.

Ue recommend management reassess licensing duty priorities
and personnel practices in order to make the licensing pro-
cess a more timely and meaningful one. The annual review of
licensing files by supervisors, as proposed in DFYS re-
sponse to our 1983 audit report, would aid in identifying
and correcting current discrepancies in foster home license
files. During our file review, only a few Youth Service
foster parent files, most notably the Southcentral Region,
evidenced any such review.

Complaint Investigations

Licensing complaint investigations have long been a point of
contention between foster parents and DFYS. Many foster
parents view the process as arbitrary, covert, even vindic-
tive. DFYS views it as necessary for the protection of
children, even supportive of the foster home in that compli-
ance is encouraged.
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While our review noted problems of inconsistent treatment
and poor documentation, overall we found investigations of
complaints to be reasonable and fair. The only examples of
investigations with questionable motives and dispositions
were performed by a Palmer licensing worker no longer em-
ployed by DFYS.

Procedures for complaint investigations are outlined in the
Community Care Licensing Manual. Despite the statewide ap-
plicability of these procedures, our review of complaint
investigations found wide variations in how complaints are
handled both between and within offices. Investigations
often do not result in any constructive resolution. Inves-
tigator recommendations for bringing the home into compli-
ance are not consistently made nor implemented by DFYS.
Recommended licensing actions are not being taken and are
often overridden by placement decisions when they are taken.

Documentation of investigations varied from adequate to non-
existent. Evidence that the investigated party had been
notified was often missing from the file. Standardising the
use of the Notification of Complaint form would not only
improve documentation, but would also alleviate foster par-
ent protests that DFYS never tells them why they are being
investigated.

We found only the Southcentral Family Services office main-
tains a complaint log. We were told at Youth Services in
Fairbanks that they had been instructed to discontinue log-
ging of complaints. We feel the information which can be
gained from an independent listing of complaints more than
offsets the increased paperwork. Accordingly, we recommend
all DFYS offices maintain complaint logs similar to that
discussed in DFYS' response to our 1983 audit recommenda-
tion.

We reiterate our 1983 recommendation that DFYS train licens-
ing personnel in their complaint investigation procedures
and conduct supervisory reviews for compliance. DFYS has
adequate procedures in place for complaint investigation;
now it needs some training and monitoring to achieve ade-
quate implementation of these procedures.

Specialized Foster Care

Our 1983 audit report recommended executive and legislative
support for specialized foster care. W continue to support
the concept of paying augmented rates to foster parents for
providing care to children who would otherwise be in more
expensive residential care. While not appropriate for all
children, an augmented rates program allows many to be
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placed in a less restrictive foster home setting. This
lesser restrictive placement, coupled with the cost savings
involved, makes specialized foster care in the best interest
of both the children and the State.

Augmented rates are not being equitably administered by
DFYS. Family Services' Child Protective Service Manual
defines augmented rates as "an increased payment which is
paid for extra costs incurred in caring for children who
have special problems.” Interpretations of what constitute
extra costs are made by line staff resulting in inequities
such as:

1. Different amounts of augmentation for foster children
with the same special problems.

2. Some foster parents are compensated for their time,
while others are reimbursed only for defined costs.

3. Foster parents who complain the most tend to get the
most augmentation. In some cases, the foster parent

sets the rate DFYS pays.

Youth Services has their own augmented rates program. Youth
are assessed for placement level of difficulty with Level |
being standard rate and Level IlIl being the most highly aug-
mented rate. To care for Level Il and 11l youth, foster
parents must meet certain training and experience require-
ments. We found that both youth and foster parents are be-
ing consistently assessed across the state, however, the
rates paid are not consistent. Payment for a Level 111
youth in the Northern Region is 250% of the standard rate;
while in the Southcentral Region, DFYS pays 300% of the
standard rate for a Level IIl youth.

In order to develop a more equitable augmented rates pro-
gram, we recommend DFYS initiate changes to both the

Family Services and the Youth Services programs. Family
Services should update its 1978 criteria to more specifical-
ly define which extra costs will be reimbursed as augmented
rates. This would reduce the current latitude line staff
and foster parents have which results in negotiated augment-
ed rates. Youth Services should make payment for a Level
Il youth constant across regions. Given Alaska's current
revenue picture, we advise bringing the Southcentral Region
in line with the Northern Region.

Foster Parent Training

The extent of foster parent training by DFYS varies across

Alaska. It ranges from comprehensive, formal programs in
Southcentral Alaska to almost nonexistent in other areas of
the state. Some areas require attendance at established
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foster parent orientation classes prior to licensing, while
others use a home visit and an informal review of the regu-
lations as orientation for foster parents.

During FY 86, DFYS contracted with the Alaska Fos.er Parent
Association to provide statewide ongoing training. The con-
tract required DFYS to jointly participate in implementa-
tion, however, DFYS did little to facilitate the successful
completion of this contract. The training that was provided
was geographically limited and of questionable value to some
of the purported beneficiaries.

Foster parents who want training have been obtaining it
through their local foster parent associations, college
classes, and training sponsored by DFYS. In recent years,
DFYS has been considering the possibility of requiring a
certain amount of training to receive and maintain a foster
care license. Those foster parents receiving augmented
rates under the Youth Services program are currently re-
quired to have a certain amount of training. In our review
of foster home license files across the state, we found only
Southcentral Youth Services files to reflect a record of
training received.

Increased DFYS commitment to foster parent training would
not only promote better relations between foster parents and
DFYS, but would also provide DFYS with a more qualified pool
of foster parents. A multi-media self-study program such as
that being developed by Southcentral Youth Services may be a
cost-effective method for providing statewide training.
Maintaining a record of training i.eceived in each foster
home file would make it easier for those making placements
to match the child's needs with the qualifications of the

foster home.
Foster Parent Liability

Liability is currently an extremely volatile issue for fos-
ter parents. In 1981, DFYS made efforts to define areas

of responsibility for various types of liability or losses
resulting from foster care. The Foster Parents' Handbook
tells foster parents that they are protected by the State
against legal actions for accidental injury to the child and
a%ali(rj\st suit for damages caused to third parties by the
child.

In an effort to address foster parents' current concerns
over liability, DFYS has contacted the Attorney General's
Office and the Division of Risk Management. Discussions
with Risk Management confirm that in the absence of gross
negligence, foster parents will be protected by the State
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for both injury Co the child and to third parties. However,
this assurance is not echoed in a recent memo from the At-
torney General's Office which concludes:

foster parents will generally be shielded from
ltability for injury to a child where they have
attempted, in good faith, to conduct themselves
reasonably. There is no insurance protecting a
foster parent from the negligence of a child. And,
except for the possible protection of AS 34.50.020
there is no protection against suit by third persons
against foster parents because of negligent conduct

of a child.
The foster care regulations make clear that this liability
insurance "will not cover matters for which foster parents
are normally expected to have insurance, such as fire insur-
ance for their home.” The implication that foster parents’
insurance will cover their loss if the foster child burns
their home is true only if the act was accidental. As DFYS

discovered in their 1981 efforts, deliberate acts by foster
children are generally not covered by homeowner's insurance
policies.

We recommend that DFYS, in conjunction with the Attorney
General and the Division of Risk Management, develop some
cohesive guidelines in the area of foster parent liability
with regard to third party damages. Once determined, this
information should be included in the Foster Parents' Hand-
book, as should some warning of the limitations of common
homeowner's insurance. Foster parents need this information
in order to make informed choices in accepting and rejecting
placements.

