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REPORT CONCLUSIONS

AUDITOR COMMENTS/CONCLUSIONS

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners has historically been
the subject of much criticism. Criticism has been prompted
by high failure rates experienced on past dental examina—
tions and by the Board"s decision not to provide a means for
dental licensure by credentials as allowed by Alaska law.
Though it is an inherent nature of all licensing boards to
restrict entry into regulated professions to only those
applicants possessing satisfactory qualifications, it has
been suggested that the Alaska Board of Dental Examiners may
be overly restricting entry into the dental profession 1in
Alaska through adherence to licensing standards which are
eartificially high in order to limit competition. In our
review of the Board"s examination and licensing practices
and procedures we did not find evidence which supports this
contention. We did find, however, that entry into the
dental profession in Alaska has been effectively limited
due, in part, to the Board"s failure to provide a means for
dental licensure by credentials and, 1in part, to the common—
ness of high failure rates on past dental examination.,.

We have included recommendations 1in this report which, if
implemented, would serve to minimize the natural tendency to
restrict entry into the dental profession in Alaska by
allowing easier access to dental licensure in the State,
while at the same time continuing to ensure adequate protec—
tion to the public by only allowing licensure to those
dentists who are qualified and competent to practice den—
tistry. Our recommendations are included in the findings

and recommendations section of this audit report.

REGULATION OF THE DENTAL PROFESSION

All fifty states plus Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
the District of Columbia, regulate dentists through
licensure. Regulation through licensure of qualified
dentists is necessary to protect the public®s health,
safety, and welfare. Though specific requirements for
licensure vary between jurisdictions, two common elements
involve the need to ensure that all candidates for initial
licensure possess satisfactory theoretical knowledge and
can demonstrate satisfactory clinical skills. Theoretical
knowledge 1is measured by the use of written examinations
while clinical skills are assessed through the use of
practical, or clinical, examinations requiring procedures to

be performed on patients. Successful completion of both
written and clinical examinations, in some form, 1is required
prior to initial licensure in all jurisdictions. (See

Appendix B and Appendix C.)
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ALASKA DENTAL EXAMINATION
Subject Matter and Administration

Like elsewhere, the Alaska dental examination consists of
both a written and clinical examination. Topxcs covered on
the written portion of the Alaska dental exam include oral
diagnosis, oral medicine, radiology, prosthetics, and Alaska
statutes and regulati ins governing the practice of
dentistry. The clinical portion of the examination requires
canuidates to complete amalgam and gold inlay preparations
and restorations on actual patients. (Until the most recent
exam, a gold foil preparation and restoration was also a
clinical requirement). The subject matter of both portions
of the Alaska dental examination, as well as the overall
administration of the exam, are commensurate with similar
examinations administered by other states and by regional
dental testing boards or agencies. (See Appendix A.)

Test Results

The failure rate on the Alaska dental examination has
historically been higher than that experienced on similar

exams administered elsewhere. For example, 1in 1981 Alaska
failed 48.1% of all dental candidates, compared to a 15.5%
failure rate for the nation taken as a whole. (See Appendix

F.) Alaska dental exam failure rates on the five examina—
tions given between November 1983 and November 1985
oscillated from 33.3% to 88.9%, with an average failure rate
of approximately 59.3%. (See Appendix G.)

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners 1is aware of public
concern related to high failure rates on the Alaska dental

examination. The Board has been reviewing, for some time,
their exam scoring procedures in an attempt to identify
areas where improvements could be made. As a result of this

review, and in response to House and Senate Letters of
Intent adopted during the most recent legislative session,
the Board took action at thoir June 1986 Board meeting to
restructure the content of the examination and to revise the
scoring procedures used in conjunction with the grading of
the clinical portions of the same. The Board eliminated the
gold foil subject of the clinical examination and adopted a
new "criterion based"™ scoring system recommended by a
consultant hired to calibrate examiners for the August 1986
dental exam. The Board also resolved to provide for examin-—
er calibration on at least an annual basis in order to
promote consistency between examiners.
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The restructured examination and newly adopted scoring
procedures were utilized for the most recent Alaska dental
exam which was conducted on August 15-17, 1986. The pass
rate associated with this particular examination was 75%,
the highest experienced on any Alaska dental exam in the
last 9 years. Though it is premature to conclude rhat the
Alaska dental examination and associated scoring procedures
are no longer in need of any revision, a pass rate of 75%
does indicate that positive steps have been taken. Alaska®s
pass rate on the August 1986 dental exam compares more
favorably with pass rates on dental exams administered by
other western states and by various regional dental testing
boards or agencies. (See Appendix H.)

LEGISLATIVE [INTENT

Both bodies of the Alaska State Legislature adopted Letters
of Intent during the most recent legislative session in
conjunction with the passage of CSHB 614 (HESS) (title am),
an act extending the termination date of the Board of Dental
Examiners. The two Letters of Intent are the result of
legislative concerns formulated during Sunset hearings
conducted by the House and Senate committees on health,
education, and social services (HESS) while contemplating
the continuation of the Board. Legislative intent and
actions taken to date by the Alaska Board of Dental Examin-—
ers in response to that intent is summarized below.

A. House HESS Committee Intent

1. Complete continued competency regulations.

Board action to date: The Board has been working
towards adoption ofregulations along this line for
guite some time. Proposed regulations requiring proof
of continuing education at license renewal dates for
both dentists and dental hygienists were reviewed at
the Board®"s June 13-14, 1986 Board meeting and subse—
guently adopted by the Board at their August 16, 1986
meeting. The Board appears to have complied with the
intent of the Legislature related to this issue.

2. Develop new procedures for credentialling including
credentialling for dental specialties.

Board action to date: The Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners heard testimony at their June 13-14, 1986
meeting, and again at their August 16, 1986 meeting,
regarding the credentialling of dental specialists and
the theoretical ramifications of licensure by creden—
tials in general. Beyond this, the Board has
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taken little action which appears to be moving Alaska
closer to reinstituting licensure by credentials, as

allowed by AS 08.36.234, or to providing licensure by
credentials for dental specialists.

The current Board®"s position, though not the position
of all members, was reiterated by the Board"s President
for the benefit of those present at the June 13-14,
1986 Board meeting. He noted that the Alaska Board of
Dental Examiners would not accept administrative
credentialling and was opposed to any form of
credentialling without at least an oral examination.
(Current law does not provide for an oral examination,
only a personal interview.) The Board has not taken
steps to either repeal the emergency regulation by
which licensure by credentials was ceased, or to
develop new procedures for credentialling including
credentialling for dental specialties.

Restructure the examination, including elimination of
the gold foil portion of the test, and scoring proce-
Hures, 1including calibration of scoring techniques.

Board action to date; The gold foil portion of the
clinical examination was eliminated, and a new "crite—
rion based”™ scoring system adopted by the Alaska Board
of Dental Examiners prior to the administration of the
August 15-17, 1986 Alaska dental examination. In
addition to actions taken to effect the above, the
Board also resolved at their June 13-14, 1986 meeting
to provide for examiner calibration on at least an
annual basis, preferably prior to each exam. Actions
taken by the Board in restructuring the examination and
its scoring procedures have been in compliance with the
intent of the Legislature.

Evaluate the possibility of joining the Northwest
Regional Examining Board.

Board action to date: At their June 13-14, 1986
meeting the Board of Dental Examiners formed a commit—
tee, in response to legislative intent, to look into
the possibility of Alaska®s affiliation with the
Western Regional Examining Board (WREB). ("Northwest"
is a misnomer in the House Letter of Intent). The
committee reported to the Board at the August 16, 1986
Board meeting that as a result of their inquiries the
WREB had extended an invitation to the Alaska Board for
one member to attend and observe their September 28-30,
1986 dental exam at the WREB®"s expense. The Board
opted to accept the invitation and, 1in addition,
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resolved to seek funding to cover the expense of
sending the dental hygienist member of the Alaska Board
to a WREB dental hygienist exam. The purpose of this
trip would be to evaluate the possibility of Alaska“®s
affiliation with the WREB for testing Alaska®s dental
hygienist candidates.

As evidenced by the above, the Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners is in the midst of evaluating the possibility
of joining the Western Regional Examining Board. The
evaluation 1is being conducted in order to adhere to the

intent of the Legislature.
B. Senate HESS Committee Intent

1. Exercise statutory authority under AS 08.36.234 to
Ticense dentists by credentials, including
credentialling for dental specialties. (The intent of
the Senate HESS Committee mirrors that of the House
HESS Committee on this issue, but in addition, urges
the Alaska Board to repeal the existing regulation
under which the Board ceased licensing by credentials.)

Board action i » date; See actions taken per item A.2.
above.

In addition to these specific items, the Letters of Intent
adopted by both the House and the Senate called for reports
to be submitted to the Legislature by the first day of the
first session of the 15th Alaska State Legislature. It is
expected at this time that the Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners will comply with these requests.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners should issue dental
licenses to qualified dentists based on their performance
records in lieu of requiring they pass an examination.
(Licensure by credentials).

Alaska Statute 08.36.234 established provisions by which
Alaska dental licenses could be issued to dentists already
licensed in another state, territory, or region without
requiring that they pass the Alaska dental examination if
certain specific provisions were met. Issuing a license
using a performance record in place of an examination is
termed licensure by credentials.

The American Dental Association (ADA) believes, as noted 1in
their stated policy on guidelines for licensure, that an
evaluation of a practicing dentist®"s theoretical knowledge
and clinical skill based on his/her performance record can
provide as much protection to the public as would an evalu—
ation based on examination. The ADA also believes that
requiring a candidate who 1is seeking licensure in several
jurisdictions to demonstrate his/her theoretical knowledge
and clinical skill on separate examinations for each juris—
diction seems unnecessary duplication. Twenty states,
including the District of Columbia, currently provide for
some means of dental licensure by credentials, as did Alaska
prior to October 17, 1984. (See Appendix D.)

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners allowed for the issu—
ance of dental licenses based on candidate®s credentials
during the period June 1, 1980 to October 17, 1984. (Eight
of 83 dental licenses issued during that time were based on
credentials - See Appendix E.) The Board adopted, by
emergency order, a regulation effective October 17, .984,
which resulted in the cessation of licensure by credentials
(12 AAC 28.950). This action was prompted by problems with
the procedures followed by the Board when conducting person—
al interviews of candidates as required by AS 08.35.234(7).
These problems were originally addressed by both the
Ombudsman®s office and the office of the Attorney General.

In January of 1983, the Ombudsman®s office found fault with
the credential licensing process used by the Board while
investigating a complaint that the process was unfair and
arbitrary. The Attorney General®s office subsequently
determined that the Alaska Board of Dental Examiners was, in
effect, conducting an "oral examination”™ in lieu of an
"interview," by requiring case studies be presented during
the interview process. This, they said, was not proper
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since there were no regulations which gave notice to appli—
cants that the "interview” would be conducted as an examina—
tion, and that the requirement of a "personal interview"
could not, by any stretch of law or logic, be construed as
implementing an examination requirement in the absence of
such regulations. The Attorney General®s position prompted
the "reinterview"” and licensure of 14 candidates previously
denied licensure by credentials, bringing to 22 the total
number of Alaska dental licenses 1issued in this manner.

(This amounts to approximately 17% of all dental licenses
issued since June 1, 1980 - See Appendix E.)

Contrary to the belief of the American Dental Association,
the majority of the members of the Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners do not believe that a licensed dentist®"s clinical

skill can be adequately assessed without examination. Due
to this belief, the Board has not taken steps to rescind the
regulation that stopped licensure by credentials. In

addition, they have not developed policies or procedures,
drafted regulations, or introduced legislation which, if
adopted, would allow Alaska to return to licensing dentists
based on credentials in a manner acceptable to the Board.

Licensure by credentials 1is a viable alternative to
licensure by examination for candidates already licensed in
another jurisdiction. The failure on the part of the Alaska
Board of Dental Examiners to provide a means for dental
licensure by credentials, as allowed by Alaska Statute,
effectively limits entry into the dental profession in the
State. It 1s not in the best interest of the citizens of
our State to overly restrict entry into any regulated
profession in Alaska. We, therefore, recommend that the
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners take whatever steps are
necessary, including the repeal of section 12 AAC 28.950 of
the Alaska Administrative Code and adoption of clarifying
regulations specifying the procedures to be adhered to
during the interview process, 1in order to reinstitute dental
licensure by credentials for those dentists already licensed
in another state, territory, or region.

Recommendation No. 2

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners should affiliate with
one or more of the tour existing rej*ional testing services
for the examination of dental candiilate 1s clinical skills in

The current Alaska dental examination is administered by the
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners twice annually and consists
of both a written and clinical examination. The written
examination 1is designed primarily to test a candidate"s
theoretical knowledge of basic biomedical and dental sci—
ences while the clinical examination 1is used to determine
whether the candidate possesses satisfactory clinical skill.

< cc
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An applicant must receive a score of at least 75% on each
subject of both examinations toreceive an overall passing
grade and hence be eligible for licensure.

Written examinations are of theobjective type, with re—
sponses to test questions being recorded on answer sheets
which are graded with the aid of an answer key or template.
Alaska utilizes excerpts from the written examination
administered by the Northeast Regional Board of Dental
Examiners for the written portions of Alaska®"s exam covering
oral diagnosis, oral medicine, and radiology. The portions
of the written examination covering prosthetics, and Alaska
Statutes and regulations governing the practice of dentist—
ry, have been developed by the Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners.

Unlike the written examination, the grading of the clinical
exam is subjective in nature. The clinical portion of the
examination requires candidates to complete amalgam and gold
inlay preparations and restorations on actual patients in a
clinical setting. (Until the most recent exam, a gold foil
preparation and restoration was also a requirement.)
Candidates are graded at various steps during the completion
of each clinical procedures by several examiners appointed
by the Alaska Board of Dental Examiners. In all cases,
examiners must be practicing dentists licensed in the State.
More often than not, they are members of the Alaska Board.
Grades are assigned by examiners based on their perception
of whether a candidate™s work meets certain sets of estab—
lished criteria designed to measure clinical ability. An
average of the scores assessed by each examiner determines
the candidate®s final grade on each operative subject.

At a recent examiner calibration session, held in prepara—
tion for the August 1986 dental exam, the Alaska Board of
Dental Examiners concurred with a statement made by an
expert on the subject of dental examinations and scoring
techniques to the effect that all dental examinations are
virtually the same 1in both content and administration, and
that the differences in pass/fail rates between jurisdic—
tions revolves solely around the scoring and grading of the
individual examination itself. (See Appendix A for examina—
tion structure and general information on various regional
and State dental exams.) At the same meeting, the Alaska
Board was informed of a national trend showing dental exam
failure rates moving towards a range of between 30% to 35%,
with slightly higher failure rates noted 1in the western
states than in the east. As shown below, Alaska®s pass/fail
rates have not paralleled this national trend, the primary
cause for this being dental candidate®s inability to attain
passing scores on the clinical (subjective) portion of the
Alaska dental examination.
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The overall failure rate on the five Alaska dental examina—
tions administered between November 1983 and November 1985
oscillated from 33.3% to 88.9%, with an average failure rate
approximating 59.3%. The failure rate on the written
portion of the examination for the same period was only
1.8%, with only one failure in 55 initial attempts. The
overall pass rate on the most recent Alaska dental exam,
administered in August 1986, was 75%, with 10 of 11 candi—
dates passing the written portion. (See Appendix G.) An
overall pass rate of 75% indicates that recent changes in
Alaska®"s examination content and scoring procedures may have
had a positive effect on the outcome of this exam; however,
it is premature to conclude that this is more than an
isolated incident and in fact evidences a change 1in previ—
ously established trends. (75% 1s the highest pass rate
experienced on the Alaska dental examination since 1977.)

Clinical examination failure rates, and in turn overall
dental exam failure rates, of the magnitude of those experi—
enced prior to August 1986, are excessive not only in
comparison to the above noted national trend, but also in
comparison to failure rates on similar examinations adminis—
tered by other western states a:id various regional dental
testing boards or agencies. The State of Washington®s

dental exam failure rate over the last five years has been

in the range of 35% to 37% for in-state dental school
graduates and approximately 50% for out-of-state graduates.
Oregon®s failure rate is commonly 1in the range of 10% to

20%. On Oregon"s most recent examination, 90% of all
candidates examined received passing scores. California“®s
1984 failure rate was 48%, compared to 45% 1in 1983. (See
Appendix H.)

As shown in Appendix C, regionally administered clinical
examinations are utilized by 26 states in place of State
administered clinical exams. An additional 6 states,
including the District of Columbia, utilize regional
clinical exams 1in conjunction with a State performance
examination, while one state administers their own clinical
exam only for candidates from non-accredited schools. 1985
failure rates on regional clinical examinations administered
by the Northeast Regional Board of Dental Examiner 3 (NERB)
and the Central Regional Dental Testing Service (CRDTS) were
19.8% and 10.8%, respectively. The average failure rate on
the examination administered by the Western Regional
Examining Board (WREB) for the last 5 years has been 23.2%,
with a high of 33% and a low of 19%. (See Appendix H.)

A factor known to have partially contributed to candidate
failure on Alaska®s clinical examination is the lack of
consistent assessment of scores by dental examiners. One
case was noted where a candidate®s scores assigned by four
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different examiners on the same step of an operative proce—
dure ranged from 0% to 80%, with actual scores being 0, 60,
80, and 0. Though this is an extreme example, the existence
of this type of situation indicates a dire need for modifi—
cation in the evaluation process.

Regardless of the exact causes for Alaska®"s high failure
rates on past dental examinations, changes must be made
which will serve to foster the public®s faith in the State's
means for regulating entry into the dental profession.
Procedures must be adhered to which will allow the clinical
portion of the Alaska dental examination to be conducted in
an objective manner, with the emphasis on passing all
candidates who evidence satisfactory knowledge of the basic
principles of operative dentistry and possess satisfactory
clinical skill - even those who possess only the "minimum"
gualifications. Pass rates on the Alaska dental examination
should be commensurate with those being experienced on
dental examinations administered elsewhere in the nation.

In order to accomplish the above, the Alaska Board of Dental
Examiners should affiliate with one or more of the four
existing regional dental testing services for the testing of
candidates clinical ability. Another alternative would be
to merely accept for licensure any candidate who has suc—
cessfully completed any of the four regional boards. The
first approach would allow Alaska the opportunity for input
into the development of the clinical examination, while the
second would require us to rely on the ability of states
affiliated with the regional organizations to maintain an
examination which tests procedures and methods commensurate
with current trends in dental education and acceptable
dental practices. In either case, the Alaska Board of
Dental Examiners will benefit from disassociating themselves
from the onus of administering the subjective clinical
examination by placing this burden on an established,
impartial, dental testing organization located outside of
the State. The public will, 1in turn, benefit through the
Board®s ability to focus their efforts on other pertinent
issues related to the dental profession in the State of
Alaska.
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APPENDIXES

Source for Appendixes A - D: American Dental Association 1986 publication, titled,
"Facts About States - For the dentist seeking a location."

Source for Appendix F: American Dental Association 1982 publication, titled, "Facts
About States - For the dentist seeking a location."”
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APPENDIX A

State and Regional Boards: Structure of Exams and General Information*

The following chart outlines the structure of the board exams for each state and region. Among the new developments in 1985: Idaho has joined the
Western Reg anal Examining Board.

The supporting papers needed to take the boards are generally the same in every state: recer* photographs copies of your national board scores, a
certificate of graduation, lingerprints, copies of your dental school transcripts (and sometimes undergraduate transcripts), proof of liability insurance
coverage, and other dentists' verification of your high moral character. Not every state requires all of these, but it pays to collect them all. especially if
you 'e planning to take exams in several states.

Nearly every state requires you to supply your own patients and the proper indications for the procedures you'll perform. Most states also exoect you
to provide your own handpieces, instruments, and supplies. Several states supply some of these for a nominal fee, and in other states, dental suooly
firms attend the board exams and have limited supplies on hand for your use. In any case, you should go to the exam with everything you think you
may need.

Most states do not accept reciprocity from other states, but many do allow licensure by credentials: that is, they will grant a license to practice if you

have already passed a board exam in another state and have worked there for a certain number of years.

Thirty-two states belong to regional testing systems. The regional boards do only the clinical testing phase for the different states.

Regional Testing Exam Additional
Service/State Board Frequency "ee Written Practical Information

Northeast' Winter, spring, summer S275  Simulated clinical exami- Class V gold foil or class Candidates are oennitted
nations; (1) diagnosis, oral Il amalgam: class Il lll. IV to take the NERB exami-
medicine, and radiology: gold fail or class Il inlay, nation only once dunng a
(2) comprehensive treat- V* or full crown; diagnosis cycle.
ment planning and scaling of periodontal

patient: complete denture
exercise with patient
(impression of either arch
to esthetic try-in of maxil-
lary denture)
Southern2 May/June, July/August, $300 Treatment planning, oral Class Il amalgam; MOD Candidates must submit
December pathology inlay/onlay; class Il or IV proof ol malpractice insur-
composite, denture exer- ance with their applica-
cise on patient (impres- tions.
sions upper and lower, to
esthetic try- n)
Central3 May. June, August, De- $350  Prosthodontics. periodon- Periodontal clinical: Class ~ Applications must be re-
cember tics, emergency/basic life Il amalgam; cast restora- ceived 45 days before ex-
support tion, an mlay, onlay, \ amination date. Nebraska
crown, or 7acrown; com- allows reciprocity from
posite restoration; simu- other states. Must furnish
lated clinical judgment own patients.

Western4 March, June, September S375  Oral pathology, prosthetics  Class Il amalgam, perio- Must furnish own patient,
dontics. gold casting (on-  instruments, and hand-
lay to full crown, no inlay),  pieces. Expendable mate-
endodontics rials (except gold) are

supplied.

Alabama June (may vary) $120 Theoretical exam on Ala- Prosthetics, endodontics, Must furnish own patients.
bama |urisDrudence and prophylaxis, operative Must lurmsh own instru-
radiation safety ments. and suooties. No

reciprocity with other
states.

Alaska June, November $200  Oral diagnosis and treat- Class Il amatgam. class V. Must furnish own oauents.
ment planning, jurisprud- gold foil, class Il gold mlayJ ~hanopieces. instruments.
ence. prosthetics and suPDiies. No recioroc-

ity with otner states. No li-
. . censure oy credentials.
California 6 limes a year $150  Oral diaanosis and treat- Class Il amaigam. Peri-

ment olannmg, written
perio. Radiation satety

------------- (optional).------------------

odontal exam includes

wntlen aiagnostic and clin-
ical. Crown and bndge------

prepare two abutments:
construct wax patiem on
one. Full denture set-up.



Regional Testing
Service/Stale Board

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Indiana

Louisiana

Mississippi

Nevada

New Mexico

New York56

Exam
Frequency

June, December

June.

twice a year: announced
60 days before exam

twice a year

May/June (annually)

June (annually)

March, July (annually)

January, June

August, Decemcer

APPENDIX A

Fee

5280

$200

$250

$100

$100

$200

$200

$150

S2-15

Written

Laws and mles of Florida

Jurisprudence, periodon-
tics and oral oathology
slide exam (multiple
choice)

Jurisprudence, oral diag-
nosis. treatment planning

Theoretical exam if all
pars of national boards

have not been comoieted:

jurisprudence on Indiana
laws.

Ethics and jurisprudence.
officsl emergencies, oral
surger/, periodontics, oral
pathology

Juriso udence. dental
anatomy, radiography

Must have passed na-
tional board examination.

Jurisprudence, oral diag-
nosis. oilice emergencies

Ecuivaient to Nonneast
Regional doara

Practical

On manneauin: cast gold
class I MOD onlay on bi-
cuspid tooth: class Il
amalgam: pin amalgam
endooontic access on
posterior and anterior
tooth. On patient: pen-
odontal exercise. pros-
thetic impression and
articulation.

Clinical class Il amalgam,
class Ill composite, cast
gold class Il inlay or onlay;
laboratory; preparations
and gold casting on aenti-
form, denture set-up.

Class Ill or Il gold foil:
class Il amalgam: MOD
onlay and '/ crown with 1
indirect wax-up, complete
denture set

Class Il amalgam: class II.
I, 1V foil, or class I. V
gold foil and composite, or
MOD inlay or crown: pros-
thetic proolem solving;
Lab: anterior oorceiain
bonded to metal prepara-
tion; V* crown preo on oi-
cusoid. wax. cast and
unish: upper denture set-
up: penooontal seating
and curretage; diagnosis
and treatment planning.