Relations With Foster Parents

In our 1983 audit we noted that DFYS neglected to maintain a
cooperative relationship with the foster parent community.
In a March 1986 letter to the president of the Alaska Foster
Parent Association (AFPA), the director of DFYS states "It
would be less than candid of me to not admit that there has
been a history of conflict and resentment between AFPA and

the division."

The training contract for fiscal year 1986 was a disappoint-
ment for both parties. This contract emphasized "joint"
responsibility for both DFYS and AFPA, but neither was sat-
isfied with the other's performance. The quality and quan-
tity of training which resulted would likely have increased
if DFYS and AFPA had been more cooperative in implementing
the terms of the contract.
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We feel chat the rift between DFYS and AFPA is diminishing.
With DFYS' encouragement, there has been an influx of more
moderates on the AFPA Board of Directors. DFYS efforts
such as the June 1986 Foster Care Working Group encourage
foster parent input and interaction with DFYS. With ade-
quate follow through, such efforts could be major steps to-
ward rebuilding a good working relationship.

DFYS needs the different perspective offered by foster par-
ents. Despite their relatively low membership, AFPA is the
only statewide organization of foster parents. Given the

crucial role that foster care plays in DFYS service deliv-
ery, a better relationship with foster parents in general,

and AFPA in particular, will benefit all concerned.

Recommendation No. 4

DFYS should comply with the American Correctional Associa-
tion (ACA) national standards in order to receive ac-
creditation for its juvenile confinement facilities.

In May the three juvenile confinement facilities which house
both detention and treatment programs were reviewed by the

American Correctional Association (ACA). DFYS arranged the
reviews in order to receive accreditation by the ACA a na-
tional organization of correctional professionals. The re-
view, for which DFYS had been preparing for four years, in-
volved a thorough review of their physical plants; policies
and procedures; and general program.

The ACA review committee compared these facilities with na-
tional standards developed for detention, training school,
and community residential care facilities. To receive ac-
creditation a facility must be in compliance with 100% of
the mandatory standards and over 90% of the non-mandatory
standards. The review committee's reports for all three of
the facilities commented positively on the quality of life
within the facilities, especially regarding the communica-
tion between staff and residents and the dedicated nature of
personnel. Other major ACA findings are presented below:

Detention Overcrowding

The detention units at both McLaughlin Youth Center (MYC)
and Fairbanks Youth Facility (FYF) were found to be continu-
ally operating over capacity. MYC, with a design capacity
of 50, had an average daily population of 68 in FY 85; FYF,
with a capacity of 8, had an average daily population during
the first four months in 1986 of 12.8 recording highs of
over 20 youth. The overcrowding was a major concern of the
AC,IA_ r«;view committee which they felt needed immediate
relief.
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FYF is completing a new 20-bed detention addition which is
slated to open during FY 87 which should eliminate its over-
crowding. MYC has recently contracted an architect to de-
sign the remodeling necessary to alleviate its overcrowding.

Fire Safety

Mandatory fire safety standards were not completely met at
all three facilities. These were of most concern at MYC and
the Nome Youth Facility (NYF). FYF has addressed its fire
safety deficiencies, making the necessary changes to achieve
compliance. NYF and MYC must complete more extensive physi-
cal repairs and renovations to come in compliance with ACA's
mandatory standards. Compliance with the fire safety stan-
dards is the major obstacle preventing MYC from receiving
accreditation.

Training

All facilities were found deficient in the area of training.
Although training standards are non-mandatory, we feel the

common deficiency is significant. (See Recommendation No. 5)
Both MYC and FYF were weak in the training area, and NYF did
not meet any of the training standards, which seriously re-
duced its overall rating. According to DFYS Nome needs ad-
ditional training funds to achieve full compliance with ACA
standards.

Fairbanks Program

The ACA audit committee found that at the Fairbanks facility
the detention philosophy dominated and influenced the treat-
ment program resulting in a overly restrictive environment.
The accreditation team felt that this environment hindered
the youths' development by providing little opportunity for
them to try out the new behaviors acquired through treat-
ment. Fairbanks addressed this finding immediately by re-
vising their four step program allowing residents to earn
the privilege of participation in supervised activities in
the community at an earlier point in treatment.

FYF has completed the improvements necessary to achieve
compliance with national standards and will likely receive
ACA accreditation by the end of FY 87. MYC and NYF may re-
quire additional funding to achieve compliance, therefore,
their accreditation does not seem likely in the near future.

Recommendation No. 5

DFYS should take steps to improve and increase training of
social workers and personnel working in youth detention ta-
cilitie’s"l

Since FY 81, DFYS' budget for training personnel has been
significantly reduced from more than $500,000 to less than
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$100,000 for FY 86. Much of the previously larger training
budget was the result of Federal monies, which have not been
available to DFYS in recent fiscal years. With the reduc-
tion in available training funds, it has been more difficult
for DFYS to provide the necessary ongoing training that is
needed to promote informed and consistent casework deci-
sions. Currently, DFYS primarily provides orientation
training for newly hired social workers and specialized
training in newly established policy and procedures. For
example, over the past year social workers received training
in the new emergency custody procedures.

The significant reduction in DFYS' training training budget
has been largely beyond the control of the division. Howev-
er, we feel that there are two particular areas where DFYS

should make an effort to develop and provide more training:

1) oversight and management skills for supervisors, and 2)

individuals working with confined juveniles should receive

specialized training.

It was our observation, particularly in the Anchorage area,
that social worker supervisors often dealt with their subor-
dinates in a discordant manner. For example, when proposed
reorganizational changes were being considered in Anchorage,
supervisors elected not to inform the social workers. The
workers felt that the supervisors were conspiring against
them and that were not treating them as professionals. It
IS management's prerogative to reconfigure the delivery of
services; however, better supervisory skills on the part of
middle management could have increased cooperation on the
part of social workers.

In the accreditation reviews of DFYS1 youth facilities (See
Recommendation No. 4) the reviewers cited the lack of spe-
cialized training and continuing education opportunities for
staff at the facilities. There were also other criticisms
that any training that was provided, particularly in the
area of health-related situations, was not documented in

employee files.

When program funding must be reduced, it is tempting to cut
back in training rather than reduce direct service staff.
However, in a division that is as widespread as DFYS, train-
ing is critical part of the communications needed to main-
tain uniform casework standards and decision-making in ac-
cordance with statutes and division policy.
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STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

DEPT. OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES POUCH HOI

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER pronE:  465-3030

«=December 15,- 1986

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit DEC 151986
P.0. Box W

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the preliminary audit report on
the Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS). I believe our agency's
perspective on the issues raised in the report will help legislators better
understand these issues, their interrelationship, and their relative
importance to addressing the statutory goals of the agency.

Although we do not completely agree with the auditors®™ conclusions and
recommendations, we commend them for identifying and focusing on the funda—
mental issue which influences every aspect of agency performance- resources
available to carry out the agency"s statutorily defined mission. Given the
broad scope of the review of DFYS, it would not have been surprising for the
report to focus on a variety of specific problems of lesser importance while
overlooking the most basic issue affecting agency services.