Amalgam and omposile.
onlay proceaure. remova-
ble prosthodontics, enoo-
dontics. occlusion

One MOD. DO. or MO
amalgam: one tour-sur-
face amalgam replacing at
least one cusp; one class
Il composite: one full gold
crown: removaoie pros-
thetics

Complete denture fabrica-
tion: either a class Il. Il
or IV gold loil or a class I
cast gold restoration, in-
lay. or onlay (restoration
must be limshed in one
day): class Il amalgam

Class Il amaiaam: gold
casting; MOD inlay; class
IIl, IV or V gold foil

Equivalent to Nonneast
Regional doara

Additional
Information

Must furnish own patients
(Supply comoames will
usually help.) About 52°.i
pass annually. Must have
taken national board
within 10 years. No reci-
procity with other states.

Must furnish own patients,
instruments, and hand-
pieces. No reciorocity with
other states.

Must furnish own oatients.
but Hawaii ooes run ad in
local college newsDaoers.
Must lurmsn own hand-
pieces. instruments, and
supplies. No reciorocity
with other states.

Must have valid CPR cer-
tification oelore exam.
Must lurmsn own patient.
Must obtain maioractice
insurance oelore tne
exam. Must lurmsn ongi-
nal dental scnnol oipioma.

Must lurmsh own oatients.
liability insurance, equio-
ment, and suoones. Con-
tent of examination is
subiect to change at the
discretion of the ooard.

No reciorocity. All informa-
tion suoiect to change tor
each examination. Must
have valid CPR. Must fur-
nish own patients.

Must furnish own oatients.
instruments, and suoones.
including pre- and postop-
erative radiographs. Some
disposable items will be
available. No reciprocity.

Must furnish own oatients.
instruments ano higmow
speed hanooiece. Suooiy
company assists witn
exam No reciorocity. No
licensure ov credentials.

Eauivaient to Nonheast
Reoionai doara cut vana
omv m New rorx. Ooen to
ehgioie araouates of non-
accrcoitca ana accredited
schools. Must lurmsn own
patients ana instruments.



Regional Testing
Service/State Board

North Carolina

Oklahoma

Oregon

South Carolina

Texas

Virgin Islands

Washington

Exam
Frequency

May, August

May, June, and December

June, Decemoer

Summer

May/June. August/Sep-
tember

June, November

June, September

Fee

$75

$200

$50

$200

$100

$65

$120

APPENDIX A

Written

Jurisprudence, periodon-
tics, occlusion

Jurisprudence

Jurisprudence, oral diag-
nosis. treatment planning,
oral pathology, and gen-
eral dentistry

Ethics and Jurisprudence

Jurisprudence

Operative dentistry, phar-
macology, prosthodontics,
oral surgery and pain con-
trol. oral pathology and ra-
diology, endooontics-
periodontics. anatomic sci-
ences, and dental anat-
omy from the national
board exams if have not
passed the national
boards during the last two
years.

Practical

Class Il inlay or onlay;
class Il amalgam: oral sur-
gery; removable prostho-
dontics (complete upper
denture, partial design);
periodontics; lab exer-
cises: endodontics. crown
preps

Prosthetic denture set-up;
clinical operative proce-
dures

Selection from the follow-
ing: amalgam restoration,
cast gold restoration, per-
iodontics, prosthodontics

Clinical includes 2 class Il
amalgams. 2 comoosites:
prosthetics; impressions.
CR records, set mandibu-
lar and maxillary 6 interior
teeth. Laboratory: Wax up
3-umt bridge, prep onlay,
wax and cast on a denti-
form.

3-umt fixed bridge: 2 class
Il amalgams; 2 comoosite
restorations: prepare diag-
nosis and treatment plan
Irom photograpns, x-rays,
models, etc.: denture set-
up, ready for Masking

Periodontics, radiology,
oral surgery, operative
dentistry

Class Il amalgam: class Il.
Il, V gold foil: MOD inlay
and a periodontal section

Additional
Information

Must furnish own patients
and instruments. No reci-
procity. No licensure by
credentials. No specialty
exams.

Must furnish own patients
and instruments. Must
have valid CPR.

No reciorocity or tempo-
rary licenses. Must fumisn
own patients and instru-
ments. Specialty exams
available.

Must furnish own patients.
No reciprocity or tempo-
rary licenses.

Must furnish own patients,
instruments, handpieces,

and supplies. Some com-
panies may have supplies
for use at no cost. No re-
ciprocity with other states.

NOTES: 1 Includes Connecticut. District of Columbia, Maine. Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan. New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York. Ohio
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and West Virginia.

2 Includes Arkansas, Kentucky, Tennessee, and Virginia.

3 Includes Colorado, lowa. Minnesota, Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska. North Dakota. South Dakota.Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

4 Includes Arizona. Idaho. Montana, and Utah.

5 In addition to participating in the Northeast Regional Board. New York administers a seoarate series ofexaminations.
6 The tee.snown lor New. York includes license lee. exam lee, and lirst triennial registration lee.

a) Class V gold foil no

longer a clinical

examination

requirement.

ISOURCE: The above information is compiled annually by American Student Oental Association and is published in the ASDA Handbook. Fall
1S8S,. pages 73-62. Reprinted with permission of American Student Dental Association.
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APPENDIX B

Written Examination Requirementsl

Recognizes Certificate of
National Board Dental Examinations

Accepts Scores Time

on National Limit
State Board Exam (Years) Additional Written Examinations
Alabama Yes 0 Yes
Alaska Yes 0 Yes
Arizona Yes 0 Yes
Arkansas Yes 0 Yes
California Yes 0
Colorado Yes 15 Yes
Connecticut Yes 0 Yes
Delaware No 1/
District of Columbia Yes
Florida Yes 10 Yes
Georgia Yes 0 Yes
Hawaii Yes 5 Yes
Idaho Yes 0 Yes
lllinois Yes 0
Indiana Yes 0 Yes
lowa Yes 0
Kansas Yes 0 Yes
Kentucky Yes 0
Louisiana Yes
Maine Yes
Maryland Yes 0 Yes
Massachusetts Yes 5 Yes
Michigan Yes
Minnesota Yes 0
Mississippi Yes 0 Yes
Missouri Yes
Montana Yes 0 Yes
Nebraska Yes 0
Nevada Yes 0 Yes
New Hampshire Yes 0 Yes
New Jersey Yes 0 Yes
New Mexico Yes
New York Yes
North Carolina Yes Yes
North Dakota Yes
Ohio Yes 0 Yes
Oklahoma Yes 0 Yes
Oregon Yes 0 Yes
Pennsylvania Yes 0
Rhode Island Yes 0
South Carolina Yes 0
South Dakota Yes
Tennessee Yes 0
Texas Yes 0
Utah Yes 0
Vermont Yes O
Virginia Yes 0
Washington Yes 0
West Virginia Yes 0
Wisconsin Yes 0
Wyoming Yes
Virgin Islands Yes

"For graduates of accredited dental schools. Data as of January 1, 1986.
Source: Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations

Delaware conducts their own written examinations.



APPENDIX C

Clinical Examination Requirements

Time State
Regional Limit Pertoimance Limit to

State Test 1/ (Years) Examination Times Taken
Alabama Yes 2 times and (c)
Alaska Yes
Arizona WREB Yes 2 times and education
Arkansas SRTA 3 times and (d)
California Yes Unlimited
Colorado CRDTS No 3 times
Connecticut NERB No Unlimited
Delaware Yes
District of Columbia (0 NERB Yes 3 times and education
Flenda Yes 3 times and education
Georgia Yes 3 times and education
Hawaii Yes
Idaho WREB No
lllinois NERB 10 Yes Unlimited
Indiana Yes
lowa CRDTS 5 No 2 times, education and (c)
Kansas CRDTS 5 No 2 times, education and (c)
Kentucky SRTA 5 No Unlimited
Louisiana (f) Yes 3 times and education
Maine (1) NERB 5 No
Maryland NERB 5 No 2 times and education
Massachusetts NERB 5 No
Michigan (1) NERB 10 (e) 3 times and education
Minnesota CRDTS 5 No
Mississippi Yes 2 times and education
Missouri CRDTS 5 No 3 times and education
Montana WREB 3 No
Nebraska CRDTS S No 2 times and education
Nevada Yes 2 times and (b)
New Hampshire NERB 5 No ©
New Jersey NERB 15 No
New Mexico (f) Yes Unlimited
New York NERB Yes 2 times and (d)
North Carolina Yes Unlimited
Nonh Dakota (f) CRDTS No
Ohio NERB No 2 times and education
Oklahoma Yes 2 times and (c)
Oregon Yes Unlimited
Pennsylvania NERB No
Rhode lIsland NERB No Unlimited
South Carolina (1) Yes Unlimited
South Dakota (f) CRDTS No
Tennessee SRTA Yes
Texas Yes 3 times (c)
Utah (f) WREB No
Vermont NERB No.
Virginia SRTA No 3 limes
Washington Yes Unlimited
West Virginia (f) NERB No
Wisconsin CRDTS No
Wyoming (1) CRDTS Yes 2 times and education
Virgin Islands (0 Yes 2 times and education
Data as ol January 1. 1986 unless otherwise indicated.
(@) Skip one testing oelore re-taking third lime.
(b)  Must wait one year oelore re-taking.
() Must have approval ol the Board. - CRDTS - Central Regional Dental Testing Service
(d) Remedial training. NERB - Northeast Regional Board of Dental Examiners
(e) Yes. for graduates ol non-accreoited schools. SRTA - Southern Regional Testing Agency
® 1982 data. WREB - Western Regional Examining Board

Source: Joint Commission on National Dental Examinations



APPENDIX D

Summary of Requirements for Licensure by Credentials in Certain States
Granting Licensure by Credentials
The states that grant licensure by credentials have individual requirements, of which the following is an overview. All states require a jurisorudence

examination: however, this might be a formal, written examination, or a signed statement attesting that the candidate is familiar with the laws governing
dentistry in the state. Candidates should write to the individual states for complete information and application.

Will accept Letters of Personal Years in

State applications from recommendation interview practice
Arkansas R 2 X 5
District of Specialists Only X

Columbia
Indiana All states 3 X 5
lowa R 2 X 5
Kansas R 5 5
Maine All states 0 X* 5
Maryland All states 3 X 5
Massachusetts R 1 X 5
Michigan On an individual basis 4 Rarely No Limit
Minnesota All states 4 X 22
Missouri All states 2 5
Nebraska All states 2 X 13
New Hampshire R. 3 X 5
New York All states 3 5
North Dakota Has an option, but has not
granted licensure by
credentials in 5 years

Oklahoma R 10 5
Pennsylvania All states 2 5
Rhode Island R 3 5
Tennessee R 14 5
Vermont At the discretion 2 g

of the board

R = states that will issue licenses by credentials only to candidates from states with a reciprocal agreement.

‘The state of Maine will require a personal interview with a candidate who passed a state board examination more than lyear before applying to Maine
for a license.

"Will issue a licensure by credentials to candidates who pass the Northeast Regional Board Examinat'jn in lieu ofactive practice.

*Two years of the past 3 years must have been in active practice.

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

40ne letter of recommendation from each state board in each state in which the dentist has practiced.

Source: "Licensure by Credentials — Is it Working?", report published in the Journal of the American Dental Association, Vol 111, July 1985. pages
19-32.



APPENDIX E

ALASKA DENTAL LICENSES ISSUED

Information presented in this appendix was compiled from the dental license issue log maintained
by the Department of Commerce and Economic Development®s Division of Occupational Licensing.

Total
June 1, 1980 October 17, 1984 June 1, 1980
through i/ through through
October 17, 1984 June 30, 1986 June 30, 1986
Number issued based on credentials 8 14 1/ 22
Number issued based on examination 75 31 106
Total number issued i 45 128
By credentials as percentage of total 9.6% 31.1% 17.2%

1/

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners issued licenses based on candidates®™ credentials,
pursuant to AS 08.36.234, from June 1, 1980 through October 17, 1984. At that time
they ceased issuing licenses by credentials, by emergency order, as promulgated in

12 AAC 28.950.

4 Licenses issued based on reinterview of candidates previously denied licensure by
credentials, as recommended by the Ombudsman®s office and the Attorney General®s office.



Total Dental Licensure Results by State Board

State Board

Alabama
Alaska. .1/
An/ona.T
Arkansas
California

CRDTS* ..
Colorado
Connecticut.
Delaware
District of Columbia.

Kentucky.

Maine...
Maryland...
Massacnusens
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri

New Hampshire
New Jersey.
New Mexico.
New York
North Carolina

NERB* ..
North Dakota.
Ohio

Oregon..

Pennsylvania.
Rhode Island.
South Carolina
South Dakota.

TENNESSEE oo
Texas.
Utah.
Vermont
Virginia..

Washmoton.
West Virginia.
Wisconsin
Wyoming

*Regional Testing results are not includt'l m tots .

Total

APPENDIX F

in 1981

Passed

84
14
137
49
781

729
225
191

17

315
200
16
29
469

126
122

82
151

52
305
357

95
188

39
218
30
98
28

a7
478
36
677
117

2.280
31
341
130
147

576
42
91
32

572

166
464

22
178

149
63
211
32
403

70

12.488

Source: Council on Oental Education, American Dental Association.

Alaska statistics were not published by the American Dental
included here was obtained from the Department of Commerce and Economic Development®s
Division of Occupational Licensing.

Alaska results are not

included

Percent
passed

95 5%
51.9Z
100
100
50.9

73.3
100
100

58.6

52.4
100
61.5
65.9
92.5

72.8
100
100
100

100
"100

100
100

100

100

100
48.3

100

100
85.7
79
79.6

86.8
100
100
100
100

100

100

100
80
95.8

100
89.4

100
100

84.5

Association.

Failed

3
13

0

0
754

266
0

0

12

286
10
15
38

a7

o [eleNeNeNe) o oo

o o

30

=
©
[eNeN.NoNe]

w

W
5
®O0OO0OO0O Oo0oO®

N
al

al
a o

o

88

(=]

15
64

2.298

Information

in totals.

Percent
failed

3.5%
48.11
0.0
0.0

49.1

47.6

38.5
34.1
7.5



APPENDIX G

RECENT ALASKA DENTAL EXAMINATION STATISTICS

Information in this appendix was compiled and provided by the Department of Commerce and Economic
Development®s Division of Occupational Licensing.

November June November June November August o,

1983 1984 1984 1985 1985 1986
Number of applicants examined 18 18 18 34 25 20
Number Failed -7 6 16 8 21 16 5
Number Passed 3/ 12 2 10 13 9 15
Percentage Failure Rate 33.3% 88.9% 44 _4% 61.8% 64.0% 25.0%
Percentage Pass Rate 66.7% 11.1% 55.6% 38.2% 36.0% 75.0%

-~ Totals include candidates taking all or part of the examination.

2/ - . S .

- Totals include candidates failing all or part of the examination,

3/ Totals include candidates passing entire examination or those passing remaining parts not
passed at prior examinations.

4/

- The dental examination scheduled for June 1986 was postponed until August 1986 in order
that a new examination site could be located and to allow restructuring of the examination®s
content and scoring procedures.



APPENDIX H

EXAMINATION STATISTICS: WESTERN STATES AND REGIONAL TESTING BOARDS/AGENCIES

WASHINGTON - Over the last five years the failure rate for Washington state dental school
graduates has been from 35% to 37%. Out-of-state graduates®" failure rate has been
approximately 50%. (These statistics include results from exam retakes - retake
failure rate approximates 50%, regardless of whether candidates are in-state or
out-of-state graduates.)

OREGON - Results from the most recent (June 1986) Oregon dental exam are as follows:
Number of candidatestaking exam 70 (69 1st attempts)
Number Failing 7
Number Dassing 63
Percentage Failure Rate 10%
Percentage Pass Rate 90%

Historically Oregon®s passage rate has been in the 80 and QO percentile range.

CALIFORNIA - 1984 * 1983 *
Number of candidates taking exam 1567 1884
Number Failing 753 849
Number Passing 814 1035
Percentage Failure Rate 48% 45%
Percentage Pass Rate 52% 55%

* (Statistics exclude results of retakes by California dental school graduates.)

NEVADA - Current statistics related to pass/fail rates for Nevada state dental examinations were
not available for release by the Nevada State Board of Dental Examiners.

WESTERN REGIONAL EXAMINING BOARD (WREB) - The average annual pass rate on the WREB exam for the
past five years is 76.8%, with a high of 81% and a low of 67%. This equates to an
average failure rate of 23.2%, with a high of 33% and a low of 19%.

CENTRAL REGIONAL DENIAL TESTING SERVICE (CRDTS) - CRDTS evaluates approximately 1000 dental
candidates per year, including candidates repeating the examination. The 1985 failure
rate for the operative clinical examination administered Ly CRDTS was 10.8%.

NORTHEAST REGIONAL BOARD OF DENTAL EXAMINERS (NERB) - In the past ten years, failure rates on
the NERB examination have ranged from a high of 34.4% in 1983 to a low of 19.8% in
1985. A failure, in these calculations, 1is a candidate who fails at least one of the
five tests in his/her first examination attempt.

SOUTHERN REGIONAL TESTING AGENCY (SRTA) - Dental examination pass/fail statistics are not
generated on an annual basis by SRTA, but instead are prepared for specific test sites.
This information was not made available.

Information obtained in this appendix was provided by the individual state boards or
regulating bodies and by representatives of the various regional boards or testing agencies.
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STATE OF ALASKA —28— OIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & E’L?,\LIJECA*UD’ALASKA 99811
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PHONE: 465-2500

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

November 3, 1986

]

NOV 4 - 1y

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson 1
Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

P.0. Box W

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the
preliminary audit findings of the Board of Dental Examiners.

At this time, the department®s position to the audit recommen—
dations remains as noted in our response to the interim letter
dated September 10.

The department agrees with recommendation number one, and will
assist the board in the repeal of 12 AAC 28.950. Prior to tak-—
ing a position for or against recommendation number two, the
department is seeking more information regarding regional test—
ing and its feasibility. There are many factors which must be
investigated. Recently, the chairman of the Dental Board
attended the Western Regional Exam in California; we will be
receiving a report on this exam at the next board teleconfer—
ence meeting which 1is scheduled for November 13.

Sincerely,

hvoren n. Lounsoury
¥ Commissioner

LHL/mst4921m
103086a
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STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE A POUCHD

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT JUNEAY, ALASKA 99511
PHONE: (9071 465-2534

DIVISION OF OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING
THE ALASKA BOARD OF DENTIAL EXAMINERS

Robert E. Warren, Chairman

December 16, 1986

Gerald L. WIEITKEIrSOM coue e e e e e e e e e eeeeemeeeen immeannn

Legislative Auditor ' .
Division of Legislative Audit
Pouch W

Juneau, Alaska 99811-3300

Re: "A Special Report on The Department of Commerce and
Economic Development, Board of Dental Examiners
August 27, 1986" (Confidential Preliminary Audit)

Audit Control Number: 08-4271-86-S

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

On behalf of the Alaska Board of Dental Examiners, | offer
the following response to the above-referenced confidential
Preliminary Audit Report. As you know, that Report contains
two recommendations. The Board provisionally concurs with
one recommendation but strongly disagrees with the other.

1. Areas of Agreement. Recommendation Number 2, set forth
on pages 12-15 of the Report, proposes that "The Alaska
Board of Dental Examiners should affiliate with one or more
of the four existing regional testing services for the exa-—
mination of dental candidate®s [sic] clinical skills in lieu
of administering a State-run clinical examination."
(Report, page 12.)

The Board provisionally agrees with this recommendation and
is in the process of taking active steps to implement 1it.
Geographically, the most logical affiliation for Alaska 1is
the Western Regional Examining Board (WREB). As noted 1in
Appendix A to the Report (at page 20, note 4), the WREB
includes Arizonia, Ildaho, Montana and Utah.
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Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

Re: Report/Board of Dental
Examiners

December 16, 1986

Page 2

On September 28-30, 1986, the Board"s Hygenist member, Chris
Baxter, and | personally attended the WREB autumn, 1986 exa—
mination, which was <conducted at Loma Linda University 1in

Loma Linda, California. I directly observed the entire
four-day examination as it was administered to the 70 dental
candidates and the 31 hygenist candidates. In my pro-—

fessional opinion, the examination as administered by the
WREB was comprehensive, thorough, and fair.

More recently, on December 5-6, 1986, | attended the WREB
Examination Review Committee meeting 1in Phoenix, Arizonia.

While in Phoenix, 1 also attended the WREB General Member —
ship Meeting and the meeting of the Board of Directors. My
conclusion from my direct observations 1is that the WREB 1is a
competent and highly professional testing agency.

At the upcoming January 15, 1987 meeting of the Alaska Board
of Dental Examiners, the question of whether Alaska should
join the WREB will be voted upon. Prior to the vote, 1 will
present my field research and findings with respect to the
WREB. Also, Dr. David Low, past President of the WREB and
current Chairman of the WREB Examination Committee, will
make a presentation. My recommendation will be that Alaska
should join the WREB, thereby recognizing a passing grade on
the WREB examination as satisfying the examination require—
ment of AS 08.36.130 and AS 08.36.160.

I might note 1in passing that only a portion of my travel
expenses have been paid by the WREB and |1 have donated the
balance of my travel expenses and my professional time. The
State of Alaska has not absorbed any of these costs.

2. Areas of Disagreement. Recommendation Number 1, set
forth at pages 11-12 of the Report, proposes that "The
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners should 1issue dental licen—
ses to qualified dentists based on their performance records
in lieu of requiring they pass an examination. (Licensure
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Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

Re: Report/Board of Dental
Examiners

December 16, 1986

Page 3

by credentials).” The Board strongly disagrees with this
Recommendation.

In our experience, licensure by credentials runs a serious
and substantial risk of authorizing incompetent or otherwise
undesirable individuals to practice dentistry in Alaska for

two reasons. First, licensure by <credentials provides
inadequate opportunity to investigate and verify the appli—
cant®s professional, clinical skills. Second, because there

is presently no central clearing house of professional den-—
tal information 1in the United States, it 1is extremely dif—
ficult to weed out individuals who are the subject of
outstanding complaints or disciplinary review proceedings 1in
other states. In practice, the Board has found licensure by
credentials to be 1inconsistent with the Board"s responsibi—
lities as established by AS 08.36 -070 (a).

AS 08.36.234 establishes licensure by credentials as a per—
mitted practice: "The [B]Joard may provide for the licensing
without examination of a dentist who [satisfies the criteria
of subsections (1)-(8)]-" (Emphasis added.) The decision
whether or not to implement this practice must be made 1in
light of the more basic responsibilities of the Board. AS
08.36.070(a) mandates that the Board shall:

&N examine applicants and issue licenses "o -1
applicants it finds qualified;

(8) adopt regulations ensuring that renewal of
registration 1is contingent upon proof of con—
tinued professional <competence by a licenced
dentist. ...

(Emphasis added.)
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Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

Re: Report/Board of Dental
Examiners

December 16, 1986

Page 4

As all dental patients know, the -essence of dentistry is
performing minutely delicate and precise procedures in the
confined and extremely wvulnerable area of the patient®s
mouth. In short, the practice of dentistry is at least as
much craftsmanship as it 1is science. The only way to eva-—
luate an individual dentist"s abilities as a craftsman 1is to
review examples of his work. The critical failure of
licensing by credentials is that it does not adequately pro—
vide this review.

The premise of expedited 1licensing of dentists who have
practiced for at least five years prior to applying for an
Alaska license (See AS 08.36.234 (3)) is that the prior
period of practice in and of 1itself establishes technical
professional competence. In reality, there are two flaws 1in
this premise.

First, the standards of competence vary considerably fronm

state to state and from region to region. Proof of con-—
tinued professional competence is not required in many
states. The consequence of accepting any individual®s past

practice as satisfactory credentials will, over time, lead
to the lowering of competency standards in Alaska.

Second, in the case of dentists who have practiced 1in the
military or in non-uniformed federal service (e.g-., the
Public Health Service), there has been no requirement of
board certification or state licensing agency review of
their competence. In Alaska, this is a matter of par—
ticular concern, since many dentists come to Alaska either
in military or non-uniformed federal service and practice
in remote areas virtually unsupervised.