We agree with the conclusion implicit throughout the audit report that most
of the services deficits and problems attendant to DFYS mandated service
activities are related directly or indirectly to insufficient resources
available to the agency to carry out its responsibilities.

This has been clearly demonstrated in a variety of inter-agency studies and
confirmed by several reviews of. DFYS by the Division of Legislative Audit
over the past few years. DFYS options for dealing with the limitations of
agency resources 1in a systematic way are presented in the response to
recommendation number one of the legislative audit.

For purposes of clarity and ease of understanding, comments concerning
specific audit findings and recommendations are organized in accord with the
organization of the audit report.

Auditor®s Comments- and Summary

While we generally agree with auditors™ assessment of services provided by

DFYS, certain inaccuracies require clarification, and additional explanation
is necessary to fully understand issues raised in the report.
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It is true that services are generally provided to runaway youth in con—
junction with the youth®"s identification asa victimof abuse or neglect or
consequent to an arrest. However, servicesmay be and are provided to
runaways who are neither victims of abuse or neglect nor alleged juvenile
offenders. DFYS mg£ intervene to provide services to runaway youth on an
involuntary basis. DFYS may assume emergency custody or initiate Child in
Need of Aid proceedings if a child is " . . . habitually absent from home or
refusing to accept available care . . . ." DFYS is not required to defer to
the refusal of a runaway to accept services, althougTTas a practical matter,
if no other reason for intervention exists and the youth is not in danger of
immediate or serious harm, DFYS services are generally restricted to short—
term attempts at family reconciliation or referral for these or other serv—
ices. More intrusive interventions rarely occur in such instances because of
the pressing need to serve more vulnerable youth.

Runaway youth would be a difficult group to serve adequately even if DFYS had
sufficient resources. Most runaways are not readily identifiable as victims
of abuse or neglect (although many are victims), and often these youth are
not receptive to services. Moreover, their behaviorand circumstances do not
usually place them in thetype of clear or immediate danger of serious harm
generally necessary for the assumption of emergency custody or other high
levels of agency intervention. Given these facts and DFYS" mandates and
resource levels, it is almost inevicable that higher priority will be
accorded other more vulnerable youth.

We agree fully with auditors®™ conclusions that re-criminalization of runaways
would not provide better service and would be far more expensive than provid—
ing appropriate noncoercive services. It is far more productive to provide
preventive and noncoercive intervention services than to address complex and
longstanding problems through coercive measures such as detention (although
such measures are available under present law with appropriate limitations).
Alaska"s difficulty has been that needed levels of noncoercive treatment and
family reconciliation services have not been available because of lack of
resources.

Even appropriate use of judicial intervention, such as court ordered
in-home treatment plans or temporary out of home placements for

runaways, has not been effectively utilized because resources necessary to
initiate court action and carry out treatment have been lacking.

As auditors astutely perceived, simply detaining more runaways would not
solve the fundamental systematic resource problem, but would only force
shifting of resources from one area of focus to another. Implementing a more
coercive approach would undoubtedly require additional detention facilities
(already overcrowded), and restrictive services such as detention are far
more expensive than noncoercive services. Also, detention of runaways would
not address the underlying problems precipitating runaway behavior, and would
not eliminate the need for family reconciliation and treatment services.

The criteria used by DFYS®™ delinquency intake officers in making preliminary
detention oecisions follow statutory guidance, criteria established in
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Alaska®s Rules of Court, case law, and nationally established standards.
These criteria focus on immediacy of risk and stress physical harm rather
than the potential for emotional harm, for several reasons. An assessment of
risk of physical harm, difficult though itmay be, is generally far easier to
make on an objective basis than is risk of emotional harm. This is particu—
larly true when the assessment is made on the basis of limited information,
which is generally the case in intake detention decisions. Focusing on
objective, factual criteria for assessing risk reduces the possibility for
abuse of discretion and overuse of detention. Also, because detention
screening occurs prior to a court proceeding, it is appropriate that the
focus of the decision be on immediate rather than long-term risk. An assess-
me ¢ of risk on a long-term basis (such asrisk of emotional harm) should
appropriately be the subject of more complete inquiry made by the court.

Little impact on potential long-term physical or emotional harm is likely to
occur from a decision not to detain a youth pending court inquiry if other
less restrictive alternatives are utilized. In fact, national standards to
this effect were developed as a result of findings that the risk of harm to
youth is greater if the youth is detained than if the youth is released on a
short-term basis pending court proceedings. (This is particularly true when
youth are detained in adult jail facilities, as many are in smaller communi—
ties in Alaska.)

DFYS®™ overall response to runaways is most influenced by two factors: agency
resources and statutory mandates. The critical failure in Alaska®s approach
to runaways has not been in the law or philosophy underlying the law but in
the resources devoted to addressing the problem.

Under present economic conditions, additional resources are unlikely to be
made available to provide services to runaways and their families at needed
levels. However, service improvements can be made through development of
better techniques for assessing and prioritizing services for runaways.

Well defined criteria for runaways will be developed and implemented as DFYS®
intake policies are regularly reviewed, and during the implementation of a
new case management system. These screening criteria should provide guidance
for assessing the risk of harm presented by the youth®s behavior and circum—
stances, and will establish priorities for intervention ranked with those
established in other child protection cases.

Implementation of these criteria will help utilize existing resources more
efficiently and effectively. However, it will not alter the fact that
expanded services for runaways will require additional resources whether the
approach used is coercive, such as incarceration, or more preventive in
nature.

As the auditors recognized, assignment of increasingly stringent statutory
responsibilities to an agency will not expand or improve services unless the
fundamental inadequacy of agency resources is also addressed. Service
priorities will be shifted to address more rigorous requirements, but this
will occur at the expense of other services. As DFYS"™ responsibilities have
increased in several service areas in response to public policy changes or
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perceived problems in service provision, other service areas have suffered.
This is manifested clearly in the case of runaway youth and would not be
changed simply by requiring use of already overcrowded detention facilities
for coercive treatment of runaways.

Recommendation No. 1

The Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS), 1in conjunction with the
Legislature, should review statutes governing the agency‘s responsibilities
and duties. The goals of such a review should be twofold:

A. The determination of the extent of the State®"s role in child protection.

B. Funding for DFYS to adequately provide child protection services at the
determined level.

Response

The division agrees that a DFYS review of statutes governing the agency"s
responsibilities and duties in conjunction with the Legislature would be a
valuable undertaking. Legislators should have a sound understanding of and
ownership of those critical statutes, particularly those addressing child
protection. Recommendation No. 1 sets the goals for such a review as deter—
mining the State"s role in child protection and then funding the determined
level. It is laudable that auditors are proposing coming to grips with the
disparity between child protection mandates and State personnel resources
available to meet those mandates. The division will present several options
for addressing the limitations of agency resources that recognize declining
revenues, as opposed to prematurely considering reducing statutory protection
for vulnerable populations.

DFYS Efforts

The audit recognition of DFYS efforts to improve effectiveness and efficiency
are appreciated. Certainly DFYS will continue the three management strate—
gies outlined on page 12 of the audit. Legislative support is required to
implement all three strategies, i.e., funding support for a management
information system (MIS); approval of the consolidation of the Child and
Youth Custody and Purchased Services BRU"s to allow for the gradual shift of
funds from restrictive and costly out-of-home care to services which will
make the child"s home a safe environment; and support of adequate levels of
state office staff to streamline policies, train, and to effect other staff
time savings.