AS 08.36.234(4) requires, as a prerequisite to licensure by
credentials, that the applicant "_...is not the subject of an
unresolved complaint, review procedure or disciplinary pro—
ceeding undertaken by a dental licensing jurisdiction."” In
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Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

Re: Report/Board of Dental
Examiners

December 16, 1986

Page 5

reality, it 1is very difficult to verify this fact or to
expose a misrepresentation of fact by an applicant. There
presently exists no central clearing house of information
regarding unresolved complaints or disciplinary proceedings.
The wvarying privacy law standards of the several states has
the effect of making this information unobtainable for many

out-of-state applicants. And in the case of military and
federal dentists, the individual may never have practiced in
the state in which he or she obtained a license. In these

instances the outside licensing-state board has no pertinent
information on file, and only limited information about den—
tal officers is available through a military commanding
officer.

Our experience in Alaska with dentists licensed by creden—
tials tends to confirm the seriousness of the risks of
admitting 1incompetent or otherwise wundesirable individuals

into the practice of dentistry here. There have been
numerous patient complaints against credentialled dentists
filed with the State Division of Occupational Licensing. In

one instance, the Board received a fortuitous report from
the 1llinois Attorney General®s office that a licensed-by—
credentials candidate had been charged with numerous counts
of sexual abuse of patients 1in Illinois. Since these were
pending charges that had not been entered of record, our
earlier 1investigation of this applicant had not been able to
uncover this information.

The Alaska Board of Dental Examiners®™ position on licensure

by <credentials is perhaps best summarized by Dr. George
Hansen, President-Elect of the Alaska Dental Society. As
he stated at the August 16, 1986 meeting of the Board of
Dental Exmainers, "If the Board"s goal 1is to protect den—
tists® freedom to practice, there should be licensure by
credentials. But if the goal of the Board is to protect the

public, the Board must examine applicants.”
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Gerald L. Wilkerson

Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit

Re: Report/Board of Dental
Examiners

December 16, 1986

Page 6

In closing, 1 would note for the record that none of the
audit staff personnel who prepared the August 27, 1986
Special Report attended either a dental examination or a
credentials interview.

Thank you for having given me this opportunity to respond to
the Preliminary Report. My apologies for any inconvenience
my delay 1in responding to the Report may have caused. In
the interest of responding accurately to Recommendation
Number 2, 1 concluded it would be best to wait until 1
returned from the December WREB Examination Review Committee
meeting before composing this letter.

Very truly yours

ROBERT E. WARREN; s
Chairman
Alaska Board of Dental Examiners

rew:dkd
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/  JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-3300

THE LEGISLATURE

BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE /

January 6, 1987

Members of the Legislative Budget
and Audit Committee:

We have reviewed the Alaska Board of Dental Examiner®s
response to our preliminary report. Our comments follow:

Recommendation No. 1

There 1is nothing in the Board®"s response to make us change
our position regarding dental licensure by credentials.
Alaska Statute 08.36.234 1is intended to provide a means for
dental licensure without examination through the evaluation
of a practicing dentist"s theoretical knowledge and clinical
skill based on their performance record. To this end, the
provisions and requirements appear reasonable. Verification
of a candidate®s compliance with these provisions can be
assured with minimal 1investigation if questions arise con—
cerning the authenticity or validity of information provided
on the candidate®s application for licensure.

Investigations

The State of Alaska is currently active with the National
Disciplinary Information System (NDIS) . NDIS is a project
of the National Clearinghouse on Licensure, Enforcement, and
Regulation (CLEAR) which reports bi-monthly on disciplinary
actions taken against licensed professionals in a number of
professional disciplines. Its purpose is to alert state
authorities and board members to disciplinary actions taken
in other states so more complete information can be obtained
about licensed professionals in their state. Review of
reports provided through NDIS 1in conjunction with the review
of a credential candidate®s application provides an addi—
tional means for verifying that all final disciplinary
actions have been disclosed.

Division of Occupational Licensing staff have stated that
they do not foresee insurmountable difficulties in per—
forming additional investigations and background checks of
individual applicants if requested by the Board. Investi —
gations of this nature commonly would identify and disclose
situations where dentists are the subject of an unresolved
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complaint, review procedure, or disciplinary proceeding
undertaken by a dental licensing jurisdiction. The exis—
tence of unresolved issues of this nature may serve as
grounds for denial by the Board of licensure without
examination pursuant to AS 08.36.234(4).

It is our belief that Alaska law currently provides the
Board adequate opportunity and means to investigate and
verify a credential applicant®s qualifications, as well as
identify situations where incomplete or questionable infor—
mation is attested to by applicants on their application

for dental licensure.

Technical Ability and Professional Competence

We concur with the Board®"s belief that the only way to
evaluate an individual dentist"s abilities as a "craftsman"
(technical skill) 1is to review examples of his/her work;
however, we disagree that licensure by credentials 1is
critically flawed in that it does not provide consideration
of this 1issue.

In order to obtain a dental license in Alaska based on
credentials, a candidate must possess a license from another
state, territory, or region with licensing requirements at
least equivalent in scope, quality, and difficulty to those
of this state at the time of licensure (AS 08.36.234(2)).

In all jurisdictions, initial licensure 1is based, at least
in part, on the successful completion of a clinical exami—
nation wherein a dentist"s "craftmanship" is assessed. This
requirement, coupled with the requirement that an applicant
has been engaged in continuous active practice averaging at
least 20 hours per week for each of the five years immedi—
ately preceding the application (AS 08.36.234(3)), serve to
evidence adequate clinical skill and continued application
of those skills.

The requirement of five years of practice prior to eligi—
bility for licensure by credentials is not intended to, nor
does it, in and of itself establish technical professional
competence as 1is suggested by the Board. It is a combina—
tion of this requirement, the requirement that an applicant
be licensed in another jurisdiction, as well as fulfillment
of the other requirements of AS 08.36.234, that serve as a
basis for deeming a credential candidate technically and
professionally competent to practice dentistry in Alaska.

Patient Complaints
Complaints lodged with the Division of Occupational Licens—

ing do not support the Board®s contention that there have
been numerous complaints against credentialed dentists and,
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as a result,

a serious risk
in this manner.

identified a total

involving 35 individual

licensed by credentials.

STATE OF ALASKA
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incurred from licensing dentists
Our review of the Division®s complaint

logs

of 47 complaints filed since June 1, 1980
dentists, only one of whom was

Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor

Division of Legislative Audit
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM January 20, 1988

SUBJECT: Permanent fund dividends of incarcerated
individuals (CSHB 245 7HESS))

TO: Representative Ramona Barnes
FROM: Tamara Brandt Cookmm
Director a P

Division of Legal Services

Here 1is the sectional analysis that you requested of a draft
bill dealing with permanent fund dividends and incarcerated
individuals.

Section 1. A new provision is added making a person con-
victed of a felony ineligible for a permanent fund dividend
if, during all or part of the fiscal year ending before
checks are mailed, the 1individual 1isincarcerated. This
provision applies whether or not the individual has applied
for the dividend.

Section 2. This is a new provision. For the purposes of
calculating the amount of the dividend for a year an indi—
vidual who 1is ineligible due to incarceration but who 1is
otherwise eligible under residency requirements will be
counted as an eligible individual whether or not the
individual applies for a dividend.

Section 3. Two new requirements are added to the list of
duties of the Department of Revenue: (1) to annually deter—
mine the number and identity of individuals ineligible for
permanent fund dividends because of incarceration and the
number of ineligible individuals counted as eligible for
purposes of determing the amount of a dividend for the year;
(2) to adopt regulations necessary to implement the new
ineligibility provision that applies to certain incarcerated
individuals.

Section 4. The bill applies only to dividends for years
after 1987. Since the bill has been held over from the

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS



Representative Ramona Barnes
Page 2
January 20, 1988

first session, thought should be given to changing this date
to 1988.

Section 5. The legislature intends to appropriate from the
dividend fund to the crime victim compensation fund an
amount equal to money that would otherwise be paid as divi—
dends to incarcerated individuals.

Section 6. The bill has an immediate effective data.

TBC:bb
WKB1/078
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STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

REPLY TO:
DEPARTMENT OF LAW 0 1031 W 4th AVENUE
SUITE 200
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501-1994
OFFICE OF THEATTORNEY GENERAL PHONE: (907) 276-3550

O 1st NATIONAL CENTER
100 CUSHMAN ST.

January 29, 1988 SUITE 400
- FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701-4679

I P.O. BOX K—STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811-0300
The Honorable Al Adams PHONE: (907) 465-3600

Representative, State of Alaska
Chairman, House Finance Committee
P.0O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: CSHB 245(Jud); permanent fund
dividends for felons

Dear Representative Adams:

You have requested an update of my letter of March 2,
1987, to Representative Ramona Barnes, concerning a draft bill
proposing to make incarcerated felons ineligible for permanent
fund dividends. The draft bill was subsequently introduced as
HB 245.

We continue to believe that the bill is constitutional,
although we recognize that constitutional 1issues may exist 1in
denying permanent fund dividends to incarcerated felons. We also
repeat that, at the present time, the Department of Law has no
opinion on the merits of this proposed legislation.

In my March 2, 1987 letter, 1 suggested a number of
minor changes to the draft bill. All of these changes are
incorporated in CSHB 245 (Jud), and I have no further

recommendations at this time.
I hope this answers your questions.
Sincerely yours,

GRACE BERG SCHAIBLE
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By;
frey"W. Bush
stant Attorney General

JWB:nb
CcC: Honorable Ramona Barnes

Royce Weller, Special Assistant
Department of Revenue

DEPARTMENT OF LAW LEGAL OPINION
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FISCAL NOTE
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Title:___An act relatin-,; to permanent BRU: Permanent Fund Dividend
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Requestor: House Finance Operations
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J PART-TIME 1 — 1 - 1 1 1 1 11 11
I TEMPORARY 1 - 1 - 1 1 1 - 1 -
ANALYSIS: See attach<ed”Z
Prepared By: Ervtn?tone”s Phone: 465-2323
Division: Date: January 27, 1988
Approved by Commissioner: Date: I
Agency: Revenue ~
Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) page of
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Department of Revenue
Permanent Fund Dividend Division
Fiscal Mote Analysis
CSHB 245 (Judiciary)
01/27/03

Assumptions:

1. The bill will be effective for the 1989 dividend.

2. Per the Department of Corrections, there are approximately 3,200 folons
who would be incarcerated during part or all of a given fiscal year.

3. The Department of Corrections will provide the Department of Revenue with
a list, via magnetic tape, which includes:

a. All persons, including full name, birthdate, and social security
number, who were incarcerated during all or part of the previous
fiscal year for a felony conviction. This list will be provided by
August 1 of each year.

Program Summary:

The Department of Revenue will use the list provided in assumption 3(a) to
matchagainst the PFD file. Any person who files an application and who
appears on that listwill be denied their dividend.A denial notice will be
sent to the applicant, with notice of right to appeal. If appeals are
forthcoming, the Permanent Fund Dividend Division will hold informal
conferences, and where requested by the applicant, the Commissioner will hold
formal hearings and represent the Department in court. This is expected to
generate approximately 2,000 additional denials in the first year, with a
decreasing number in subsequent years, as felons realize that they are
ineligible for the dividend.

The Department of Revenue Vv/ill include in the dividend calculation the total
number of incarcerated felons as provided by Corrections.

1. Positions:

1 PPT Document Processor |, R7,
@ $2158.82/mo. including salary
and benefits for 1 month = $2.2

This position will assist in the
determination of filings by felons
and in the processing and mailing
of denial notices, appeals, and
correspondence. Reduced by half

in the second and subsequent years.

Page 2 of 3



Other Expenditures:
a. Travel: None.
b. Contractual:

Printing costs and postage for
2,000 additional denial notices,
appeal forms and envelopes.
Reduced by half in second and
subsequent years.

C. Supplies: None.
d. Equipment: Use existing.
TOTAL COST

Page 3 of



o TR 801 e

FISCAL NOTE
REQUEST:

Revision Dace: ) Agency Affected: Department of Corrections
Tide: "An Act relating to permanent fund ghy

dividends for individuals Incarcerated.”
Sponsor: Rep. Barnes. Adams, Collins

Components
Requestor:.
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND A STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL | 0 0 0 0 0 0
REVENUE | o i 0 0 0 0 0
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
o P —— Q 2 0 0 0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY
ANALYSIS : (Attach aseparate page if necessary)
Preparedby: Susan E. Knighton, Director Phone : ___ 46573776 —
Division : Administrative Services Die: C Z Z Z 3 B S -
r(" % —<r'ir "~fky ~- i r
Approved by Commissioner: Susan Humphrey-BarnettCuV Date
Agency: Department of Corrections

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget

Impacted Agency(ies) page of



Representative Ramona Barns
Pouch V
Juneau,AK 99811,

Dear Ramona,

I would Ilike you to have this petition in support of your
bill,HB245. This-petition is signed by Correctional Officers

who see first hand what use these checks go for. When the

first batch of checks are recieved,commi®sary purchases 1increase

to over $13,000. The inmates purchase colar TV"s,stereosl,electric
guitars,personal computers,etc.,etc. They even assign thier checks
to other inmates to pay-off gambeling debts,sex debts,and drug

debts (i.e. Inmate Kozeroff assigned PFD to Inmate Kusmider,check

#511159). ,

I can assure you that they do not send it to thier spouses,dependant
children, or thier victims. It should also be noted that 1inmates

can work and be paid while incarcerated,but a vast number choose

to sleep all day and play cards and watch cable TV, (which the

State provides) all night.

Inmate Cordell Boyd and Inmate Winona Fletcher savagely murdered

Tom and Ann Facio and Emelia Elliott in thier Anchorage home in
April of 1985. Both recieved 297 year sentences. The State of

Alaska now houses,feeds,clothes,provides free medical and dental
care,cable TV,and numerous other programs for these two. Do we
really owe them them a share in Alaska®s productivity? 1 wonder

what Tom,Ann,and Emelia would say? Well,Alaska Correctional Officers

say,"No"and hope Legislators vote that way.

Thank you.

POSITION PAPERS



1024 W. 6th Avenue, Suite 308
Senator Anchorage, Alaska 99501
(907) 276-6731

During Sessiun:
PO.Bnx V
Juneau, Alaska 99811
(907) 465-3717

Senate
a*
DATE: March 8, 1983 #
TO : Senator Paul Fischer, ilChair
Senate HESS Committed
FROM: Senator Pajrick Rod”
RE : House Bill 275 - leaislation which would deny permanent fund

dividends tojSftecTfelons

Since the above-referenced legislation is before your committee for
consideration, | am taking the liberty of forwarding a copy of a letter |
just received from one of my constituents expressing her concerns in

House Bill 245.

| believe Roberta Stevens raises a valid point regarding the impact such
a proposal could have on minor children who are supported by the

felon.

| would appreciate your committee taking this matter under
consideration when the bill is scheduled for debate.

cc Members - Senate HESS Committee



February 22, 1988
2709 W. 29th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99517

Senator Pat Rodey
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Rodey:

I am writing to request that you do not vote for the bill coming before
the Senate turning convicted felon®s permanent fund money over to the
State for the Violent Crimes Compensation Board.

While on the surface this may seem like a good thing to do, unless there
are some safeguards, | believe that the bill will be detrimental to the

majority of people involved.

As you are probably aware, the permanent fund money is the only money many
mothers receive for the support of the children of felons.- Taking this
money away from them would create a severe hardship, on people who are
already strapped. This money provides school clothes, food, and medical
expenses, where none would be available were the money turned over to the

Violent Crimes Compensation Board.

While 1 agree that the felons should be paying the victims of their
crimes, when there are innocent children, perhaps themselves victims, the
first priority of the State should be their welfare. I would not be
against a bill such as the one passed by the House, IF it contained
language that would allow felon®s children to receive their money before
anyone else. In other words, if the Child Support Enforcement Division
did not have an attachment, then the money would go to the Violent Crimes

Compensation Board.

To my way of thinking, when (and if) the felon is released, he should be
paying the State back for any monies expended by the Violent Crimes
Compensation Board for his Victims. This would generate some more revenue
for the Board. At the most felon®"s money would be tied up by the Child
Support Division for 18 years. Then it could be earmarked for the Violent
Crimes Compensation Board, after the initial obligation to the children

was met.

Thank you for your time and interest.

Sincerely,

A/H
Roberta Stevens

cc: file
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DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

ALASKA CORRECTIONAL
FINANCIAL DATA

ADMINISTRATION COMP.

APPROPRIATED

$ 147,900

160,200

278,800

524,200

540,100
1,651,200

571,600

554,300

EXPENDED

5 53,434

128,476

216,881

448,231

485,369
1,338,391
PROJECTED

555,732

564,800

AMT.

No money actually appropriated

312187

INDUSTRIES

PRODUCT COSTS COMP.

S  -o-
355,500
285,600

AUTH. TO
703,000

871,600
541,100

871,600

1,658,400

In ensuing

Total INCIUOES $200.0 1oan from Ag. Rev.

APPROPRIATED EXPENDED REVENUES

$ -o- $ -0-
92,017 -0-
140,377 32,957
SPEND A1
377,657 217,849
562,124 498,389
1,172,175 749,195

PROJECTED,PROJECTED
994,500 1,071,600

1,658,400 2,000,000

years, FY85-88.
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AUDIT DIVISION
POUCH W
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811

THE LEGISLATURE

BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE

March 17, 1987

SUMMARY OF: A Special Report on the Department of
Corrections, Alaska Correctional Industries,

March 17, 1987.

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

In accordance with a Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
request and Title 24 of the Alaska Statutes, this special
report has been prepared to document our review of the
Alaska Correctional Industries program. Our review was
conducted to determine if the program should be allowed to
terminate on July 1, 1987, as provided by the enabling

legislation.
OVERVIEW OF ALASKA CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES

Alaska Correctional Industries (ACI) was established to de—
velop and operate agricultural, 1industrial, and service
enterprises to provide realistic work experience for prison—
ers, to direct their efforts toward financial responsibil—
ity, to improve their effective work habits and occupational
skills, and to increase the probability of opportunities for
employment after release. The program currently employs 86
inmates with metal and furniture shops in Kenai, agriculture
and auto body businesses in Palmer, and laundry and bakery
operations 1in Juneau.

AUDITOR®™S CONCLUSIONS

In our opinion, the Alaska Correctional Industrie™- program
generally provides realistic work experience and this ex—
perience is more realistic than that available through the
institutional jobs. We further believe the work experience
provided by ACI will improve the likelihood of successful
employment after the inmate is released.

We recommend that the ACI program be extended. However, we
suggest the extension be for a definite period (perhaps four
years). This would allow the Legislature an opportunity to

further review the progress of the program and require ACI
to demonstrate their success with the program.



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. ACI should develop and utilize program cost guidelines
for analyzing all existing and proposed industries.

The decision to continue or develop an industry within ACI
should be based, 1in part, upon its financial viability. At
present, ACI does not explicitly consider the full cost of
an industry in its decision process. Financial statements,
by industry, are prepared each month; however, these state—
ments exclude the costs associated with the program®s pro—
duction managers and administrative personnel and the costs
of the program®s property, plant, and equipment. We
estimate the net cost (revenue less expenses) 1in FY 86 to
have been $600,000, or approximately $45 per inmate employee
per day. The calculated or forecast net cost per day should
be compared to a guideline cost established by the
Correctional Industries Commission. This guideline should
be equal to, or slightly above if justified, the incremental
cost to the institution of providing alternative workweek
daytime activities for the inmates. ACl should not enter
into or continue industries which are not likely to approach
this guideline.

2. The Correctional Industries Fund (CIF) financial
statements should be presented in the State"s Annual
Financial Report in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles (GAAP)~

CIF is an intragovemmental service fund and should be
accounted for on an accrual basis. GAAP requires all the®
activities and the resources used by ACl to be reflected in
their financial statements. The most significant items to
be included are property, plant, and equipment and the re—
lated depreciation, implicit lease expense, 1inventory, and
accounts receivable.

Alaska Statute 33.32.020 should be modified to require CIF
to account for the entire industries program, including
approximately $500,000 of annual personnel costs presently
excluded from CIF by statute.

STATE OF ALASKA DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT
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BRIEF HISTORY OF ALASKA CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES

GENERAL: 1979 - State uf Alaska financed "Alaska Corrections Master Plan"
by Moyer and Associates, who recommend implementation of an Industries
program. An Industries Manager, Wally Roman was hired October 16, 1981.
In the spring of 1982, the Hammond Administration introduced and the
Legislature passed HB 194 (enacted as AS 33.32.) which establishes the
Alaska Correctional Industries program. In October of 1982, the Governor
appointed the Correctional Industries Commission. In July, 1985, a
Marketing and Sales Manager was added to the staff, and in September, 1985
the management of the Industries program (three individuals) was relocated
from Juneau to Anchorage. Staff which did not transfer was replaced at
the new location.

AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS: Farming operations began as a camp work project
at the Palmer Correctional Center over twenty years ago. In March, 1983,
the Correctional |Industries Commission approved the expansion of the
operation as a correctional industry to provide produce for state
institutions. Mechanized field and potato processing equipment was
purchased for a sum in excess of $100,000 including many surplus pieces of
equipment which were rebuilt at the institution. Acreage under
cultivation was increased to approximately 27 acres, and is yielding in
excess of 200 tons of potatoes, FLowers are also grown for State
projects, including the Anchorage International Airport. 8 to 15 inmates
are employed based upon seasonal needs.

AUTO BODY REPAIR: This business also began 1n prior years sometime in the

1970's, at the Palmer Correctional Center. In March, 1983, upgrading and
modernization of the existing auto body shop program was approved by the
Correctional Industries Commission. Conversion of an existing shop

building vyielded a 2900 square foot shop which contains a paint booth,
mixing room, tool room, welding facilities, and a state of the art frame
straightening rack. The quality control was brought up to rigid
commercial standards, and the shop now repairs virtually all State of
Alaska vehicles in the southcentral region.'" This shop employs from 5 to 8
inmates.

COMMERCIAL  LAUNDRY: In  March, 1983, the Correctional Industries
Commission approved the building of a commercial laundry facility at the
Lemon Creek Correctional Center to provide service to the State of Alaska
Marine Highway system's southeast runs, and all other state institutions
1n the Juneau area. At that time, the laundry needs of the Marine Highway
system were being met in Seattle, Washington, and Prince Rupert, B.C.,
Canada. Laundry operators in the Juneau area declined this business due
to high seasonal nature. Construction of the new facility was begun in
the fall of 1983 and completed in December, 1984. Operations have been,
excellent with almost 3/4 of a million pounds of laundry processed
annually, employing 18 to 35 inmates.
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COMMERCIAL BAKERY: In October, 1983, the Correctional Industries
Commission approved the establishment of a commercial bakery at Lemon
Creek Correctional Center to provide baked yoods to the Marine Highway

system and other state agencies throughout Alaska. This operation was
designed to share the same building as the laundry operation, and went
into operation in January, 1985. It has continued from that time to

supply top quality baked goods to the Marine Highway system at prices at
or less than previous suppliers in Seattle, Washington, and Prince Rupert,
B.C., Canada. This operation has commission approval for commercial sales
which are being developed. The bakery employs 5 to 8 inmates.

FURNITURE ASSEMBLY: July, 1983, the Correctional Industries Commission
approved the establishment of a furniture and upholstery production and
repair facility. A first consideration was to utilize a quonset hut at
the Lemon Creek Correctional Center, but this idea was discarded and the
proposed operation was moved to the Wildwood Correctional Center in Kenai,
Alaska. The decision was based upon the availability of a building that
could be renovated at a relatively low cost, an institutional work force
of medium custody inmates, and proximity to the large southcentral market
for furniture. In the spring of 1985, a contract was awarded to CPSI, a
Boulder, Colorado consulting firm which gives assistance to correctional
systems for furniture manufacturing. An agreement with four large
national furniture companies provided pre-made components of standard
furniture items for assembly at the new plant. Furniture manufacturing
began in the Wildwood plant in January, 1986. A substantial dollar volume
has been produced since start up of the plant, but further review is
necessary due to much lower margins than originally expected, and a major

collapse of the furniture market due to budget restrictions. The plant
employs 15 to 25 inmates. After careful review of the current product
lines, which are quite broad, this operation will probably be reduced to

labor intensive oak/upholstered furniture an a few other complimentary
lines which have proven very acceptable in our market place, and provide a
more adequate profit margin.