Statutory and Funding Changes

As auditors noted, certain changes in Federal and State laws have added
responsibilities to and imposed additional administrative requirements on
DFYS. The difficulty encountered by the agency in implementing the changes
has not been that these responsibilities or accountability measures are
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unnecessary, or unreasonable. In fact, we generally support the changes as
appropriate to meet the need for p. jtection of vulnerable persons and as
prudent means to ensure proper accountability and investigative or casework
practice. The problems in carrying out new responsibilities or meeting
additional accountability requirements are attributable almost invariably to
inadequate State personnel resources.

The "tool™ for the delivery of child protective services iIs not equipment or
machinery. Direct personal attention from a qualified professional is the
primary agency tool for facilitating improvements in a home environment.
People who abuse and neglect their children and the child victim are in need
of intervention attention from another individual. This can only occur if
the state agency has been staffed with a professional to provide the inter—
vention attention.

DFYS has historically been understaffed to fully meet its responsibilities,
but has managed to meet those responsibilities at marginal levels with little
public or official interest or attention until recently. Unfortunately,
recent increased public awareness, higher expectations, and increased service
needs have not resulted in commensurate increases in staff resources, in
large pare because enhanced public awareness and concern have occurred at a
time when total state resources are declining. In the past, even when
resources were relatively abundant, other priorities have taken funding
precedence over fundamental protective and rehabilitative services provided
by DFYS staff. While this pattern has changed somewhat in recent years,
obtaining necessary resources in the face of state government contraction and
extreme competition among government agencies would require assignment of
higher priority to these services by the Legislature than has previously
occurred.

DFYS recommends consideration of the following options for addressing the
disparity between DFYS statutory mandates and state personnel resources to
carry out those mandates:

0 Assignment of a high priority to fully fund DFYS statutory mandates as
discussed immediately above.

< Reconfigure existing resources through the budget process to allow for
increased levels of home-based services. Under a desirable scheme for
resource allocation, client needs would be identified and met at the
earliest possible time in the least restrictive setting and at the
lowest cost. Under a desirable configuration for resource allocation,
the greatest amount of resources would be allocated to provide early
intervention in the client"s own home. The current scheme and configur—
ation 1is opposite what it should be. If one-half the funding currently
allocated to costly care in foster homes and residential child care
facilities were redirected to purchase or create agency staff to provide
intensive early intervention, heme-based and permanency planning serv—
ices, more children would be protected in their own homes during family
crises, fewer children would be removed from their homes, and fewer
children and families would progress c er time to the most costly
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restrictive care and services. Keeping families together 1is a priority
of state and federal statutes; a child should remain in the child"s own
home if safety can be assured. As mentioned under "DFYS Efforts",
consolidation of the Child and Youth Custody and Purchased Services
BRU"s would allow flexibility to shift funds from more restrictive and
costly out of home care to services which will make the child"s home a
safe environment.

0 Divert a significant portion of legislatively designated or competitive
preventive services grant funds to create new staff positions within
DFYS, thus enabling DFYS to meet statutory mandates. Focus remaining
legislatively designated and preventive services grants to better
fulfill primary DFYS statutory mandates. In recent years, the Legisla—
ture has placed millions of dollars into discretionary community-based
social services, including large grants to Anchorage and Fairbanks.

Many of these programs are designed to prevent child abuse, neglect, and
delinquency, or to enhance the quality of life of "at risk™ Alaskans.
While well intentioned, these programs are not statutorily mandated, and
many do not effectively assist the division in meeting statutory man—
dates. For example, refocusing of designated and competitively awarded
grants on intensive home-based services could free social workers® time
to better meet the deficient areas of responsibilities noted in the
audit, i.e., investigation of reports of abuse within 72 hours and
ongoing case management functions.

0 DFYS management will implement a case management system as part of an
approach to deal with the limitations of agency resources in a system—
atic way. This will involve reviewing agency goals and responsibili—
ties, determining resources needed to meet the goals and responsibili—
ties, establishing service priorities and standards, and allocating
existing resources among services in keeping with the priorities estab—
lished and the services®™ standards. This effort will make it possible
for DFYS to clearly inform the administration, legislators, and the
public of the service levels which can occur at various levels of
funding. Perhaps, most importantly, it will enable DFYS to provide
information on the activities and services which cannot be performed.
This will help public and official expectations with the reality of
funding levels. This effort will provide a firm and rational basis for
legislative decisions concerning the agency"s statutory responsibilities
and the levels of funding provided to carry out those responsi mMities.
However, prior to implementation of a case management system to provide
basic information, major legislative changes would be premature.

DFYS agrees with the audit finding, "DFYS budgets have not kept pace with
growth 1in demand.” DFYS also agrees with the need for a "fundamental reas—
sessment. ..of service priorities” and will accomplish that reassessment
through the case management process already begun. DFYS, however, strongly
disagrees that a "fundamental reassessment of DFYS®™ statutory authority...
should take place given the prospective funding levels,” The primary issuc-
affecting the quality of service delivery within the division is lack of
staff resources, not whether the scope of statutory authority 1is too broad.
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Before considering any statutory change that would increase risk to vulner—
able Alaskans, and before considering any budget reduction of DFYS staff who
are carrying out statutory mandates, redirecting or refocusing non-mandated
social services must responsibly be considered as a response to the current
revenue crisis. As detailed above, there are at least four options other
than "fundamental statutory reassessment” which should be explored.

Following are considerations regarding the specific "examples™ for amending
statutes that were cited in the audit:

A The DFYS strongly supports Recommendation Ato reconfigure DFYS appro—
priations away from the provision of indirect discretionary programs to
permit DFYS management control to deliver "direct intervention and
prevention services.”" This recommendation aligns with DFYS options for
addressing the disparity between statutory mandates and State personnel
resources to carry out those mandates discussed earlier. The DFYS would
clarify, however, that funding "primary"” prevention programs directed at
children who have not been harmed should not take priority over funding
intervention and restorative services to children who have been harmed.
Other states utilize creative funding mechanisms, such as a children®s
trust fund, to dedicate resources for primary prevention services.
Alaskan constitutional restrictions to such a concept would need to be
examined in considering a trust fund approach.

B. Auditor®s Recommendation B would allow DFYS discretion in forwardng
copies of physical ana sexual abuse reports to the Department of Law for
review. The division has not completed any objective analysis of
whether or not the requirement to forward all reports of abuse is
necessary or appropriate for prosecution purposes, nor has the division
discussed the recommendation with the Department of Law. An analysis
would more appropriately be left to a disinterested agency.

C. Auditor®s Recommendation C would transfer services not directly related
to child protective services, such as adult protective services and day
care licensing, to other state agencies or local governments. If day
care licensing transfer to another agency were accomplished without
transfer of division budget and personnel, the result would substantial—
ly decrease division workload and would be *avored. However, this
recommendation assumes that there are agencies which have the resources,
motivation, and administrative capability to assume this function. The
reality is that without additional resources, the transfer of responsi—
bilities from one agency to another results in the "robbing Peter to pay
Paul™ principle. IT funding were made available through an increment,
current provisions which allow for contracting the investigation respon—
sibilities for day care licensing could be implemented.