METAL FABRICATION PLANT: In October, 1983, the Correctional Industries
Commission approved tlie establishment of a metal fabrication>plant to be
located at the Wildwood Correctional Center. Plant operations began in
January, 1986 and with the receipt of the large Spring Creek Correctional
Center production order for bunks and desks, the plant has been running at
full production level for the past 8 months with 20 to 30 inmates working
full time. This plant produces a variety of products beyond cell
furniture, including fish carriers for the Department of Fish and Game,
barbeque pits for the Division of Parks, and several communities in
Alaska, as well as custom fabricated "one off" specialities.

MT. MCKINLEY MEAT AND SAUSAGE PLANT: In May, 1986, the Division of
Agriculture approached the Department of Corrections with the idea of
using inmate labor to npcrate the failed meat plant in Palmer until the

private sector was able to operate it again. The Agricultural Revolving
Loan Fund purchased the plant and has signed an agreement with the
Department of Corrections to operate the facility. Initial public

hearings were field on February 6, 1987 and the Industries Commission
decided to table the operational proposal until the next meeting, March

16, 1987, when the commission will hear additional public testimony
regarding operation of the plant. At the present time the Department of
Corrections plans to provide meat for its own consumption only. This
facility will employ 20 inmates.

TOTPL P.03



STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE
Rill . HB 275
REQUEST: PubIM Dam:Z3HHI1Z=2Z

Revision Dsn: AgwifyAffecwd* Dept, of Corrections

Titk:  An Act confirming the BRU: —.
correctional industries program™

5oo0sor: Representative Swackhammer Components:
Requestor:

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thoesandsof Doilan)

OPERATING FY 87 FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FAt Fy 92

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND* STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0

CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0

REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Doilan)

GENERALFUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TTTTAL - 0 \ 3 0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 O 0 0 O 0

PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (Attach aseparate peg* i/necmsay)

Prepared by: Susan E. Knighton, Research Analyst IV m 465-3376
Division: Statewide Programs nw 4-21-87

Approved by Commissioner:  Susan Humphrey-Barnett Date;
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Introduced: 4/17/87
Referred: Health, Education &
Social Services, Judiciary and

Finance
IN THE HOUSE BY SWACKHAMMER
HOUSE BILL NO. 275
IN THE LEGISLATOR OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act continuing the correctional industries

program: and providing for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. Section 7, ch. 53, SLA 1982 is repealed.

* Sec. 2. Thi3 Act take3 effect inmediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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DEPARTMEIVT OF EDUCATION . cowseureuace

801 WEST 10th STREET
POUCHF
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER JUNEAU,ALASKA 99811

April 21, 1987

APR 2 2 1987

The Honorable Bette Cato
Alaska State Legislature
PO Box V

Mail Stop 3100

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Cato:

The Department of Education supports the efforts of the Alaska
Vocational Technical Center (AV Tech) to attain the statutory change
necessary to enable educational institutions such as AV Tech to hire
students under the exempt category of service. From a practical
standpoint we believe that thi-s will benefit both the students and
the employing institutions. The students will benefit through job
experience and income; the employers through the accomplishment of
tasks and functions on an as-needed basis and in a cost effective
manner. Given the budget reductions over the past years, it is no
longer possible to hire full time employees to cover the range of
functions previously accomplished by staff. This approach to hiring
of students will enable AV Tech to meet its program needs while
benefitting participating students.

If you have further questions or wish to discuss this matter, please
contact Bob Booher, Director of AV Tech, or me.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,
/y 111

william G. Demmert
Commissioner

1LH



VOCATIONAL/TECHNICAL TRAINING p- 889
FOR HIRE EDUCATION SEWARD, ALASKA 99664 (9071 224-3322

April 13, 1987

Representative Betty Cato
Pouch V, Mail Stop 3100
Juneau, AK 99811

The Honorable Betty Cato:

Representative Cato, we are proposing that AVTEC be able to hire

students to preform work tasks for the Center. In the past we were
able to do this through th'e Student Intern program. This was not a
satisfactory situation. The costs were exceptionally high. Students
hired through APEA were paid at a range 5. In Seward we were paying
$7 to $8 an hour for student trainees. We had worked out an
agreement with Local 71, however, the same problem existed. If we
hired a student to preform Local 71 work, the classification was
dependent upon what tasks the student was preforming. For example,
if the student was changing the oil in a car helshe would be
classified as an automobile mechanic and would receive 75% of Local
711s starting wage for automotive mechanics. Usually this meant that
the student would be receiving a higher hourly wage as compared to
permanent Local 71 employees in Ilower paid classifications. The

paper-work associated with running these positions through the State
personnel system was horrendous.

If we establish work experience positions, and if these positions are
exempt positions, we establish the pay rates, and the amount of State
personnel paper-work is reduced significantly. Students in work
experience positions would be paid the prevailing wage rate for
student work at other educational institutions in Alaska.

In order to meet the FY87 budgetary reductions AVTEC deleted many

student services. This enabled us to keep the instructional staff
intact. However, we are now discovering that many of the services
are sorely missed. Many of the services being provided by the

positions that were deleted did not require a high skill level.



Page 2
Letter, Representative Betty Cato

April 13, 1987

These services could be provided by student workers at approximately

40% of the <cost of the same service being provided by a State
employee. In these extraordinary times we believe that in order to
continue to provide a full range of student services a viable student
work program is essential. A statute which allows AVTECto hiro
student workers as exempt employees would allow the Center to provide
each training area with a work experience component in their
curriculum. This would be a major benefit for students attending the
Center.

Sincerely yours,

R. D. Booher, Director, AVTEC



3 39.25.090 Public Officers and Employees 8§ 39.25.110

(3) prior positions held by a state employee;

(4) whetherastate employee is in the classified, partially exempt, or
mxempt service; - — .

(5) the dates ofappointment and separation ofa state employee; and

(6) the compensation authorized for a state employee. -

(c) A state employee has the right to examine the employee’s own
lersonnel files and may authorize others to examine those files.

(d) An applicant for state employment who appeals an examination
core may review written examination questions relating to the exam-
nation unless the questions are to be used in future examinations
8 18 ch 144 SLA'1960;"am § 5 ch 112 SLA 1982) ‘

Effect of amendments. — The 1982

mendment rewrote this section.. ..

Article 2. Coverage of Personnel

:ectlon ¢ - - Section

90. Coverage of chapter. ... ].20 .Partially exempt service .....
00. Classified service 130. Extension of partially exempt and
10. Exempt service classified services

Sec. 39.25.090. Coverage of chapter. This chapter and the rules
dopted under it apply to all positions in (1) the classified service,- and
2) the exempt and partially exempt service as specifically provided
$ 3 ch 144 SLA 1960; am 8§ 6 ch 112 SLA 1982)

Effect of amendments. — The 1982
nendment inserted "exempt and” in item

Sec. 39.25.100. Classified service. The classified service consists
fall positions in the state service not included in the exempt service
rin the partially exempt service. (8 4 ch 144 SLA 1960)

NOTES TO DECISIONS

Quoted in Mueller v. Alaska State Bd.  Bogenrife, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 918 (File No.
Personnel, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 396 (File No.  1665), 513 P.2d 13 (1973).
18, 425 P.2d 145 (1967); State v.

Sec. 39.25.110. Exempt service. Unless otherwise provided by
\aw, the following positions in the state service constitute the exempt
Service and are exempt from the provisions ofthis chapter and the rules
odopted under it:

(1) personselected to public office by popular vote or appointed to fill
Vacancies in elected officer

31



§ 39.25.110 Alaska Statutes § 39.25.110

(2) justices, iudges, magistrates, and employees of the judicial
branch including employees of the Judicial Council;

(3) employees of the state legislature and. its agencies;

(4) the head of each principal department in the executive branch;

(5) officers and employees of the University of Alaska,;

(6) certificated teachers and noncertificated employees employed by
a regional educational attendance area established and organized
under AS 14.08.031 — 14.08.041 to teach in, administer, or operate
schools under the control of a regional educational attendance area
school board;

(7) certificated teachers employed by the Department of Education
as correspondence teachers or teachers in skill centers operated by the
Department of Education;

(8) patients and inmates employed in state institutions;

(9) persons employed in a professional capacity to make a temporary
or special inquiry, study or examination as authorized by the governor;

(10) members of boards, commissions, or authorities;

(11) the officers and employees ofthe following boards, commissions,
and authorities:

(A) Alaska Gas Pipeline Financing Authority;

(B) Alaska Permanent Fund Corporation;

(C) Alaska Energy Center;

(D) Alaska Industrial Development Authority;

(E) Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission;

(F) Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education;

(12) the executive secretary and legal counsel of the Alaska Munic-
ipal Bond Bank Authority;

(13) physicians licensed to practice in this state and employed by the
division of mental health and developmental disabilities, Department
of Health and Social Services;

(14) petroleum engineers and petroleum geologists employed in a
professional capacity by the Department of Natural Resources and by
the Oil and Gas Conservation Commission, except for those employed
in the division ofgeological and geophysical surveys in the Department
of Natural Resources;

(15) officers, agents, and employees of the Alcoholic Beverage
Control Board granted limited peace officer powers by the Alcoholic
Beverage Control Board under AS 04.06.110;

(16) persons employed by the division of marine transportation as
masters and members of the crews of vessels who operate the state
ferry system and who are covered by a collective bargaining agreement
provided in AS 23.40.040;

(17) officers and employees of the state who reside in foreign
countries;

(18) employees of the Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute;

32



8 39.25.120 Public Officers and Employees 8 39.25.120

(19) firefighters employed by the Department of Natural Resources
for a fire emergency;

(20) employees of the Office of the Governor and the office of the
lieutenant governor, including the staff of the governor’s mansion;

(21) [Repealed June 30, 1988] Employees ofthe Citizens’ Advisory
Commission on Federal Areas in Alaska (AS 41.37.010);

(22) youth employed by the Department of Natural Resources under
the Youth Employment and Student Intern programs. (8 5ch 144 SLA
1960; ami! 1ch 48 SLA 1961; am 8 1ch 133 SLA 1961; am § 3 cn~93
SLA 1962; am § 3 ch 24 SLA 1966; am § 31 ch 46 SLA 1970; am § 65
ch 69 SLA 1970; am 8 13 ch 113 SLA 1970; am § 3 ch 78 SLA 1971,
am § 18 ch 78 SLA 1974; am 8 42 ch 127 SLA 1974; am 8 2 ch 32 SLA
1975; am § 2ch 79 SLA 1975; am 8 37 ch 124 SLA 1975; am § 1ch 157
SLA 1976; am S 3 ch 90 SLA 1978; am § 7 ch 18 SLA 1980; am § 43
ch 106 SLA 1980; am 8 10 ch 131 SLA 1980; am 8 4 ch 148 SLA 1980;

am 8 4 ch 106 SLA 1981; am

2,3 ch 37 SLA 1982; am § 7 ch 112

SLA 1982; am § 1ch 11 SLA 1983; am § 1 ch 103 SLA 1984)

Effect of amendments. — The first
1980 amendment added paragraph (22).
(See now paragraph (111(B).)

The second 1980 amendment added
paragraph (23). (See now paragraph
(111(D).)

The third 1980 amendment added para-
graph (24). (See now paragraph (15).)

The fourth 1980 amendment added
par graph (25). (See now paragraph
A1)

The 1981 amendment added a para-
graph (26) (see now paragraph (18)),
relating to employees of the Alaska
Seafood Marketing Institute.

The first 1982 amend.nent added a para-
graph (27) (see now paragraph (21)),
relating to employees of the Citizens’
Advisory Commission on Federal Areas in
Alaska. Section 3, ch. 37, SLA 1982, effec-
tive June 30, 1988, repeals this paragraph.

The second 1982 amendment rewrote
this section.

The 1983 amendment rewrote para-
graph (13).

( T)he 1984 amendment added paragraph
22).

NOTES TO DECISIONS

The thrust of the exemptions in this
chapter, the Public Employees Retire-
ment System, former AS 39.35.680(5)(c),
and the statutory leave provisions for slate
employees, AS 39.20.310, is to provide for
those public employees who are not
susceptible to ordinary recruiting and
examining  procedures. Hafling .
Inlandboatmen's Union, Sup. Ct. Op. No.

1743 (File No. 3438), 585 P.2d 870 (1978).

No inconsistency between ferry
crew exemption of this section and
inclusion of such personnel with Pub-
lic Employment Relations Act, AS
23.40.070 et seq. — See Hafling v.
Inlandboatmen’s Union, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
1743 (File No. 3438). 585 P.2d 870 (1978).