The division agrees that adult protective services could be assessed for
transfer to another agency, including the initial assessment of harm.
Adult services have been separated from services to children, youth, and
their families, previously, and so transfer is a possibility. It ray be
appropriate for the division to retain investigation of elder abuse
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because the discipline is similar to child protection and because of the
availability of division staff in five social services regional and 34
field offices. After initial assessment, service responsibilities
including ongoing case management could be contracted to private agen—
cies if DFYS retained adequate resources to do the initial assessment
and investigation. It should be noted that the division does perform
investigations on a voluntary basis for adults who are under the age
specified in the Elder Abuse Reporting statute. Younger adults who have
physical and mental health problems and who are younger than age 65
occasionally require protective services. Without a clear statutory
mandate, the division will consider curtailing services to adults
younger than age 65.

Recommendation No. 2

The Division of Family and Youth Services should develop a management
information system co replace its current computerized payment system.

The Department arvees completely with this recommendation. Development of
such a system is essential, not only to effective management, but, more
importantly, to effective service delivery.

As auditors noted, much data processing staff time must now be diverted to
maintenance of DFYS®™ outmoded payment system while essential client, service,
and case management information must be manually collected by direct service
staff. The DFYS management has long recognized that continuation of this
approach to information management was untenable. The severe limits and
inherent inefficiencies of the existing system, and the need to reduce the
amount of time direct service staff spends on activities related to informa—
tion gathering led to a 1983 review of the division®s information needs.
Analysis of these needs and of the relative costs and benefits of altering
the existing system to meet those needs versus development of a new system
showed clearly that development of a new system was the more beneficial and
prudent approach. DFYS developed a plan for addressing both short- and long—
term needs which called for:

< immediate efforts devoted to maintaining operation of DFYS"™ payment
system (since its failure would have meant complete loss of management

data and, because of the magnitude of payments involved, manual payments
would be virtually impossible to accomplish);

< making such additional alterations to the existing computerized system
as could be readily accomplished to improve its functioning and useful —
ness, both as a payment system and to provide at least minimal client
and service information essential to management decisions and client
services;

< development and funding of a comprehensive management information system
which would provide a variety of management information essential to
division functioning, and accomplish the limited funct /is of the old
payment system.
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Based on a system-wide effort to identify information needs, DFYS submitted a
capital improvement project (CIP) request in its FY 86 budget request to
develop and implement a comprehensive management information system. Al—
though included within the departmental and Governor®s budget request, the
project was not funded by the Legislature. In FY 87, the division included
within its budget request a scaled down capital improvement project to
develop and implement an offender and victim automated tracking system, a
project of smaller scope than the original project and with a slightly
different focjs. This project was not included in the Governor®s FY 87
budget request.

In its FY 88 budget request, the division is seeking funding for a client
tracking and office automation project. This several phase project would
ultimately result in development of a complete system for tracking juvenile
offenders and victims of child abuse, and standardization and automation of
office support functions. It would also increase staff efficiency and
productivity.

Development of the new management information system would occur in phases
and must be integrated as an essential element of another major division
initiative mentioned earlier, development of a comprehensive case management
system. Completion of these two initiatives will accomplish many of the
recommendations made to DFYS by the Legislative Audit Division and others.
For example, review of DFYS®™ governing statutes, implementation of uniform
policies and procedures, and implementation of a monitoring system will all
occur as an integral part of these projects.

Because of failure to receive funding for prior capital improvement projects
to fund a management information system, DFYS has contracted for a review of
past efforts and present needs to ensure that the current CIP addresses
shortcomings noted in past projects which influenced funding decisions. DFYS
is presently in the process of reviewing a draft report from Wolfe and
Associates outlining a recommended approach to meeting the needs for manage—
ment information system within the guidelines of the FY 88 Capital Improve—
ment Project request.

Unfortunately, deficiencies in the existing system have been compounded by
the recent reduction of resources and will make maintenance of the existing
system more difficult. Cutbacks in the FY 87 budget require that a key data
processing position be held vacant, and changes in the data processing
environment will necessitate devoting approximately 90 percent of remaining
data processing staff time to language conversions essential to maintain
operation of our existing system.

We agree with auditors that the true costs of maintaining the current system
extend far beyond data processing staff costs. These more-difficult-to-
measure costs include decreased management effectiveness due to lack of
essential planning information and ineffective use of direct service staff
time. The drain on direct service staff time is compounded over time as
decisions are made which directly affect services. For example, when the
Sheffield Administration undertook its major child protection initiative,



Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson - 10 - December 15, 1585

DFYS staffing requests were held to only thirty-five positions on the basis
that implementation of the requested new management information system would
free staff time for direct service provision and offset the need for addi—
tional staff. However, because the MIS request was not funded and caseloads
have increased, staff shortages were exacerbated despite the addition of the
35 positions.

In recognition of DFYS1 critical need for a comprehensive management infor—
mation system and need to capture the maximum federal funds, | have made
funding and development of this system a departmental priority. I am also
assigning the newly organized Department of Health and Social Services data
processing group to aid DFYS staff in their development efforts and will make
other department level resources available as necessary to ensure success.

Recommendation No. 3

The Division of Family and Youih Services (DFYS) should develop standardized
foster care procedures ana encourage compliance through improved training and
supervisory review. In addition, DFYS should continue working toward im—
proved relations with foster parents in order to sustain a more viable foster
care program. ?

DFYS generally agrees with auditors®™ identification of issues to be addressed
to improve Alaska®s foster care system. Much progress has been made to
address problems since the 1983 Legislative Audit on Foster Care. In 1984, a
systematic approach to achieving goals was jointly developed by foster
parents and DFYS. Nearly one hundred issues in nine categories were identi—
fied for research, planning, and resolution. It was the consensus of foster
parents and DFYS staff that fiv? years would be needed for resolution of
identified issues. There have never been "dedicated" resources for central
management staff to oversee administration of the foster care program. State
office management and program development staff are limited, comprising less
than three percent of the DFYS budget. Despite the staff shortages, in the
last year and one half, substantial action was taken to improve the foster
care system and relationships with the Alaska Foster Parents Association
(AFPA). New actions include:

< quarterly meetings with AFPA and state office personnel;

0 follow-up contact between quarterly meetings on a weekly or more
frequent basis;

0 revision of the policy and procedure manual to include: a copy of
case plans for foster parents; two weeks notice, when possible, to
foster parents before removing a child from the home; and notifica—
tion to parents when there are changes in case plans;

0 adoption of several forms suggested by AFPA;

0 case plan revisions including suggestions from AFPA:
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0 notification to all care providers of revisions to policy and
procedures;

0 consistent standards for parent support payments finalized in
regulations;

< grievance procedure readied for promulgation in regulations;
0 resolution of late payment 1issues;

0 specialized foster care program being explored and developed in—
cluding technology dependent infant program, and the Alaska Youth
Initiative program;

0 initiation of Youth Services specialized foster care program on a
pilot basis;

0 a new policy to fill vacancies with persons holding an MSW or BSW
degree resulting in fifty-two professionals with a Master®"s degree in
Social Work or a closely related field;

< training programs for foster parents provided jointly by AFPA and
division staff;

0 a comprehensive inventory of all children in DFYS custody in out of
home care, information on each child"s placement history, and a
preliminary analysis; and

< specialized regional positions designated, monitoring procedures
drafted, and piloting begun to ensure the systematic review of all
children in foster care as required under Public Law 96-272 and
Alaska statutes, and, on a limited basis, to perform case file
monitoring and licensing file monitoring.

Foster Home Licensing

The DFYS agrees that licensing activities are behind. Here, as well as in
Child Protective Services, staff resources have not kept pace with growth.

To meet Child Welfare League standards, time devoted to the licensing of
foster homes would need to be doubled. The audit correctly notes the impor—
tance of the licensing function and the need for additional recruitment
efforts. However, with little likelthood of additional revenue and increased
field staff to carry out these functions, expectations must be adjusted
accordingly. State Office program staff have planned or are working on a
nuinbe- of regulatory and policy improvements to address field staff short—
ages. The following improvements will be completed or nearly completed this
*iscal year:

0 finalize licensing regulation changes with the assistance of tne Foster
Care Working Group, scheduled to submit recommendations in December,
1986;
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0 reduce the number of licensing criteria to be measured to those critical
to ensuring safe and appropriate care in order to reduce staff time
necessary for licensing;

0 streamline the procedures to make them similar to licensing other
facility types to avoid worker confusion;

0 revise licensing manual procedures to include a supervisory review of
some licensing files each year; and

0 prioritize new foster home applications in order to train experienced
foster parents for specialized foster care and to meet child placement
needs by age range, specialization, and location rather than by new
applicant interest.

Complaint Investigations

The DFYS concurs with auditors®™ conclusion that complaint investigations are
generally "reasonable and fair". However, the conclusion that despite the
existence of policies and procedures addressing complaint investigations,
there are wide variations in how complaints are handled both between and
within offices, 1is disturbing but consistent with DFYS management perception.
To improve consistency with limited resources, the following is the divi—
sion"s plan for addressing this problem this fiscal year:

0 promulgation of revised licensing regulations, currently described by
some as "vague", to provide clear guidance to workers investigating
violations of those standards;

0 review the findings of the Foster Care Working Group on complaint
investigations scheduled for completion in December, 1986, and consider
the recommendations for policy adoption;

0 require logging complaint receipt date, level of danger, and disposition
into the computerized system using the on-line capability (this 1is
currently available, but not mandatory); and

0 wutilize supervisory staff for orientation and training of new workers in
light of inadequate training funds.

Specialized Foster Care

In recognizing the need for specialized foster care, the division developed a
Youth Services pilot project. With the implementation of Title IV-E of the
Social Security Act (federal Public Law 96-272), it became apparent that the
division would need to develop a consistent definition of specialized foster
care to ensure federal claiming. We agree with the audit finding that there
are inconsistencies and that there should be equitable augmented rates
applicable to both the Youth Services and Social Services foster care pro—
grams. Revised *oster care purchase regulations, with the December, 1986,
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recommendations of the Foster Care Working Group, will contain criteria
applicable statewide for augmenting foster care rates. Foster care purchase
regulation changes are scheduled for completion this fiscal year.

It should be noted that licensing, complaint investigation, and specialized
foster care policy improvements are dependent on State Office program devel —
opment staff. Further, cuts at the management level would result in delays
or elimination of policy improvements.

Foster Parent Training

The division has long recognized that foster parents need skills and training
in order to care for difficult children, and often, also, to maintain their
family life in a positive and fulfilling manner. During FY 86, the division
contracted with the AFPA, for the first time, to provide joint statewide
training. A national expert provided consultation to foster parents, divi—
sion foster care specialists, and division management in a special "kick-off"
session. In spite of this effort, there were problems--some due to the lack
of specific language in the contract, and some due to forces beyond the
control of either AFPA or the division; for example, underfunding of child
protection positions created in HB 88 resulted in delay of the foster care
specialist positions being filled. It was necessary to establish effective
new relationships at the regional rather than the state level, both for AFPA
and the division. Expectations and goals were, inretrospect, exceptionally
high for both AFPA and the division. The divisionremains committed to
teaming with AFPA and is continuing the cortract with the expectation that
the experience of the first year will allow greater gains. If proposed
regulations to require foster parent training are retained through the public
hearing process, training of foster parents will be documented annually in

each file.
Foster Parent Liability

Participation in a national teleconference on provider liability issues would
indicate that the problems in Alaska are highly similar to the problems
experienced in other states. The Foster Care Working Group is studying
liability issues and will make recommendations to the division. The Division
of Risk Management has agreed to provide a written statement to clarify
liability coverage for foster parents and is recommending a review of

AS 34.50.020 for an assessment of need for statutory clarification. Improve—
ment and clarity of licensing regulations may also clarify some liability
issues.

Relations With Foster Parents

The audit recognition of improved relations between the division and AFPA is
appreciated. The DFYS and the AFPA continue to be committed to working
together for the benefit of children. There have been difficulties, as noted
earlier, at specific times, but this is not unusual given the natural tension
that occurs in attempting to meet competing interests: child, natural
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parent, foster parents, and agency. The fact that the tension is recognized,
and there exists an agreement to work together, 1is positive. Despite major
differences on some issues, the two organizations continue to work together
on a frequent and planned basis.

Recommendation No. 4

DFYS should comply with the American Correction Association (ACA) national
standards in order to receive accreditation for its juvenile confinement
faci lities~i

The division fully agrees. In fact, the process of accreditation of its
facilities was initiated unilaterally by DFYS, to evaluate and strengthen
detention and treatment services.

It should be noted that meeting these standards does not simply mean t
minimum requirements for safety and adequate program services are me,,
standards require documentation that institutions exceed basic standa c .
Compliance ensures that the services provided are of high quality and in
accordance with nationally recognized and respected indicators.

The division has asked for and has received some capital funding for the
costs associated with meeting these standards. The division still intends to

meet these standards, within revenue limitations.

The youth services facilities serve only a fraction of the number of youth
who enter the system, and the facilities do not function in isolation from
other parts of the justice system. It is important to consider the impact of
the other parts of the system--the police, courts, intake, diversion, and
probation--on the institutions®™ functioning. Agencies must coordinate to
form a sensible, practical scheme of services to meet the two major goals of
rehabilitating youth and protecting the community. The long-range goal of
DFYS 1is to achieve accreditation of all aspects of its Youth Services
system--intake, community services, and institutions. Accreditation of
facilities was the initial step.

The division 1is aware of other aspects of the Youth Services system which
must be addressed before accreditation is feasible. Among these are lack of
adequate resources, such as specialized probation staff and community support
services. Other factors beyond DFYS control include: 1) lack of control over
the numbers of clients entering the system, especially institutions; 2)
necessity of addressing unusual and increasing demands made on the system
including individual treatment decisions made by the court, meeting federal
criteria, serving children requiring specialized treatment, increasing
demands from the public to arrest and incarcerate youth offenders and non—
offenders such as runaways.

The complexities of treating juvenile offenders, assisting their families,
and protecting the community in the context of shrinking social services
dollars and multiple agency involvement impact DFYS®™ ability to provide the
high levels of DFYS"™ institution services necessary to achieve accrc-ditation.
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Recommendation No. 5

DFYS should take steps to improve and increase training of social workers and
personnel working in youth detention facilities.

The division shares the concerns of the audit team regarding the need for
adequate funding for training of DFYS staff. With its statutory mandates to
provide protective services to children, delinquent youth, and to license
facilities, division staff assume responsibility for dealing with sensitive
and complex human issues which require unique specialized skills and under—
standing of complex laws and regulations.