Sec. 39.25.120. Partially exemptservice, (a) Positions in the par-
tially exempt service are included in the position classification plan
estaolished under this chapter and are compensated according to the

pay plan (AS 39.27.011).

(b) A person holding a position in the partially exempt service is not
required to take an examination or qualify or earn a place on a register,
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February 25, 1988

Senator Paul Fischer, Chairman
Senate Health,Education and

Social Services Committee
Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Fischer:

The HESS Committee substitute for HB 282, relating to smoke

detection devices passed the House yesterday, 36-1. The
bill was read across to the Senate this morning and referred
to the Senate Health, Education and Social Services

Committee.

Current statutes, A.S. 18.70.095, require smoke detectors 1in
apartments, condos, hotels and 1lodging houses. They are
also required 1in single and multi family homes built or
purchased after 1975.

CSHB 282 (HESS) requires the installation and maintenance of
smoke detection devices 1in all homes, regardless of when
they were constructed or sold.

Sections 3 and 4 delineate the responsibility of the
landlord and tenant for installation and maintenance, and 1is
cross referenced with the Landlord Tenant Act.

Alaska leads the nation in fire deaths. In 1986, 27 Alas—
kans died 1in fires 1in homes that did not have properly
installed and maintained smoke detectors. No fire deaths
have occurred in Alaska where operating detectors were
present. In 49.7 percent of all residential fires in
Alaska, no operating smoke detectors were present.

The legislation 1is supported by the Alaska Fire Chief"s
Association, the Alaska State Firefighters Association, the
International Conference of Building Officials, the Alaska
Department of Health and Social Services and the Alaska

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS



Senator Paul Fischer Page Two February 24, 1988
Re: HB 282

Department of Public Safety. Copies of the resolutions and
position papers are enclosed.

There 1is no fiscal impact to state government; a copy of the
fiscal notes are also enclosed. The Tfiscal impact to
Alaskans 1is minimal; the average cost of a battery operated

smoke detector is $15.00.

There has been question of enforcement. Current statute,
A.S. 18.70.100, provides for enforcement of existing smoke
detection laws and regulations. Those regulations are

enforced by the local fire chiefs within their own jurisdic—
tions.

The 1intent 1is not to put people in jail or levy fines for
not having smoke detectors. The 1intent 1is to reduce the
tremendous and tragic loss of life by fire in Alaska.

Your scheduling this legislation for deliberations by the
Senate Health, Education and Social Services Committee will
be very much appreciated.

Respectfully,

Enclosures



SENATE AMENDMENT

BY:
A
TO: SENATE BILL NO.
TO! HOUSE BILL NO.
p. /, /?
*7n CAtS -
cyip-tsit—>Q Ay N *y/
a’ t< AN VAN r-/\._
A ~ XY » AU b~ A e

f

tS .fe A y TtrV'.'ATCGc

(TURN IN ORIGINAL AMENDMENT TO SENATE SECRETARY'S OFFICE.
THE AMENDMENT WILL BE NUMBERED, COPIED AND DISTRIBUTED.)



STATE OF ALASKA
1988 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

REQUEST:

Revision Date: 5/12/87
Title: An Act relating to smoke
detection devices.

BILL VERSION C?H?

publishdate-

FISCALNOTE

a pwicv Affected: Health & Social
fiRn. State Health Services

Services

. fcNS Uertitication and

Sponsor: Hudson et al.
Requestor: Licensing
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING Ft 88 FY 89 FY 90 Fy 91 FY 92 FY 93
PERSONAL SERVICES *
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLALMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
CAPITAL
REVENUE
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERALFUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL “Q"’ o _0_ _O_ -O- _U_ [ ] -1-
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY
ANALYSIS (Attach a separate page if necessary)
The enactment of CSHB 282 (SA) would have no direct fiscal impact on the
Department of Health and Social Services.
Prepared Dy: Elizabeth Ward, Director Y | 465-3090
Division : Public Health £ Date :
(IQApproved by Commissioner: /Yt ] ] Date : 8%
Agency. Department ot HeaflJth h Social Services
Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budcet n A
PJ8e - of —

Impacted Agency(it

FISCAL NOTES



STATE OF ALASKA BILL VERSION: CSHB 282 (HESS)

19SS LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISH DATE : HOUSE 2/19/88
<EouEsT FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date: Aoency*#"4. Public Safety

Tide: An act relating to smoke detection rrt;- m re Prevention

devices

Sponsor: Miirteanr driipnhprg, llimpr Components

Requestor House-HESS

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 838 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND* STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0

CAPITAL 0 0 0

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL Q 0 0 0 0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0] 0 0]
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (Attach aseparate page if necessary)

No fiscal impact.

Preparedby: Gordon E. Brunton Phone  465-4331
DNision:  FI¥@ BVSHAEIGA Dan-+  1/12/88
Approved by Commissioner Date

Agency: .Public Safpfy

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor

Office of Management and Budget
Impacted A gency(ies) page of



stevecq:.?er 30.£~v:

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

DIVISION OF FIRE PREVENTION

REPLY TO
PO BOY n D 5700 EAST TUDOR ROAD D 1979 PEGER ROAD
JUNEAU ALASKA 998*1.1200 ANCHORAGE ALASKA 995071225 FAIPBANKS ALASKA 95709
PHONE -90' 465-4331 PHONE ;9C7i 269-5604 PhONE (907,456-4002

March 2, 1988

The Honorable Bill Hudson
Alaska State Legislature
P.0O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Smoke Detectors;
Enforcement of HB 282

Dear Representative Hudson:

The need for smoke detectors in every dwelling unit has been
well documented as a means of saving lives and reducing the

traumatic impact of burn injuries. Alaska statistics show a
disproportionately high number of fire victims in the rural
communities of our state. We believe that if every home had

a smoke detector, as required by HB 282, the number of lives
lost to fire every year could be greatly reduced, especially
in rural areas.

Under AS 18.70.050 and AS 18.70.080, however, the Department
of Public Safety, Division of Fire Prevention, does not have
authority to enter private dwelling units to inspect them.
The only way Tfor the Department to enforce the requirements
of HB 282 would be after a fire occurs. If investigation
after a fire revealed that the required smoke detectors were
missing or 1inoperative, the owner would be subject to the
penalties of AS 18.70.100.

If a different enforcement scheme is desired by the
legislators, then specific authority to enter and inspect
residential dwellings of less than four units to enforce
18.70.095 must be granted.

Sincerely

Sylvester (Sam) Neal
p<-"4-n Fire Marshal

POSITION PAPERS



International Conference of Building Officials

Alaska Southeast Chapter

JANUARY 13, 1382

LEGISLATIVE POSITION FAPER IN 3UFFCRT CF
C3HS 232 AND 33 23=

AN ACT RELATING TO SMOKE DETECTION DEVICES

Our membership recommends adoption of these two bills which are amendments
.to the existing statute pertaining to smoke detectors. The current law is
vacue in defining conditions under whicn smoke detectors are required.

Smoke detectors are inexpensive and save lives. They offer the Dbest
available strategy in Alaska for reducing the loss of life and property from
fire. Our State leads the Nation in these losses per capita year after year.

Section 2. of the proposal clearly sets forth smoke detector maintenance
responsibilities for landlords and tenants in rental situations.

In addition to the State Fire Marshall's office, AS 13.70.090 allows lo *1
fire chiefs to enforce these provisions within their jurisdictions, ITr.\
municipalities of Juneau and Anchorage currently require detectors in all

dwelling units.

These acts would have negligible financial impact onboth rural and urban
residents of Alaska. There is no fiscal note to the State associated with

implementation of these amendments.

Fresident

P O Box 2114 11 Auke Bay, AK. 99821






STUDENT LOAN GENERAL FUND DEMAND
(IN MILLIONS)

w/o0 FORGIVENESS w/0 FORGIVENESS w/0 FORGIVENESS w/0 FORGIVENESS
+ GRACE INTEREST + T% BONDING + 8% BONDING + 9% BONDING
LOAN TARGET CURRENT PROGRAM + w/0 BONDING + GRACE INTEREST + GRACE INTEREST + GRACE INTEREST
YEAR LOAN VOLUME Gen. Fund Gen. Fund Gen. Fund Gen. Fund Gen. Fund
87-88 $80.0 $56.7 $56.7 $15.7 $15.7 $15.7
88-89 80.3 52.8 52.8 15.1 15.7 17.9
89-90 80.7 47.3 47.2 15.0 15.6 17.9
90-91 81.0 40.4 40.1 14.7 15.4 17.9
91-92 82.9 32.1 37.4 14.3 15.0 17.9
92-93 85.3 32.6 31.4 13.9 14.5 17.8
93-94 87.3 30.6 28.8 13.3 13.9 17.3
94-95 88.4 28.4 25.8 12.5 13.1 16.7
95-96 88.3 24.9 21.2 11.4 12.0 15.9
96-97 87.0 20.4 15.1 9.9 10.4 14.6
97-98 84.9 15.4 8.3 8.1 8.6 12.8
98-99 88.7 16.8 7.7 6.2 6.6 10.7
99-00 91.2 17.1 6.3 4.6 4.9 8.3
2000-01 93.0 16.7 4.6 3.4 3.6 6.2
01-02 94.2 15.6 2.9 2.8 3.0 4.6
02-03 95.1 14.3 1.3 2.5 2.7 3.9
03-04 96.2 13.3 1 2.3 2.5 3.3
04-05 97.3 12.3 1.0) 2.2 2.4 3.3
05-06 98.5 11.5 1.9 2.1 2.3 3.3
06-07 99.5 10.6 (2.8) 2.1 2.3 3.2
07-08 100.5 9.7 (3.8) 2.0 2.2 3.2
08-09 101.5 9.0 (4.6) 1.9 2.1 3.2
09-10 102.7 8.4 (5.3) 1.8 2.0 3.1
10-11 104.0 8.1 (5.8) 1.6 1.8 3.1
Assumptions and Notes:
a. FY88 appropriation remains at $15.7 million. Bonding level remains constant and loan volume remains constant. Under

T, General Fund balance is simply carried forward, under e, adjustment is made in FY89.

b. All adjustment is made to General Fund portion. Variation resulting from different rates could also bereflected in

level of bonds issued or in total loan volume, and General Fund could remain constant.

c. Bond coverage at ratio 1.50.

d. Loan default rate at 172. No increase anticipated as a result of eliminating forgiveness andno decrease as aresult

of permanent fund dividend attachments.

e. |If default rate were to increase to as much as 212, the General Fund costs were increase slightly the first 3-4 years

and then level off at around $2.0 million per year.

f. At 72 bonding, program should revolve around 2018.

Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Educatior
(5/5/87)



Alaska fttate legislature ANCHORAGE

. P.0. BOX 104836
representative ANCHORAGE. AK 99510

PAT POURCHOT (W) (907) 2766818
(H) (907) 338-2425

HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE JUNEAU

COMMITTEE ON OIL ANO GAS POUCH V
STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU. AK 99811
(907) 4653712

?louse of Eepresentatibes

MEMORANDUM
TO: Senator Paul Fischer, Chairman
Senate Committee on Health tion and
Social Services
FROM: Representative Pat PourcLofy ft'
RE: HB 298, Making appropriations to the Alaska

Student Loan Corporation

DATE: May 11, 1987

HB 298, which makes an appropriationeto the Student Loan
Corporation, is a companion piece of legislation to HB 39,
which was recently waived from the Senate HESS Committee.

HB 39, which establishes a student loan corporation to issue
bonds and make student loans from bond proceeds, requires
that the bond underwriter be selected by competitive bid.
The effective date of the bill is July I, 1987. Allowing 60
days for the competitive selection process and an additional
period for the actual issuance of the bonds, it is unlikely
that bond proceeds will be available until sometime in
October.

Since funds for student loans for the fall semester are
needed in August, HB 298 appropriates $37.7 million in
general funds to the Student Loan Corporation, an amount
sufficient to cover the fall semester checks. Once bond
proceeds are received by the corporation, HB 298
appropriates $22 million from the corporation back to the
general fund. The $15.7 million in general funds that stays
with the corporation is the amount of state support needed
in the first year of the bonding proposal.

Passage of HB 298 is essential to implementation of HB 39.
I therefore urge you to consider it favorably and advance it
to the Senate Finance Committee.