As identified in the interim report, training funds have been drastically
reduced, resulting in the ability to provide only orientation and minimal
training regarding Alaska statutes and the policies and procedures of the
d-vision. Specialized intervention and treatment skills have been deleted
from the training plan. With this evident lack of comprehensive training,
the state is in a liable position, and more importantly, the quality of
services for Alaska®s youth and children is compromised.

DFYS has also identified the need to focus more attention on the inclusion of
field supervisory staff in planning and training. All supervisors met in a
management training session this year. It is recognized that supervisory
staff are an essential link to the field"s direct delivery of client serv—
ices. Their inclusion in the overall philosophical direction of the division
as expressed in policy and procedure is essential. Additional emphasis will
also be made on training of institutional staff to work more adequately with
confined juveniles. Meanwhile, training will focus primarily on basic
knowledge and skills essential to job functioning. This will be accomplished
through limited scheduled training sessions for selected staff groups and
through direct supervision.

Sincerely,

Co - __ ~i-
Acting Commissioner
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December 15, 1986

Members of the Legislative Budget
and Audit Committee:

We have reviewed the Department of Health and Social
Services, Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS)
response to our preliminary report. Our comments follow:

Auditor's Comments and Summary

In his response, the Commissioner indicates that DFYS has
the statutory authority to intervene and provide services to
runaway youths and that the agency is not required to defer
to the refusal of the runaway. It should be emphasized that
the report reflects the current DFYS policy and practice
regarding service to runaways. Virtually everyone we spoke
to during the course of our review, from the Commissioner to
the local social worker in Tok, indicated that DFYS inter-
vened in a limited and passive way when dealing with runaway
youths who were not per se victims of abuse and neglect.

Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
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November 20, 1586

Post Office Box
Juneau, Alaska 99802

RE: Ombudsman Complaint J86-0338
Dear

As 1 told you by phone, 1 received a response to my findings and
recommendations from the director of the Division of Family and Youth
Services, Mike Price. I have discussed the release of information with
Mr. Price, the Attorney General®s office, and the Director of the
Division of Legal Services. This letter contains only the information
about the investigation, findings, recommendations, and the agency"s
response that | am legally permitted to release at this time. Because
the division®s attorney believes that much of the material in my
original report is confidential, and the law is clear that unauthorized
release of confidential material 1is a misdemeanor, | have omitted most
of the details.

I have enclosed the pertinent Jlaws governing the release of
confidential information for your information; you may wish to consult
with an attorney if you want to obtain additional information.

Your allegation, as Ombudsman Assistant Dave Haas received it, was:

The Division of Family and Youth Services performed
inefficiently in not thoroughly pursuing allegations
of child abuse.

The 1investigation vrevealed there were inefficiencies in the way
this case was handled by DFYS 1in four separate areas: mandatory
reports, contacting those who reported concerns about this child,
internal message handling within the division, and documentation in the
file. I therefore found your complaint justified. However |1 cannot
infer from this investigation and finding whether or not the actions
DFYS took or the wultimate fate of the child would have been any
different if no "inefficiencies”™ had occurred.

I submitted my findings on this matter to the director along with
myfindings in another case, in which the division was accused of
overreacting to a report of harm. These two cases dramatically point to
the challenge the division faces: criticism for failing to take enough
action iIn some cases, criticism for taking too much in others.
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In an effort to help improve the division™s response to reports of
concern and harm in the future, 1 offered recommendations to DFYS,
including the following:

1. This investigation substantiates the facts that
DFYS social workers have an enormous responsibility
and that they are subject to severe criticism for
their actions or inactions. My first recommendation
is that the division place a high priority on
initial and continuing training for social workers.
The difficulty and significance of risk assessment
in child protection clearly warrants a substantial
level of training. I therefore encourage you to
refer to this Ombudsman recommendation 1in your
future budget submissions, if you think 1t 1is
appropriate, to justify a training budget that Iis
adequate.

2. Staff should file both the report of abuse and
DOL report whenever required.

The value of the report required by AS 47.17.025
was questioned by several social workers and
assistant attorneys general; it may be appropriate
for me bring this statute to the attention of the
legislature and suggest a vreview to see if the
requirement is achieving the purpose for which it
was intended; |1 asked for the director™s opinion.

3. The division®s procedures manual should be
clarified in several areas.

My opinion is that the manual has been improved and
refined greatly in recent years, but there are
several areas where the Jlanguage and division
performance are not consistent.

I recommend the division review the tenor of section

300.05.080 () (2)(E) and (F). If this is meant as
a guideline, not as a mandate to interview all

witnesses, regardless of their expected
contribution, the current language should be
modified. If it is meant to be a mandate, division

staff should be so informed.

I also suggest the division add a guideline that
staff normally interview the person who contacts the
state about a report of harm as an initial step in
the investigation, unless there 1is valid reason for
not doing so (such as non-availability of the person
who reported). The division should also add a
specific reference to "boyfriends or girlfriends”™ in
section 05.080, as an example of a regular member of
a household.
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4. The Juneau regional office should ensure that
messages involving child abuse are handled in
accordance with agency procedures. Also, the office
should ensure there 1is better documentation (ROC
notes) regarding calls made and what was said and
about unsuccessful attempts to call.

5. The division should take an active vrole in
annually communicating with other pertinent sectors
of the community about reporting and investigating
child abuse. The responsibility for protecting
children is given to DFYS by statute, but in fact
this is shared by others, including the families,
persons required to report harm, and the public.
The significance of the issue clearly warrants a
statewide effort to establish and maintain good
communication between these parties. | would like
your comments on the value and practicality of a
statewide forum, or series of forums that involve
other agencies and groups in addition to DFYS.

One step might be for DFYS to make a presentation in
the near future at the monthly medical meeting in
Juneau. The subject should be child protection and
abuse, including reporting requirements, standards
and practices which might apply to the audience.

In the interests of maintaining a good working
relationship with the medical community, medical
personnel and others who report child abuse need
feedback from the division. They should be
recontacted.

We learned DFYS 1is administering a federal gr?.nt for
child abuse training in the medical community. I
understand this project is to include training at
all hospitals in Alaska. As described, this project
addresses one of the major conclusions of this
investigation--that all sectors of society involved
with child abuse need to b: trained and reeducated
so they can work together as effectively as
possible. 1 strongly endorse this training.

6. The division should provide training in
telephone procedures regarding reports of harm.

*

1986

I also offered this statewide perspective of the division®s role In
preventing child abuse:

The

attention on the DFYS role in responding to reports of child abuse.

a neutral

impassioned nature of this complaint dramatically focuses

As

reviewer, | have been careful to analyze these complaints as
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objectively as possible, particularly since the Ombudsman’s Office is
providing a ..ype of "post-fatality vreview" that has 1in some states
warranted a special commission. One conclusion | reached during the
course of my review of these investigations is that the division®s role
in preventing child abuse should be put into careful perspective. As
you may know, a Mat-Su Physician, Dr.George Brown, recently received an
international award for his work 1in preventing child abuse. | briefly
discussed the role of DFYS with him, and he referred me to the booklet
"Child Abuse™ by Ruthand Henry Kempe. The Tfollowing, quoted from the
chapter entitled "A Community-Wide Approach,” seemed particularly
relevant to me:

Child abuse . . . is a very widespread problem, and
the consciousness is growing that traditional
child-protection agencies are simply not equal to
it. It is no criticism of themto say that they
have neither the funds nor the staff to make the
necessary 1impact. Nor can they possibly bring to
bear all the skills this multifaceted problem
requires. What is needed, and what is now beginning
to be created, is a new and more broadly based
approach that will draw more effectively on the
resources of the community.

What are the basic ingredients of a cormiunity-wide
plan? First, there must be recognition that putting
the whole burden of responsibility on the social
worker will no longer work and that a brofdly based

team effort--using experts from many
discipl ines— should take the place of that
system.

I am of the opinion that DFYS alone cannot
adequately address  this major socialissue,
particularly as the division faces budget
constraints and unrelen+"ng workloads. I am
considering a press release wupon closing this
complaint, with the intent of reemphasizing the
"shared responsibility” needed to address child
abuse. It is my impression that the medical
community, school systems, and other related sectors
of society could support DFYS better if the
communication were better between all groups; if
this office can contribute to that, 1 intend to do
S0.

Michael Price, director of the division, responded to me on
November 17. He stated in part:

This 1is in vresponse to your . . . preliminary
findings and proposed recommendations . . . Before
responding to individual findings and

recommendations, it Is necessary to first set forth
the position of the division regarding the
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fundamental system deficiencies responsible for
situations which resulted in the filing of both of
these complaints. While the division supports and
agrees with specific recommendations in your report,
there is a fundamental disagreement with the primary
focus of causes contributing to the filing of both
complaints. Your report emphasizes policy
deficiencies and lack of training 1in relation to
both situations and to inefficient operations
systems within the Juneau office as the primary
factors contributing to difficulties in service
delivery. It is the position of the division that
the lack of adequate resources 1is the major factor
contributing to each of these cases, not policy
issues or office systems.

The usual clientload in the Juneau office has
been averaging over 100 clients per worker, which is
far above the standard of 50 clients per worker

. the most relevant issue in the handling of the
case was lack of manpower to enable the existing
system to operate efficiently. While the division
does plan to make recommended adjustments to policy
and procedure and training, such change will not
compensate for the Tailure to provide the proper
ratio of staff to clients. Enclosed for your review
is a brief comparison study of the agency clientload
and staff available in 1983 and 1986.The enclosure
shows that in Juneau, the adult and child protective
services clientload grew from 373 in January 1983 to
725 in August 1986. This represents a 94% increase
in the total clientload and a need for 7.5
additional Social Worker positions to meet a
standard of 50 clients per social worker. These
numbers were validated by an administrative review
of all open client cases on November 5 and 6, 1986.
The review resulted in the closure of 25 client
cases; the remaining 700 client cases are actively
being served.

The division has and is making efforts to carry the
message to the public, the Legislature, and the
Governor that the ability to carry out this agency’s
mandate to protect children in Alaska from abuse and
neglect is seriously eroded because of inadequate
resources.

The division plans to implement recommendations made
in relation to this case- others are beyond the
ability of the division to unilaterally implement
without necessary financial support.

Re: Recommendation rl

1986
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Response

In the past year, the division assumed
responsibility for personnel functions related to
recruitment and processing of applications for
Social Worker positions in an effort to more quickly
and efficiently recruit and hire and to upgrade the
entry level requirements for new social worker
appointments. The register point system was revised
to give additional points to persons with Master of
Social Work (MSW) and Bachelor of Social Work (BSW)
degrees which has resulted in increased ability to
hire persons with formal education in social work.
Currently there are 39 social worker”™ with the
division who have MSW degrees, and 21 have Master"s
degrees in a related field. Eleven social workers
have BSW degrees, and 54 have BA degrees in a
related field. There 1is one social worker with a
doctorate.

However, in addition to formal educational
background, training of personnel in agency policy
and procedure, state laws, and other issues relevant
to Child Protective Services in Alaska 1is critical
to an effective servicedelivery system. An MSW
does not preparepersonnel in these arras. In the
past few years, funding for training in this
division was dropped from one half million dollars
to less than $100,000 excluding the salary and
benefits of the remaining staff position designated
to coordinate training for the division®s more than
500 employees. Training continues to be a priority
for the division, and requests for adequate funding
of a training component are documented each year.
However, adequate levels of funding have not been
included in final budget submissions or have not
been appropriated at sufficient levels to enable the
division to provide a solid training program.

Re: Recommendation #2

Response

Filing of the Report of Abuse with the Department of
Law is a legal requirement that will continue to be
reinforced with division staff in policy and
training. The value of filing this report has also
been questioned by a recent preliminary report of
the Division of Legislative Audit. With diminishing
state resources and the concomitant necessity to
review priorities, it may be appropriate to present
this 1issue to the Legislature for review. The
division, however, has not completed any objective
analysis of whether or not the vrequirement 1is

1986
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necessary to achieve its purpose. Such an analysis
would more appropriately be left to a disinterested
agency.

Re: Recommendation #3 =
Response

As recommended, the Intake Manual will be amended to
make  specific reference to girlfriends and
boyfriends as examples of regular household members.

The manual language will clarify expectations with
regard to re-interviewing the reporter of abuse or
neglect. IfT the vreport 1is made directly to the
division, and not through a second party as in the
Fairbanks situatiro, and if the screener accepting
the complaint " lows current division procedures
regarding information which must be ascertained to
initiate an investigation, it would be an
unnecessary duplication of effort to re-contact the
reporter  before beginning the investigation.
Re-contact certainly should occur if new gquestions
arise as the investigation proceeds.

Re: Recommendation M
Response

The division has vrecently completed a two level
review of office procedures. As a result of the
Regional Review, the Tfollowing measures will be
undertaken to improve weaknesses identified.

1. Reports of Harm

In order to ensure timely reporting to
the Department of Law, the Juneau
office has instituted a system where
need for filing a Report of Harm is
noted in the supervisor®s intake
report log along with the date the
reports should actually leave the
office. As an additional check, the
actual "Report of Child Abuse"” Iis
routed through the supervisor. The
date of the report is noted in the log
and distributed.

2. Messages and Case Information Systems

1986
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A new “on-call™ or night-intake
message distribution policy was
initiated in June of this year.

The ™"on-call™ worker not logs all
contacts in narrative format and
includes the date and the time of the
call. These reports or logs are then
given to the supervisor the next
working day for review. The log notes
are then reviewed by the supervisor,
and any further needed action Iis
taken.

A review of the case filing system is
also underway to ensure more timely
filing of messages and other case
documents and to ensure ready access
to all recent information for staff
who might be working with the case.

3. Weekly Intake Planning

The Juneau office has initiated a
weekly intake planning session in
order to further ensure that various
messages and contacts are provided to
the appropriate staff. All Reports of

Harm are reviewed to ensure
appropriate and timely action and
efficient communication between
workers.

State Office also conducted an extensive review of
the Juneau office procedures which will result in
broader recommendations for possible redistribution
of workload for some positions and methods to
enhance communication between the regional and the
field offices.

A major finding reconfirmed the need for additional
staff resources in the Juneau office. A plan for
emergency transfer of an existing Social Worker 111
position in another part of the state to Juneau is
being considered to assist with the workload until a
new position can be made permanently available to
the Juneau office.

Re: Recommendation #5
Response

In the past several years, the division has taken a
very active role in public education. Two years ago



